IASC CAP SUB-WORKING GROUP

Thursday, 19 April 2007

Salle I,  Palais des Nations

NOTE FOR THE FILE

I.
UPDATE ON TRAININGS (MS NADIA HADI)

Discussions

1.
OCHA’s CAP Section is presenting four training workshops, on the following dates:

	1-2 May 2007 (Tue/Wed), Geneva
	Training workshop specifically for OCHA field staff (organised by the CAP Section yearly to reinforce the capacity of OCHA field staff to realize the CAP on a daily basis).

	09-11 May 2007 (Wed/Fri), Geneva
	CAP Training of Trainers (ToT) in English.  Open to all IASC HQ and field staff who have (or have had) active role on consolidated appeal processing and who are willing to go to the field to facilitate a CAP workshop.

	1 June 2007 or included in CRD retreat 4-6 June (TBC), New York 
	CAP Training for OCHA Desk Officers, who are responsible for supporting the field in the CAP and for inputting agency comments the final field draft and otherwise editing it substantively.

	11-13 July 2007 (Wed-Fri), Dakar
	CAP Training of Trainers (ToT) in French.  Open to all IASC HQ and field staff who have (or have had) active role on consolidated appeal processing and who are willing to go to the field to facilitate a CAP workshop.


2.
The active roster of trained people who can be parachuted into countries to facilitate an appeal process (especially those countries whose country teams lack humanitarian experience but may have to do a flash appeal) will greatly influence the quality of appeals.  The SWG should nominate the best people to ensure strong inter-agency representation on this roster, in keeping with the CAP’s nature as an inter-agency, IASC tool.  

Action Points

· Any agency that would like to send a well-qualified representative to either ToT should send a message to Ms Nadia Hadi (hadin@un.org).  

· A CERF ToT is foreseen on the second half of June, and the CAP ToTs are not combined with it (although both CAP and CERF ToTs refer to each other and the interaction of the respective tools).  As UNDP points out that the themes are related and also the same agency people tend to be trained in both, the CAP Section will look into the possibility of linking CAP and CERF ToT trainings.  

· WFP and FAO suggest a Rome CAP training; CAP Section will follow up with them and communicate suggested dates to SWG.  

· In response to requests, CAP Section will look into the possibility of another CAP ToT in English in Nairobi.

II.
UPDATE ON APPEALS (MR ROBERT SMITH)

Discussions

1.
Chad:  Due to deteriorating 
security situation causing internal displacement of tens of thousands, a “90-day Plan for IDPs” was developed by the Country Team in Chad.  This document should be treated as a CAP “revision” per IASC rule.  (However, as it is more of an addendum than a total review, unlike the recent Somalia revision, it does not replace the Mid-Year Review.)  The CT has not used the CAP project sheet format, but perhaps more importantly, the detailed annexes with activity plans and budgets do not make it fully clear which agency is requesting exactly how much funding.  The SWG felt that the CT should complete this task, even though they may be reluctant to do more work on the draft.  [Note:  At the time of writing this note, the CT has indeed declined to do this additional work.  The CAP Section will therefore aggregate each agency’s line-item budget requests into overall projects – one per agency per sector – in order to complete the revision document and load the new projects onto FTS.].

2.
Madagascar:  A revision of the Flash Appeal is being done in the field for some weeks now due to the most recent cyclone.  The document might arrive in a few days.  CAP will inform the SWG as soon as a definite timeline is received.  

3.
Swaziland Flash Appeal:  The CT is considering a Flash Appeal due to the worst drought since 1992.   This raises the usual tricky question (as in Malawi and Niger in recent years) of whether humanitarian approaches and a flash appeal are appropriate in a very slow onset situation, instead of intensifying government-led food security programmes.  The SWG will touch base with their country and regional offices to monitor the situation and shape the process. 

4. Iraq:  Now that the Strategic Framework has been launched, the question arises of whether a CAP is needed for Iraq and neighbouring countries.  The situation fits the IASC standard of requiring an inter-agency response.  Three main obstacles to a full CAP exist: (1) There is as yet no regional coordination structure (the SRSG and UNAMI have a mandate for inside Iraq only); (2) it will take some more time to develop a convincing operational plan (although the RC/HC/DSRSG has tasked the Humanitarian Working Group with producing one within about six weeks); and (3) there may still be considerable funding already available from the multi-donor trust fund (although its unprogammed balance may be small and its availability for humanitarian programming not clear—and it certainly can’t fund humanitarian programming in neighbouring countries).  The Syria CT apparently wants to proceed with its own inter-agency appeal immediately; another question therefore arises as to whether it should proceed, or wait for CAP components from Jordan and Iraq.  (There are some political obstacles to a CAP in Syria as well: certain donors will not fund international organisations’ programmes there.)  It’s noted that CAP rules and practice don’t prohibit a country-specific appeal being integrated into a regional appeal that emerges later; and indeed it’s hard to tell a country team to wait while other country teams catch up.  The SWG felt that their forum could not yet make a strong recommendation to the IASC WG (or to the Emergency Directors’ group which meets en marge of the WG) regarding a CAP for Iraq: first they need to consult within their organisations.  If feedback from such consultations is available fast (e.g. within a week), CAP Section will share with SWG and try to develop a joint message to the WG before the next CAPSWG in May.

