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1 Executive Summary

This strategic review of the GenCap and ProCap projects was commissioned by the United
Nations’ Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) in late 2016 and conducted in
the first half of 2017. It follows a management review in 2014 and an evaluation in 2011. The
purpose of the review was:

e to review the performance and relevance of the ProCap and GenCap projects
e to provide recommendations for their future as strategic, interagency resources.

The review took place against a backdrop of considerable change and development in the
humanitarian sector, including the Agenda for Humanity arising out of the thinking that informed
the World Humanitarian Summit. This development in thinking underlines the need for enhanced
action on gender and protection. In parallel with this review, the projects are undertaking a
Strategy Development Process.

The review focused on the following areas:
Relevance in today’s operating environment
Vision

Mission

Impact / Outcomes

Operational Performance, Activities & Outputs
Management

Governance

© N o k0w RE

Position of the projects within the humanitarian system

The review included a review of key documents, interviews with 27 key informants, an online
survey completed by 87 respondents, presentations and discussions at GenCap and ProCap
annual technical workshops and at a ProCap Steering Committee (SC) meeting. During the
review, interim reports were provided including an Inception Report, a Pilot Project Aide-Mémoire
and Aides-Mémoire for the GenCap and ProCap workshops. Regular review meetings were held
with the client focal point.

A key conclusion is that there is need for the services provided by the projects but that significant
changes need to be made in how the projects are run.

The following is a summary of the main recommendations.

1. Both projects remain relevant and should be retained at least until the end of 2021 provided
significant changes are made by the end of 2017.

Both projects urgently need to clarify accountability and structure.

The projects should consider further consolidation.

Ensure the good functioning of the committees.

Agree, clarify and share management responses to this and earlier reviews.
Systematically implement monitoring, evaluation and learning

In the Strategic Development Process, consider strategic issues flagged in this report.

© N o gk~ WD

Review and confirm the focus of GenCap project in line with the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee’s Gender policy and the Agenda for Humanity.

9. In due course, review other models for the projects.

Further details on these recommendations are given in Section 5 below.

nd
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2 Introduction

2.1 This report

This report is the final deliverable under the contract signed between OCHA (the Client) and Bobby
Lambert and Tim Foster (the Consultants) for an independent strategic review of the ProCap and
GenCap projects.

This final report takes account of the feedback received to earlier versions of the report.

2.2 Background to this review?

The GenCap and ProCap projects are Inter-Agency projects, which were set up in response to
capacity gaps in ensuring gender and protection were sufficiently integrated into humanitarian
responses. ProCap was established in 2005, followed by GenCap in 2007. Since then they have
been deploying experts to support humanitarian teams and humanitarian responses in emergency
contexts.

The projects have evolved and progressively taken a more strategic approach. In 2013 the
Projects developed their first strategic plans, which have guided the deployments for the period:
2014-2017%. An integral monitoring and evaluation (M&E) component was incorporated into the
frameworks in 2014.

Each project has an inter-agency Steering Committee (SC) to provide strategic oversight and
guidance of deployments. OCHA hosts and funds a Support Unit comprised of 3 staff members?
and the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) is the roster manager responsible for recruitment,
training and human resource support for the Advisers. The project deploys experts to UN entities+
which have a Memorandum of Understanding with NRC for deployment of ‘gratis personnel’.
When deployed, Gen/Pro Cap Advisers report to the Humanitarian Coordinator and/or head of the
hosting agency. When the need for an inter-agency resource to support gender or protection
capacity gaps is identified, one or more UN organizations consult the humanitarian country team to
agree on the needs and develop the request. The Steering Committees review and prioritize
requests, based on level of urgency, strategic contribution, inter-agency buy-in and other factors.

The main aim of the ProCap project is to enhance the humanitarian protection response and
contribute to global protection capacity through predictable deployment of senior personnel with
proven protection expertise. It reinforces the strategic and operational protection response for
Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) and other vulnerable groups in emergencies and protracted
complex crisis. Since its establishment in 2005 until the end of 2015, ProCap has made
approximately 150 deployments of Senior Protection Officers.

GenCap was established as a response to evaluations that consistently found gender was
insufficiently considered in response planning and activities, under the auspices of the Inter-
Agency Standing Committee (IASC). The overall objective of the GenCap Project is to improve
gender equality programming (GEP) in humanitarian action in accordance with the standards laid
out in the IASC Gender Handbook. The project has been working to develop a sustainable, high-
quality pool of Gender Advisers able to work with a “common understanding of, and ability to
undertake, gender equality programming in humanitarian settings.” Gender Advisers support
country and regional teams’ efforts to mainstream gender equality into all aspects of humanitarian
response. Since its establishment in 2007 until the end of 2015, GenCap has deployed over 150

! This section is extracted from the TOR for the review. For further discussion on context, see section below

% The strategies were extended to cover 2017 pending the outcome of this review to guide the new strategy

% On 6 September 2010, the two Projects’ support unit/secretariats were merged into one Inter-Agency Standby Caspacity
Support Unit (IASCS), under the expanded Humanitarian Coordination Support Section (HCSS) in OCHA Geneva.” In
January 2014 the Support Unit was moved to the Surge Capacity Section of the Emergency Services Branch

* The following UN Agencies have MOUs with NRC: FAO, IOM, OCHA, UNDP, UNESCO, UNFPA, UNHCR, UNICEF,
UNIFEM, UNRWA, WFP and WHO

nd
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Senior Gender Advisers, the majority to country operations (while a small number at regional and
global levels).

An independent evaluation was conducted in 2011-2012 and concluded that the Projects were
relevant and should continue for the medium term (five years). Following evaluation
recommendations, a management review of the projects was conducted in 2014.

Given the approach of the end of the five-year period and important changes to the humanitarian
landscape, the project’s steering committees and key stakeholders agreed that an independent
review of the projects was required, which led to the commissioning of this review in late 2016.

2.3 Purpose of the review

The purpose of the review is:
e to review the performance and relevance of the ProCap and GenCap projects®
e to provide recommendations for their future as strategic, interagency resources.
The Consultants were asked to consider all options, from growth to closure of one or both projects.

This review is being conducted in parallel with a strategic development exercise for each project®.

2.4 Context

This review is conducted in a context in which humanitarian needs are high and likely to remain so
for the foreseeable future. Climate-change, poverty, inequality, conflict and migration are all
factors that may increase humanitarian risk for millions of vulnerable people. Whilst great progress
has been made in risk-management measures, which has saved the lives of millions that would
otherwise have been lost, further progress is required and demanded.

Against this backdrop, there is strong recognition of the need to improve the way in which such
humanitarian needs are addressed. The World Humanitarian Summit, and the associated Agenda
for Humanity, with its 5-point plan, highlighted the ongoing need for protection and assistance and
affirmed the importance of gender equality in ensuring all needs are met equitably. The WHS
highlighted the need to prevent and end conflict, as the most important and effective way of
reducing risk. A key theme is the need to support resilience by adopting a people-centered, risk-
informed approach. The centrality of risk management underlines the need to have a full
understanding of risk (to all groups) and how people can be supported in managing their risks and
having their rights respected.

With its new Secretary General, the UN is changing and the role of OCHA within that system is
under review.

In this context, the need for capacity in protection and gender programming will grow and will also
need to adapt to this new thinking, particularly in relation to the scope of protection (all risks) and
leave no one behind (all vulnerable groups).

As part of this review, and particularly to address the question of the continued relevance of the
projects in this changing humanitarian landscape, the Consultants have focused on the following
key documents / resources’®:

5 Due to the constraints of the review, the focus was very much on recent and current performance and relevance, rather
than since the last evaluation and review.

® Each project has a Strategic Plan 2014 — 2016 which have been extended to the end of 2017. The new Strategic Plans
will take effect from 2018 and are currently under development.

" The time constraints of this review (see Section 4) have necessarily limited the number of key documents / resources
as well as depth of the analysis.

nd
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1. Agenda for Humanity®
2. 1ASC Policy on Protection in Humanitarian Action, 14 October, 2016
3. IASC Policy Statement: Gender Equality in Humanitarian Action, 20 June 2008

In Annexes 7.1, 7.2 & 7.3, the Consultants have taken key elements from the above documents
and indicated how each project potentially contributes to the implementation of the key policy
statements and the Agenda for Humanity. The conclusions from this analysis are reported under
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations under the appropriate heading.

In Annex 7.4, the consultants have extracted key points from Advancing New Ways of Working,
which are highly relevant to these projects, as they are to all humanitarian action. They could be
usefully incorporated into the discussion on the SDP.

8 The IASC Handbook: Women, Girls, Boys and Men Different Needs — Equal Opportunities is currently under revision
and was not reviewed.

® The Consultants also briefly reviewed “New Ways of Working” but in light of the constraints of this review and the scale
of the issues addressed in NWOW, feel that this should feed into SDP

1% The Independent Whole of System Review of Protection in the Context of Humanitarian Action, May 2015 fed into the
IASC Policy on Protection in Humanitarian Action and therefore was not reviewed

nd
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3 Approach, Methodology and Timeline
The approach and methodology agreed in the Inception Phase was:

e A participative approach with the Client and Consultants working together to deliver the
required review.

o Agreement on a limited number of key strategic questions that the review needed to
answer.

o A detailed review of key documents.

e Interviews with key informants using a semi-structured interview format, including an initial
piloting to test the questions.

e Online survey of a wider range of informants.

e Participation in two technical workshops with GenCap and ProCap to share findings and
receive feedback and additional input. During the review, the consultants also participated
in a ProCap SC meeting.

e Reports and aides-mémoire prepared by the Consultants and reviewed by the Client at key
points during the review, including the Inception Report, Pilot Project Aide-Mémoire, Aides-
Mémoire for the GenCap and ProCap workshops, a draft final report for comment, and the
final report.

e Regular meetings and discussions with the client, including an inception meeting and
regular project review meetings by Skype.

The timeline of the review is given below, with the number of consultant-days indicated. This
timeline was regularly reviewed throughout the project to take account of key developments,
including the timing of technical workshops and the ProCap SC meeting. A more detailed timeline
can be found in Annex 7.14.

Activities Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
Inception 8 XX | X

DeskMesearch®@ocs 5 X X X X X X X X X
Interviewsi27) 15 X [ XXX | X

Online Survey{84) 9 XX

GenCapRAide-Mémoire 5 X

GenCap@orkshop 4 X

ProCap@Cineeting - X

ProCap@ide-Mémoire 5 X

ProCap Workshop 4 X
Draft®ReviewReport 5 XXX | XX
FinaliseBRBubmit Report 5 X | XX
Project@nan®diaison 5 X X X X X X X X X
Totaldays 70

nd
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Constraints

The review had the following constraints:

5

A limited amount of time (a total of 70 consultant-days), spread over 2 projects with some
similarities but also some key differences.

A view of the projects which was mainly focused on recent activities and challenges (over
the last 6-12 months).

The absence of field visits; although envisaged in the original Terms of Reference (TOR),
because of budget constraints it was agreed that these were not feasible.

Related to the time constraints, the number of interviews was limited to 27 over both
projects.

Limitations on institutional memory, related primarily to changes in project personnel,
including SU, NRC and SC.

Challenges in sourcing of key documents.

Findings and conclusions

Based on discussions in the inception phase, the findings and conclusions are presented under the
following headings.

8.

N o oo bk~ owobdbe

Relevance in today’s operating environment
Vision

Mission

Impact / Outcomes

Operational Performance, Activities & Outputs
Management

Governance

Position of the projects within the humanitarian system

In the discussion below, the key review question is highlighted below each heading. These review
guestions were developed with the client in the inception phase and then piloted before being used
in the full review. The questions were easily understood by respondents and prompted useful
information and insights.

The recommendations are presented in Section 5 following the Findings and Conclusions.

nd
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5.1 Relevance in today’s operating environment

5.1.1 GenCap

Key review question: The GenCap project has been running for ten years and much has
changed in the humanitarian sector in that time. Does it remain relevant in today’s operating

environment?

Findings

Conclusions

On balance, and noting a wide variety of views
expressed, the general view is that the project
remains relevant in today’s operating
environment, is viewed positively and could be
expanded.

This is illustrated by the responses to the online
survey showing good agreement on the
relevance of the project’s vision, mission and
strategy (see Online survey results in

Annex 7.12). This is discussed further below in
the questions under Vision, Mission and
Strategy. The results of the online survey were
borne out by discussions with key informants
during interviews, with some caveats.

Gender equality programming (GEP) may be
understood and accepted in principle, but the
challenge now is to embed GEP in the way
everyone works and support people in learning
how to do it well.

