


6. OCHA. 2022. Country-Based Pooled Funds Global Guidance. https://www.unocha.org/our-work/
humanitarian-�nancing/country-based-pooled-funds-cbpf/cbpf-global-guidelines

A new analysis by the International Rescue Committee (IRC), with contributions from 
Development�Initiatives, provides analysis and insights from across three contexts, Afghanistan, 
the�Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), and Ukraine, to reveal the pervasive systemic barriers 
to WROs/WLOs accessing humanitarian funding. The qualitative analysis is based on interviews with 
WROs/WLOs working on GBV prevention and response. The quantitative data analysis focuses on 
one funding mechanism, the OCHA CBPFs, as an example of the wider challenges and opportunities 
for increased funding to national and sub-national organisations addressing GBV. The report is not 
exhaustive but, through its focused sample of primarily national and some sub-national WROs/WLOs 
and international organisations, provides a window into the barriers and opportunities for increased 
funding for national and sub-national WROs/WLOs. The feedback generated from across the three 
contexts of�this report coalesce around a few major themes: 

•  WROs/WLOs struggle to meet many of the application criteria and requirements necessary to secure 
CBPF resources. These include fund sizes that are too large for many WROs/WLOs, the inability 
for funding applications to be made in local languages, and requirements for WROs/WLOs to have 
written policies in place speci�c to the UN. Respondents also reported the tendency of CBPF awards 
to go to organisations that already have a track record of partnership with the UN. These factors 
create a bias against smaller WROs/WLOs with no previous partnership pro�le and those with limited 
resources to invest in meeting UN requirements, which can foster unequal power relations within 
national and sub-national civil society. Additionally, evidence in this report suggests that WROs/WLOs 
experience a double-disadvantage when it comes to accessing funding, both as national or sub-
national organisations competing with international and national actors for funds, and additionally as 
organisations being run by or focusing on women within wider patriarchal systems.

•  The absence of WROs/WLOs in leadership and decision-making related to CBPF allocations 
contributes to the pervasiveness of barriers described above. This includes the historical lack 
of inclusion on CBPF Advisory Boards, which play a key role in working with the Humanitarian 
Coordinator (HC) regarding the strategic vision of each country fund and distribution of funding.6 
The lack of inclusion in leadership opportunities and decision-making processes emerges as a wider 
theme across all three contexts, beyond the scope of the CBPFs. For instance, despite progress over 
recent years to include more WROs/WLOs in country level GBV coordination structures, such as the 
GBV Sub-Clusters and other humanitarian fora, respondents reported being relegated to providing 
information within humanitarian processes, rather than being able to lead decisions about response 
priorities and activities. This raises critical questions regarding the international humanitarian system’s 
appetite and ability to share power with WROs/WLOs. 

•  Quantitative analysis tracking CBFP allocations for GBV interventions in Afghanistan, DRC, 
and Ukraine shows how these barriers play out in cents and dollars for national and sub-
national organisations. CBPF allocations for GBV interventions have fallen in Afghanistan from 
2017-2022, and the localisation target of 25% was not met for CBPF allocations to GBV in 
Afghanistan and Ukraine in 2022. The proportion of CBPF allocations for GBV going to national 
and sub-national organisations has increased in DRC over the last several years, meeting the 
25% localisation target in 2022. 

The insights in this report contribute to a growing critique from feminist humanitarian organisations 
that progress on localisation is too slow, too unambitious, and that WROs/WLOs in particular 
continue to be marginalised. And yet, WROs/WLOs agree that positive practices regarding funding 
and forming partnerships do exist. These include international actors being willing to adapt funding 
amounts and funding criteria, increased �exibility, and partnerships based on mutual respect 
and understanding. The report compels us to ask the question, “Why wait?” to implement these 
practices and fund WROs/WLOs.



Where is the money? An Analysis of CBPF funding for GBV 

Tracking CBPF funding to national/sub-national organisations for GBV projects is an important step 
in attempting to understand funding levels to WROs/WLOs. Quantitative analysis tracking CBFP 
allocations for GBV projects in Afghanistan, DRC, and Ukraine con�rm that there remain pervasive 
barriers to accessing CBPFs for national/sub-national organisations. Analysis below is not able to 
capture the percentage of funding going to WROs/WLOs, as it is not possible to disaggregate by 



Recommendations 

Given the centrality of WROs/WLOs in achieving gender equality, the international humanitarian sector 
must invest in WROs/WLOs if we are to end GBV globally. Donors and international humanitarian 



Leadership and decision-making of WROs/WLOs: 