Action Points

· CAP will inform the SWG as soon as definite timeline on Madagascar FA is received.

· On Swaziland possible flash appeal, agencies will touch base with the regional and country offices to closely monitor the situation and shape the process. 

· Agencies will consult within their organizations regarding the Iraq/Syria CAP question, and circulate feedback directly to SWG email list.  If consensus exists, CAP Section will draft a message to WG, to be reviewed by SWG before its May meeting if possible.

· CAP Section will explore the possibility of convening the HCs from the Middle East region at the HC retreat to discuss the Iraq CAP issue.

· RSmith will communicate to the IASC CAPSWG the Iraq HWG’s timeline for producing the operational plan.

III.
THRESHOLDS FOR TRIGGERING FLASH APPEALS AND ERC MESSAGE TO RC (MR ROBERT SMITH)

Discussions (paper submitted to the IASC CAPSWG)

Recent experience shows that country teams and RCs can be slow to trigger a flash appeal process, especially in countries with little humanitarian experience.  A background note was hence submitted by the CAP Section ot the SWG outlining a proposed process to determine fast whether a disaster necessitates a flash appeal, leading to a message of advice from the ERC to the RC. 

Proposed Triggers and Process

1) A general trigger that would short-cut the others would be an appeal for international assistance by the affected country government, in a case where a single agency cannot cover the needs.

2) If there is no formal request for international assistance, a flash appeal might still be necessary if any of the following have happened:  significant number of dead and/or injured; significant number of displaced population; significant level of destruction of homes, infrastructure, or food supplies; interruption of basic essential services (especially potable water, sanitation, or primary health care).

3) For any situation where one of these indicators has happened
, CAP Section shall rapidly research the affected country government’s capacity (plus that of the local Red Cross or Red Crescent Society, supported by IFRC, in case of natural disaster) to cover all urgent needs.

4) There can be no fixed benchmarks or thresholds that would allow these indicators alone to signal that a government’s capacity is surpassed, because each government’s capacity to respond differs.  Contingency plans would ideally provide up-to-date information on government’s capacity; however, such planning is uneven in the real world. CAP Section will therefore quickly research the affected country government’s response to previous disasters on a similar scale.  A shortfall in government capacity, requiring an inter-agency response, in the most recent similar disaster shall suffice to trigger the flash appeal process.

5) A situation may arise where a government may claim that its capacity has greatly improved and can now handle the current crisis.  In such a case, the burden of proof should be on the Resident Coordinator to show that government stockpiles, logistics, coordination, and personnel are sufficient to avert the need for inter-agency response.  If the RC cannot quickly demonstrate this capacity, s/he will have the responsibility to proceed with the flash appeal process. 

6) In assessing initial triggers and researching government capacity, OCHA will liaise closely with IFRC (if natural disaster), with UNHCR (if the emergency consists primarily of refugee movement) or with UNHCR and IOM (if the emergency consists primarily of internal displacement), to double-check information on the scale of the disaster and on the capacity of local Red Cross supported by IFRC (for natural disaster) or of UNHCR plus its implementing partners (for refugee movements).  As a preparedness step, OCHA will ascertain whether IFRC has contingency information for most countries that could be shared as background and baseline.  

7) Comment from CAPSWG:  Role of UNCT needs to be emphasized in the process paper.

Action Points

CAPSWG members will e-mail RSmith any additional comments regarding the threshold paper. RSmith will incorporate all suggestions from the members and will re-circulate the revised paper.  

IV.
PROJECT-LESS CAPs (MR ROBERT SMITH)

Discussions

1) The DRC CT experimented with a “project-less CAP” for 2007, trying to solve several problems arising from the huge number of projects in past DRC appeal documents: unused projects sheets (projects never funded); rapid obsolescence of printed project sheets in a fluid situation; poor mapping of projects to needs; and NGO aversion to the work of producing project sheets.  

2) Though some problems were solved, some concerns with the DRC experiment exist:  a) the CAP is unable to state the aggregate funding requirements per organisation in DRC; b) donors do not have a place to ‘plug-in’ – don’t know who to fund; c) donors lose the option of issuing funding contract simply on the basis of project sheet using it as descriptive annex of the contract); d) budget estimates are not transparent or obvious; e) reduced level of funding analysis and  decreased transparency/accountability per appealing/implementing agency; and, f) loss of project details, i.e., activities, indicators, budget breakdown, etc.

3) Based on the above, the SWG discussed whether to: a) fully drop the concept of projects (i.e. a unit item with an agency, a budget, and a set of activities) in appeal documents; b) keep projects as a concept but abandon the one-page project sheets and substitute the small project boxes used in flash appeals; or, c) keep the current system, possibly making exceptions for large appeals like DRC.  

