OXFAM BRIEFING PAPER

MARCH 2018

The FRESH project, delivered through a consortium of six INGOs and four local NGOs in Bangladesh, encouraged residents to build their
own homestead plinth in order to raise and protect their homes from floods, for which they are paid. Anjuara received 3,000 Tk ($38) for her
work. Photo credit: Peter Caton/Oxfam

MONEY TALKS
A synthesis report assessing humanitarian funding flows to local
actors in Bangladesh and Uganda
International humanitarian agencies and donors have made a series of global commitments to
local actors as part of the localization agenda, including to increase their access to greater direct
funding by 2020. This briefing paper reviews 2015 national financial data for Bangladesh and
Uganda to better understand how to target international investments in localization. It presents
key findings from Oxfam-commissioned research on which factors affect local actors’ ability to
access international humanitarian funding. It concludes that in order for global commitments to
translate into practice, investments should look at changing the terms of the funding
relationship, as well as be based on a context-specific, national analysis of the financial
environment.

ACRONYMS
GoB: Government of Bangladesh
GoU: Government of Uganda
INGO: International non-government organization
LNHA: Local and national humanitarian actor
NNGO: National non-government organization
RCNS: Red Cross or Red Crescent National Society (Bangladesh or Uganda)
RCRC: IFRC, ICRC, and national societies providing or channeling funding

GLOSSARY
Localization: Oxfam, based on feedback from partners and ongoing
consensus in the sector, defines localization as a transformational process to
recognize, respect, and invest in local and national humanitarian and
leadership capacities, to better meet the needs of crisis-affected communities.
Donor: For the purposes of this paper, “donor” refers to the original source of
the funds.
Private donor: Refers to individuals, companies, or foundations to distinguish
from institutional donors providing government funding. This category does not
include UN agencies. Private funding, as such, comes from private donors.
Local and national humanitarian actors (LNHAs): Refers to national and
subnational governments, the national Red Cross or Red Crescent societies,
local and national NGOs and civil society, including media, community-based
organizations (CBOs), faith-based organizations, as well as local and national
private sector actors. This definition is taken from the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee’s Humanitarian Financing Task Team (IASC HFTT) definitions
paper (March 2017).1
Local actors: For reporting purposes, LNHAs are referred to synonymously
with local actors.
NNGOs: Due to constraints in the dataset, local and national NGOs are both
included under the heading of national NGOs (NNGOs).
Direct funding: Funding given by the original donor directly to the ultimate
recipient agency (implementing partner).
First-level funding/recipient: Funds reaching the first recipient agency from a
donor, before being passed on to another recipient agency.
Indirect funding: Funding that is channeled through one or more intermediary
organizations between the original donor and the ultimate recipient agency
(implementing partner). Note, current discussion on funding which is “as directly
as possible” includes one intermediary, whereas in this report, one intermediary
falls within indirect funding.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Local and national actors are often the primary responders in humanitarian
crises. However, within the international humanitarian architecture they tend
to act as “subcontractors” to international agencies—UN agencies,
international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) etc.—who are often
the first-level (direct) or even second-level (indirect) recipients of
humanitarian funding from international donors. Despite their essential role
in crisis response, data shows that local and national humanitarian actors
(LNHAs) only receive a small proportion of international humanitarian
assistance directly from donors (2 percent in 2016).2 This has serious
implications for LNHAs’ capacity, sustainability, and influence, as well as on
the efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability of the humanitarian sector
as a whole.
In the consultations leading up to the first World Humanitarian Summit,
“localization” of aid was considered an essential next step in systems
change, which would bring not only “short-term efficiency gains but also
promote local ownership, strengthen local civil society more generally, and
increase that society’s capacity to manage future shocks.”3 The summit,
held in May 2016, saw many international actors, including donor
governments, UN agencies, INGOs, and Red Cross Red Crescent (RCRC)
societies, and a handful of local actors, make a series of ambitious
commitments to invest in LNHAs in crisis response—referred to as the
“localization” of humanitarian financing (See Box 1). At the forefront of these
commitments is a target to channel at least 25 percent of humanitarian
funding “as directly as possible” to LNHAs by 2020.4 Certainly, greater
access to financing alone may not be the only answer to increasing the role
of LNHAs—it also requires qualitative improvements in the funding,
structure, and design of assistance, which are the subject of a wider set of
commitments and initiatives by INGOs and governments.5
Yet these commitments were based, in part, on global-level, aggregated
data and trends. A closer look at funding available to LNHAs at the country
level and how it reaches them can provide a more detailed understanding of
the broader context and role LNHAs play, e.g., by shedding light on the
extent and nature of their involvement in internationally-funded
humanitarian responses and revealing what progress has yet to be made to
support their strengthened role. This report contributes to closing the
knowledge gap between global and country-level financing solutions with
practical suggestions on how the sector can fulfil its commitment to LNHAs.
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Box 1: “Localization Commitment” in the Grand Bargain6
Commitment 2: More support and funding tools for local and national
responders
National and local responders comprising governments, communities, Red
Cross and Red Crescent National Societies, and local civil society are often
the first to respond to crises, remaining in the communities they serve before,
after, and during emergencies. We are committed to making principled
humanitarian action as local as possible and as international as necessary,
recognizing that international humanitarian actors play a vital role, particularly
in situations of armed conflict. We engage with local and national responders
in a spirit of partnership and aim to reinforce rather than replace local and
national capacities.
Aid organizations and donors commit to:
1. Increase and support multi-year investment in the institutional capacities of
local and national responders, including preparedness, response, and
coordination capacities, especially in fragile contexts and where
communities are vulnerable to armed conflicts, disasters, recurrent
outbreaks, and the effects of climate change. We should achieve this
through collaboration with development partners and incorporate capacity
strengthening in partnership agreements.
2. Understand better and work to remove or reduce barriers that prevent
organizations and donors from partnering with local and national
responders, in order to lessen their administrative burden.
3. Support and complement national coordination mechanisms where they
exist and include local and national responders in international coordination
mechanisms as appropriate and in keeping with humanitarian principles.
4. Achieve by 2020 a global, aggregated target of at least 25 percent of
humanitarian funding to local and national responders as directly as
possible to improve outcomes for affected people and reduce transaction
costs.
5. Develop, with the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), and apply a
“localization” marker to measure direct and indirect funding to local and
national responders.
6. Make greater use of funding tools which increase and improve assistance
delivered by local and national responders, such as UN-led country-based
pooled funds (CBPF), the IFRC Disaster Relief Emergency Fund (DREF),
and NGO-led and other pooled funds.

