Rapid After-Action Report on Myanmar Flash Appeal

CAP Section, 16 May 2008 

Summary of factors contributing to this appeal’s speed:
· Rapid appraisal of scale and severity of disaster despite assess restrictions, using satellite imagery (esp. UNOSAT) and observations from (NGO) flyovers.

· Rapid decision by RC-OIC to develop appeal.

· Rapid agreement with government on appeal (at country and NY levels).

· Rapid inference of needs by country team (in lieu of physical assessment).

· Immediate application of cluster approach (though with leadership of some unclear—see next section).

· CAP Section drafted introductory and background sections of the appeal document, with country team’s agreement, to save time.
Actual or potential delay factors:
· Logistics cluster did not have generic costs prepared in advance, and so submitted their project 12 hours late, delaying the final document by another 4 hours.

· Leadership of shelter and education clusters uncertain until minutes before appeal publication.

· Country team was persuaded by the new emphasis on developing immediate tentative response plans based on fragmentary needs data, but feared that credible plans could not be made because of uncertainty about access.
Some initial context

· Myanmar: military dictatorship notoriously wary of any outside intervention.

· Nargis struck Myanmar on 2-3 May (Saturday-Sunday).  
· New Year events/celebrations underway at the time cyclone struck (tbc).

· Constitutional referendum planned for 10 May.

· Cyclone struck most productive agricultural area of Myanmar, which was also the hardest to access (low lying, watery/swampy) in the best of times.

· RC out of the country on mission to Geneva.

Examining this case with reference to the elements in the Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper
2.1 Timeline and events in appeal production; delay factors
· The decision to launch a Flash Appeal was made by the RC’s OIC on 5 May. 
· ERC met with Myanmar PR in NY on 5 May.

· Country team met with Deputy Minister of Social Welfare on 4 May.
· International assistance was welcomed. Type of international assistance remained unclear: Government clearly preferred bilateral assistance, while the country team saw definite need for humanitarian operations by international organizations. Preparations for Flash Appeal went ahead. 

· Support for a Flash Appeal was expressed by some states (CRD reported a number of states, including Singapore, were pressing on this issue). Importance of maintaining momentum was recognised.
· The appeal was delivered to CAP Section for the normal review process on 7 May at approx. 20h00 GVA time (4 days after the disaster). 
· CAP Section drafted introductory and background sections of the appeal document for the country team using information that was publicly or internally available (sitreps, Reliefweb, etc). 

· The draft was finalised following agency, CRD and CAP Section review on 9 May at approx. 16h00 (disaster +6 days). 
· The 5-7 day deadline for an initial rough draft was thus met (almost the first time this was the case), despite: 
· The RC/HC a.i. being in Geneva attending an HC retreat
· There being only an RC-OIC in Myanmar

· Myanmar being traditionally unwilling/wary of accepting international assistance

· Emerging and ongoing issues with regard to access into and within the country (visas and clearances)

· No clear scenario emerging at the time of appeal drafting: access would determine size, scope and content of response.
2.2 Finding the balance between speed and precision in needs assessment 

· A good balance was found. The country team obviously understood the need for quick reaction. Whilst some projects had a generic character to them (food), others were drawn up fast but with solid grounding (logistics).
· NGO projects in particular seemed to show good in-country awareness and experience, and in many cases seemed to be extensions of current programmes.

· CAP Section did not perceive any resistance to issuing a rapid ‘rough’ appeal or preference to wait until the first, more detailed, assessments were in. 
· ACE used RSET on Myanmar as an internal testing exercise (based on info from staff on the ground); 
· However this was not a good test case for using RSET to appraise the need for a large-scale response and flash appeal, because this disaster was so obviously large-scale.  It is likely to be useful in more nuanced, borderline situations, and should definitely be used in contingency planning (as it needs to be populated with background data). 
2.3 Perceived over-budgeting

· Some initial squeamishness was expressed at the size of the food and logistics components ($69 and $50 million respectively), but these were put in perspective by the emerging scale of the disaster.

· More than 50% of the appeal amount consisted of these two sectors alone.

· The revision can deal with any remaining doubt about the funding requests, by modifying or presenting more evidence to justify them. 
· OCHA did not perceive any serious donor resistance to the size of appeal or type of projects, pre- or post-launch.

· Generic cluster project templates (beyond those that might have been used by particular agencies) would clearly have been useful in this situation in developing or informing the inter-agency response. This is underlined by the fact that the logistics cluster submission arrived 12 hours late and was so large as to change the whole profile of the appeal.
2.4 Phased Inclusion of Early Recovery Projects
· UNDP was persuaded to cut its ER projects from $10 million to $3 million. Tight headquarters control (including a discussion between the ERC and the UNDP Deputy) was useful in resolving this. 

· ER will most certainly have to be included in the revision. Extent and type TBD.  Reconstruction needs are likely to be large enough to necessitate a separate (non-early) recovery appeal.
2.5 Flash appeals left unrevised

· All involved understand the importance of revising this appeal, and indeed the promise of a revision sped the initial appeal by convincing agencies to be flexible and approximate.

· The shape and scope of the revision will depend upon the scenario that emerges over the coming month in terms of access and capacity.

2.6 Interaction between CERF and flash appeals

· CERF provided $20.4 million. This constitutes:
· Nearly 60% of total funding allocated to date

· 9% of total funding requested

· The Flash Appeal document was finalised without reference to CERF.

· CERF application was received a few days after the publication of the Flash Appeal. 

· It is not clear whether the CERF application was run in parallel to the Flash Appeal (as the general guidance and good practice on this issue suggests). This needs some follow-up, with any gaps in training, procedural knowledge, or staffing identified. (The FAOP already states that OCHA should be prepared to support country teams to do both processes simultaneously.)
· At least one donor has stated that they prefer that CERF not be shown as a ‘donor’ on FTS tables (contrary to practice since CERF’s inception).  The reasons behind this feeling, never before expressed, should be explored before OCHA jumps to making a fundamental change in CERF’s visibility.  
· Some donors (especially emerging ones) are also apparently finding it hard to actually follow up with agencies and disburse to them. They have requested that OCHA provide them with contact and bank account details of appealing agencies.  CAP Section is following up on this, and will forward the info to donors as well as incorporating it into the appeal revision doc.
2.7 Ensuring the implementation of the cluster approach without causing undue delay in flash appeal production

· Cluster approach was used for the response and the development of the Flash Appeal, apparently without hesitation or dissent.

· 11 clusters were formed.
· Problems were apparent in creating some clusters and assigning some cluster leads:

· CCCM, with IOM as lead, encountered strong resistance as a cluster in and of itself; this stemmed mainly from concerns at having a reference to ‘camps’ in the Myanmar context.
· Shelter was assigned to UNHCR but at the last minute re-assigned to IFRC.
· UNICEF and Save the Children agreed to share Education only at the last minute. 

· Headquarters intervention (in particular HRSU) and advice was required to resolve some of the above.

2.8 Strengthening the participation of NGOs in flash appeals 

· Some NGOs (WV, SC) had extensive and longstanding presence in Myanmar prior to the emergency. 

· Nine NGOs submitted projects.

· NGOs made up nearly 50% of agencies requesting funding, but with funding requests totalling $15.6 million constitute only 7% of total funding requested – in part because the huge sectors of food and logistics has only WFP funding requests.  (This, and the resulting low NGO percentage, is common in flash appeals for large-scale disasters, for the same reason.)  
· Many of the immediate assessments and other information that built up the overall situation came from NGOs (i.e. WV helicopter overflight of Ayeyarwady).
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