Key issues highlighted included governance
and leadership of the project, clarity of strategic
focus (reconciling the Equality & Empowerment
discussions), tensions with and between some
key stakeholders and the lack of a clear
institutional home. Strong feelings were
expressed by several respondents that the
problems in addressing these issues has led to
a damaging atmosphere within the project. All
of this has been exacerbated by the challenges
faced by the OCHA SU, particularly in relation to
staffing (and to a lesser extent earlier changes
in NRC).

The GenCap project is well aligned with the
IASC Gender policy and the Agenda for
Humanity (AFH), see Annexes 7.1 & 7.3.

The Agenda for Humanity refers specifically to
the empowerment of women and girls, whereas
the IASC gender policy places somewhat more
emphasis on equality before including
empowerment of women and girls.

The project remains relevant in today’s
operating environment and the need for the
project will continue for some time.

However, the issues raised, governance,
leadership and strategy, need to be addressed.
The management response to this review and
the current strategy development process are
opportunities to address these key issues.

The project can continue to play a key
facilitating role at the field level in implementing
the IASC Gender policy and the AFH.

The SDP is a good opportunity to further
strengthen GenCap’s role and contribution to
both.

nd
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5.1.2 ProCap

Key Review Question: The ProCap project has been running for twelve years and much has
changed in the humanitarian sector in that time. Does it remain relevant in today’s operating

environment?

Findings

Conclusions

On balance the view is that the project remains
relevant and will continue to be so for the
foreseeable future. This is illustrated by the
responses to the online survey showing good
agreement on the relevance of the project’s
vision, mission and strategy (see Online survey
results in Annex 7.13). This is discussed further
below in the questions under Vision, Mission
and Strategy. The results of the online survey
were largely borne out by discussions with key
informants during interviews.

Protection challenges / gaps are growing and
there is concern that protection and how it is
applied in practice in the humanitarian system is
still not widely understood and is a long way
from being mainstreamed as standard practice
in humanitarian action™.

Some criticised the project for failing to adapt
while others underlined the importance of
retaining the good parts of the project as it
develops. Some expressed the view that the
project needs to change up a gear.

The ProCap project is well aligned with the
IASC Protection policy (see Annex 7.2) and the
AFH (see Annex 7.1).

The project remains relevant in today’s
operating environment and the need for the
project will continue for some time.

The project could be expanded to meet
increasing protection needs (and the analysis
and management of risk), to be detailed
through the new strategic framework and
accompanying Monitoring, Evaluation and
Learning (MEL) processes.

The project needs to build on its strengths
(such as seniority, credibility, experience and
skills of advisers and the interagency aspect),
address some key issues and develop.

The project can play a key facilitating role at
the field level in implementing the majority of
areas of the IASC protection policy. The
project can also contribute at the Global level
though advocacy.*?

Annexes 7.1 & 7.2 could be used in the SDP to
further strengthen ProCap’s contribution to the
implementation to both IASC’s protection
policy and AFH.

! This chimes with the findings in the “Independent Whole of System Review, 2015.
12 The difference in conclusions for GenCap and ProCap relate more to the difference in the ways the policies are

written than to differences between the projects

nd
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5.2 Vision

Key Review Question: Is the project’s vision clear and relevant?

In the discussion below on Vision and Mission, it may be helpful to refer to the commonly used

definitions of vision and mission®®
The world we want to live in
What we do to help build that world.

Vision:

Mission:

See also Annex 7.8 taken from presentation to the ProCap Technical Workshop

5.2.1 GenCap

GenCap’s vision is that all women, girls, boys and men of all ages and backgrounds, affected by
natural disasters or conflict, are able to access humanitarian assistance and protection that cater

to their distinct needs and experiences.

Findings

Conclusions

The consensus was that the Vision is broadly
clear and relevant. It describes the world we
want to live in.

Vision is clear and relevant and can be retained
and reviewed periodically to account for major
developments in the wider humanitarian world.

5.2.2 ProCap

ProCap’s vision is a world where international, national and local actors fulfil their responsibilities to
protect those affected by armed conflict and situations of natural disaster.

Findings

Conclusions

The broad consensus was that the vision
remains relevant but could be tightened up and
adapted to changing circumstances.

The need to review whether the scope of the
project should be extended to cover migrants
was raised by several respondents.

The vision highlights what humanitarian actors
do (protection) rather than a for instance that
affected populations rights are respected.

The vision remains relevant but could be
usefully reviewed and rephrased to focus on
affected people rather than the humanitarian
actors.

Reviewing and clarifying the scope the project’s
target groups could be included in the ProCap
strategy review, bearing in mind the IASC
protection strategy and the AFH.

5.2.3 Both projects

Findings

Conclusions

The vision statements for each project are
written very differently but are fundamentally not
dissimilar.

A common vision statement for both projects
could be developed incorporating the key
elements of both current versions.

This vision could be for a world in which rights
are respected and risks managed for all groups.

13 See for example, Hind, A, The Governance and Management of Charities, 1995
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5.3 Mission

Key Review Question: Does the project have the right mission to deliver on the vision? Is it using
the right approach, covering the right set of activities, with the right clients and people?

5.3.1 GenCap

GenCap’s mission is to facilitate and strengthen the capacity and leadership of humanitarian actors
to undertake and promote gender equality humanitarian programming to ensure that the distinct
needs of women, girls, boys and men of all ages are analysed and taken into account in
humanitarian action at global, regional, and country levels.

Findings

Conclusions

The mission statement is perceived to be fine.

However, there are concerns about how the
mission should be achieved, discussed below.

Leave the mission statement as is for now,
reviewing periodically in line with developments
in GenCap’s approach and way of working.

The mission statement focuses on “gender
equality” and both the vision and mission refer
to “women, girls, boys and men of all ages”.
Within the project, there is considerable tension
between the following positions:

e The project’s focus should remain on gender
equality as in the mission statement;

e The project should shift its focus towards
women’s empowerment;

e The project should adopt a more
‘intersectional’ approach, to include a more
complete set of characteristics (gender, age,
ability, caste, ethnicity, religion etc.) that
affect people’s humanitarian needs and
access to protection and assistance.

This tension has resulted in fixed positions
being adopted and discussions that have
become increasingly unproductive and
rancorous. This tension is found within the
GenCap Advisers and the Steering Committee
members.

Demand from clients is for gender equality with
some advocating for a shift towards a more
people centred intersectional approach.

The intersectional approach was discussed in
some depth at the GenCap technical meeting,
see Annex 7.12, with considerable agreement
that this is key to gender analysis and can
support risk and protection analysis.

The ongoing divisions over the focus of the
project are counter-productive both internally
and externally.

A clear and respected consensus, based on
agreed normative frameworks, UN policies, the
IASC gender policy and the AFH, would allow
the project to move forward (see Relevance and
Context above).

Within this framework, there is potential to
productively extend the intersectional approach
to ensure that the rights of all groups are
respected and their risks managed.

The current strategy development process is a
timely opportunity to consider these issues.

As described in the current strategy, the project
has three main strands: deployments, training
and advocacy (with a focus on feeding lessons
from the field into decision-making and policy
development).

Operating in so many ways, and with an
interagency stance linked to its positioning
within OCHA, offers opportunities to use field
experience, and the connections with
humanitarian country teams, to inform advocacy

nd
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Deployments are nearly always the first or
sometimes the only strand that is mentioned.

Prioritisation criteria for deployments are set out
in the GenCap Strategy.

Training is appreciated although the limitations
of training alone are recognised.

Some question the investment in the (over-)
development of the project’s own Gender and
Age Marker (GAM).

It is noted that GenCap makes a contribution in
at least three strands of disaster management,
namely: preparedness, response and recovery.

It can operate at the global, regional, country
level both strategically and operationally.

It can interact with a wide range of actors, from
partners in the field through to donors at
permanent mission level in Geneva.

The project has limited resources and funding is
often uncertain.

at a strategic level.

Whilst the detail of how this can be done is
beyond the scope of this review, it is noted that
the ongoing strategy review is an excellent
opportunity to take stock of this.

Strategic oversight of the project, informed by a
strengthened MEL system can ensure that
these opportunities are exploited as fully as
possible, according to agreed priorities and
within the resources available. A crucial aspect
of this is the link with the IASC and the Gender
Reference Group (GRG).

5.3.2 ProCap

ProCap aims to strengthen the collaborative response of protection agencies and non-protection
mandated organizations. ProCap deploys senior personnel with proven protection expertise to
field, regional and global operations, and trains mid-level protection staff from standby-partners

and humanitarian organisations.

Findings

Conclusions

The mission is seen to be relevant but will need
to be adapted to changing circumstances.

The second part of the mission statement
describes the means to achieve the first but only
mentions deployments and training.

The mission remains broadly relevant but
should be reviewed and rephrased, to include a
focus on capacity of the humanitarian system,
bearing in mind the Agenda for Humanity
(including New Ways of Working (NWOW)) with
the aim of delivering for affected people, see
note on capacity in Annex 7.7.

The project has three main strands:
deployments, training and advocacy™*.

Deployments are nearly always the first or
sometimes the only strand that is mentioned by
interviewees.

It can operate at the global, regional, country
level. Deployments at strategic level are
important but can also be very useful at a more
operational (cluster) level

ProCap can make a contribution in at least three
of the key strands of disaster management'®,
namely: preparedness, response and recovery.

Operating in so many ways offers opportunities
to use field experience to inform global
advocacy.

Prioritisation of where and how the project
invests its limited resources is a major challenge
and a responsibility that the SC has taken
seriously with regard to deployments. This
prioritisation needs to be extended to cover
training and advocacy and offers an opportunity
to focus engagement at key strategic levels,
such as the IASC and HC.

The current strategy review process is an

1 Specifically ‘Knowledge exchange and critical analysis on protection’
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There is discussion about which strand is most
effective to target with some feeling
preparedness should be targeted more and
acknowledging a need for a different approach
in each strand.

excellent opportunity to review this.

The criteria for deployments in the ProCap SC
give excellent guidance for operational
decisions on deployments. This task can be
delegated to the SU/NRC, with suitable
oversight, leaving the SC more time to devote to
its strategic oversight of the project.

5.3.3 Both projects

Findings

Conclusions

Both projects aim to build capacity within the
humanitarian system, principally by
deployments, training and advocacy.

However it is noted that capacity building is
concerned with more than these three
components.*®

It is timely to review the activities of the projects
against a comprehensive analysis of capacity
development, to check that these remain the
most relevant to the vision.

This capacity analysis could be the basis for
further synergies between the two projects, as
both are concerned with capacity development.

Similarly it is not hard to envisage a shared
mission statement.

Such a joined up approach would reflect recent
thinking on humanitarian action, notably in the
New Ways of Working (Agenda for Humanity).

The shared mission could utilise the experience
and expertise of both ProCap and GenCap
using an Intersectional approach and a
comprehensive analysis of risk.

Three important ‘tools’ are used to build this
capacity, namely deployments, training and
advocacy.

These three tools should be kept up to date,
informed by the Monitoring, Evaluation and
Learning (MEL) process. This includes
consideration of the full cycle of the deployment
process (from client demand to roster
management'’), the nature, targeting of and
reporting on training and the effect of advocacy
activities.

Other good tools exist, such as mentoring and
information products (such as the GAM).

Focusing predominantly on the 3 existing tools
may lead to other opportunities being missed.
Other tools could be considered as part of a
longer term review of the projects.

15 Used in the broad sense to encompass all disasters, whether related to conflict, natural or other hazards
16 See for example the work on capacity development by UNDP and ECDPM, see also note on Capacity in Annex below

7 See note on Rosters in Annex below
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Comments received during our research
indicated concern that deployees are
sometimes used to plug gaps rather than build
capacity.

Both projects recognise this challenge and have
measures in place to manage it.

In part, this may be inevitable for a proportion of
deployments, especially when provided free of
charge to the hosting agency. This risk can be
managed by continued vigilance.

5.4 Impact / Outcomes including sustainability

Key Review Question: Is the impact of the project clear and lasting? Is it being monitored and

reported?

5.4.1 GenCap

Findings

Conclusions

From the interviews and as indicated in the
online survey (Online survey results in

Annex 7.12), there is a good level of confidence
that the project is having an impact, albeit with
limited hard supporting evidence.

The methodological challenges of measuring
impact (as opposed to activities) in any
meaningful way are real and recognised.

The project has attempted but not yet
succeeded in putting in place realistic and
useful means of assessing impact.

There have been attempts to systematise
monitoring, particularly for deployments, but this
is not happening in a consistent manner.
Similarly, learning from experience of what
works and does not work is not taking place in a
systematic or strategic way

The impact on the lives of affected people of
any project such as this is difficult to
demonstrate.

However, more can be done to assess
outcomes and outputs at the project level and to
regularly test key assumptions of the logic
model. Similarly, more can be done to ensure
that monitoring takes place systematically for all
project activities (deployments, training and
advocacy) and that this is regularly reviewed at
a strategic level by the SC.

Occasional external evaluations can usefully
complement, but not replace, this systematic
M&E and learning.

