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Aims, process and methodology 

This report derives from an extensive analytical process that has included a 'real-
time' evaluation in the field and a 'learning workshop' in Geneva, as well as a review 
of relevant documentation and detailed consultations with key stakeholders on the 
author's initial findings and recommendations. The primary objective of this process 
has been to determine the effectiveness of UNHCR's response to the Sudan/Eritrea 
crisis of mid-2000 and to assess more generally the adequacy of the organization's 
emergency response mechanisms.  

A real-time evaluation (RTE) is a timely, rapid and interactive analytical endeavour, 
undertaken as an emergency operation unfolds.  The immediate impetus for the RTE 
in Eritrea and Sudan was the ‘Plan of action for strengthening UNHCR’s capacity for 
emergency preparedness and response', introduced by the organization in the 
aftermath of the 1999 Kosovo crisis.  The plan of action recommended that the 
organization ‘introduce real-time evaluations in order to be able to undertake rapid, 
analytical evaluations of ongoing emergencies, and provide suggestions for 
improvement, as appropriate, while they can still make a difference.’ 

The RTE notion is not, however, a new one.  In 1992, for example, a review of 
UNHCR’s performance in the Persian Gulf crisis recommended that future 
emergency evaluations ‘be undertaken in the initial phase of an emergency operation 
by UNHCR staff members and consultants who are not burdened with operational 
responsibilities.’ 

This RTE involved a combination of individual and group interviews with 
stakeholders (staff of UNHCR, UN agencies, governments and NGOs, as well as 
displaced persons) in Sudan, Eritrea and Geneva.  It also entailed site visits in the 
field and participation in the crisis cell established in Geneva for the Sudan/Eritrea  
emergency operation. The author of the report followed the work of the crisis cell 
from 31 May 2000 and undertook a mission to Sudan (Khartoum, Kassala and Es 
Showak) and Eritrea (Asmara, Tessanai and Akordet) between 13 and 27 June 2000.  

Initial outputs from the RTE included a debriefing session with UNHCR staff-
members in Asmara, in which a first version of the report was disseminated, and the 
presentation of the review's findings to a meeting of the crisis cell in Geneva.  A third 
and revised RTE report was then distributed to key stakeholders. 

A number of stakeholders have commented constructively on UNHCR's first attempt 
to undertake a real-time evaluation.  In view of the potential importance of the RTE 
as a UNHCR evaluation tool, a short paper on this methodology will be prepared.  It 
will reflect upon the pilot RTE, and develop suggestions for a revised RTE 
framework. 
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Another innovation associated with this evaluation was the convening of a 'learning 
workshop' in Geneva, chaired by the Deputy High Commissioner.  This event 
provided around 25 key internal stakeholders, from Headquarters and the field, with 
an opportunity to take stock of the operation and to engage in a detailed discussion 
of the recommendations presented in this report. The recommendations herein 
reflect the consensus of this workshop. 

While the report itself has attempted to assimilate and reflect the different 
viewpoints expressed at the workshop, this report is an independent production of 
the Evaluation and Policy Analysis Unit. The evaluation was undertaken by Arafat 
Jamal, Operational Policy Officer in UNHCR’s Evaluation and Policy Analysis Unit.  
It has been reviewed and edited by Jeff Crisp, Head of EPAU. 
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Summary of findings and recommendations 

1. In mid-2000, UNHCR launched an emergency operation in eastern Sudan 
and Eritrea in response to a complex pattern of population displacement provoked 
by the final stage of the two-year border war between Ethiopia and Eritrea.  

2. In some respects, the Sudan/Eritrea emergency was a relatively 
straightforward one.  It took place in an area well known to UNHCR.  The number of 
refugees involved was modest in comparison with many other recent emergencies, 
and the emergency phase itself lasted little over two months.  Those people displaced 
by the war were in reasonably good health when they left their homes.  They were 
able to take some possessions with them and benefited from the generosity of the 
host population.  Neither refugees in Sudan nor returnees and IDPs in Eritrea 
encountered major protection problems. 

Key findings 

3. UNHCR’s response to the emergency was characterized by energetic and 
often innovative action. As in other recent crises, UNHCR staff members 
demonstrated enormous commitment and made substantial personal sacrifices in 
their efforts to meet the needs of the organization’s beneficiaries.  UNHCR 
performed particularly well in the logistics sector, ensuring that appropriate relief 
items reached  emergency-affected areas in a timely manner. 

