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DRAFT NOTE FOR THE FILE

I.
PROJECT SHEETS IN APPEALS (TO BE DROPPED A LA DRC?)

Discussions

Donors indicated in September that they find some value in the traditional project sheets, though most also supported the experiment in DRC’s particular circumstances (huge appeal and number of projects, large pooled fund).  The question of project sheets actually breaks down into at least two dimensions: (1) whether to drop the one-page sheets themselves (substituting, for example, the very brief ‘project box’ format from flash appeals) while keeping the concept of projects in the sense of specific activities and budgets assigned to specific implementing organisations; and (2) whether to drop the latter concept of projects, at least in the stage of appeal development and publication (which is what DRC did).  It is noted that pooled funds and project-less CAPs seem to go together; donors need a place to ‘plug in’ (a recipient for their funds), and pooled funds provide that recipient in the absence of specific project proposals.  Also, projects and project sheets are a small burden in small appeals, but exponentially larger (for less return) in the largest appeals.  An ex-OCHA DRC staff member informed the SWG that a main purpose of the project-less approach was to have a more needs-driven appeal: the 2007 DRC AP presents needs per sector per district, and then estimates the cost per sector and district and the organisations present that might implement.  (Of course, in principle, there is nothing preventing the traditional project-sheet approach from being similarly needs-driven; but, human and institutional nature being as it is, experience shows that organisations tend to produce project sheets for what they have been doing, rather than what the current needs are.)  Also, in the fluid situations that are typical of CAPs, plus given the several months that usually pass between drafting a project sheet for the CAP and receiving a funding contract, the information in project sheets has a short shelf-life and is often obsolete when agencies enter into specific negotiations with donors – meaning that much of the effort in writing the project sheet is wasted.
Actions

CAP Section to gather opinion and draft a short (1/2-page) note for next SWG meeting, outlining suggested SWG position on the subject, and suggesting some parameters of the question to be researched or monitored more fully as the year progresses (e.g. the distinction between project-less and project-sheet-less).  

II.
NEEDS ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK (YSABEL FOUGERY, OCHA)

Discussions

Due to the recent re-organisation of OCHA, this effort is now shared with the Emergency Preparedness Section (EPS).  Ysabel Fougery (who remains responsible for most of the advocacy part of the NAF and its link to the CAP SWG) is almost finished incorporating changes and suggestions of cluster leads to their portion in the NAF.  

On training, some modules exist but need updating; they will be circulated to the CAP SWG for comments once updated.  It was felt more effective to train the current staff in field offices directly (as opposed to a ToT approach) as field colleagues need more support and will also ensure buy-in from the Country Team.  EPS will conduct a survey on this.  CAP trainers could also be trained in the NAF.  

EPS will redesign the NAF document to be user-friendlier (without substantive changes).  With regard to output, there is a possibility of developing a database to store NAF data (though needs analysis will still require some sort of written document) report in Word.  

It is agreed to base the rapid assessment tool on existing field tools, and to include wider information needs where possible. 

Actions

1) NAF Training will take place in spring; however, the countries targeted remain to be defined. Members of the IASC CAPSWG are welcome to comment on which country should first benefit.

2) CAP Section will attach to the Notes for the File names of persons, contact details, and timelines for the NAF.

III.
PRINCIPAL LEADING THE MID-YEAR REVIEW (MYR) LAUNCH

Discussions

The CAP SWG members chose to leave to the WG the task of identifying the IASC Principal who will lead the next Mid-Year Review Launch.  The Chair reminded the members that Agency principals who have not yet done this in the previous years would be given priority.  

Action

1)
To notify the Working Group in March that they need to decide who will lead the MYR launch. 
(Done.)

IV.
WFP/SUDAN FTS DATA (TO BE PRESENTED BY WFP)

Discussions

WFP sought clarification on the process of posting contributions, highlighting that at times there might be discrepancies between the funding information reported by the agency HQs and by agency field offices or donors.  Another issue was the reflection of the recent contribution made to a WFP’s main project for in the Sudan Action Plan in 2006 received  of US$36 million from by the Government of Southern Sudan towards its EMOPs CAP project. As requested,  the Sudanese contribution has been uploaded onto FTS. However, Sudan  now appears on FTS global humanitarian funding tables as ed to be  a major donor, which is illogical to FTS as in accordance with FTS guidelines only international donors are recorded.  FTS will further examine the issue on how best What brought up this topic was the question how to record cases like this on FTS while at the same time preventing any confusion among the FTS user..   

WFP would like, therefore to clarify the process on the following: a) Recording the Government of Sudan contribution, b) reliability of FTS to reflect actual donor contributions because figures accessed by OCHA field office are different from those posted on FTS.

As agreed, agencies should report their funding once a month to FTS.  If information comes from the field country team, FTS should double-check the figures with agency headquarterHQs.  With regard to donor information provided to FTS, WFP suggested that HQs should also be checked as there might be conversion discrepancy in figures due to divergent currency conversion systems.   

Anything Usually funding updates sent to FTS are being posted within a couple of days. Exceptionally, larger reports might take several days before has a turnaround time of two working days before it becominges available on the FTS.external site.

Marcel Vaessen, who is the currently in charge of  Manager of FTS, suggested that it would be useful to provide the focal points in the agencies a quick training on the FTS after its recent integration into Reliefweb. To further improve the FTS, regular funding updates and feedback on possible discrepancies are much welcomed. asked that figures received by field offices should be reported to FTS.  He also checks FTS regularly to ensure accurate information on line.  There might be a need for another quick tour on FTS due to recent changes in the layout of the site.  