METHODOLOGY
This report is based on quantitative and qualitative research carried out by
Oxfam in Bangladesh and Uganda. The studies aimed to understand the
nature of LNHAs’ current share in the financing and delivery of international
humanitarian assistance at the national level; their perception of their role
and the barriers and enablers to greater involvement; and the volume of
international funding they receive and how it reaches them.7
This report’s quantitative analysis is based on data gathered for both
countries, looking at fiscal year 2015. It was not feasible, for this research
project, to collect data for more than one year, and thus this report does not
analyze funding trends to LNHAs in Bangladesh and Uganda over time.
4

However, the report does demonstrate funding flows over the course of one
year, 2015, in which there were no unusual peaks or troughs in comparison
to other years—which may serve as a useful baseline measure. As
reporting practices improve, Oxfam hopes to reproduce similar analysis in
future years and, in time, assess other trends.
Primary data was provided by donors, UN agencies, INGOs, RCRC
societies, and LNHAs, and complemented by secondary data from UN
OCHA’s Financial Tracking Service (FTS) and the OECD DAC’s Creditor
Reporting System (CRS), to which international humanitarian donors and
agencies report standardized information on their funding and activities.
There are some noteworthy limitations to the data. Firstly, the data
presented in this report only covers what was possible to collect for the
purposes of the study. While it represents a significant proportion of
international humanitarian funding to Bangladesh and Uganda provided in
2015, it was not possible to capture data for all funding—a fact that is
closely tied to the accuracy of available system-wide data and obligatory
versus optional reporting of data by various agencies. The figures for RCRC
consist of funds which flowed through the international headquarters of the
International Committee of the Red Cross, and funds reported to the FTS,
CRS or directly to Oxfam by the donor or recipient agency as part of this
study. As such, RCRC figures do not include all funds given directly to or
between national societies. It is also important to note that the data
collection process in Uganda was interrupted and required an adapted
approach.8 Consequently, all data on UN funding in Uganda was provided
by UNHCR, which appears to work more with LNHAs than other UN
agencies. The resulting analysis may therefore not be representative of
broader UN funding.
Hence, throughout the report, we refer to “identified” and “investigated”
funding. “Identified” funding refers to humanitarian funding to Bangladesh
identified as part of this study. “Investigated” funding refers to the funding
for which data was available or provided to show how much reached
LNHAs, if at all.
The qualitative element to this study involved interviews with a range of
LNHAs in both countries, as well as with international agencies and donors.
This report includes a summary of the key qualitative findings and
recommendations.9
The intention of this study was to include disaggregated analysis of LNHAs
that have a specific mandate on the rights and needs of women and girls in
emergencies. However, the data from interviews of such LNHAs was too
limited to provide conclusive or comparable analysis.10 Oxfam intends to
conduct more specific research to better reflect the role of local and national
women’s rights and women- and girl- focused agencies.
Bangladesh and Uganda were selected for this research study as part of a
multi-year Oxfam program, Empowering Local and National Humanitarian
Actors (ELNHA), funded by the IKEA Foundation. The ELNHA program
operates on the principle of putting LNHAs in the driver’s seat to define their
agenda and strategies while influencing international humanitarian actors
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for their support. It includes, among its priorities, promoting a better
understanding of funding modes and amounts allocated from donors to
local actors to better define potential areas of influence and advocacy,
inevitably making more funding accessible to local actors.
In addition, the comparative approach provides interesting insights into the
practicalities of localization, as the countries commonly experience different
types of crises—Bangladesh is prone to frequent natural, or climate-related,
emergencies,11 while Uganda hosts significant numbers of refugees. They
also differ in their domestic capacity and available resources, as well as
have very different humanitarian architecture, giving contrasting
perspectives on localization issues, and demonstrating a need for contextspecific application of global commitments.
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2 FUNDING TO LOCAL
ACTORS IN BANGLADESH
AND UGANDA: COMPARING
THE DATA
This research identified $62 million in humanitarian funding from
international donors to Bangladesh in 2015. The equivalent figure for
Uganda was more than double this amount, at $166 million, reflecting the
scale of needs in the country, limited national resources to respond, and the
existence of UN-coordinated appeals for Uganda. Of the total identified
funding for Bangladesh, at least $12 million (20 percent) is known to have
been given directly to LNHAs, though this consisted entirely of funding from
international government donors to the Government of Bangladesh (GoB).
A very small amount of direct funding to LNHAs in Uganda was identified,
also provided from international government donors to the domestic
government (Government of Uganda, hereafter GoU).
A further $12.2 million of investigated funding was given indirectly to LNHAs
in Bangladesh via international agencies such as the UN, INGOs, and
RCRC societies. This brought the total amount of international humanitarian
funding known to have been directly or indirectly transferred to LNHAs in
Bangladesh to at least $25 million—39 percent of all funding identified in
this study. In Uganda, this figure was just $19 million—12 percent of the
total. The remaining $38 million in Bangladesh and $147 million in Uganda
was either used by international actors to provide assistance or could not be
tracked by this study.12
Figure 1: International humanitarian funding to LNHAs in Bangladesh and
Uganda, 2015 (US$ million)
0.3
Uganda 6.9 11.5
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0.6
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Indirect to RCNS