4. While the factors cited above clearly facilitated UNHCR's response to the 
emergency, other considerations complicated its task. Externally, these included 
some serious funding constraints, the demanding physical and operational 
environment encountered in Sudan and Eritrea, as well as the very different 
characteristics of the two states.  These factors undermined the effectiveness of 
UNHCR’s leadership and coordination roles. 

5. Internally, lines of command and responsibility were not always clear, 
preventing  UNHCR from making optimal use of the emergency response tools at its 
disposal.1   While the Geneva-based crisis cell helped to ensure a degree of 
coordination between the different UNHCR entities involved in the emergency, there 
were  misunderstandings in some quarters regarding its role and decision-making 
authority.  Some confusion also arose over the extent to which certain units were  
expected to take decisions, or to provide services on request from other parts of the 
organization. 

6. Emergency staffing and deployments emerged as a major issue of 
contention in the emergency.  Regular posts were underfilled at the start of the crisis.  
                                                      

1 Available tools are compiled in the ‘Catalogue of Emergency Response Tools’ (EPRS, May 2000). 
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Emergency deployments were used, both to cover for these vacancies and to cope 
with the additional burdens of the emergency.  The Nairobi-based Regional Service 
Centre played a key role in some of these deployments.  While individual 
performances were in many cases exemplary, several of the deployments were 
inefficiently used owing to confusion over their roles and reporting lines. 

7. In a number of respects, the Sudan/Eritrea operation confirmed the need for 
UNHCR to further strengthen its emergency performance, as indicated by the 
organization's May 2000 ‘Plan of action for strengthening UNHCR’s capacity for 
emergency preparedness and response'.  As suggested by the following set of 
recommendations, particular efforts are needed in relation to issues such as the 
structures and procedures established to manage emergency operations; emergency 
deployments and staffing arrangements; UNHCR's role in the shelter sector; and the 
relationship between needs assessment and resource mobilization in emergency 
operations.  

Recommendations 

8. The following recommendations are rooted in the findings of EPAU's real-
time evaluation of UNHCR’s response to the Sudan/Eritrea emergency.  They were 
finalized on the basis of the 'learning workshop' held in Geneva in September 2000, 
as well as extensive post-workshop comments from key stakeholders. They are 
complementary to UNHCR’s May 2000 ‘Plan of action: strengthening UNHCR’s 
capacity for emergency preparedness and response’. 

Management and emergency procedures 

9. As in past emergencies, a major issue arising from UNHCR’s response in 
Sudan and Eritrea was the need for more concentrated decision-making authority, as 
well as a clearer allocation of responsibility for the implementation and consequences 
of those decisions.  The emergency procedures invoked by Headquarters should 
have elucidated matters.  In practice, however, their scope and content were not 
always clear. To address this issue,.UNHCR should clarify what exactly is meant by 
emergency procedures and ensure that the authority to use these procedures,and 
take responsibility for the resulting outcomes, is clearly defined.  

10. UNHCR's current emergency procedures are disparate in nature. They 
should be consolidated, augmented as appropriate, and then incorporated into a 
single, user-friendly document.  This document should serve as an authoritative 
guide, to be used whenever an emergency is declared.  The nature of this document 
(i.e. whether it takes the form of an Inter-Office Memorandum, an addition to 
UNHCR's Emergency Handbook or some other product) should be determined by 
senior management, in close consultation with the recently established Emergency 
and Security Service (ESS).   

11. Once they have been formulated, the emergency procedures should be 
effectively communicated to all senior and mid-level managers and other relevant 
staff.  Emergency training efforts managed by ESS should target key personnel from 
those sections likely to be involved in the implementation of emergency operations.  
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Such training should identify the different emergency scenarios that most commonly 
confront UNHCR, and detail the potential management responses to them.  
Emergency management training should evidently take full account of lessons 
learned from past emergencies 

Declaring an emergency 

12. The existence of a formal and credible emergency phase provides UNHCR 
with a powerful means of focusing attention on a critical situation, and enabling 
exceptional measures to be taken in respect of it.  The decision to declare an 
emergency must be taken at the highest level, in close consultation with the 
Representative(s) on the ground and ESS.   