4) Four options have been put forward, making the DRC experiment as Option A:  Fully drop the concept of projects à la DRC.  (See background paper for fuller analysis.)  Option B: Substitute five-line project box for one-page project sheets (essentially, condense the project sheet greatly).  Pros of this option: solves all problems re: wasted effort in writing unused project sheets; obsolete printed project sheets; NGO aversion; no reduced level of funding analysis.  Cons:  the same as # 2) c, d, and f.  Option C:  Keep the current set up of project sheets in regular appeals. Pros: detailed and easily accessible list of projects for possible funding by donors; no reduction in level of funding analysis.  Con: no problem solved.  Option D:  Sidestep the question of project sheets, instead train cluster to use a new process for project development and selection. Needs are mapped and delineated (e.g. per sector and geographical area):  One implementer to be identified for each delineated need, and request a project sheet from each implementer for each need (or one per implementer, covering all needs assigned to that implementer).
The options that solve the highest priority problems with fewest ‘cons’ are B plus D together.  Next steps proposed for the CAP Section to do:  1) discuss these options and the issue of project-less vs project sheet-less appeals with the donor community (other SWG members are welcome to do the same) by end of April; 2) gain detailed feedback from the DRC Country Team on their experience, by mid-May; 3) draft a proposal for the June IASC WG, to be reviewed and approved by the May SWG.  (Approval by the WG in June would allow modifications to be reflected in the Technical Guidelines for the 2008 CAPs, which should be sent to the field by end of July).

Action Points

· CAP Section to discuss these options and the issue of project-less vs project sheet-less appeals with the donor community (other SWG members are welcome to do the same) by end of April.
· CAP Section to gain detailed feedback from the DRC Country Team on their experience, by mid-May.
· CAP Section to draft a proposal for the June IASC WG, to be reviewed and approved by the May SWG.
· In making changes to existing structure, the CAP Section will factor in/link to new practices or new ideas:  e.g. needs analysis and possible adoption of DRC database that links projects, needs and monitoring; funding implications on the one-UN approach.
V.
EMERGENCY RECOVERY (ER) PROJECTS IN FLASH APPEALS UPDATE (MS KAYOKO 
GOTOH (UNDP) AND MR PÄR LILJERT (IOM)

Discussions 

1.
As follow-up to last month’s presentation on this subject by UNDP and IOM, UNDP received comprehensive comments from FAO and WFP. 

2.   While most of their substantive comments are better addressed by the cluster working group on early recovery (CWGER) (see next step) UNDP outlined an overview of the comments received so far, with preliminary feedbacks.  As pointed out by WFP in their comments, ER should not be treated as a separate sector but feature more prominently in Strategy Section. 

3.   Regarding FAO’s request for greater clarity on the relationships of ER to Flash Appeal (FA), CAP, and future Transitional Appeal (TA) mechanism, UNDP stated that the principle should be that there should not be ER and TA going on at the same time.  On a case-by-case basis, UNDP said that the best funding mechanism should be identified based on a country situation. 

4.   UNDP explained that Recovery Plan is owned by HC/RC, supported by the CWGER.  In terms of preparatory and launch processes, we may need to rely on CAP-related capacities, as CAP is the only quick funding mechanism currently existing.       

5.
As soon as possible, informal donor dialogue on this proposal will need to be sought.  OCHA noted that on the funding aspects, some degree of donor tolerance already exists on ER framework given that it has no mechanism, and that no situation limits it.

6.
WHO pointed out – and UNDP agreed – that there is a need for advocacy and sensitisation on the ground to convince donors to fund ER projects.  The CAPSWG needs to credibly explain its importance. 

7. In response to a question from UNESCO, UNDP added that types/scope of ER needs that can appropriately go into Flash Appeal need to be defined based on substantive discussions within CWGER and with donors.  This will be flagged during the discussions at CWGER.

Next Steps 

Now that the CAPSWG consultation is completed, the revised draft, including comments from the CAPSWG, will be brought up for substantive discussions at CWGER.  Follow-up consultations with the donor community are necessary.  Once finalized, UNDP will share the finalized procedure with CAPSWG so as to ensure inclusion in Flash Appeal Guidelines.  
Action Points
· Types/scope of ER needs that can go into FA will be flagged during the CWGER discussions.

· Follow-up consultations with donors regarding ER are necessary.

· ER issue merits going to a high-level meeting such as IASC-ECHA in June.

· There is a need for advocacy and sensitization on the ground to convince donors to fund ER projects and the CAPSWG needs to credibly explain its importance.

· The next steps will be substantively discussed during the next CWGER meeting.

· Once finalized, UNDP will share the finalized ER procedure with the CAPSWG so as to ensure inclusion in Flash Appeal Guidelines.
VI.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

Discussions

1.
At the IASC Principals’ meeting in May, it may be likely that the Principals nominate the new USG/ERC, Mr John Holmes, to lead the Mid-Year Review launch in July.  If other agencies would like to nominate someone else, please e-mail RSmith: smith50@un.org.
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� Sources of information for these initial indicators shall be sitreps from OCHA, IFRC, or UNHCR, or similar quality information.  If information is lacking, OCHA will try to infer these indicators using indirect methods (e.g., water levels, satellite imagery and topographical maps to infer the effects of flooding).
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