All agree that in the long term, GenCap should
be working its way out of business, as gender is
mainstreamed.

GenCap cannot do this on its own; it needs
action by the agencies and the HC/HCT.

It is not going to happen anytime soon, not least
because agencies are not hiring their own
gender staff.

Without dedicated gender staff, gender drops off
the agenda.

In the current context sustainability is a long
way off, and largely out of GenCap’s hands,
being a long-term responsibility of the wider
humanitarian community.

GenCap can contribute to sustainability by
ensuring careful scrutiny of the TOR for any
activity, systematic follow-up on its operational
activities (see below on MEL) and by engaging
in advocacy at the strategic level, (with HCT,
with host and client agencies and with the
IASC).
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The leadership role of the HC/HCT is critical for
gender equality programming.

GenCaps ability to engage effectively with and
support HC/HCTs in the field is key to the
success of the project. In some situations (large
and complex crises) there be a need for more
than one adviser, some at a more operational
level.

Equally important for the success of the project
is for the GenCap to work with partners to help
them with the “how” rather than the “what” of
gender equality programming; the what is
generally understood, the how is the real
challenge.

The role of the HC/HCT, supported by GenCap,
remains critical for more effective gender
equality programming. Whilst this is well
reflected in the GenCap project documentation,
the challenge is ensuring systematic follow-up
and application of learning.

GenCap deployees have to work both at the
strategic and the operational level in the field.
The important thing is to ensure a ‘best-fit’ with
the needs of the field. This has implications for
roster management, to ensure that a variety of
needs can be met, whether at a strategic or an
operational level.

The seniority of GenCap deployees is important:
it is linked with credibility and the right to
participate in high-level meetings. This relates to
their experience, expertise and positioning
within the system/HCT.

The seniority of advisers is important and
should be retained, noting the need to ensure
the right fit’ with the requirements of the field
(see comments above and note on rosters in
Annex 7.6).

Positive experiences are reported with many
GenCap deployments. Concerns were
expressed about the loss of momentum after
the GenCap left, the challenge of turnover and
length of deployment, the danger of GenCaps
being used to fill gaps, relying on individuals
rather than embedding in the system and the
abuse of such standby agreements.

These are “normal” systemic challenges faced
by stand-by / surge-capacity mechanisms; they
can be managed by the project, recognising that
they may not always be overcome.

There was a strong emphasis on the importance
of GenCaps adopting the right approach when
working with colleagues on deployment.

Particular emphasis was put on the need to
‘work with’ colleagues to generate practical
solutions. Pragmatism was viewed as more
effective at generating useful results than
activism. Any hint of ‘preaching’ can have the
effect of turning colleagues off, so reducing the
impact of the work.

Some comments were also made about the
need to have the right balance of humanitarian
experience and gender expertise, with some
emphasising the former and some the latter.

The approach and style of GenCaps on
deployment have a great bearing on their
impact.

This issue can be addressed in the selection,
training, support, management and leadership
of the GenCaps.

The ‘person specification’ for GenCaps is
important, recognising that individuals will have
different profiles and each context may have
different requirements, noting the point about
working with colleagues for practical solutions.
The issue is one of finding the ‘best-fit’ and is a
common challenge in recruitment and selection.
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The role of a GenCap is to support, encourage
and motivate agencies to do gender equality
programming. It is not for the GenCap to
assume this responsibility alone although there
is a real risk that they will be expected to do so.
This can lead to the idea that gender is a
specialist and optional task, and not integral to
the organisation. This supporting role may not
be easy as agencies may not have anyone with
specific responsibility for gender, whom the
GenCap can support.

Maintaining a supporting role is challenging
especially when partners may not have staff
responsible for ensuring gender is taken on
board.

GenCaps taking on responsibility for gender
may ensure short term impact but can impede
longer term sustainability.

The project can address this by providing
support & encouragement to individual
GenCaps in maintain this ‘supporting role’, while
ensuring that the project’s activities and
particularly its advocacy efforts take this on
board.

There may be scope for the targeting of
GenCap interventions to be more on
preparedness, contingency planning and
recovery, with a greater focus at global level.

The role of preparedness in reducing risk and
anticipating crises is in line with a number of key
priorities of the Agenda for Humanity.

Some doubts were raised about the feasibility of
making a difference during the immediate
response.

The reality is also recognised that humanitarian
funding is generally more available during the
response phase and there are considerable
challenges in investing in preparedness.

The GenCap strategy addresses these targeting
issues in some depth.

Noting that the current strategy covers
preparedness, it may be that in some cases,
and where possible, deployments to support
preparedness, contingency planning and
recovery can be more effective than
deployments during the immediate emergency
response.

This has to be assessed by the project on a
case-by-case basis, according to the criteria set
out by the project SC.

It is noted that the current strategy development
process is a good opportunity to review these
criteria.

5.4.2 ProCap

Findings

Conclusions

The interagency approach is important, making
protection part of the fabric of humanitarian
action, bringing agencies together. In this
respect, the association with OCHA was flagged
repeatedly as being important.

However, it is recognised that there are other
means of ensuring an inter-agency approach
but investigating this further is outside the scope
of this review.

It is crucial to maintain the interagency nature of
the project. In this regard the association with
OCHA is seen to be valuable.

This issue is related to the positioning of the
project within the humanitarian system,
discussed further below.

The leadership role of the HC is key for
protection.

It is important to retain the connection between
the project and HCs, which is currently through
OCHA.
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Sustainability within any context requires follow-
up including implementation of strategies and
plans, which may include a replacement of the
ProCap deployee by regular staff. Without such
follow-up, the longer-term impact may be
impaired.

In any specific context, the main responsibility
for sustainability lies with the host agency/HC,
rather than the ProCap project. This issue is
addressed in the current ProCap strategy.

There is a demand for the ProCap training and it
is well attended and appreciated. However, the
guality of training was questioned by some
respondents. The consultants are not aware of
systematic monitoring and evaluation of the
training.

Noting that as the training is provided free of
charge to attendees and represents a significant
investment by the project there is a need to
ensure it is systematically monitored and
evaluated.

The methodology of measuring impact is
challenging. Currently the focus is on individual
deployments.

Efforts have been made to assess impact,
notably through periodic evaluations and the
development of the M&E framework for
individual deployments.

However, the project has experienced
challenges in ensuring transparent follow up to
the evaluations and in systematically
implementing and acting on its regular M&E.
Deployment reports, workshop outputs etc. are
not fully exploited for their value in contributing
to ongoing strategic thinking.

The impact of the project remains difficult to
demonstrate.

The project is not systematically monitoring its
activities and impact, nor is it systematically
learning from successes and challenges.

5.4.3 Both projects

Findings

Conclusions

When asked to choose the most important
attribute of deployees, survey respondents
came up with very similar rankings for both
projects with expertise in Protection or Gender
in first place very closely followed by
humanitarian expertise, then soft/interpersonal
skills and interagency role with seniority last

While expertise in Gender and Protection is
important, a rounded skKill set is required.

There is a case for the roster to include less
senior roster members, partly to bring in new
blood and partly for more operational
assignments where a less senior person may
more appropriate.

This is related to the need to review the
composition of both rosters to ensure they can
meet the demands of the next 5 years, including
linguistic and geographical diversity. See note
in Annex 7.6 on Roster.
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5.5 Operational Performance, Activities & Outputs, Resourcing

Key Review Question: Is implementation of the project going well? Main activities and outputs?

Resourcing?

5.5.1 GenCap

Emerging findings

Conclusions

The process of deciding whether to respond
positively or negatively to deployment requests
can be very slow and frustrating from the field
perspective.

The prioritisation of assignments is not always
understood and sometimes questioned.

Once agreed, the administrative aspects of
deployments are generally felt to go smoothly.

The GenCap strategy sets out a wide range of
criteria and issues to be addressed. These
criteria could usefully be summarised to give
clear operational guidance to support decision-
making on deployments.

A clear system of delegation by the SC to the
SU/NRC, with appropriate oversight, would help
to speed up the process. This is linked to the
issues of governance and management,
discussed below.

5.5.2 ProCap

Emerging findings

Conclusions

On assignment, a pragmatic approach (sitting
around the table with the team) is valued.

The pragmatic approach should be emphasised
in selection and training of roster members.

There is potential for misuse of this type of
capacity mechanism, especially when free to
the client agency. The project recognises this
and has put into place criteria and measures to
deal with this. It is noted that requests which do
not meet these criteria have been refused.

This is common to all such mechanisms, and
not just to ProCap, and requires continued
vigilance.

There is a need to strike the right balance
between deployments, training and advocacy
and to continually monitor this at a strategic
level.

The SC should give guidance on the broad
allocation of resources against each strand, for
SU/NRC to implement.

Systematic M&E and periodic strategic planning
(such as the ongoing SDP) will help in reviewing
this allocation.

Can deploy quickly but noted there can also be
delays due to funding, lack of suitable roster
members or decision making and factors
outside the control of the project of host agency
(security, visa issues etc). .

This would be helped by

¢ Delegation of decision-making to the
SU/NRC.

o Development and diversification of the
roster (see note on roster in Annex 7.6).

e New approaches to resourcing
deployments (such as cost-sharing by
the host agency).
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Roster numbers are low with a high proportion
‘inactive’.

There is a need to bring in new roster members.

There is a need to revisit the roster model,
recognising that roster members may be
inactive for some time but are still useful
resources. See note on rosters in Annex 7.6.

There is a case for recruiting some less senior
people to the roster, who can be deployed to
suitable assignments (possibly alongside a
senior adviser) and who can then develop into
senior advisers.

Induction, briefing, training and support are
crucial to the effectiveness of advisers.

Some comments have been made about the
need to improve briefing, induction and
development of ProCaps.

Considerable efforts have been made by the
project in these areas, and this should be
monitored regularly.

5.6 Management

A distinction is drawn between governance and management, recognising that they are closely
linked. Governance is concerned with accountability, structures and high level processes and
strategic oversight and direction: ensuring that ‘the right things are done’. Management is
concerned with ‘doing these things right’, managing the operations and processes to deliver, see

also Annex 7.5.

This section is concerned with the management of the projects. The broader issue of governance
of the projects is addressed in the following section.

The current governance and management structure is frequently illustrated by the projects using

the triangular diagrams below.

SC

7\

GenCap

SuU NRC

SC
7\
ProCap

SU [ NRC

The current roles are set out in the SOP, broadly speaking being:

e SC - oversight, direction and advocacy, but including a number of operational items

e SU - secretariat to SC, donor relations and advocacy

o NRC - roster and deployment operations, including training

e Financial management is a joint undertaking between the SU and NRC, under the

supetrvision of the SC.
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Emerging findings

Conclusions

Based on observation, discussion and
reflection, the consultants question how
accurately the triangle reflects the reality of how
the projects actually operate.

There has been some confusion between SU &
NRC roles. To help clarify these roles, a set of
‘Standard Operating Procedures’ for both
projects has been developed and shared.
However some key areas remain unclear, such
as who chairs the SC meetings, who is the
‘project team leader’ accountable to the SC for
management of the projects and who has
financial responsibility.

It is also noted that staff turnover has been a
contributory factor, in the SU immediately prior
to and during the review, and in NRC at the start
of the review.

Frequent reference has also been made to the
inadequacy of the resourcing of the SU, in
relation to its tasks.

The confusion over the model does not help its
good functioning.

The SC-SU-NRC “triangle” would be
challenging in any project and, despite efforts to
make it work, significant problems have
persisted, particularly in the area of staffing,
resourcing, accountability and decision-making,
see below under governance. It should be
revisited.

These challenges are exacerbated when roles
are left unclear, resources are inadequate, and
systems are not delivering as they should.

The projects are at risk unless all 3 components
are functioning well, individually and together.

There is an urgent need to clarify who is the
‘project team leader’ accountable to the SC for
the management of the projects.

The SU is valued for its links with HC/HCTs
through OCHA channels. In recent times, there
have been significant problems with the
functioning of the SU, related to staff turnover,
gaps and morale, slow and cumbersome
systems and inadequate resourcing. This has a
direct impact on the functioning of the SC which
relies on the SU as its secretariat.

The OCHA association is valued in relation to
the inter-agency aspect of the projects.

The functioning of the SU has been a major
problem in recent times and needs to be
addressed, particularly in terms of staff stability
and resourcing. It is noted that steps have been
taken in late 2016 early 2017 to address this
issue.

The role of NRC in the deployment process is
recognised as high quality and greatly valued,
especially in their role as a supportive employer.
However, it is noted that NRC have had
problems with staffing which affected its
performance and that the recent restructuring is
causing some concern.

NRC has a track record in delivering good
performance in roster management and has the
capacity to continue doing so, noting its
involvement with other Caps, delivering some
800 deployments in total in 2015.