13. In order to maintain its tautness and effectiveness, an emergency phase 
must be discrete, with sharp start and cut-off points. Keeping an emergency phase 
time-bounded encourages UNHCR to work towards regularizing its internal 
arrangements (management, posts) and orienting its programme away from 
emergency relief.  

14. Clearer criteria for the declaration of an emergency are required.  In this 
respect, it is proposed that the following factors be taken into account: 

• UNHCR's ability to manage a given refugee situation using available resources; 

• The complexity of the operating environment.  

• The anticipated duration of the population displacements. 

• The level of external interest in the situation.  A lower level of interest may in fact 
make it more incumbent upon UNHCR to declare an emergency. 

• The magnitude of the outflow.  While scale is a factor, it is not conclusive.  In 
some cases, a relatively small population displacement may also qualify if it has a 
preponderance of some of the above factors. 

• The nature of the population movement.  IDP movements in particular must 
meet further criteria before UNHCR can be involved with them and declare them 
to constitute an emergency.   

The ‘day one’ phase 

15. The declaration of an emergency and associated decisions about policy and 
management parameters will be taken during the critical ‘day one’ phase.  It is 
crucial that lines of authority are clearly laid out, in written form, at this point.  In 
addition to enabling the use of emergency procedures, senior management may at 
this point wish to establish certain exceptional and temporary emergency structures 
(as was the case, for example, with the appointment of a Special Envoy for the 
Persian Gulf crisis, the estbalishment of the Special Operation for Former Yugoslavia 
and the Special Unit for Rwanda and Burundi.  In emergencies involving more than 
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one country or Regional Bureau, responsibilities for different sectors and activities 
(e.g. repatriation) should be clearly spelled out.   

16. If a crisis cell is established, its terms of reference should be drafted at this 
point. The ‘day one’ phase is also the moment at which a designated emergency 
situation electronic archive should be established, enabling different sections and 
mobile staff members to have easy access to relevant documents and 
correspondence.   

Content of emergency procedures 

17. Emergency procedures enable UNHCR to mount an extraordinary response 
and enact exceptional measures in response to displacement crises.  An emergency 
requires, in the first instance, an increased resource pool, which might comprise both 
internal reallocations as well as new, external inputs.    

18. A number of elements already exist: Emergency Letters of Instruction, 
emergency procurement modalities, budget reserves, emergency deployments, 
emergency PARs, etc.  UNHCR's Catalogue of emergency response tools provides a 
comprehensive list of the different resources available.   

19. The objective of the new document on emergency procedures will be to 
compile existing ones and, where gaps are evident (e.g. emergency post-filling), 
elaborate ways of filling them.  Once formulated, knowledge of emergency 
procedures should be imparted to senior and mid-level managers.  ESS-managed 
training should target key personnel from various sections likely to be involved in 
emergencies.  The training should elaborate various emergency scenarios, and detail 
the different management responses to them.  Training should evidently take into 
account lessons learned from past emergencies.2 

Resources 

20. The issue of resources, and the manner in which UNHCR mobilizes them 
for its programmes, is a fundamental determinant of the effectiveness of any 
emergency operation.  At present, the budget formulation process suffers from too 
much self-censorship, and a lack of transparency and communication between field 
personnel, who effect rapid needs assessments, and the Headquarters units that 
prepare and trim budgets before they are presented to donors. 

21. When planning and implementing emergency operations, UNHCR’s 
activities should ideally be predicated upon the essential needs of its beneficiaries, 
rather than on anticipated donor responses.  However, given that resource 
constraints must at some stage be factored into the equation, it is important that the 
budget elaboration be as transparent as possible.  In particular, UNHCR’s field 
offices should be a party to any decisions that are taken to tailor or downsize budgets 
before they are submitted to donors. 

                                                      

2 Recommendation 21 of the Emergency Plan of Action pertains to this subject. 
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Staffing and emergency deployments 

22. UNHCR currently has no formal emergency procedures for the filling of 
vacant posts.  And apart from two-month, non-renewable emergency roster 
deployments, the organization has no mechanisms to ensure that emergency 
operations are staffed in a reasonably stable manner by means of missions and other 
temporary arrangements, pending the creation and filling of posts.   

