
Most OECD-DAC members’ humanitarian budgets are unpredictable, and therefore they may 
be reluctant to commit funds beyond the annual budget cycle. OECD governments generally 
work with annual public expenditure cycles, although there are some notable good practice 
exceptions, like New Zealand which has a three year budget cycle. Accordingly, some OECD-DAC 
members have found it difficult to respond to the humanitarian community’s call for multi-annual 
funding, which would take them beyond their own known one-year budget horizon. 

Predictability is however increasing. In the 2016 DAC Forward Spending Survey, 14 OECD-
DAC members were able to report their humanitarian funding intentions out to 2018. 
These members are Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, the European Union 
Institutions, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Slovak Republic, 
Slovenia and Switzerland. 

It is widely recognised that multi-annual funding for long-term crises has significant 
benefits. Multi-annual humanitarian funding has numerous benefits – not just predictability, but 
also a more efficient response and better outcomes for beneficiaries. It also has benefits for donors: 
strategic partnerships, less administrative burden, time to clearly define and monitor results, and 

space to add value to 
funding decisions through 
advocacy and policy work. 

Multi-annual funding 
is about commitments, 
rather than large 
injections of finance 
– and thus does not 
expose the donor to 
excessive risks. In 
practice, multi-annual 
funding involves a contract 
to fund a programme, 
or an organisation, with 
a specified amount of 
funding over several 
years. The contract often 

contains disclaimers, tying the agreement to the availability of donor funds and proof of operational 
agency results. Actual funds are transferred on an annual or twice-yearly basis, if these conditions 
are met. Thus, donors are free to revise or terminate multi-annual agreements if the organisation 
is not delivering satisfactory results, and/or if there is no funding available. This limits the donor’s 
exposure to risk, while still providing greater predictability to operational partners. 

Encouragingly, 16 OECD-DAC members already provide multi-annual funding to selected UN, 
NGO and Red Cross Movement partners (Table 1). Clearly, multi-annual funding is an emerging 
good practice. It should be expanded to other partners who can demonstrate results, and made 
standard for all donors who fund organisations working in protracted crises. Tracking multi-annual 
funding commitments through revised OECD statistical reporting codes could provide a useful 
incentive. 

The OECD will hold its members accountable to commitments made at the World Humanitarian 
Summit through its peer review process – including commitments on multi-annual financing. 
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