Indirect to NNGOs

100%

Not known to have reached LNHAs
Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF (Central
Emergency Response Fund), and ICRC data, and primary data provided by study participants.

As can be seen in figure 1, in both countries, NNGOs appear to receive
most indirect funding to LNHAs. When combining direct and indirect funding
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to LNHAs, NNGOs receive the largest share in Uganda, but the GoB is the
largest recipient in Bangladesh.

3 BANGLADESH: KEY
FINDINGS
Bangladesh is one of the most environmentally vulnerable countries in the
world. Floods, cyclones, earthquakes, and landslides are all relatively
common, affecting millions of people each year. Climate change and
population growth will likely further increase the country’s exposure to these
types of hazards in the future.13 The GoB plays a leading role in the
planning, delivery, and coordination of disaster prevention, preparedness,
and response, and has invested heavily in disaster risk management.
Bangladesh also hosts hundreds of thousands of Rohingya refugees from
neighboring Myanmar, which was the case even before the large-scale
displacement in 2017 more than tripled the refugee population to over
900,000.14,15
The main sources of humanitarian financing in Bangladesh are the
domestic government through the Ministry of Disaster Management and
Relief and international assistance provided by foreign governments and
private donors. Between 2012 and 2016, annual domestic government
funding for humanitarian-related activities ranged between $715 million and
$1.1 billion.16 Contrary to the perception of LNHAs interviewed,
humanitarian funding from international donors was significantly lower—
between $32 million and $41 million was reported to UN OCHA’s FTS in the
same period.17 One caveat: the focus of this study is on international
funding provided to LNHAs, which includes the GoB, and as such, the
nature of NNGO funding secured from the government has not been
explored.
LNHAs in Bangladesh appear to access and receive a significant proportion
of international humanitarian financing provided to the country—39 percent
in 2015, according to data collected for this study. However, these are not
through funds provided directly to them; instead, funds pass through
international agencies before reaching LNHAs under subcontracting-style
agreements.
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Between 2012–2016,
annual GoB funding
for humanitarianrelated activities
ranged between
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$1.1 billion,
exceeding
international
humanitarian
assistance every
year.

Figure 2: Direct and indirect international humanitarian funding to LNHAs in
Bangladesh, 2015 (US$ million)
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.

This study identified $62.5 million of international humanitarian funding
provided to Bangladesh in 2015, represented in figure 2. Data collected
showed that $12.4 million (20 percent) of this figure was provided by the
original donor directly to the GoB.18,19 No funds were provided directly to
other types of LNHAs (whether NNGOs or the Bangladesh Red Crescent
Society (RCNS)).20 A further $12.2 million was indirectly transferred to
LNHAs, first channeled through other actors, bringing the total they received
to $24.6 million (39 percent of all identified funding). Most indirect funding
($11.2 million) went to NNGOs.
Figure 3: International humanitarian funding to Bangladesh channeled
through INGOs, UN agencies, and RCRC, 2015 (US$ million)
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.
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Excluding direct funding to the GoB from the Government of Japan, figures
3 (above) and 4 (below) show that INGOs received the most first-level
funding ($21.9 million, or 35 percent of the total) from donors.
Figure 4: First-level recipients of international humanitarian funding to
Bangladesh by donor type, 2015

Total funding

INGOs
UN agencies

Private donors (5%)

RCRC
INGO/Start (2%)
CERF
Govt. donors (93%)

GoB
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants. Note: “INGO/Start” refers to INGO donors and the
INGO-led Start Fund.