23. Regarding temporary deployments, while a considerable number of 
UNHCR staff members have been deployed to the emergency, often in a timely 
manner, there has been some confusion over their specific roles and utility.  Before 
any staff member is sent to the scene of an emergency, both the sending and 
receiving unit should be clear about the need for such a deployment, the profile 
required and the tasks the person will be expected to perform. 

24. Staff deployments from different sources (ERT roster, technical 
deployments, Regional Service Centres, external teams) should be centrally tracked 
and recorded; this could be effected by a focal point from the crisis cell, if one is 
established, or from any other central emergency management point. 

25. Technical specialists help to improve the quality of UNHCR programmes, 
and enhance its managerial role by providing the credibility required to coordinate 
other specialized agencies.  Previous emergency evaluation have consistently 
stressed the need for such personnel to be on the ground at the start of an emergency.  
However, with a few notable exceptions, this has not been the case in Sudan and 
Eritrea.  Technical specialists should be deployed in a more predictable and 
consistent manner, and at the start of an emergency.  To the extent possible, in-house 
expertise should be used first, before resorting to stand-by personnel. 

26. Field security personnel should be deployed automatically at the start of an 
emergency, tasked with establishing an initial security plan, and determining future 
security needs. 

27. While the Nordic stand-by arrangements have proved their worth by 
providing critically needed and qualified personnel in emergencies, in the context of 
the current emergency, there have been some concerns.  Persons deployed by 
external stand-by agencies should always work under the close supervision of a 
regular UNHCR staff member in order to ensure quality control, compliance with 
UNHCR policies and guidelines, and on-the-job training. 

Protection and  IDPs 

28. Refugee protection was not a major issue in the Sudan/Eritrea emergency, 
owing to a combination of favourable operating environment (no refoulement in 
Sudan, no harassment of IDPs or returnees in Eritrea) and swift UNHCR action to 
avert potential protection problems. 

29. There was and is a strong case for UNHCR’s involvement with internally 
displaced people in Eritrea. At the beginning of the emergency, UNHCR raised a 
number of expectations regarding its proposed role with IDPs.  It then retreated 
somewhat on this matter and committed fewer resources to the IDP situation.  
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Although there is a general UNHCR policy on ithe organization's involvement with 
IDPs, guidance regarding its operationalization has been largely absent, leading to 
some apparently arbitrary decisions on the role and extent of UNHCR’s involvement 
in Eritrea. Beyond Eritrea, it should be recalled that there are sizeable IDP 
populations in neighbouring countries – Sudan and Ethiopia – with which UNHCR 
is scarcely involved. 

30. While efforts should be made to facilitate repatriation to Eritrea, the special 
protection needs of groups such as soldiers, other combatants and draft evaders, 
must be respected and addressed.  If they are deemed not to qualify for refugee 
status, other entities, such as the ICRC, should be encouraged to assume 
responsibility for them. 

31. The needs of other vulnerable groups, such as unaccompanied minors, 
female-headed households and elderly refugees, must also be attended to.  
Protection as well as Community Services Officers have major functions in this arena. 
UNHCR Sudan has already played a key role in facilitating these processes. 

32. UNHCR should be strongly involved with IDPs in Eritrea for a number of 
reasons: to meet the needs of IDPs who are at risk of being left without assistance; to 
demonstrate the organization’s commitment to its new policy on IDPs; and to sustain 
the credibility of UNHCR in Eritrea and thereby support its future presence in that 
country.  

33. While resource availability is a solid parameter that influences the 
effectiveness of UNHCR’s activities with IDPs, once a commitment has been made by 
UNHCR to be involved with a given IDP situation, the lack of resources should not 
be used by UNHCR as an excuse to withdraw from or downscale IDP programmes. 

34. UNHCR’s operational role with IDPs in Eritrea should be carefully 
reviewed and assessed against the standards set out in its new IDP policy.  Other IDP 
situations, both those in which UNHCR is involved and those in which it is not, 
should also be examined in a similar vein.  The issue of operational policy guidance 
on IDP issues – the translation of policy into programmes – needs to be addressed. 

Sectoral issues 

35. There is a general assumption that UNHCR will assume responsibility for 
the provision of shelter and the task of camp planning in refugee-related 
emergencies.   Despite such expectations and the fact that UNHCR is consistently 
involved in camp planning, it does not have a standard emergency shelter response.  
Instead, the organization appears to rely on ad hoc measures.   