The SCs continue to have a significant number
of operational roles that hinder it from
performing its key strategic and governance
role.

These issues were raised at length in the 2014
Management Review and to a lesser extent in
the 2011 evaluation. The SOPs for both
projects go some way towards addressing these
issues

Noting that progress has been made on this
issue, the SC role in operational matters should
be limited to oversight, with a clear system of
delegation of management and operations to
the SU/NRC.

The value of the ProCap annual technical
workshop was questioned given funding
problems and lack of follow up.

Annual meetings represent an important
investment which needs to be justified by
tangible benefits, and tested against value for
money against other investments.
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5.7 Governance

Key Review Question: Is the project well governed? Does the governing body (SC) understand
and fulfil its functions, notably in strategic oversight and direction and ensuring accountability?
Does it have the right structures, processes and people?

The governance structure of the projects is illustrated in the diagrams below. At the heart of each
is the triangle between the SC, the SU (hosted by OCHA) and the NRC. However, accountability
within the projects and to other key stakeholders is unclear.

The consultants’ understanding is that accountability currently rests with the agencies who are
members of the Steering Committees, with senior management in OCHA, and, for GenCap, with

the IASC.

Affected A
PeopIeJ/

SC
Agencies

_ Affected

- People

Clients

w ProCap

SU ] NRC

Emerging findings

Conclusions

Governance is a major area of weakness of the
projects and has been for some time, having
been flagged as a key issue in the 2014
management review.

This is partly due to partly due to the lack of
clarity on the accountability of the projects within
the humanitarian system, to the lack of clarity
within the projects and to the functioning of the
SCs (discussed further below).

The issue of accountability is not addressed
adequately in the SOP, either internal or
external. It is unclear who has ultimate
executive responsibility for the good functioning
of the projects, including their finances, and to
whom this person is accountable. The lack of
internal accountability is partly related to the
triangular structure.

Resolving the issue of governance, including
ultimate accountability for decisions, of the
projects is now urgent. Without doing this, the
future of the projects is in jeopardy.

The 2014 management review made numerous

Many of the recommendations of the 2011
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recommendations for both GenCap and ProCap
with specific comments on governance and
accountability.

It is noted that some of the recommendations
have been taken forward (such as the
development of a TOR for the SC, inclusion of
NRC on SC as full member and NRC cost
reporting tools)

The 2014 management review followed a major
evaluation of both GenCap and ProCap in 2011.
It presented 12 main recommendations, with 3
general recommendations applying to both
projects, 3 specifically for GenCAP, 2
specifically for ProCap and 4 for leadership,
management and administration. Each main
recommendation had a number of subsidiary
recommendations. Following considerable
discussion in this review, it is understood that
management responses have been discussed
in some depth, and some actions taken and that
work is underway to consolidate these into one
easily accessible note.

evaluation and 2014 review remain valid.

Rather than repeating or refining those
recommendations, this review focuses more on
why these recommendations have not been
fully addressed, and the processes and systems
for handling emerging issues.

The difficulty in getting clarity on the status of
the management response to the 2014
management review is an indication of the
challenges in accountability, governance and
management faced by the project. It is timely
now to ensure that this management response
is documented and shared with the SC, a
process which is in hand by the SU at the time
of writing.

Noting that there are differences between the
functioning of the SCs and the progress made
on addressing the issues in previous reviews,
concern remains that the SCs focus too much
on operational tasks and not enough on
providing leadership, strategic direction and
oversight and ensuring accountability.

GenCap SC members are in the main gender
specialists from the organisation they represent.
This brings valuable technical expertise to the
table but does not necessarily bring the
experience required for governance of an
interagency project.

For the ProCap SC there is a sense that, partly
because of the problems with the functioning of
the SC, the SC is not attracting members of
sufficient seniority.

For both projects, SC processes have been
poor (e.g. timely preparation of working papers,
chairing and management of meetings, minutes
and follow-up etc.).

There SOPs state that the SC is to be chaired
by the SC on a rotating basis, but it is not clear
if this has been agreed and implemented, noting
that in some instances a member of the SU has
chaired meetings.

SC members receive no training or induction for
their role.

A well-functioning SC is essential for the
success of the project. Neither SC is
functioning well and has not been for some
time, noting that this issue was flagged in
previous reviews.

A key issue is that of the role of the chair of the
SC. This includes including oversight of all that
is needed for the SC meetings to function well,
including preparation, conduct of the meetings,
documentation and follow-up. The value of
rotation needs to be balanced against the need
for continuity and the good conduct of the
chairing function.

Time could be freed up for strategic oversight by
clear delegation of deployment decisions to
SU/NRC (with oversight by SC).

The composition of the SCs should be revisited
to ensure they have the right mix of skills (e.g. in
governance and the technical/thematic issues
faced by the projects) and of perspectives
(client agencies, INGOs, roster members,
donors).

SC members should consistently receive
training and induction for their role.
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The GenCap and ProCap projects have
separate SCs with very little overlap in
membership.

While agreeing that this is costly, in general it

was felt by those interviewed to be necessary
given the considerable differences in the remit
of the projects.

The consultants note while there are differences
in technical/thematic areas, the projects have
very similar operational features (capacity and
rosters) and governance and strategic
concerns.

There are certain technical & thematic issues
that require separate consideration at the SC
level.

There are many governance and operational
areas that are shared.

There is already a significant amount of
consolidation of activities and further
consolidation could be envisaged in looking at
how to strengthen the governance of the
projects. This is addressed further in the
recommendations below.

In exploring this issue, it would be useful to
review the range of rosters and surge capacity
mechanisms available to support HCTSs.

The scale of the projects is relatively small and
each has its own governance to service. Each
project is chasing similar donors and has similar
issues with M&E.

There may be considerable economies of scale
in looking at a more integrated structure.
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5.8 Position of the project within the humanitarian system

Key Review Question: What is and should be the position of the projects with the humanitarian

system.

5.8.1 GenCap

Findings

Conclusions

GenCap is formally the “IASC Gender Standby

Capacity Project” however it is unclear how the

IASC is accountable for the project and how the
project is accountable to the IASC.

One view was that GenCap should be more
clearly linked with the “Gender and
humanitarian action Reference Group, within
the IASC”®, and effectively be its operational
arm. Others strongly opposed this option.

Within the Global Protection Cluster, gender is
explicitly addressed as follows:

o “Age, gender, diversity” and “Gender
based violence” are themes

e There is an Area of Responsibility for
“Gender-Based Violence” led by
UNFPA/UNICEF

The Support Unit is hosted by OCHA Geneva,
currently within the Surge Capacity Section of
the Emergency Services Branch, noting that
OCHA is currently being restructured.

The Support Unit serves both GenCap and
ProCap,.

NRC'’s Expert Deployment / NorCap brings a
wealth of experience in managing standby
capacity partnerships and serves both GenCap
and ProCap.

UNW, created after the GenCap project, is
interested in taking an increased role in gender
in humanitarian action.

It is not clear how Gender and by extension
GenCap fits into the broader humanitarian
architecture.

This lack of clarity is seen as a significant
challenge to the project.

There is no clear emerging consensus how to
meet this challenge.

Disagreement and tension over this issue are
potentially damaging to the project.

The Interagency aspect of the project is seen as
important for the success of the project.

The current SC is dominated by UN
organisations with only one alternate INGO
member.

INGOs question their limited representation in
the SC.

The interagency aspect is a key strength of the
project and is closely linked with its association
with OCHA.

The involvement of INGOs in the project is
limited although in the field they are key
partners.

INGO representation of the SC could add value,
(see earlier comments on SC composition)

18 See https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/topics/gender
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5.8.2 ProCap

Findings

Conclusions

ProCap is formally the “Inter-Agency Protection
Standby Capacity Project”.

The interagency nature of the project is valuable
but brings with it unclear accountability.

ProCap has no formal link with the IASC.

A clear link with IASC could be helpful.

Aside from financial accountability of OCHA to
donors, accountability for the project is unclear:
who is ultimately accountable for its
performance and how is that accountability
exercised?

Accountability should be clarified.

The Global Protection Cluster (GPC) is a
member of the ProCap Steering Committee. It
has been suggested that there could be a closer
linkage with the Global Protection Cluster, even
to the extent that ProCap could be its
operational arm. Concerns were raised by
some about a closer relationship with GPC due
to the dominance of UNHCR.

The implications of becoming the operational
arm of the GPC would need to be fully explored.

The representation of the GPC on the SC is
important.

The OCHA link is valued for the interagency
aspect.

Questions were raised about whether the SU is
best positioned within OCHA, and where this
should be within OCHA.

OCHA'’s hosting of the SU reinforces the
interagency nature of the project as an enabling
tool for the humanitarian community, delivering
both surge capacity and a coordination function
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6 Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Continue the projects, provided changes
are made

Both projects remain relevant and should be retained at least until the end of 2021 provided the
significant issues identified in this and previous reviews are addressed, and the necessary
changes made by the end of 2017.

Discussion

The key issues identified in this review relate to the good functioning of the projects, namely
governance, covering accountability, structure and processes, including monitoring, evaluation and
learning.

It is noted that, at the time of writing this report, the projects are undertaking a strategy
development process. This will give guidance on the strategic direction of the projects.

It is also noted that there is an ongoing exercise on the follow-up to 2011 & 2014 reviews.

Ensuring that the projects are well functioning at HQ level and have a clear strategic direction is
crucial for them to make progress in delivering their missions.

Recommendation 2: Clarify accountability and structure

Both projects need to clarify who is ultimately accountable for their performance and to ensure that
the system of ensuring accountability is fit for purpose and functioning.

This requires a high-level decision, including from the leadership of OCHA (Geneva), the SCs and
NRC. Given the range of views and strength of feeling on this issue, agreement on this will require
a facilitated discussion within the SCs.

This is urgent and should be done as soon as possible.

Discussion
As a contribution to the discussions and decision by the SCs, two options are presented below.

The wording below assumes the projects remain separate. However, either option could work with
a consolidated project (see Recommendation 3 below).

The common features of both options are:
¢ Clear lines of accountability, with finance and performance linked, noting that
o Financial accountability to donors is to be via OCHA
o Accountability for performance is to be ultimately to the IASC™

e A clearly designated and adequately resourced Project Team Leader (PTL), with a contract
duration sufficient for stability and continuity. The PTL is the senior operational post within
the project, responsible for the management of the SU and NRC and accountable to the
governance body (whether SC or OCHA).

' This would require discussion with the IASC
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The differences between the options are:
e Option 1

o The SCrole is to be firmly on governance and is to be accountable for the
performance of the project

o Accountability of the SC is to be to the IASC, suggested through the SC chair to the
IASC project representative

e Option 2
o The SCis to become an advisory committee (AC)
o Governance is to be by OCHA through its normal management structure
o Accountability to the IASC is to be through OCHA
More detailed comments on how this could work are given in Annex 7.5.

A further recommendation (9 below) is made concerning other possible options to be considered in
the longer term.

Recommendation 3: Consider further consolidation of the
projects

Whatever measures are taken to improve accountability and structure, further consolidation is an
option, discussed below with an indication of the key considerations.

Discussion

It is noted that there is already considerable consolidation, including:
¢ Roster management, including training, for both GenCap and ProCap is provided by NRC
e There is significant consolidation within the SU

Option 1 (SC governing): Establish one governing SC responsible for the governance of both
projects, with clear delegation of the management of all operations to one PTL. Where needed,
Technical Working Groupszo, of limited size and duration, can be established to advise the SC on
specific issues relating to Protection, Gender or other issues such as financial reporting, MEL or
capacity.

Option 2: (OCHA governing): In this option, there would be one PTL responsible for the
management of all operations. The current SCs would become Advisory Committees to advise
OCHA through the PTL on specific issues relating to Protection and Gender. Other technical
working groups could be established as needed (e.g. to look at capacity and/or rosters).

In looking at further consolidation, the following key considerations are flagged:

e Economy of scale: a consolidated project would be better able to absorb the ‘costs of doing
business’ including secretariat support for the SC, M&E, resourcing and financial reporting.

e Operational synergy: The projects are concerned with a very similar set of activities
relating to capacity (deployments, management of registers/rosters, training, advocacy).
There is already considerable synergy as NRC conducts operations for both GenCap and
ProCap. In a consolidated structure, reporting to one PTL could further develop this

synergy.
e Support for Governance: This is currently split between 2 SCs and there have been

significant problems in delivering an appropriate level of support. Under Option 1, one
‘governing SC’ would offer the possibility of attracting the right profile of SC members,

% Such working groups or sub-committees are commonly used to support a governing body
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including an effective chair. It would also require SC fewer meetings in total. Under Option
2 this is less of a consideration,

o Fundraising: at present each project fundraises separately and is in competition with each
other, targeting a similar set of donors, and asking for comparatively small amounts of
funds. A combined project could allow the fundraising resources to be combined, with a
bigger ‘ask’ to donors (which they generally prefer). This would not preclude securing
‘earmarked’ funding for one or other project.

o Safeguarding of ‘thematic identity’: Within a further consolidated structure, appropriate
provision would be needed to safeguard the specific issues relating to Protection and
Gender. This could be managed through appropriate representation on the SC / Advisory
Committee (AC) and/or the use of Technical Working Groups.

e See also discussion under Recommendation 7 on shared vision and mission.