All investigated private funding and funding from INGO donors and the
INGO-led Start Fund went to INGOs, as did the greatest share of
investigated government funding. UN agencies received $14.5 million (23
percent of the total) and RCRC received $11.0 million (18 percent).
Figure 5: International humanitarian funding to LNHAs in Bangladesh
channeled through INGOs, UN agencies, and RCRC, 2015.
UN agencies
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95%
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.
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The data shown in figure 5 above suggests UN agencies transferred a
greater share of the funds they received to LNHAs than INGOs and RCRC
did. At least 63 percent of funding channeled through UN agencies ($9.1
million) was transferred to LNHAs; the equivalent figures for INGOs and
RCRC were 12 percent ($2.5 million) and 5 percent ($0.6 million),
respectively. The majority of funding transferred to LNHAs by both UN
agencies and INGOs went to NNGOs, while all RCRC funding transferred to
LNHAs was provided to the Bangladesh Red Crescent Society.
Figure 6: International humanitarian funding received by LNHAs in
Bangladesh by funding source, 2015
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.

Figure 6 shows that international humanitarian funding sources for LNHAs
were mixed, depending on the type of organization. Almost all international
humanitarian funding investigated for this study provided to the GoB
originated from government donors. 78 percent of funds received by
NNGOs came from UN agencies, and 22 percent came from INGOs. This
division reflects the fact that, although UN agencies received less total
funding than INGOs, they appear to have transferred a greater share and
volume to LNHAs. Additionally, most funding provided to the Bangladesh
Red Crescent Society came from other RCRC societies.
The fact that almost 40 percent of the international humanitarian funding to
Bangladesh investigated for this study was ultimately received by LNHAs
suggests a strong domestic civil society and government, with significant
responsibility for delivering internationally-funded humanitarian assistance.
However, the extent to which receiving funding and being responsible for
the delivery of assistance translates into local ownership of humanitarian
strategies and programming is unclear.
Additionally, despite the above, some LNHAs reported that indirect funding
in internationally-funded humanitarian responses limited opportunities to
engage in decision-making.21 Perceived barriers to accessing direct funding
include a lack of capacity in proposal writing and grant management; weak
English language skills; domestic competition and dominance of one or two
very strong NNGOs preventing others from accessing funding; and lack of
trust by international actors to manage funds.22 Long-standing dynamics
and relationships also make it difficult for LNHAs to challenge the status
quo, and international agencies are seen to be in the driving seat when it
comes to setting agendas due to their size and existing relationships with
11

donors. Finally, a lack of local leadership and representation through formal
networks dampens the collective voice and limits collective negotiating
power.
Recommendations to address some of the key barriers identified by those
interviewed include building the capacity and financial sustainability of
LNHAs; encouraging more joint funding proposals between international
agencies and LNHAs; and, given the significant and growing volume of
domestic funding for disaster management, aligning international actors’
humanitarian strategies with the GoB’s disaster management plan to
strengthen relationships between the GoB and other LNHAs.
Whether and how a shift from indirect to direct funding of domestic actors
could lead to greater ownership for LNHAs over high-level processes and
decision-making, as well as increasing their organizational stability, is not
yet clear. Any changes to international funding mechanisms should be
designed to support this aim of increased ownership and decision-making,
and its impact on capacity, sustainability, and leadership for local actors
should be closely monitored. Perhaps most important is to monitor over
time whether these shifts in ownership and decision-making have the
intended impact: that communities receive the assistance they need, when
they need it.
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4 UGANDA: KEY FINDINGS
Uganda currently hosts over a million refugees, most of whom have fled
violence in South Sudan, and the majority (more than 80 percent) live in
remote and less developed settlements within host communities.23 In
addition, recent reports indicate that food security is deteriorating across the
country—with an estimated 1.6 million people (or 5 percent of the
population) experiencing crisis levels of food insecurity and depending on
“food assistance, remittances from relatives, begging, stealing food, wild
food gathering, and irreversible sale of productive assets to buy food.”24
Government capacity to meet these needs is limited, particularly at the subnational level and in districts hosting large numbers of refugees, as in West
Nile.25 Despite considerable economic growth from the mid-2000s, poverty
reduction has not kept pace: in 2016, Uganda’s gross national income (GNI)
per capita, which reflects the average income of citizens, was among the
lowest in the world.26 As a result, it is likely that more international funding
was required in 2015, and continues to be required to help meet
humanitarian needs.
LNHAs in Uganda appear to receive a much smaller proportion of overall
international humanitarian funding entering the country than those in
Bangladesh. This study identified just $19.3 million in 2015, only 11 percent
of the total. Apart from a very small amount provided directly to the GoU by
international governments (less than 0.2 percent), there was no evidence of
any further international humanitarian funding being given directly to LNHAs
in Uganda, suggesting that the majority of funding they receive is as
subcontractors to international agencies.
Figure 7: Direct and indirect international humanitarian funding to LNHAs in
Uganda, 2015 (US$ million)

Direct to GoU, 0.3
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.
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This study identified $166 million of international humanitarian funding to
Uganda in 2015, nearly all of which was provided to international actors
such as INGOs, UN agencies, and RCRC. $19 million (11 percent) of this
overall amount went on to be transferred to LNHAs indirectly.
Figure 8: International humanitarian funding to LNHAs in Uganda channeled
through INGOs, UN agencies, and RCRC, 2015
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants. This graph and first-level recipient analysis below
does not include $28.1 million in carry-over funding to UN agencies, which was originally donated in
previous years.