36. Shelter and camp management are inevitably political issues, with security 
and status implications.  Any démarches in this area that go beyond technical issues 
will necessarily involve the host government.   

37. Experience in Sudan and Eritrea suggests that UNHCR should reinforce its 
capacity in the camp planning sectors in order to meet the high expectations placed 
upon the organization by other actors, and the fact that it is consistently involved in 
these activities. UNHCR should elaborate a shelter and camp planning policy that 
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clearly outlines the scope of its roles and responsibilities in this sector.  At the field 
level, beneficiary inputs into the suitability of various shelter options should be 
sought.  Where these issues go beyond technical planning discussions, and delve into 
camp management, concerned governments may need to be drawn into the debate. 

38. UNHCR should pursue efforts to find alternative shelter materials, products 
and suppliers.  To facilitate this task, the organization should compile a catalogue of 
shelter types appropriate to a range of climates and cultural contexts, and should 
indicate standby arrangements with suppliers that show prices and delivery lead 
times. 

Partnerships 

39. The Sudan/Eritrea emergency operation provided a clear demonstration of 
the extent to which UNHCR's performance is determined by its partnership 
arrangements. Many of the difficulties encountered in programme delivery in Sudan 
can be attributed to UNHCR’s reliance on a governmental implementing partner 
(COR) with whom it has a troublesome history and working relationship. During the 
emergency, UNHCR’s room for manoeuvre on this matter proved to be very limited.   

40. While in the context of the current emergency UNHCR has enjoyed a 
productive working relationship with its main governmental partner in Eritrea, 
ERREC.  This has not always been the case, however, and previous 
misunderstandings have led to the severe downscaling of UNHCR’s presence there.  

41. In the short term, the organization should seek to improve the situation by 
ensuring that standard programme and project monitoring requirements – e.g. 
overhead cost ceilings, detailed sub-agreements and project monitoring reports – are 
respected.  This must be done without jeopardizing the well-being of refugees.  

42. A longer-term strategy is also required to provide a definitive solution to 
this protracted issue.  Such a strategy should attempt to alleviate some of the more 
egregious aspects of the current relationship with COR without compromising 
UNHCR’s longer-term position in what is likely to remain an important refugee-
hosting country.  The details of such a strategy remain to be elaborated in 
conjunction with UNHCR Sudan. 

43. In order to build partnerships for the future, UNHCR should, in addition to 
working with ERREC, continue to broaden its cooperation with other entities in 
Eritrea so that relief interventions phase smoothly into longer-term reintegration and 
rehabilitation efforts.  Such an approach will promote the sustainable return of those 
Eritrean  refugees who have been in Sudan for decades and who wish to return 
home. The harmonious inter-agency relations that exist in Eritrea should be 
consolidated so as to facilitate the attainment of this objective.  Relations with non-
governmental actors should also be enhanced and expanded. 
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Sudan: the Eritrean influx and repatriation  

Eritrean refugees fleeing to Sudan were able to cope with their displacement as a result of  
their own good health, the possessions they took with them, the generosity of host 
communities and the speedy reorientation of existing UNHCR resources from repatriation to 
emergency mode.  However, the effectiveness of UNHCR's emergency response was limited 
by the strained relationship that existed with its governmental partner, as well as the 
ineffectiveness of certain emergency staff deployments. 

44. Fighting between Eritrea and Ethiopia has engendered successive waves of 
displacement since the 1960s, both to Sudan and within Eritrea.  UNHCR has had an 
equally long history of involvement in the region: its presence in Sudan dates back to 
1967.  During that time, it has assisted varying numbers of Eritrean and Ethiopian 
refugees, from 1.1 million persons at the peak in the mid-1980s to around 391,000 at 
the end of 1999.  

45. In September 1999 the 'ceased circumstances' cessation clause of the 1951 
Refugee Convention was applied to pre-1991 Ethiopian arrivals in Sudan. By this 
time, the circumstances had also changed for the remaining Eritreans in Sudan, and 
many were willing to repatriate.  By April 2000, some 9,000 were poised to return 
home in a UNHCR-organized movement.  In May, however, an upsurge in the 
Eritrea/Ethiopia conflict prompted some 90,000 Eritreans to flee to Sudan, thereby 
throwing the UNHCR operation into reverse.   On 6 June 2000, High Commissioner 
Sadako Ogata ‘invoke[d] emergency procedures in order to provide rapid and 
effective response in protection, health, sanitation, shelter and water sectors and 
other needs.’3 

46. Compared to many other refugee situations, this was a ‘simple’ refugee 
emergency in the sense that it involved a group of people who fled from an inter-
state war to a country in which they were welcomed and where they faced few 
protection problems.  The theatre of operations was accessible, well-known to 
UNHCR and equipped with a reasonable infrastructure. Judged by the minimum 
standards of UNHCR's Emergency Handbook, the refugees were in reasonable 
condition and had access to reasonable services.   