Recommendation 4. Ensure the good functioning of the
committees

The good functioning of the committees (whether Steering or Advisory) is crucial to the
effectiveness of the projects. This requires:

e Chairing (to include preparation, conduct and follow-up of meetings)
e Secretariat support to provide the information and facilities for the meetings

e Appropriate committee composition and clarity on roles

Discussion
Chair

It is recommended that a chair be appointed by the SC for a term sufficient to give ‘stability without
stagnation’ suggested as 2 years, with re-election possible (at the discretion of the SC), up to an
agreed maximum period, suggested as 4 years in total.

A key competency for the chair is in governance processes, including, but not confined to, the
good conduct of committee meetings. The chair should have sufficient time for the required duties,
including the preparation, chairing and follow-up of SC meetings, engagement with the PTL and
representation at the IASC and other forums as required.

The chair could be appointed from existing members of the SC, or could be recruited externally for
that role.

The Chair should be appointed as a named individual, not simply as a ‘designated representative’
of an agency. The Chair should not be a staff member in the SU.

Secretariat support

Adequate provision (including the allocation of financial resources) must be made for secretariat
support for the preparation, information and facilities for the committee meetings. The
responsibility for this is to be with the Project Team Leader.

Committee composition and roles

For Option 1, the SC would include senior representatives of the SC agencies and would have a
good balance of perspectives and skills, covering humanitarian action, gender and/or protection
issues, governance skills, understanding of capacity (including rosters and training), and
representation of clients and advisers.

Under both options, the representation of suitably qualified INGOs should also be strengthened.

The SC would remain responsible for agreeing policy and guidelines. This could include criteria for
deciding on which deployment requests to respond to positively. Under delegation from the SC,
the PTL (working with the SU & NRC) would be responsible for operationalising the agreed policies
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(for instance deciding on which deployment request to respond against the criteria set by the SC)
and for reporting on this to the SC.

Once the role and composition of the SC/AC are agreed, the current terms of reference should be
revised accordingly.

If the SC changes to an AC, the above applies, aside from a lighter focus on governance and
external representation (as this would be mainly by OCHA).

Recommendation 5: Agree, clarify and share the management
response to this and earlier reviews

Clarify, document and share with key stakeholders the management response to this review. As
part of this ensure that the management response to previous reviews (2011 and 2014) are
consolidated and reviewed by the SCs.

Discussion
This is essential for the credibility of the projects moving forward.

The management response should indicate which recommendations have been accepted, actions
taken to date, in process and planned soon, as well as which recommendations have been
rejected and why.

The projects should agree a sound process for taking the review recommendations forward which:
¢ Includes a review of both strategy (currently ongoing in a parallel process) and governance

¢ Is well facilitated (e.g. by a skilled, neutral facilitator who understands governance, strategy
and the humanitarian architecture)

¢ Istimetabled to take account of key developments such as OCHA'’s restructuring and IASC
reflections on its structure.

¢ Results in a documented management response which is shared with key stakeholders

It is noted that at the time of writing this report, the process of consolidating and clarifying the
management response to previous reviews is in progress and the management response to this
review is being planned.

Recommendation 6: Systematically implement MEL

Review, enhance and systematically implement a workable MEL approach to assessing impact,
and learning on how to strengthen this impact and make it more sustainable.

Discussion

Both projects have made progress in developing monitoring and evaluation tools and systems to
capture key information (including the UN Performance Evaluation Form and the ProCap M&E
framework).

This could be further assisted during the strategy review process, by the review of the logic models
(Theory of Change (TOC) or Logical Framework Approach (LFA)), linking impact to inputs, with
key indicators for monitoring and evaluation of the projects, including key assumptions to be
reviewed at regular intervals.

A significant issue emerging in this review is the need for the MEL process to be both realistic and
systematically applied. Ensuring this happens is a key governance responsibility, noting that the
responsibility for conducting specific MEL activities may be delegated to the SU and/or NRC.
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A major element of such a systematic approach is to ensure that mission reports (whether for
deployments, training or advocacy) are systematically produced, analysed (including a follow-up
some months later), synthesised, acted on and communicated.

See also Annex 7.9, Measuring Impact.

Recommendation 7: Consider the following issues in the SDP

At the time of writing this report, a strategy development process is underway for both projects.
Several issues identified in this review are flagged for consideration in this SDP, including:

e Ensuring that the views and needs of client agencies (including potential clients) are taken fully
into account.

¢ In line with “Leave no one behind” commitment in the Agenda for Humanity, ensure that all
groups in need or at risk are included in the remit of the projects, whether refugees, IDPs or
migrants. There is no need, and it may be counterproductive, to highlight any particular group.

e A review of the vision and mission statements for each project

o Consideration of a shared vision for both projects, focusing on what the world in which
affected people live should look like (rather than what the projects do). This could
include the concepts of ‘rights respected and risks managed” for all in the affected
populations taking account of gender, age, ability, ethnicity (the intersectional
approach).

o If the projects are to be further consolidated (see Recommendation 3 above), develop a
shared mission statement. The combined mission statement could link to the vision
with a short description of the main project activities in working towards that.

e As part of the strategy review process, review/clarify the logic model (theory of change or
logical framework) for the projects, and outline the key indicators for monitoring and evaluation
of the projects as a whole (see discussion above under Recommendation 6 on MEL) and the
main assumptions (to be reviewed periodically)

¢ Review and agree the broad prioritisation, and associated allocation of resources, between:
o Deployments, training, advocacy and other capacity support options
o Activities at the global, regional and national level
o Preparedness, response and recovery

o Project management and governance, including secretariat support

Recommendation 8: Review and confirm the focus of GenCap
project in line with IASC gender policy and the Agenda for
Humanity

Discussion

During the review, it was evident that there is considerable tension between those who promote
gender equality (as in the mission statement) and those who favour a women’s empowerment
agenda (as a prerequisite of gender equality). Furthermore, there is an acknowledged need to
look at all groups, (gender, age, ability, class, ethnicity, etc), with the intersectional approach thin
ice'

A way forward is to clarify and confirm the focus, in line with agreed IASC policy and AFH,
recognising the need for a pragmatic approach in the field to deliver best results according to
context.
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Recommendation 9: In due course, review other models for the
projects

It is recommended that, once the accountability and governance of the projects is addressed for
the short to medium term, consideration is then given to other models of the projects.

Discussion

During this review, it became clear to the consultants that the priority was to address the
accountability and governance of the projects in the short to medium term.

However, it is also noted that there is a heed to take a longer-term view of their location within the
humanitarian system and their associated governance ‘set-up’.

Such a review requires research and consultation that is outside the limited scope of this review.
It would involve:

o Mapping of other capacity support and roster/register projects, including developments in
surge capacity

¢ Reviewing, sharing and learning from their experiences

e Examine the potential for complementarities, synergies and efficiencies
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7 Annexes
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7.1 Agenda for humanity*

Core Key transformations Potential impact
responsibilities ProCap | GenCap
1. Political a. Demonstrate timely, coherent and decisive political leadership Through HCT
leadership to prevent | b. Act early Supports possible intervention in all four strands of
and end conflicts c. Remain engaged and invest in stability disaster management
d. Develop solutions with and for people Through partners
2. Uphold the norms | a. Respect and protect civilians and civilian objects in the conduct of hostilities Through HCT
that safeguard b. Ensure full access to and protection of the humanitarian and medical missions Access: Through HCT & partners
humanity Protection: Through HCT | ?
Note: Norms = IHL & | ¢, Speak out on violations Through HCT & partners
IHRL for purposes of | d. Take concrete steps to improve compliance and accountability Through HCT
this CR e. Uphold the rules: a global campaign to affirm the norms that safeguard humanity Through HCT & partners
3. Leave no one a. Reduce and address displacement Through HCT
behind b. Address the vulnerabilities of migrants and provide more regular and lawful Supports focus on humanitarian need rather than any
opportunities for migration group
c. End statelessness in the next decade Through HCT? | ?
d. Empower and protect women and girls Through HCT & partners.
ProCap, GenCap on empowerment?
Focus on protection | Focus on empowerment
e. Eliminate gaps in education for children, adolescents and young people
f. Enable adolescents and young people to be agents of positive transformation Through HCT & partners
g. Address other groups or minorities in crisis settings
4. Change people's a. Reinforce, do not replace, national and local systems Through HCT & partners
lives: from delivering | b. Anticipate, do not wait, for crises As b.
aid to ending need c. Deliver collective outcomes: transcend humanitarian-development divides Through HCT & partners
5. Invest in humanity | a. Invest in local capacities Through HCT & partners
b. Invest according to risk Supports risk informed approach
c. Invest in stability Through HCT & partners
d. Finance outcomes, not fragmentation: shift from funding to financing Possible argument to use in fund raising
e. Diversify the resource base and increase cost-efficiency Diversify: Supports not only OCHA sourcing funds /

financing from traditional donors
Cost efficiency: Supports merging projects

2 hitp://www.agendaforhumanity.org/
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7.2 IASC Protection Policy - Implementation®

4. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE POLICY

It is necessary for all levels of leadership in IASC organizations to hold themselves and their staff accountable for the effective
and consistent implementation of this policy. Specifically, this requires a commitment to advancing protection as an outcome,
ensuring that:

ProCap

o Effort of affected persons to rebuild their resilience and their own protection are supported, including through a meaningful
and consistent engagement with humanitarian actors and involvement in decision-making.

Indirectly through deployments
and training

o |eadership supports and promotes collaboration to harness the diverse mandates and expertise of IASC organizations in
achieving protection outcomes while, at the same time, promoting accountability — including accountability to affected people
(AAP).

Collaboration: Key facilitating
role during deployments and
training

Accountability: Possible
facilitating role during
deployments

e Protection considerations, including an analysis of threats, vulnerabilities, capacities and the potential for unintended negative
consequences are applied before, throughout and beyond a humanitarian response (in all aspects of the Humanitarian
Programme Cycle (HPC)), including in recovery and development activities.

e Humanitarian Coordinators and HCTSs report on and are supported in making progress towards defined protection outcomes,
including with the technical capacity and resources required.

¢ |nsofar as mandates, expertise and confidentiality protocols allow, all humanitarian actors actively contribute to protection
outcomes by collecting and sharing data and information; contributing to analysis; reporting on violations; engaging in
advocacy; and committing programming, activities, funding and other resources in support of protection outcomes.

e Humanitarian programmes and activities are carried out in compliance with this policy, and staff and partner staff of IASC
organizations understand the rationale and contents of this policy and their obligations thereunder.

¢ All relevant governmental, intergovernmental, and non-governmental partners are adequately informed of this policy, as
appropriate, and with a view to including regional, national and local actors in the collective and comprehensive approach to
protection as described in this policy.

Key facilitating role during
deployments and training

e This policy is considered when IASC organizations recruit, train and manage the performance of their staff.

Possible facilitating role during
deployments and training

Humanitarian responses to crises must endeavour to adhere to the highest standards of protection. This in turn demands each
IASC member organization to commit to a cultural change whereby protection is understood as a shared, system-wide
responsibility that is core to humanitarian action. All staff of IASC member organizations must therefore be encouraged,
supported and incentivized by all levels of leadership to consider protection in all their actions; adhere consistently to a principled
approach to humanitarian action, regardless of the political dynamics driving or influencing a crisis; and contribute to preventing,
stopping, reporting on and remedying risks, violations and harm experienced by affected persons in crisis.

Contribute through OCHA /
GRG / SC members

22 hitps:/linteragencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/iasc_policy on_protection in_humanitarian_action 0.pdf
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7.3 IASC Gender Policy - Actions?®

The IASC shall undertake the following actions to promote gender equality in humanitarian action

A. Global Level GenCap

1. IASC Members and Standing Invitees

IASC Members and Standing Invitees will promote gender equality in their representation to the IASC including as Principals, in Sub- Contribute through

Working Groups, Taskforces, and other working mechanisms of the IASC. Where necessary, members shall provide staff appropriate OCHA/GRG/SC

training and knowledge for meaningful contributions to inclusion of gender equality programming in IASC decision-making. member
representatives

(i) Ensure gender equality is systematically incorporated into IASC policy development and operational guidance.

(i) Ensure that IASC policy and guidance concerning gender equality programming is effectively communicated to the field level and field
operations held accountable for their implementation.