Figures 8 (above) and 9 (below) show that UN agencies in Uganda
received, by far, the most first-level funding from donors—76 percent of
total investigated funding ($104.8 million, of which $65.1 million was
provided to UNHCR due to the scale of the refugee crisis). INGOs received
19 percent ($25.8 million) and RCRC received just 3 percent ($3.8
million).27
Figure 9: First-level recipients of international humanitarian funding to
Uganda by donor type, 2015
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.

14

100%

GoU

UN agencies received the largest proportion of funding overall (76 percent),
and funding from government donors, while INGOs received 78 percent of
private funding investigated for this study. The remaining private funding
was transferred to UN agencies.
Figure 10: International humanitarian funding to LNHAs in Uganda
channeled through INGOs, UN agencies, and RCRC, 2015
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.

Data for Uganda aligns to findings from Bangladesh, which suggest that UN
agencies transfer a greater share of the funding they receive to LNHAs than
INGOs and RCRC. In Uganda, at least 17 percent of funding channeled
through UN agencies was provided to LNHAs, while just 3 percent of funds
channeled through INGOs, and 15 percent of funding channeled through
RCRC, went to LNHAs. All funding channeled to LNHAs by RCRC went to
the Uganda Red Cross Society, and all funding channeled to LNHAs by
INGOs went to NNGOs.
61 percent of funds transferred to LNHAs by UN agencies went to NNGOs,
with the remaining 39 percent provided to the GoU. However, all data on
UN funding in Uganda for this study was shared by UNHCR, which appears
to work more with LNHAs than other UN agencies. It was not clear, during
the research process, why this appears to be the case, although it may be a
result of UNHCR’s leadership, but with more limited direct program
implementation capacity, in the large-scale refugee response.
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Figure 11:International humanitarian funding received by LNHAs in Uganda
by funding source, 2015
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Sources: Development Initiatives based on UN OCHA FTS, OECD DAC CRS, CERF, and ICRC data,
and primary data provided by study participants.

The UN was the main source of funding to the GoU and NNGOs, providing
96 percent and 94 percent, respectively, of all investigated funding they
received. This reflects the fact that UN agencies received more international
humanitarian funding than INGOs and RCRC and transferred a higher
proportion to LNHAs than INGOs.
The extent to which the issues identified above, and others, may prohibit
Uganda’s domestic civil society from engaging in internationally-funded
humanitarian response will need to be better understood before developing
strategies to work towards building their role, as well as the volume of
funding they access. Efforts may also be required to support the growth of
domestic space for civil society implementing partners and further develop
LNHAs’ capacity to manage international government funding before or
alongside any efforts to increase direct funding to and the role of LNHAs in
Uganda.
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5 FINDINGS THAT MATTER
For over one year, since the signing of the Grand Bargain, debates around
definitions of actors and funding systems have frustrated critics and
proponents of the agenda alike—spurring questions on “how far progress
can be made” or “what matters most.”28 Moreover, recent reviews of global
funding flows have provided important warning signs that those committed
to localization have a long way to go to achieve the targets set by the Grand
Bargain and other frameworks.29
This study helps highlight important dynamics that are vital for the way
localization and humanitarian financing commitments move from discussion
to delivery, based on learning from Bangladesh and Uganda.