47. The new refugees were aided by a number of other factors.  They had some 
advance notice of the Ethiopian attack, and were thus able to take some vital 
possessions with them. Once inside Sudan, the country’s longstanding generosity 
towards refugees became manifest, as host communities (some of which comprised 
old caseload refugees) welcomed the Eritreans into their homes and provided them 

                                                      

3 ‘Emergency for Sudan/Eritrea’, IOM/FOM 42-43/2000 (6 June 2000). 
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with food and other items.  Local charities and religious organizations helped to fill 
the gaps in food distribution. 4 

UNHCR’s contribution 

48. UNHCR was quite well placed to receive the new arrivals, as it had both 
personnel and limited relief stockpiles in Es Showak and Port Sudan, placed there in 
preparation for the repatriation of old caseload Eritrean refugees.  The presence on 
the ground of a senior staff member from the Branch Office in Khartoum ensured 
that the reorientation of the UNHCR programme was effected swiftly and smoothly, 
and that there was effective coordination amongst the UNHCR offices in the east of 
the country. 

49. Existing personnel and relief resources in other parts of Sudan were also 
redeployed to Kassala, and played an essential role in meeting immediate emergency 
needs.  WFP, which also had established relief stockpiles in Sudan, reinforced 
UNHCR’s response to the emergency.  

50. UNHCR proved effective in mobilizing resources from other parts of the 
world for the new emergency.   Airlifts and shipments brought relief items from 
warehouses in Copenhagen, Tirana and other locations. Many of these items came 
not from regular emergency stockpiles, but were left over from the 1999 Kosovo 
emergency. 

51. By using and reorienting existing resources in Sudan, UNHCR was able 
launch an assistance programme and to address potential protection problems.  In 
the latter realm, UNHCR oversaw the relocation of refugees who were located close 
to the Sudan/Eritrea border.  Interventions were also made in response to reports of 
sexual violence being committed against female refugees. 

52. An adequate number of UNHCR staff - both those on the emergency roster 
and others - were deployed to Sudan, although not always in a timely fashion or 
with the most appropriate profile.  Public information officers were among the first 
personnel on the scene of the emergency, and helped to put the crisis on the global 
media map. 

53. As suggested already, this emergency was not characterized by high levels 
of  mortality or malnutrition.  Nevertheless, the refugees were adversely affected by 
the patchy coverage of the relief operation.  In June 2000, for example, the water and 
sanitation sectors were assessed to be ‘at a low level of development’, posing ‘a 
serious health risk that should be addressed as soon as possible, preferably before the 

                                                      

4 The similarities with the situation in 1985 are striking.  A contemporary evaluation report described 
the situation thus: ‘The operation benefited immensely from a receptive host government; an already 
exiting implementing structure with almost two decades of experienced in assisting refugees; the 
controlled nature of the influx; an all weather road from Port Sudan and Khartoum that significantly 
reduced logistics problems; and certainly the Representative’s emergency experience as well as the 
tremendous amount of energy relief workers dedicated to the operation.’ (Review of UNHCR emergency 
preparedness and response in eastern Sudan, p. 7). 
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rainy season’.5  The haphazard way in which camps developed, resulting from the 
absence of a site planner, also had a negative impact on the provision of assistance 
and the installation of essential infrastructure. 

Partnership problems 

54. The operation in Sudan proved to be a relatively inefficient one, in the sense 
that an energetic and wide-ranging UNHCR response did not produce 
commensurate outputs or impact.  This inefficiency derived largely (but not 
exclusively) from the operational environment in Sudan, which was shaped to a 
significant degree by organization's main implementing partner, the Sudanese 
Commissioner’s Office for Refugees (COR).  