Lead role during
deployments and
training

2. IASC Principals and Working Group

The IASC Principals will ensure that gender equality is addressed adequately in all aspects of the IASC’s work, including in approving
policies and direction of the IASC overall coordination and norm setting functions.

The IASC Working Group will:

() Ensure that gender equality programming is incorporated in the development and implementation of IASC policies and operational
guidelines and operational guidelines, and an accountability framework will be developed by the Sub-working Group on Gender for this.

(i) Hold specific discussions on the effectiveness the IASC gender equality policy and actions to ensure women, girls, boys and men have

Contribute through
OCHA /GRG/SC
member

equitable access to and benefit from humanitarian protection and assistance response. representative
3. IASC Subsidiary Bodies
a) The Sub-Working Group on Gender Equality in Humanitarian Action will:
(i) develop an annual plan to support implementation of this policy statement. The Gender SWG will provide guidance and Contribute through

support to all bodies and structures of the IASC to be able to incorporate gender equality into relevant aspects of their work.

(ii) Develop an accountability framework for monitoring the implementation of this statement.

linkages with Sub-
Working Group

b) All other IASC subsidiary bodies will:

(i) Integrate gender equality into their annual work plans to demonstrate their commitments and actions to routinely
incorporate gender equality into their areas of work.

Contribute through
OCHA / SC member
representatives

3 hitps:/linteragencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/legacy files/IASC%20Gender%20Policy%2020%20June%202008.pdf

Final report issued 22" August 2017

Page 36



https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/legacy_files/IASC%20Gender%20Policy%2020%20June%202008.pdf

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

(i) Nominate a focal point to be responsible for inclusion of gender equality programming into the SWG annual work plans
and maintain contact with the IASC SWG on Gender in Humanitarian Action.

4. Global Cluster Leads will:

(i) Provide guidance to clusters at country level on how to integrate gender equality as a crosscutting issue in accordance with the country
level cluster leads generic terms of reference.

(i) Work with all members of the global cluster working groups, as well as cluster actors at the country level, to strengthen their capacities to
incorporate gender equality in cluster programmes and other efforts.

Key facilitating role
during deployments
and training

B. Field-Level

In accordance with their Terms of Reference, Humanitarian Coordinators and Resident Coordinators will, through the Cluster/ Sector Leads
and the IASC Humanitarian Country Teams, incorporate gender analysis and actions into programming, assessment and policy
development through the actions listed below. Cluster leads are accountable to the RC/HC for ensuring that the needs, contributions and
capacities of women and girls as well as men and boys are addressed. Other IASC Members and Standing Invitees will promote these
gender equality strategies in their work as members of the Humanitarian Country Team. They are further encouraged to share and promote
IASC materials and resources, including as related to work on conflict prevention, early warning, disaster risk reduction, and post-conflict
reconstruction and rehabilitation.

Country level actions to ensure gender equality programming

(i) Ensure multi-sectoral needs assessments and the identification of humanitarian priorities are based on sex and age- disaggregated data
and gender analysis of these data.

(i) Facilitate intra- and inter-cluster/ sector coordination and information management on gender equality issues.

(iif) Support a robust inter-agency working group or network on gender equality in humanitarian response, and appoint and support focals
point on gender equality and diversity to facilitate coordination and Gender Equality Policy Statement

information sharing between and within different agencies and sectors/ clusters as well as between the field and headquarters

(iv) Ensure that a gender analysis informs the planning processes, including Humanitarian Action Plans and CAPs.

(v) Actively support the implementation of the UN Secretary-General’s Bulletin on Sexual Abuse and Exploitation by UN staff and related
personnel and honour the humanitarian community’ s obligations to provide support to victims of SEA.

(vi) Carry out effective advocacy for women’s, girls’ boys’ and men’s full and equal enjoyment of their human rights.

(vii) Promote consultation with and engagement and support of local women, youth, as well as the active involvement of groups representing
specific needs or capabilities in the definition of priorities for humanitarian assistance and the design, delivery and monitoring of assistance
programmes. Gender, age and diversity participatory assessments will reveal the specific needs of women, girls, boys and men.

ix) Conduct systematic monitoring and evaluation of programmes using a gender lens and sharing findings at intra and inter-agency meeting

Key facilitating role
during deployments
and training

nd
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7.4 Advancing New Ways of Working — Key points

“We must bring the humanitarian and development spheres closer together from the very
beginning of a crisis — to support affected communities, address structural and economic impacts,
and help prevent a new spiral of fragility and instability. Humanitarian response, sustainable
development and sustaining peace are three sides of the same triangle. This is the essence of the
New Way of Working agreed in Istanbul. The Secretary-General and | are committed to turning this
commitment into action.”

Key points

e Strong commitment from field leadership and operational actors on NWOW needs to be
backed by unified direction from headquarters. There is a need for a clear roadmap from
the UNDG and IASC to move forward systemically.

e Lack of development actors in fragile contexts is not always the impediment for the NWOW,
as most humanitarian actors are actually multi-mandated and could do more if obstacles
are addressed — need to strengthen development work streams in country, and financing
support for long term activities as well as medium-term activities that are seen as the
responsibility of neither humanitarian nor development donors.

¢ Innovations are everywhere. The field needs the leeway to adapt tools and services to their
own needs. Context-specificity is key.

¢ A more flexible approach to planning and coordination is needed. There is an urgent need
to move from cookie cutter approaches to a spectrum of options based on typologies of
crises that are flexible and adaptable

nd
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7.5 Governance and management

7.5.1 Broad working definitions
The Consultants used the following broad definitions in their analysis:
Governance is:

e setting the vision, mission and strategic objectives of an organisation

e ensuring oversight

e providing guidance

e managing risks

e ensuring management has the resources to fulfil its role
Management is:

o delivering the strategic objectives

e managing human, material and financial resources

e day-to-day operational decision making

e ensuring governance has the information they need to fulfil their role

The two need to work together, respecting the role of the other while understanding that there will
be times where roles overlap or when both have to work together e.g. developing the strategy.

7.5.2 ProCap and GenCap

Possible confusion in roles

The Consultants assumed at the start of the review that the role of the SC was primarily that of
governance while that of the SU & NRC was primarily management.

It became obvious during the review that there was not such a clear split with for instance:
¢ the SC taking an operational role in decisions around deployments,
e the SU chairing SC meetings
¢ and NRC managing significant financial risk.

This lack of clarity is damaging to the projects.

The SC members have in-depth technical expertise, which has great benefits for the project, but
also the danger that the SC gets too involved in operational matters to the detriment of the
governance role.

“Good offices”

The SC members hold their seats as representatives of organisations rather than as individuals.
This can be advantageous as SC members bring their own experience and networks to the table
and the ‘good offices’ of their own organisation, whether for fund raising, advocacy or resolving
important high level issues on particular deployments.

The other side of this coin however is that organisations may see it as important to be members of
the SC in order to secure ProCap and GenCap deployments for their own organisation.
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7.5.3 Discussions on accountability and structure

The following comments are offered as a contribution to the discussion on accountability and
structure.

The system of accountability needs to include both accountability for performance and financial
accountability (the latter currently with OCHA for SU resourcing and with OCHA and NRC for
project funding), with both clearly linked. Financial accountability includes ensuring resources are
sourced and are allocated adequate to the agreed tasks.

In considering accountability, we note that accountability is mutual (reflecting a relationship) and
that the means of exercising accountability need to be specified (and may include annual
appraisals, project review meetings, periodic reports etc.). Accountability is facilitated by sound,
transparent and well documented processes, including monitoring, evaluation and learning.

Accountability to affected people? would be through the IASC? (representing the humanitarian
system and noting its Commitments to Accountability to Affected People). In practical terms this is
exercised at field level through the work of the projects. The IASC would be accountable for the
good functioning of the projects, including approval of major decisions. Within the IASC there is
would be a clearly designated ‘Project Representative’, responsible for ensuring that the IASC
exercises this accountability for good functioning.

Under Option 1:

e Accountability to the IASC would be through the SC, with the chair of the SC responsible
for ensuring this happens, for example through regular briefings with the IASC project
representative.

e The SC member agencies would be accountable to the IASC for the good governance of
the projects and for oversight of the designated Project Team Leader. The agencies
exercise their accountability by appointing suitable representatives to the SC, with the time
and skills to do the job. The IASC would be accountable to the SC for providing high level
oversight and direction.

¢ NRC would be responsible for agreed activities (such as roster and training), accountable
through OCHA via the PTL to the SC and thence the IASC.

Under Option 2:

e Accountability to the IASC would be through OCHA, with the leadership of OCHA
responsible for ensuring this happens, for example by ensuring regular briefings with the
IASC project representative and the PTL within OCHA. The IASC would be accountable to
OCHA for providing high level oversight and direction.

¢ OCHA would be accountable for strategy and governance, with advice from the advisory
committees.

e The GenCap and ProCap steering committees become advisory committees, providing
guidance on agreed areas, such as strategic direction, sectoral and thematic issues and
monitoring, evaluation and learning.

¢ NRC would be responsible for agreed activities (such as roster and training), accountable
to OCHA, via the PTL, and thence to the IASC.

24 Recognising that it is not practical for the project(s) to exercise this accountability itself, it does so through the
humanitarian system, in this case represented by the IASC
% This would have to be discussed and agreed with the IASC

nd
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7.6 Rosters

This short annex is based on the consultants’ experience with RedR and other rosters and
registers since 1980.

7.6.1 Introduction

Organisations have developed a range of methods for recruiting and rapidly deploying the right
people. These include the following which are presented here in approximate descending order of
cost to the organisation and but-alse in descending order of speed of response.

e Emergency response teams

e Internal rosters of staff members

e Standby agreements

e Secondments

e External registers® ( or rosters) of pre-selected people who are however not on full-time
contracts with the deploying organisation

e External recruitment

This document focuses on internal and external rosters in the humanitarian world. The following
brief descriptions highlight some of the broad differences between internal and external roster
while recognising that each roster will have its unique features.

7.6.2 Internal rosters

Members of an organisation's internal roster are full time staff members of the organisation, who
may normally work on non-emergency programmes. They generally need the agreement of their
manager to be on the roster.

Roster members receive special training to prepare them for deployments. They are expected to
make themselves available for a certain amount of time each year while they remain on the roster.
They can be deployed very rapidly.

They are deployed for a maximum period which has been agreed in advance with their manager.
After a deployment, they return to their regular post.

7.6.3 External registers

A number of support organisations, for example NRC, Canadem, UNV, RedR and Mango,
maintain registers of individuals who can be deployed in emergencies with frontline organisations.

Each support organisation uses different criteria to select register members and each register has
its own particular strengths. The financial and administrative procedures by which a frontline
organisation may access each register also vary. Most registers will have restrictions on which
organisations they will serve.

7.6.4 Common issues with rosters (and registers)

Misuse

A roster is set up for surge capacity in sudden onset emergencies or to develop capacity in
humanitarian action in the case of ProCap and GenCap but is actually used for one or more of the
following reasons:

¢ A deployment from the roster is an order of magnitude quicker than the organisation’s own
recruitment processes

% The terms roster and register are both used although some people argue that there are differences between the two.
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¢ Roster deployees are cheaper or indeed free when compared with a direct hire
e Hiring someone on an external consultancy contract gets around caps on the number of
staff the organisation is allowed to hire.

Expectations and commitment

There is often confusion around expectations and commitments on both sides. Roster
organisations might expect roster members to be always available (or in other words be an ERT
without the associated costs) which is not realistic unless there is a retainer agreement.

On the other hand roster members may expect the organisation to deploy them regularly without
regard to demand for their particular skill sets.

Size

How many people do you need on a roster to ensure that a certain number of deployments of say
3 months can be undertaken each year with no more than a certain number at any one time?

This will depend on expectations and commitment, but may be of the order of 10 on the roster for
each deployment.

New blood

Typically efforts are made to attract A Team members to a new roster. A Team members however
will need to retire or be retired at some stage and new blood found. One possible strategy for
finding that all important new blood might be to recruit people to the roster who demonstrate
potential and deploy them where they are the best person available (typically in times of high
demand) in situations where it is felt they have an excellent chance of succeeding. Being given
this opportunity not only builds the next generation but also builds loyalty of the new members to
the roster.

Language skills

Always a challenge! While English is the obvious new lingua franca, French, Arabic, Spanish etc.
are important working languages in many crises. The challenge is twofold: first establishing the
contacts, means and networks for recruitment; second, to establish and maintain an esprit de
corps across languages groups.

Geographical diversity

While being an independent and external “expert” can be an advantage, it can also be a liability in
terms of lack of knowledge regarding culture and history. An roster member who excels in some
locations may well be far less successful in others.

Who needs who most?

Someone who is ambitious to move into the sector / to start working at a higher level, will see a
roster as an important opportunity. A more experienced person on the other hand may have no
difficulty obtaining more interesting offers than they can manage whether they are on a roster or
not.