Actions

1.
FTS will further examine how best to The problem of how to better reflect on FTS exceptional 
contributions similar to the one made by the Sudanese government  of Southern Sudan on 
FTS is left for OCHA.

2.
FTS should double-check financial figures received by field offices with agency HQs.
3.
FTS will hold a quick FTS tour – date to be announced.
V.
CONSOLIDATING THE PROCESSES OF CERF REPORTING AND CAP MYRs TO AVOID REPETITION AND ENSURE THAT CERF FINANCIAL DATA IS REFLECTED IN THE CAP MYR DOCUMENTS 

Discussions

It is noted that agencies must report to CERF on CERF-funded projects in August (the “mid-year progress report”), shortly after the CAP MYR process (which also entails a form of reporting).  (See attachment, CERF reporting timelines.)  The overlap is not so much in the contents of reports – MYR reporting is CAP-wide whereas the August CERF report concerns only CERF-funded projects – but in the repetitive processes of gathering the relevant agencies for joint reporting exercises.  The opportunity to rationalise therefore lies in combining the processes, i.e. taking advantage of fora convened for the MYR to do CERF reporting at the same time.

Action

1.
As part of effort already planned to revise CAP MYR Guidelines, CAP Section will draft new 
paragraph advising country teams to do CERF mid-year reporting in the same fora.  

VI.
SELECTION OF COUNTRY (IES) FOR THE DIRECTORS' REVIEW DURING THE MARCH WORKING GROUP

Discussions

SWG recommends CAR as first choice for the Review (as a follow-up to the WG’s examination of CAR last July as a forgotten crisis, and to examine the country team’s use of the CAP vis-à-vis its forgotten status); Somalia to be alternate choice.  Logistical difficulties at the WG’s March venue are noted (no videocon facilities).

Actions

1.
CAP Section to communicate SWG’s recommended CAP to be reviewed to WG.

UPDATE 19 February 2007:  The Chair of the WG notes that the March WG agenda is becoming too crowded, and also that the ICRC Versoix facilities where the WG will next meet do not allow  videocons.  To ensure that the Directors’ Review happens on time and with good telecoms, he suggests that the SWG convene the Review at a convenient time and place in March, but invite WG-level participants.  CAP Section to follow up.  (CAR and Somalia HCs agree to be first and second choices respectively, per SWG’s suggestion.)

VII.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

a) Preparations for Montreux:  It was felt that the donors should have consulted or at least informed the SWG before canceling.  Robert Smith will write the donors to ask about plans to hold a similar event at ECOSOC, and to gently suggest that they keep the SWG informed.  

b) CAP Training Tools Update:  The Chair invited the members to review the updated tools that are available on the CAP website.  Please contact Nadia Hadi (+41 22 917 2699, e-mail hadin@un.org) with any suggestions.

c) Dialogue on reporting use of unearmarked funds:  UNHCR will report next month.

d) Dialogue on Early Recovery projects in Flash Appeals: UNDP’s paper is almost ready, and will be presented at the next meeting of the CAP SWG in March 2007.

e) Guest speakers at SWG meetings, as in last meeting:  General consensus is no, not regularly, as it takes a lot of the available time (particularly for a once-a-month meeting); exceptional cases only.  (Other fora exist for this sort of in-depth expert presentation, like the IASC Weekly Meeting.)
f) Iraq Follow-Up: NFF of the Geneva meeting from late January to be circulated to the CAP SWG when ready.  The meeting’s major conclusion seems to have been the need for an advocacy campaign to convince Iraqis of the neutral role of the UN and that the UN has not taken sides in the conflict, in order to regain humanitarian space.  There will be a meeting in Amman on 21-22 February to explore operational issues – how to operate in the current environment.  The question of an appeal has been put off; but there is a certain logic in focusing on operational challenges first, and then developing an appeal after you know how you will work.  (Also, donors are unlikely to agree to release reconstruction funds for humanitarian work, or otherwise fund it, until they see a realistic operational plan.)  
g) Global Cluster Leads (GCLs) reviewing new appeal drafts as part of the HQ review stage (directly or through Agencies?):  The SWG agrees that SWG members in GCL agencies will forward appeal drafts to their GCL focal point for review, and consolidate the resulting comments before forwarding them to OCHA.  (GCLs have an interest in monitoring the language in appeals re clusters, and also reviewing the proposed funding arrangements, e.g. cluster leads appealing on behalf of cluster members, about which there is no agreed standard practice).  However, as a formality the CAP Section will solicit the opinion of cluster member organizations on this proposed practice.  
Participants

1) Sophie Martin, ICRC

2) Khalid Shibib, WHO

3) Cristina del Pueyo, WHO

4) Nina Sreenivasan, UNFPA

5) Asa Claesson, OCHA

6) Marcel Vaessen, OCHA

7) Ysabel Fougery, OCHA


8) Robert Smith, OCHA (Chair)

9) Pär Liljert, IOM

10) Serge Koller, WFP

11) Mariko Sato, UN-HABITAT

12) Loubna Benhayoune, OCHA

13) Marilena Viviani, IASC

14) Miroslav Medic, UNHCR

Telecon

15) Jane Pearce, WFP

16) Alexis Hoskins, WFP

17) Susan Bounford, WFP

18) Giammichele de Maio, WFP

19) Nathalie Boillon, WFP

20) Laura Sciannimonaco, FAO
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