55. The difficulties surrounding UNHCR’s relationship with COR are 
longstanding and well-known.  Essentially, the two organizations are working at 
cross-purposes. UNHCR is committed to finding a durable solution for refugees in 
Sudan, an objective that would enable the organization to scale down its activities in 
the country.  COR, on the other hand, has an institutional interest in maintaining the 
funding and employment opportunities that derive from the presence of UNHCR 
and its refugee programmes. 

56. COR was founded in 1967, soon after UNHCR began working in Sudan. 
Thirty years on, it has a staff of some 1,800 and is funded entirely by UNHCR.  Last 
year, $1.35 million was paid to the organization for staff salaries alone, a sum that 
does not include various incentive payments and allowances. 

57. Jobs are scarce in eastern Sudan, and COR is one of the area’s largest 
employers.  As noted by a 1989 UNHCR evaluation report, a job with COR ‘is 
coveted and, once secured, is not readily relinquished.  Not surprisingly, the 
organization tends to concentrate on its own survival’.6  

58. The divergent objectives noted above had a negative impact on UNHCR’s 
response to the emergency.  With the human and other assets at its disposal, COR 
should have managed the frontline response to the influx, leaving UNHCR to 
channel resources to the area, provide technical inputs to the operation, and monitor 
the protection situation.7  Instead, UNHCR’s partner often proved to be an obstacle, 
blocking and delaying even the most straightforward activities.8  As a result, vast 

                                                      

5 Stefan Meerschaert, ‘Initial report: water and environmental sanitation conditions in Gulsa, Lafa and 
Shugrab,’ 18 June 2000. 
6 See two 1989 evaluation reports: Review of UNHCR emergency preparedness and response in eastern Sudan 
and A review of COR staffing and salaries in the central and eastern regions of Sudan, UNHCR, Geneva, 
March 1989 (SUD/EVAL/9). 
7 As one internal report noted, in respect of technical deployments, ‘It could have been expected that 
after so many year of collaboration between COR … and UNHCR, COR technical staff would have 
taken an efficient lead on this “emergency”.  This, unfortunately, was not the case.’ (Geneva, August 
2000) 
8 This was true in 1985 as well, when the emergency response was hindered, inter alia, as a result of ‘the 
difficulty the key implementing partner had in quickly responding to the situation as well as in 
overcoming local interests and objectives that sometimes conflicted with programme objectives’. (Review 
of UNHCR emergency preparedness and response in eastern Sudan) 
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amounts of UNHCR staff time were spent not on operational matters but on 
negotiating with COR.  

59. It would be a mistake, however, to blame COR alone for this unsatisfactory 
situation.  For COR was effectively established by UNHCR, and has become used to 
receiving regular budget allocations.  Curiously, moreover, COR appears to have 
escaped much of the scrutiny that UNHCR normally exercises in relation to its 
implementing partners.  In this respect, the efforts which UNHCR made to introduce 
standard monitoring procedures during the Sudan/Eritrea emergency constitute a 
positive development. 

Alternative approaches 

60. The issue of UNHCR’s relationship with COR will evidently have to be 
resolved in a comprehensive and definitive manner - an issue that lies beyond the 
ambit of this evaluation.  And any such solution will evidently require coordinated 
efforts at the Branch Office, Regional Directorate and Headquarters levels.  The 
Branch Office is  well aware of the difficulties to be resolved, and has drafted several 
proposals for future action. 

61. In the context of the emergency in mid-2000, UNHCR enjoyed little room for 
manoeuvre in terms of operational partnerships, and generally adopted a two-track 
approach: circumventing its main implementing partner by going directly to the 
Kassala provincial authorities and line ministries; and working in a co-optive and 
non-confrontational manner with COR personnel in the field.  Neither approach 
proved entirely satisfactory. 

62. In principle, working though the walli (governor) provided UNHCR with an 
alternative partner and supported the objective of establishing refugee programmes 
that meshed with the longer-term development interests of Kassala. 

63. At the start of the emergency, the walli’s office appeared to respond more 
quickly and effectively than COR.  But its operational capacity proved to be limited, 
and within UNHCR, there was a growing concern that the walli’s office could (like 
COR) become dependent on UNHCR funding and the refugees presence in the area.  
However, field reports suggest that the local authorities have been supportive of 
UNHCR’s efforts, and have been instrumental in facilitating them, even in the face of 
COR opposition. 