Cherry picking

Deployments into high profile and new emergencies especially in exotic and not too dangerous
countries are far easier to fill than those into long running, long forgotten intractable emergencies
in tough insecure environments.

Underestimating costs

Set up costs may be properly budgeted and relatively easy to fund raise as a new project. Long
term maintenance is far more challenging. The big risk is that the roster details become out of
date and inaccurate and the staff members allocated to maintain the roster are less and less
senior, and further and further away from understanding the realities of deployments.

nd
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7.7 Capacity development

7.7.1 Three levels
Useful to consider three levels of capacity of a system to perform:

1. Environment —e.g. is there an adequate legal framework, an effective coordination
structure, the political will to make difficult decisions?

2. Organisation — e.g. is the organisation committed to achieving the goal, does it have the
right structure and adequate resources (human, material & financial)?

3. Individual — e.g. does the individual have the right motivation, attitudes, skills and
knowledge etc.?

If the system is not performing (e.g. rights are not respected and risks are not managed) one has
to consider all three levels; in an extreme case the best staff member will have difficulty achieving
anything if working in a dysfunctional organisation and a hostile environment.

7.7.2 ProCap and GenCap
Both projects aim to develop capacity using three means:

1. Deployments
2. Training
3. Advocacy

These can be mapped onto the levels proposed above as follows, noting that this is not an exact
science

Environment Organisation Individual

Deployments ? v ?
Training ? v vv
Advocacy v v v

7.7.3 Strategic choices

No project has unlimited resources and therefore every project has to be make often difficult
strategic choices based on an analysis of the system and the project’s own capacity. This might
lead to a decision by way of example that the main effort should be on deployments but that say
20% of effort should be on training and 10% on advocacy.

The analysis can be taken further in looking more closely at deployments, training and advocacy.

Deployments — are they plugging gaps and/or leading to sustainable change? Both have value but
important to be clear when negotiating assignments.

Training — often the default for individual capacity development but can be complemented /
replaced by mentoring, coaching etc. and is an ineffective means of developing capacity if the
wrong people have been recruited in the first place.

Advocacy - this can range from ensuring that project partners are kept up to date on the
challenges faced by the projects by for instance briefings by returned deployees and trainers to
participation in fora where changes in the humanitarian architecture is being reviewed

Final report issued 22" August 2017 Page 43



Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

7.8 Strategy elements

Strategy — issues emerging?

Protection or rights?
Mention ProCap?

\5leit| The world we wantto liveine. @

o WHS, migration,
\[ESle Our part in making that world -

assault on rights?

Saieg == EREIEEY  |ssues & trends in the operating environmentimpacting our work

Achievements to date To demonstrate credibility Limited number

& high level

Sieiielelel el Where we will put the most effort « @

GRS Elilca] How we plan to secure the resources to deliver on our strategy

Emphasise

Delivery strategies i @
ry g How we planto deliver our strategy. ® @ any changes

Llslseaiegdeta =l Level of detail required well below a project proposal!
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7.9 Measuring impact

The following diagram, based on Kirkpatrick’s work, illustrates the various levels at which impact
can be measured.

Measuring impact

Based on https://en.wikipedia.orgiwiki/Donald_Kirkpatrick

1225 Return on investment: project benefits justify costs?

Unrealistic

=i Results: impact for populations served by client?

- 21:=1| Behaviour: what are the clients doing differently?

Possible =

.2l Learning: what have the clients learned?
1. || Reactions:were the clients happy with the intervention?

=45 | The number of deployments, courses and events?

== | Right people for right deployments, training and advocacy?
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7.10 Interview format

Interviewee: Interviewer
Organisation: Date / Time
Position Type: By telephone /In person

Introductions
Purpose:

o Review the performance and relevance of the ProCap and GenCap projects
e Provide recommendations for their future as strategic, interagency resources.

Who we are:

Foster, Lambert Independent consultants with experience in responding to disasters in developing and
developed countries, skilled in training, facilitation, evaluation and research.

Contracted by UNOCHA to conduct this review.

Why one or both of us?

Who you are:

Which hat are you wearing? Donor / SU/ EDN/ SC/ Adviser / Client / Other

Which project to focus on? GenCap / ProCap / Both / Neither

Review methodology:

Literature research

Online survey
Semi-structured interviews
Present in workshops
Report

This interview:

Purpose: To hear your views

Duration: Allowed 60 minutes, but will aim for 45 minutes — how does this work for them
Style: Open - feel free to make inputs as you see fit

Confidential: We won't attribute comments directly to individuals.

Background noise: Typing in the background — making notes

Questions: Any questions before we proceed?

nd
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Questions (areas to explore)

Open question

What springs to mind when someone mentions the project(s)?

Prompts if required: 10+ years old — a lot has changed (WHS) etc.. Projects still relevant in today’s world

Follow up on any interesting points, noting that some points may also come up in Elephant question

Interview notes:

What do you think of the Vision and Mission of the project(s)?

Clear, Relevant? Are other ‘capacities on tap’ as / or more important? Other risk factors for affected
people?

Interview notes

Are the projects making a clear and lasting impact? And how do we know?

Interview notes

Are the projects effectively implemented and appropriately resourced?

Interview notes

Are the projects well managed and is their governance fit for purpose?

Any issues you would like to flag as SC considers this further?

Interview notes

Other comments / elephants in the room/ the question we should have asked?

Interview notes

Concluding

e Any questions from you?
o Next steps (interviews, online survey, workshops, report)
e Many thanks

Interview notes

Interviewer reflections & summary notes

Interview notes
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7.11 Interviews

In total, 27 interviews were planned and completed for this review to cover both projects. The list of
interviewees was agreed with the Client following the Inception phase with a view to having the
distribution between the various categories of informants as indicated in the table below.

All 27 interviews have now been completed. The actual number of interviews within each category
however varied from those planned as indicated in the table below after discussion between the
Client and the Consultants.

The increased representation of “SC members” was seen as important as Governance emerged
as an important challenge early in the review. The increased representation of “Other” reflects the
difficulty of placing some key informants who have a close relationship with both projects within the
first 9 categories.

Table 1 — Interview categories

Category ~ Planned number of Actual number®’ of
interviews at Inception interviews
1. Donor representative 2 7% 2 7%
2. OCHA SU member 1 4% 1 4%
3. NRC Support Team member 1 4% 0.5 2%
4. Gencap SC member 1 4% 2.3 9%
5. Procap SC member 1 4% 2.3 9%
6. Gencap deployee 3 11% 4.3 16%
7. Procap deployee 3 11% 3.3 12%
8. Gencap client® 7 26% 4.8 18%
9. Procap client® 7 26% 3.7 14%
10. Other 1 4% 2.7 10%
Total 27 100% 27 100%

2 Fractions reflect that some people interviewed fall into more than one category
8 primarily field based Humanitarian and Resident Coordinators but also Global WASH and Protection Cluster
coordinators and member of OCHA’s inter-cluster coordination team to be added.
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7.12 GenCap technical workshop
The Consultants facilitated two sessions during the GenCap technical workshop including:
e Presentation of the results of the online survey, see 7.12.1 GenCap online survey results

e Presentation by the consultants and feedback from participants on the emerging findings
and conclusions of the review — see 7.12.2 GenCap voting form analysis

o An Open space exercise where participants could select topics to raise, select and discuss
as a contribution to the review (and the consultants would suggest the SDP) — see 7.12.3
Open space

7.12.1 GenCap online survey results®
The responses to the online survey are presented below.

Where the scale is from -2 to +2, the results are a weighted average of the responses received.

Response in relation to statement Scored
Disagree completely -2
Disagree somewhat -1
Neither agree nor disagree 0
Agree somewhat +1
Agree completely +2

Respondents were forced to rank roster member attributes in order of importance in Q7.

Q3, 4 & 5: GenCap's vision, mission and strategy Q6: Impactof the GenCap project?

GenCap'’s vision is clear and
easily understood

N,

NN GenCap has improved gender equality in
L

GenCap’s vision remains humanitarianaction through deployments <<<//%

relevant in today’s world Wiaziiiizz
L

GenCap’s mission remains

relevant in today’s world GenCap has developed effective tools for gender

GenCap’s mission is clear and equality in humanitarian action (e.g. GM / GAM)

easily understood

GenCap'’s strategy is clear and

easily understood
Y GenCap has built leadership capacity on gender

equality in humanitarian action through “Gender in
Humanitarian Action” training courses

GenCap’s strategy remains
relevant in today’s world

[ Il
GenCap deployees only
N GenCap deployees excluded

% The presentation given at the workshop did not differentiate between GenCap deployee responses and others and
used a slightly different format. Further analysis and a refinement of the formatting were carried out by the Consultants
after the workshop at the request of the participants.

nd
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Q7: GenCap roster members — most important attribute

Gender expertise

Humanitarian expertise

Soft / interpersonal skills

Inter-agency role / independence of
any single organisation

Seniority

il
SN
I

it
T
[

Wzzzzzizzzzizs
AN

w
NN
[

2222
AN

7

AN

2\

N

24

Q9: Services which the GenCap project provides to

clients and supporters

GenCap provides the necessary support to those
delivering the agreed services

GenCap provides sufficientinformation to clients and
supporters about the services it offers

GenCap responds promptly and efficiently to
requests for its services

GenCap provides the services which have been
requested and agreed in a timely fashion

GenCap follows up after services have been provided
(e.g. on issues arisingin reports, monitoring impact etc.)

.
N

-2

-1

Q22: OCHA’s Support Unit (SU) and NRC’s Expert

Deployment / NORCAP

The SU & NRC teams have clearly defined &
complementaryroles

The SU & NRCteams have a close &
effective workingrelationship

The SU has the necessary human &
financial resources & systems

NRC has the necessary human &
financial resources & systems

The SU fulfilsits management responsibilities

its management res

GenCap deployees only ~
ProCap deployees only
GenCap & ProCap deployees excluded
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Q8: GenCap’s Steering Committee

GenCap’s SC supports the development and
implementation of the project’s strategy and action plan

GenCap’s SC maintainsa high-level dialogue with key
stakeholders within the IASC and others as relevant

GenCap’s SC provides strategic direction and leadership
to the GenCap project

GenCap’s SC establishes technical working groups to
address specific issues where necessary

GenCap’s SC actively contributesto the dissemination of
results, best practices, lessonslearned & follow up actions

GenCap’s SC ensures an enabling environment for
GenCap Advisers deployed to the field

Q10: The support GenCap project provides

to deployees / advisers / trainers

GenCap efficiently manages the pre-deployment process
(e.g. communication selection, travel, visas, ToR etc.)

GenCap offerssatisfactory terms and conditions,
including fee, R&R, subsistence, security etc.

GenCap engages satisfactorilywith Senior Advisors when
not on deployment, e.g. through annual meetings etc.

GenCap satisfactorily supportsyou
during deployments and training

GenCap provides satisfactory debrief
and follow-up post-deployment

GenCap manages the roster well, including recruitmentto,
retention on and retirement from the roster

N

NN,

Q11: New 5 year strategy development

Continue the GenCap project but make
major changes

Continue the GenCap project very much as it is
with only minor adjustments

Close the GenCap project, it is not achieving its
mission and needs to be redesigned completely

Close the GenCap project, it has achieved its
missionand is no longer required

Other (please specify)

2 -1 0 1
iiizzzzz2
AN
: 50% 100%
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7.12.2 GenCap voting form analysis

Participants at the GenCap technical workshop were given a print out of the emerging findings and
tentative conclusions and asked to indicate whether they either agreed or disagreed with each
finding and conclusion. Ten voting sheets were received.

If they ticked the “Agreed” column, this was scored as 1, if they ticked the “Disagreed” column, this
was scored as 0 and if they ticked on the line between the two, then this was scored as 0.5.

The averages below were calculated using the sum of these scores divided by the number of
responses for each finding and conclusion.

The standard deviation was similarly calculated.

If a respondent skipped a finding or conclusion, the response was ignored from that person for that
finding or conclusion in the calculation of both the average and the standard deviation.

The following table indicates how to interpret the results

Average Standard deviation What this means
Approaching 1 Approaching 0 Strong agreement
Around 0.5 Approaching 1 Wide range of opinions!
Approaching 0 Approaching 0 Strong disagreement
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Emerging findings and tentative conclusions

Emerging findings

Average

Standard
Deviation

Tentative conclusions

Average

Standard
Deviation

Relevance in today’s operating environment

The GenCap project has been running for ten years and much has changed in the humanitarian sector in that time. Does it remain relevant in today’s operating

environment?

On balance, the view is that the project remains
relevant in today’s operating environment and is
viewed positively and could be expanded.

0.97

0.11

Gender equality programming (GEP) may be
understood and accepted in principle, but the
challenge now is to embed GEP in the way
everyone works and support people in learning
how to do it well.

