Flash Appeal revisions: draft suggested guidelines
RATIONALE:  A flash appeal is an initial inter-agency humanitarian response strategy, based on a rapid appraisal of scale and severity, and outlining roles and responsibilities, specific sectoral response plans, and activities needing funding.  It addresses acute needs for a common planning horizon up to six months.
Donors accept that there is a trade-off between speed and precision.  Because the appeal’s first edition has to be issued fast, it inevitably is based on early estimates and best inference, and focuses on urgent humanitarian needs (with early recovery proposals limited to those that can be assessed fast enough for the first edition and that have a strong rationale for beginning immediately).  Because of this, agencies and clusters can modify their project funding requests (continually updated online on FTS) at any point after the appeal launch as more information emerges. 
However to assimilate emerging, fuller information, ensure a strategic response thereto, and justify the funding requests, the humanitarian country team must do a scheduled general revision about a month after the initial launch.  The revision is also the opportunity to introduce a fuller range of early recovery projects (which often cannot be assessed or inferred fast enough for the first edition, and which often depend on government recovery plans which usually take some time to crystallise).  In a Flash Appeal revision you are aiming to present more detailed needs assessment info than was available at the time of the first edition (plus information on the government's response, which presumably has evolved since the start of the emergency), and adjust the response plan, map of coverage, division of labour, and the portfolio of projects accordingly.
· Note: The flash appeal may be developed into or succeeded by a consolidated appeal if an inter-agency response is needed beyond six months. Such a scenario should be amongst those considered at the time of revision.
1. Purposes of Flash Appeal revisions

More specifically, a revision aims to:
1.1 Outline progress made in achieving the common humanitarian action plan as set out in the first draft and report findings to stakeholders;
1.2 Present the most recent, updated and analyzed assessment information available;

1.3 Determine whether or not the agreed strategy is having the desired impact, and if necessary change the strategy to adapt to new conditions;
1.4 Update the sector response plans and their portfolios of projects (adding, modifying or deleting them as appropriate, taking into account funding received);

1.5 Reprioritise humanitarian response activities and projects;
1.6 Analyse funding, in particular funding given to the emergency outside the appeal;  and
1.7 Advocate for donor support.

2. Who does what?

2.1 The Resident/Humanitarian Coordinator, supported by OCHA, is responsible for the revision.
2.2 Sector/cluster leads have a pivotal role: their responsibility is to review their sector response plan and reconfirm that all project proposals counted in their sector of the Flash Appeal are still relevant (if not, the proposing organisation should either delete or revise them), and that all suitable proposals are counted (especially NGO proposals
).  
2.3 Revision discussions have to include all of the organizations engaged in humanitarian action, i.e. NGOs, the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, UN agencies, donors, and host authorities.
2.4 Please make sure your Agency colleagues give their headquarters an early look at their new or revised projects during the revision process, to minimise misunderstandings and last-minute changes. 

3. What is in the revision?

The revision follows the same structure as the original Flash Appeal, with additions to the context and response plans as necessary, including:

3.1 An updated narrative part reviewing the context and the national and international response (including funding) to date;
3.2 Updated figures on affected populations, including improved numbers of the range and type of population affected by the emergency; 

3.3 Updated response plans incorporated data and findings from any new assessments. There should already have been clarification on whether the revision still needs to be only life-saving or can be more holistic (i.e. an increase in early recovery projects that are based on subsequent more thorough assessments of early recovery needs);
3.4 A clear mapping or tabulation of needs and coverage, including coverage by government, Red Cross/Red Crescent, and international organizations.  This can be organised as the CT sees fit (i.e. by cluster, by region).  Note that this goes beyond the usual 3W (Who does What Where) in that it matches coverage with needs
3.5 Summarizing outputs achieved to date vs. the targets stated in the original Appeal (i.e. in tabular form)
;
3.6 Project boxes for all new or significantly revised projects.
· Please note: the projects can stay presented in their current short ‘box’ format, or the CT can consider expanding projects to a longer one-page format (as used in CAPs). Expanding the projects is in keeping with the aim that a revision should present more complete info and better-developed plans. (The box idea was an expedient improvised to try to speed appeals up by limiting the amount of project detail that agencies were required to submit, and the amount of time spent on editing.)  
· Note that an online system for submitting and updating appeal projects will be introduced in the near future. 
· Note also that using the one page CAP-style project sheets will significantly increase the size of the appeal, and the time needed to review it.
3.7 Analysis of funding, including what has been given outside the appeal (see 2.2 above) recalling that: 

· This is useful as a way of spotting potential gaps in the response;
· It is also a useful exercise to try and capture funding outside the appeal that corresponds to its objectives and to bring it in. This can be done through direct contacts with agencies who are receiving funding and ascertaining whether they would consider bringing their projects into the appeal

NOTE: Don’t repeat everything in the original appeal, except to summarize key points.  The revision does not have to be a fully free-standing document.  You may want to highlight key new information or plans that differ significantly from what was stated in the original.
4. The review process and procedure
4.1 The country team finalises the revision document in-country and sends it to CAP Section;
4.2 CAP section will pre-format the document, and circulate it to the headquarters of all IASC agencies (this usually takes 24 hours; if the revision is particularly complex or large, this might be longer);
· Note that at this stage, changes from the field will no longer be possible.
4.3 IASC agencies return comments to CRD, which incorporates them and adds any substantive inputs of its own (this also usually takes 24 hours);
4.4 CRD returns the document to CAP Section. The document will then be style-checked, financial data will up uploaded onto FTS and figures will be crosschecked, a final format and review takes place, and the document is emailed to donors and published electronically to the following sites:
· Humanitarian Appeal website (http://ochaonline.un.org/humanitarianappeal/webpage.asp?Nav=_emergency_en&Site=2008&Lang=en) 
· ReliefWeb: www.reliefweb.int 
· Arrangements can be made for printing if such copies are required. Please inform CAP Section of the number of copies that might be required.
� Humanitarian projects already funded but not yet counted in the Flash Appeal should be counted in it as part of the revision (as long as they are consistent with the Appeal); this helps to accurately measure funding according to need, and to broaden the response and make it as comprehensive as possible (see 3.6 below). This should be done in consultation with the cluster lead and with the agency’s/NGO’s agreement.


� Note that impact analysis is unlikely to be feasible one month after the disaster.  Outputs are the actions completed to date by the project (no. boreholes drilled, no. children vaccinated, etc).  Impact is the effect on the affected population (increase in litres per person per day of household consumption of potable water, reduction in measles incidence, reduction in gender-based violence in camps, etc).  By their nature, outputs are much easier to measure.  By the time of a revision, impact will likely be hard to measure (although it might be easier in some cases and for some cluster/sectors), so output reporting is sufficient for revisions. However, the output reporting should be specific and comprehensive.
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