64. In the medium-term, the best option would appear to be a pragmatic one, 
forging solid linkages with field-level COR counterparts in an attempt to resolve 
immediate problems in a cordial manner.  This approach is perhaps an obvious one, 
and it has some evident limitations.  But in the prevailing context, it may help to 
attenuate the divergent priorities of the two organizations.   

65. Additional training for COR staff in UNHCR's emergency management 
procedures also has a role to play in forging a more constructive relationship 
between the two agencies.  That such training has an impact was illustrated by the 
case of Shagrab, where both the COR focal point and the UNHCR Field Officer had 
attended an emergency workshop in Nairobi.  As a result, the COR staff member 
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understood UNHCR's working methods and terminology, and entered into a 
effective working relationship with the organization from the start of the emergency.9 

66. International NGOs are present again in eastern Sudan, thanks in part to 
UNHCR lobbying.  However, they are constricted in their scope of operations and, in 
the opinion of some informants, more interested in using the pretext of aiding 
refugees as a means of gaining access to IDP populations in the same areas.  While 
UNHCR should continue to collaborate with them, they do not, at this stage, 
represent a viable alternative to COR. 

The repatriation process 

67. On 18 June 2000, Eritrea and Ethiopia signed a peace agreement, and 
refugees immediately began streaming back into Gash Barka, Eritrea.  A few days 
later, following the spontaneous repatriation of some 6,000 people, the Eritrean 
Rehabilitation and Refugee Commission (ERREC) announced that the repatriation 
should take place at an accelerated rate - some 10,000 people a week - and that the 
returnees should be accommodated in special reception sites until conditions 
allowed them to return to their places of origin. 

68. UNHCR was asked by ERREC to support this repatriation programme, a 
request which placed the organization in something of a dilemma.  On one hand, 
UNHCR was loath to become involved in an initiative which might encourage 
refugees to return in a hasty manner and leave them accommodated in inappropriate 
and unserviced sites.  One the other hand, the organization was reluctant to stand 
aloof from a repatriation movement that was clearly taking place on a voluntary 
basis and that would quickly bring an end to the emergency in Sudan.  

69. In the event, the organized repatriation proceeded smoothly.  As the 
security situation improved, the Eritrean authorities dropped their insistence on 
moving returnees to camps.  The repatriation movements themselves were 
undertaken with the active involvement of UNHCR's community services officers, 
which helped to ensure that the refugees returned at a time and in a manner 
convenient to them and their families. 

70. If the planned movement of returnees to reception sites was in some senses 
premature and potentially hazardous to the welfare of the people concerned, it can in 
other respects be regarded in a more positive light.  The Eritrean government’s view, 
supported by this evaluation, was that the refugees were better off at home, even if 
they were not immediately able to go back to their places of origin, many of which 
had been devastated by the war, and which in some cases were affected by land-
mines. 

71. Forming a backdrop to the emergency of mid-2000 were some 160,000 old 
caseload Eritreans who arrived in Sudan in successive influxes, some as far back as 

                                                      

9 A recent evaluation report urges UNHCR to develop a coherent and comprehensive strategy for 
training operational partners and governmental counterparts. See Fedde Groot, Evaluation of UNHCR 
training activities for implementing partners and government counterparts, Geneva, UNHCR, July 2000 
(EPAU/2000/002, July 2000). 
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the 1960s.10  As indicated earlier in this report, the organized repatriation of this 
population, which was to have begun in May 2000, was derailed as a result of the 
emergency.  It should resume as soon as conditions permit, beginning with the 9,000 
refugees who had already registered to repatriate at the time of the emergency.  In 
Eritrea, UNHCR  has actively built upon the relations forged and lessons learned in 
the recent emergency operation, with a view to exploiting them in respect of the old 
caseload repatriation. 

72. Despite the positive prospects for this repatriation programme, experience 
suggests that there are likely to be obstacles along the way, as well as the continued 
presence of ‘residual caseloads’ in Sudan.  UNHCR should not, therefore, expect its 
programme in eastern Sudan to be phased out very rapidly. 

 

                                                      

10 There are even more Eritreans of indeterminate status located in urban areas.  The US Committee for 
Refugees estimates that there are some 170,000 urban Eritreans (1999 country report, 
http://www.refugees.org/world/countryrpt/africa/1999/sudan.htm). 
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