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Background

An evaluation of the 2006 DR Congo Action Plan (AP) identified several major concerns stemming from the huge number of projects in the appeal document:

1. NGO aversion: Many organizations (especially NGOs) found the task of drafting and revising project sheets to be more time-consuming than they had capacity for, thus being involuntarily excluded from the fundraising section of the document. 
2. Unused sheets:  Most projects in a CAP as large as DRC are not funded at all.  The effort of writing, editing, formatting, printing etc. these hundreds of project sheets is therefore wasted.

3. Obsolescence:  The situation in DRC is so fluid that project proposals, or their details, become obsolete quickly.  Given that most funding only materializes some months after appeal development and launch, it’s therefore often a wasted effort to crystallize the detailed proposals in a printed sheet.
4. Projects not closely following needs:  There is an institutional tendency for organizations to propose to continue doing what they have been doing, or what they were planning to do, irrespective of needs information.  Although the cluster should in theory regulate this, in practice clusters or sector working groups have a hard time using project sheets to map the response to needs, eliminate gaps, and exclude superfluous proposals.
In response to these concerns, the DRC Country Team decided to drop pre-planned ‘projects’ altogether for the 2007 appeal.  Following countrywide strategic priorities, the clusters were now asked to come up with cluster objectives (per region) and related cluster ‘activities’, for which a corresponding total budget per district was then defined.  Crucially, no specific organizations proposed to do the defined activities per sector and district; the appeal merely contained a list of organizations present in each district who might perform each activity.  (It should be noted that DRC has an unusually large pooled fund, so that the HC acts essentially as the largest donor in country, and can set its own donor rules.)  Therefore, for example, the appeal states the wat-san needs in Bulungu district, the estimated cost of meeting those needs, and 5 or 6 organisations that could do the work.  One consequence of this is that the CAP is unable to state the aggregate funding requirements per organization in DRC.  Also, there is no clear responsibility for covering a certain set of needs.  When an organization receives funding from the pooled fund, it then has to fill in a modified version of a project sheet, which OCHA DRC stores in an online database.
This experiment has triggered discussion among humanitarian partners as to whether to: a) fully drop the concept of projects 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. 

Defining our terms for purposes of this discussion:

A ‘project’ is a line item in an appeal that specifies one organization requesting funds for a certain set of activities.

A ‘project sheet’ is a customary way of presenting projects in consolidated appeal documents.  
A ‘project box’ is a very abbreviated project sheet used in flash appeal documents.

Options:

As usual, we have to be very clear about what the problems are, and which solutions would solve which problems.  Otherwise, we risk spending energy on difficult solutions for low-priority problems, rather than easy solutions for high-priority problems.

Option A:  Fully drop the concept of projects à la DRC (perhaps with the option of filling in project sheets for funded projects only, as in DRC)
Problems solved: all (wasted effort in writing unused project sheets; obsolescence of printed project sheets; poor mapping of projects to needs; NGO aversion)
Other pros:
· Possible increase in NGO participation in CAP.

Cons

· Donors don’t have a place to ‘plug in’—don’t know who to fund.

· Donors lose the option of issuing a funding contract simply on the basis of the project sheet (using it as the descriptive annex of the contract);

· Budget estimate is not transparent or obvious;

· Reduced level of funding analysis;

· Decrease in transparency/accountability per appealing/implementing agency;

· Loss of project details (i.e. activities, indicators, budget breakdown, etc.).

Option B:  Substitute five-line project box for one-page project sheets (essentially, condense the project sheet greatly) 

Problems solved: wasted effort in writing unused project sheets; obsolescence (in the sense that fewer details are crystallized); NGO aversion.
Other pros

· No reduction in level of funding analysis.

Cons

· Donors lose the option of issuing a funding contract simply on the basis of the project sheet (using it as the descriptive annex of the contract);

· Budget estimate is not transparent or obvious;
· Loss of project details (i.e. activities, indicators, budget breakdown, etc.).

Option C:  Keep the current set-up of project sheets in regular appeals

No problems solved.

Pros

· Detailed and easily accessible list of projects for possible funding by donors.
· No reduction in level of funding analysis.

Cons

· No problems solved.

Option D:  Sidestep the question of project sheets; instead, train cluster to use a new process for project development and selection, in which they map and delineate needs (e.g. per sector and geographical area), identify one implementer 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).

Comment:  We note that options A-C are all neutral with respect to this problem of projects poorly mapped with needs.  But arguably, that’s the most important problem, and most persistent criticism of CAPs by donors.  It could be addressed by taking the most useful part of the DRC approach—starting with mapped needs rather than with project submissions—without its handicap of abandoning the clear identification of an implementer for each identified need (with negative consequences for donors wanting to plug in, and for financial tracking).
Proposal for discussion
· Highest-priority problems with projects or project sheets: poor mapping of projects to needs; NGO aversion; wasted effort/unused sheets.
· Most important things to preserve regarding projects or project sheets: donor plug-in, clear assignment of needs coverage; financial tracking of requirements and funding per organization;
The options that solve the highest-priority problems with the fewest ‘cons’ are B plus D together.  The following next steps are proposed:

1) CAP Section to discuss these options and the issue of project-less vs. project sheet-less appeals with the donor community (and other SWG members are welcome to do the same) by end April;

2) CAP Section to gain detailed feedback from the DRC Country Team on their experience, by mid-May;
3) CAP Section to 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 the modifications to be reflected in the Technical Guidelines for the 2008 CAPs, which should be sent to the field by end July.)
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