CONTEXT MATTERS
LNHAs in Uganda appear to receive significantly less international
humanitarian financing, both as a proportion of the total, and in terms of
volume, than those operating in Bangladesh. $19.3 million (12 percent) of a
total $166 million in Uganda is known to have been directly or indirectly
transferred to LNHAs, compared to $24.6 million (39 percent) of $62.5
million in Bangladesh.
The reasons for this difference are not clear, but, as previously mentioned,
the two countries represent very different contexts in terms of the types of
crises typically affecting them and the capacity to manage these locally.
Analysis in this report is based on those crises that were internationally
funded in 2015: primarily, widespread flash floods in Bangladesh, and the
South Sudan refugee crisis in Uganda, where both the scale of need and
numbers of affected people varied.30
Relatedly, the differing systems and processes underpinning the delivery of
humanitarian action in each country may also play a role, e.g., many of the
remote communities affected by flooding in Bangladesh were primarily
accessible to nearby LNHAs, whereas international actors had more limited
access. In Uganda, international actors have long been present and
established in the country’s various refugee responses—where UNHCR
plays a specific, focused leadership role. Other observed factors include the
size, experience, and capacity of local actors, or legislation and regulations
on civil society as a whole, as well as their involvement in decision-making
spaces. The historical capacity strengthening investments in civil society
may also play a role. Further research is required to uncover the most
critical drivers of these differences, but even without it, the impact of these
differences—in terms of the volume and proportion of international funding
ultimately reaching domestic humanitarian actors—demonstrates why a
national level, context-specific approach to implementing global-level
commitments on the “localization” of humanitarian assistance is so
important.
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Consider Bangladesh, where 20 percent of international humanitarian
funding was provided directly to LNHAs—albeit to the GoB—with no
instances of direct funding to NNGOs despite their well-recognized role in
delivering assistance. Or consider Uganda, where almost no international
funding was provided directly to LNHAs, and the number of operational
LNHAs engaged in humanitarian responses remains small. In view of these
differences, any processes or initiatives contributing to the Grand Bargain
funding target will look decidedly different at the national level, and as such,
should be defined in context.
Reflecting on the findings in this study, contextually-driven analysis will
need to measure both volumes of funding flows to LNHAs at different levels
(whether national or subnational), as well as tracking the type of actor, and
how funding can be appropriately granted as directly as possible now and in
the future. As domestic capacity to respond evolves, so should the
investments. By tracking this contextual data, better decisions can be made
about how to best support and invest in LNHAs. Moreover, it will also
enable the setting of realistic targets to drive meaningful change in how the
humanitarian financing system invests in capacity strengthening. Without it,
global funding ambitions will likely remain far out of reach—glossing over
the necessary—and, as a result, be quietly abandoned.

“DIRECT” AND “INDIRECT” FUNDING
MATTER, BUT NOT ONLY IN THE WAYS WE
THOUGHT
The perception of LNHAs interviewed for this study was that greater
proximity to donors offers greater negotiating power and involvement in
overall program management—most of the decisions regarding budget,
design, and strategy of humanitarian responses have already been set by
the donor and first-level recipient by the time funding reaches the local actor
and implementing partner. At that stage, LNHAs reported, there is limited
scope for strategy modifications or revisions to cover necessary
organizational, core, or administrative costs. Furthermore, those interviewed
suggest that a lack of information sharing, communication, and dialogue
between actors sometimes resulted in project failure, delays in action, and
contributed to relationship mistrust or other gaps.
As the overall pot of available humanitarian funding shrinks, LNHAs resort
to partnering with a greater number of international actors to cover their
costs, and the more complicated response delivery and reporting becomes:
“Different monitoring staff come from different INGOs and instruct us to
maintain stock registers in different ways. If one donor inserts a point,
another donor deletes [it]. It makes our work complex,” as one NNGO
representative said. The call for greater direct funding to LNHAs should not
be separated from calls to reduce duplication and management costs or
increasing collaborative humanitarian multi-year planning and funding. 31
Neither should they be separated from calls for equitable partnerships.32
Donors interviewed identify many reasons why indirect funding to LNHAs is
more convenient, such as the relative lack of systems among domestic
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actors in meeting their reporting requirements and the impracticality of
managing the number of grantees at country level that direct funding would
necessitate. Indeed, examples were found where, despite operating lower
down the financial chain, NNGOs felt valued and involved as partners,
rather than merely subcontracted implementers. This demonstrates that
quality of funding mechanisms and relationships are equally important to
the volume of direct funding so long as the objective is to invest in LNHAs to
achieve greater local ownership, engagement, and leadership.
The lack of access to significant direct funding may also be linked to a lack
of access to, or limited participation in, high-level decision-making
processes, which sit largely within other parts of the humanitarian
architecture. While volume of funding received and directness of funding
are important criteria, these metrics alone cannot serve as a proxy for
making real shifts in how decisions are made within the humanitarian
system at the country level. In fact, a few NNGOs reported that better direct
communication and access to international donors and decision-making
spaces (both national and international) were more important than
increasing direct funding. Oxfam research in other countries has
demonstrated that humanitarian assistance based on international actor
priorities may ultimately be less effective when not driven by national
strategies and decision-making.33 Further research is needed to understand
the qualitative differences between direct and indirect funding and its
implications on national strategies for humanitarian responses as well as
the broader engagement of LNHAs in humanitarian coordination
mechanisms. Regardless, pursuing direct funding routes to LNHAs alone is
not enough—indeed, even as pathways to greater direct or indirect funding
are explored, progress can be made to support LNHAs’ meaningful
engagement in humanitarian coordination and decision-making spaces.
At the global level, there is also an urgent need to understand how this
qualitative difference between direct and indirect funding can be better
reflected in the various commitments to local and national responders. Further
analysis is needed to identify features of “quality” funding, which work for
LNHAs (multi-year, unearmarked, sufficient overheads to support sustainable
capacity, etc.) and how they can be measured and included within
implementation of the Grand Bargain, as well as the Principles of Partnership
signed in 200734—which were among the first global commitments to investing
in better partnerships but have had limited follow-up.

SUSTAINABILITY MATTERS
The somewhat circular issue of financial sustainability also presents a
problem for some LNHAs. Organizations often need to demonstrate
sustainability to meet donor requirements but cannot be financially
sustainable without access to the comparatively reliable, sustained
international funding streams available to other implementing agencies and
international actors. Moreover, some NNGOs reported being unable to pay
adequate salaries to their staff when receiving indirect funding. One
respondent in Bangladesh reported instances of INGOs and UN agencies
retaining all administrative costs, in efforts to comply with donor requests to
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drive down “overheads,” with no contribution to NNGO administration of the
grant.
LNHAs may need to build their sustainability in other ways, such as through
micro-finance and private partnerships. One NNGO interviewed in this study
reported a funding model shift based on bank loans and micro-finance that
has allowed the agency to no longer depend on international funding grants.
Of course, shifts like these are not without their own challenges, as some
NNGOs face difficulty in maintaining humanitarian competencies as they
expand development work.
Therefore, international funding should include measures which strengthen
an organization’s overall capacity and sustainability, including funding
administrative costs.35 This applies to the diverse range of funding tools
currently available to LNHAs, whether targeted for capacity-strengthening
like the European Union’s Enhanced Response Capacity (ERC) and the
UK’s Disaster and Emergency Preparedness Programme (DEPP), or
unearmarked pooled funds like UN-led Country Based Pooled Funds
(CBPF). Practices that support LNHA financial sustainability should be
encouraged by international actors—better still by LNHAs negotiating
budgets with international agencies, when brought in early enough, to
include program expenses and institutional overhead costs, as a
requirement for partnership.36

THE GOVERNMENT MATTERS
Another more surprising finding identified through this research was a
misconception among LNHAs in Bangladesh that international actors
provide the largest amount of humanitarian funding, when in fact the GoB
provided more—not just in 2015, but from 2012 through 2016. In addition,
the only instances of direct funding in 2015 from international donors to
LNHAs in Bangladesh and Uganda were to the governments.
The definition of local and national humanitarian actors includes
government, based on recognition within international law of the primacy of
the state in humanitarian responses,37 namely the central role government
actors have in coordination and implementation of assistance. This
inclusion has meant that new commitments for greater investments in
LNHAs must extend also to governments.
In principle, including governments in the LNHA definition is logical and
straightforward, yet this research identifies differences between government
actors and other local and national actors, raising important questions.
First, considering the Grand Bargain and its next steps for donors, does it
matter which local or national actor investments go to? Will improved
humanitarian outcomes be met if greater direct humanitarian funding,
primarily or even only, is given to governments (as was the case in 2015)?
In the case of Bangladesh, government policy, legal frameworks, and
investments over the past few decades in disaster risk reduction (DRR)
have resulted in a significant decrease in the number of deaths caused by
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climate-related emergencies in the country.38 In Uganda, DRR policy was
established more recently—in 2010—and its corresponding legal framework
is in development.39 Both countries’ make explicit links between progressing
DRR as part of national development processes, and that investments in
DRR depend on—as a guiding principle—the participation of and
collaboration with international, national, and local actors, as well as crisisaffected communities.40,41
Given this dependence, then, the more relevant question is, how do
governments financially support local and national non-state responders’
strengthened role in national responses systems, even as governments
increase funding for humanitarian responses?

DATA MATTERS
In most countries, domestic spending on humanitarian crises is not reported
publicly, making it difficult to study it at country level or globally. Although
out of the scope of this research, there is a clear need to assess the funding
flows from governments to civil society and NGOs in country, to improve
targeting of new investments following the Grand Bargain.
But that is not all: the push around localization has come from a diverse
range of actors including national actors and INGOs, like Oxfam and others
in the Charter4Change network. In Bangladesh and Uganda, international
humanitarian actors have invested in a wide range of important initiatives to
strengthen the role of LNHAs in emergency responses—many of which
have been driven by long-standing relationships between INGOs and their
local and national partners.
However, this has led to an assumption within the sector that many INGOs
are already there—already sharing the largest amounts of funding and
resources with LNHAs. In the humanitarian context of 2015 in Bangladesh
and Uganda, however, this seems not to be the case. In fact, the financial
data identified in Oxfam research tells a different story: UN agencies
appeared to transfer a greater proportion of their funding to LNHAs than
INGOs. Certainly, in Bangladesh and Uganda, UN agencies’ investment in
partnership was important, as without it many LNHAs would not have had
enough resources to deliver vital assistance.42
More detailed, standardized, timely, and accurate publicly available
information on a broader range of resources contributing to crisis response
at country (or crisis) level and where they come from, including national
budgets, would help address the significant gaps in knowledge – and lead
to better targeting of humanitarian funding.
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
This report shows that the Grand Bargain’s global aggregated target for
financially investing in LNHAs is important to build coherence and
momentum around the localization debate. Yet it risks losing meaning at the
national level, in light of the significant differences in contexts and funding
dynamics. Greater and better contextual and financial analysis is necessary
to understand where specific investments should be made.
While funding data is an essential part of the conversation, it cannot end
there.43,44 The over-simplification of localization to a discussion of “more
money” masks a central ask of those interviewed in this study for serious
commitment and accountability to changing the terms of funding
relationships within the financial chain—and LNHA engagement in budget
allocations, program design, broader coordination, and involvement in
strategic decision-making and priority setting.
Change will not be quick—and the sector must see its localization
commitments as a long-term, strategic process to realize a better-designed
humanitarian system.
Oxfam makes the following recommendations as necessary next steps to
drive change where it is most needed—the local level:

Local and national NGOs and CBOs, Red Cross or Red
Crescent National Societies should:
• Prepare for change: Reflect on the changing role of LNHAs in
internationally-funded humanitarian responses and develop strategic
organizational plans for greater engagement in national decision-making,
stronger funding management to support funding “as directly as
possible,” quality of programs and partnerships, and accountability to
humanitarian standards.
• Think differently about humanitarian funding sources: Work towards
diversifying both income streams—including through domestic resource
mobilization, where possible—as well as government and international
partners, to support growth and sustainability. Relatedly, pursue
alternative budgeting strategies in existing or new partnerships to include
overhead or core administrative costs.
• Drive accountability to change:
o Push national governments, donors, and other funding partners for
greater access to funding “as directly as possible,” and for inclusion of
overhead/core administrative costs, particularly from signatories to the
Grand Bargain and Charter4Change. This could be pursued by
advocating for common cost classification in the Grand Bargain
Workstream on Reducing Duplication and Management Costs (4).
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o Insist, where possible, on being included in the process of developing
humanitarian response budgets, programs, and strategies with all
international partners, as a condition of partnership.
o Participate in and promote wider engagement of LNHAs in
humanitarian coordination mechanisms.

The Governments of Bangladesh and Uganda should:
• Allocate humanitarian funding:
o Ensure that national budgets allocate funding for disaster
management at the federal and subnational level, and explore
avenues to fund responders, both state and non-state, with
overhead/core administrative costs, for relief services in districts
cyclically or regularly affected by humanitarian crises.
o Make available specific funding for NGO and CBO capacity
strengthening in humanitarian responses.
• Publish national funding to emergencies: Improve the transparency of
humanitarian assistance by publishing data on aid flows in a
standardized, open source format. Data should integrate commitments
and disbursements by donor, sector, and public funding recipient, as well
as enable tracing of funds from donor source to ultimate
recipient/provider of assistance, in order to accurately assess the overall
volume of funding reaching LNHAs. Ensure this information includes
national funding, is publicly available, and is regularly updated.
• Encourage diverse and quality partnerships: Promote a greater
number of, and more equitable humanitarian partnerships between,
humanitarian actors operating in-country.
• Support community and NNGO humanitarian leadership: Facilitate
and strengthen mechanisms for the participation of affected populations
and civil society in defining local and national humanitarian priorities, and
in humanitarian coordination mechanisms at the governmental level and
within international clusters.

The Grand Bargain signatories should:
• Meet the commitment: Open more avenues for, and provide greater
volume of, direct and indirect humanitarian funding to LNHAs.
• Prioritize context-specific analysis and approaches to deliver on
Grand Bargain commitments, including but not limited to the
“Localization” commitment: “more support and funding tools for local and
national responders.” At a minimum, measure national funding flows in
“demonstrator” or prioritized countries, to establish a baseline and set
realistic targets for progress at the national level.
• Link workstreams within the Grand Bargain:
o Publish transparent, timely, high-quality funding data to the IATI
Standard, connecting Grand Bargain Workstreams on Greater
Transparency (1) and Localization (2) to accelerate progress,
recognizing localization funding outcomes must be driven by nationallevel change based on greater information.
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o Connect Grand Bargain Workstreams on Localization (2), Reducing
Duplication and Management Costs (4), and Multi-Year Planning and
Funding (7) through guidelines that insist on sufficient planning
timelines for proposal development, which includes the engagement
of local and national partners during the response design and
budgeting processes, and in sharing of adequate administrative
support as part of partnership harmonization.
This research also highlighted other important gaps in knowledge which will
influence the ways in which global commitments to local actors are realized.
Oxfam recommends the following additional reviews:
• Qualitative accountability tools: Review the qualitative differences in
direct and indirect funding partnerships with LNHAs and develop
accountability tools45 to support equitable partnerships for greater quality
funding.
• The effect of funding on humanitarian leadership: Further review how
the differences in direct and indirect funding affect access to decisionmaking and the implications of this difference on national strategies for
humanitarian responses and LNHA participation in humanitarian
coordination mechanisms.
• Comparative analysis on drivers of funding difference to local
actors between different countries: Given the variations in funding
flows to local actors in Bangladesh and Uganda, more analysis is
needed between a greater number of countries to understand the drivers
of difference in existing funding relationships at the country level.
• Crisis-affected government funding to local and national actors:
Recognizing the growing significance and contributions of government
leadership in humanitarian responses, further review of national funding
flows can support improved targeting of investments—both by
government and international actors.
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