0.95

0.22

Some feel however that the project has lost its
way with some feeling it needs to change radically
or be closed.

0.37

0.46

The project remains relevant in today’s operating
environment and the need for the project will
continue for some time. However, there are
several serious issues (see below) which need
to be addressed urgently.

0.95

0.22

Vision

Is the project’s vision clear and relevant? [GenCap’s vision is that all women, girls, boys and men of all ages and backgrounds, affected by natural disasters or

conflict, are able to access humanitarian assistance and

protection that cater to their distinct needs and experiences.]

The consensus was that the Vision is broadly clear and
relevant. Fine tuning the text and editing it to reflect
changes in the humanitarian environment (e.g.
migration) were suggested.

0.79

0.41

Vision is clear and relevant and can be retained and
reviewed periodically to account for major
developments in the wider humanitarian world.

0.80

0.40

Mission

Does the project have the right mission to deliver on the vision? s it using the right approach, covering the right set of activities, with the right clients and people?
[GenCap’s mission is to facilitate and strengthen the capacity and leadership of humanitarian actors to undertake and promote gender equality humanitarian
programming to ensure that the distinct needs of women, girls, boys and men of all ages are analysed and taken into account in humanitarian action at global,

regional, and country levels.]

The mission statement is perceived to be fine.
However there are concerns about how the mission
should be achieved, discussed below.

0.83

0.37

Mission statement is fine, leave as is for now, review
periodically in line with developments in GenCaps
approach and way of working.

0.80

0.40
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The mission statement focuses on “gender equality”
and both the vision and mission refer to “women, girls,
boys and men of all ages”. Within the project, there is
considerable tension between the following positions:
+ The project’s focus should remain on gender equality
as in the mission statement;

+ The project should shift its focus towards women’s
empowerment;

+ The project should adopt a more ‘people-centred’
approach, building on the current gender and age
approach, to include a more complete set of
characteristics (ability, caste, ethnicity, religion) that
affect people’s humanitarian needs and access to
protection and assistance.

There is strong agreement that this tension has
resulted in fixed positions being adopted and
discussions that have become increasingly
unproductive and rancorous. This tension is found
within the GenCap Advisers and the Steering
Committee members.

This was one of the major points to emerge from
the interviews.

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

0.93

0.25

Demand from clients is for gender equality with some
advocating for a shift towards a people centred
approach. The women’s empowerment approach is
not in demand.

This was one of the major points to emerge from
the interviews.

0.47

0.49

The ongoing divisions over the focus of the project
are highly damaging both internally and externally.
A clear and respected consensus would allow the
project to move forward.

This issue needs to be addressed promptly

0.95

0.22

The project has three main strands: deployments,
training and advocacy/tools.

Deployments are nearly always the first or sometimes
the only strand that is mentioned.

Training is appreciated although the limitations of
training alone are recognised.

0.97

0.11

Operating in so many ways offers opportunities to use
field experience to inform global advocacy.

0.94

0.24

Some question the investment in the (over-
Ydevelopment of the project’'s own GAM.

0.73

0.44

GenCap can make a contribution in at least three
strands of disaster management, namely:
preparedness, response and recovery.

It can operate at the global, regional, country level both
strategically and operationally.

1.00

0.00

There is a danger that without clear direction, the
project spreads itself too thinly across many areas.

0.75

0.43

Prioritisation of where and how the project invests its
limited resources is a major challenge and an
important one to address strategically and should be

1.00

0.00

nd
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It can interact with a wide range of actors, from
partners in the field through to donors at permanent
mission level in Geneva.

The project has limited resources and funding is often
uncertain.

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

a key part of the role of the SC.

Impact / Outcomes including sustainability

Is the impact of the project clear and lasting? Is it being monitored and reported?

There is a high level of confidence that the project is
having an impact, but limited hard supporting evidence.
The methodolog|ca_1l _c_halle_nges of measuring impact The impact of the project remains difficult to
(as opposed to activities) in any meaningful way are 0.89 0.31 0.87 0.32
: : demonstrate.
real and recognised. The project has attempted but not
yet succeeded in putting in realistic and useful means
of measuring impact.
There have been attempts to systematise monitoring, The project is not systematically monitoring its
but this is not happening in a consistent manner. activities and impact, nor is it learning operationally or 0.95 0.22
Similarly, learning from experience of what works and 1.00 0.00 strategically from successes and challenges.
does not work is not taking place in a systematic or This (lack of monitoring and learning) could threaten 0.89 031
strategic way. the funding for the project. ' '
All agree that in the long term, GenCap should be
W0(k|ng Its way out of business, as gender is 0.53 0.50 In the current context sustainability is a long way off,
mainstreamed. ) 0.79 0.39
- - — . and to a great extent out of GenCap’s hands.
GenCap cannot do this on its own; it needs action by 1.00 0.00
the agencies and the HC/HCT. ) '
It is not going to happen anytime soon, not least 0.71 0.46
because agencies are not hiring their own gender staff. ’ ' Sustainability is a long-term responsibility of the wider 1.00 0.00
Without dedicated gender staff, gender drops off the 0.82 037 humanitarian community ' '
agenda. ) '
The leadership role of the HC/HCT is critical for gender The role of the HC/HCT, supported by GenCap,
equality programming. GenCaps ability to engage remains critical for more effective gender equality 1.00 0.00
effectively with and support HC/HCTs in the field is key programming
to the success of the project. Equally important for the
. . . 0.98 0.11
success of the project is for the GenCap to work with GenCans have to work both at the strateaic and the
partners to help them with the “how” rather than the o eraticF))naI level in the field 9 0.97 0.11
“what” of gender equality programming (the what is P '
generally understood, the how is the real challenge)
The seniority of GenCap deployees is important: it is 0.83 0.37 The seniority of advisers is important and should be 0.94 0.23
linked with credibility and the right to participate in high- ’ ' retained. ’ ’
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level meetings.

Positive experiences are reported with many GenCap

deployments. Concerns were expressed about the loss

of momentum after the GenCap left, the challenge of A good project which faces the “normal” systemic and

turnover and length of deployment, the danger of 1.00 0.00 stand-by capacity challenges which can be managed 1.00 0.00
GenCaps being used to fill gaps, relying on individuals but not always overcome.

rather than embedding in the system and the abuse of

such standby agreements.

There was a strong emphasis on the importance of

GenCaps adopting the right approach when working

with colleagues on deployment. Particular emphasis The approach and style of GenCaps on deployment

was put on the need to ‘work with’ colleagues to have a great bearing on their impact.

generate practical solutions. Pragmatism was viewed 0.91 0.26 This issue can be addressed in the selection, training, 0.97 0.11
as more effective at generating useful results than support, management and leadership of the

activism. Any hint of ‘preaching’ can have the effect of GenCaps.

turning colleagues off, so reducing the impact of the

work.

Some comments were also made about the need to The ‘pe_r_son spec_:ifiqa_tion’ for _GenCaps_ is important,

have the right balance of humanitarian experience and recognising that individuals W|_II have dlfferent profiles

gender expertise, with some emphasising the former 0.97 0.12 and gach c?ontext may have dlfferent .rfequwefments. 1.00 0.00
and some the latter The issue is one of flndlng t_he best-fit' and is a

' common challenge in recruitment and selection.

The role of a GenCap is to support, encourage and

motivate agencies to do gender equality programming.

It is not for the GenCap to assume this responsibility S . . . .

alone although there is a real risk that they will be Maintaining a supporting role IS challenging especially

, : when partners do not have their own gender staff.

expected to do so. This can lead to the idea that GenC takina on responsibility for gender ma 0.85 033
gender is a specialist and optional task, and not integral 1.00 0.00 en ap.; 90 P b yd 9 | y ' '
to the organisation. This supporting role may not be ensure s _o_rt term impact but can damage longer term

easy as agencies may not have anyone with specific sustainability.

responsibility for gender, whom the GenCap can

support.

The targeting of GenCap interventions could be more .

; . Deployments to support preparedness, contingency

on preparedness, contingency planning and recovery, planning and recovery may be more effective than

with a greater focus at global level. Some doubts 0.40 0.49 deplovments durin t%e imymediate emeraenc 0.36 0.47
were raised about the feasibility of making a difference resp o?'/]se 9 gency

during the immediate response. P )
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Operational Performance, Activities & Outputs, Resourcing

Is implementation of the project going well? Main activities and outputs? Resourcing?

The process of deciding whether to respond positively
or negatively to deployment requests can be very slow
and frustrating from the field perspective.

0.93

0.26

The prioritisation of assignments is not always
understood and sometimes questioned.

0.90

0.27

Once agreed, the deployments themselves go
smoothly administratively.

1.00

0.00

This process and prioritisation requires further
attention by this current review.

0.94

0.24

Management

The area of management (by SU and NRC) is separated from that of governance (SC).

There has been some confusion between SU & NRC
roles. To help clarify these roles, a matrix has been
developed and shared although it is unclear whether it
has been formally approved. It is also noted that high
staff turnover is a contributory factor.

0.88

0.32

The role of NRC in the deployment process is
recognised as high quality and greatly valued,
especially in their role as a supportive employer.
However some feel they could do more in terms of
development of team cohesion and enforcing the
agreed party line. Recent restructuring caused some
disruption.

0.85

0.33

The SC — SU- NRC “triangle” would be challenging in
any project and could usefully be revisited.

0.94

0.23

The SU is valued for its links with HC/HCTSs through
OCHA channels. There have recently been significant
problems with the functioning of the SU, related to: staff
turnover, gaps and morale; slow and cumbersome
systems; and resourcing issues. This has a direct
impact on the functioning of the SC which relies on the
SU as its secretariat.

0.97

0.12

These challenges are exacerbated when roles are left
unclear, resources are scarce, and systems are not
delivering as they should.

1.00

0.00

Governance

Is the project well governed? Does the governing body (SC) understand and fulfil its functions, notably in strategic oversight and direction and

ensuring accountability? Does it have the right structures, processes and people?
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A management review was undertaken in 2014 which
made over 20 recommendations for GenCap. The
review dealt with both the management and the
governance of the GenCap and the ProCap projects.
Although some recommendations are understood to
have been taken forward (such as the development of
a TOR for the SC, inclusion of NRC on SC as full
member and NRC cost reporting tools), no formal
management response has been seen by the
Consultants.

The 2014 management review followed a major
evaluation of both GenCap and ProCap in 2011. It
presented 12 main recommendations, with 3 general
recommendations applying to both projects, 3
specifically for GenCAP, 2 specifically for ProCap and 4
for leadership, management and administration. Each
main recommendation had a number of subsidiary
recommendations. A management response plan was
prepared but it remains unclear whether it was fully
followed through.

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

0.88

0.29

Many of the recommendations of the 2011 evaluation
and 2014 review remain valid. Rather than repeating
or refining those recommendations, this review
focuses more on why these recommendations have
not been fully addressed, and the processes and
systems for handling emerging issues.

The lack of a formal management response to the
2014 management review demonstrates the extent of
the challenges in governance and management faced
by the project.

0.93

0.26

The SC focuses too much on operational tasks and not
enough on providing leadership, strategic direction and
oversight and ensuring accountability.

0.94

0.24

SC members are in the main gender specialists from
the organisation they represent. This brings valuable
technical expertise to the table but does not necessarily
bring the experience required for governance of an
interagency project. SC members receive no training
or induction for their role.

0.94

0.24

SC processes are poor (e.g. timely preparation of
working papers, chairing and management of meetings,
minutes and follow-up etc.).

0.83

0.35

A well-functioning SC is essential for the success of the
project. The SC is not functioning well and has not been
for some time.

1.00

0.00

The GenCap and ProCap projects have separate SCs
with very little overlap in membership.

While agreeing that this is costly, in general it was felt
by those asked in the interviews to be necessary given
the considerable differences in the remit of the projects.

1.00

0.00

On balance, separate SCs may be justified.

0.93

0.25

Technically the projects are very different but the
strategic issues have considerable overlap.

0.94

nd
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0.24

However an alternative structure could be envisaged
including a combination of strategic oversight and
‘technical supervision’. This could be considered in
looking at how to strengthen the governance of the

0.87

0.34
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project.
Position of the project within the UN and humanitarian system
GenCap IS fo_rmz?,lly the IASC.: Gender Standby . Gender and by extension GenCap has no clear
Capacity Project” however it is unclear how IASC is S o e
. e 0.95 0.22 institutional home and it is not clear how it fits into the 0.88 0.32
accountable for the project and how the project is L ,
broader humanitarian architecture.
accountable to the IASC.
This lack of a clear institutional home is seen as a
One view was that GenCap should be more clearly significant challenge to the project.
linked with the “Gender and humanitarian action 0.50 0.49 There is no clear emerging consensus how to meet 1.00 0.00
Reference Group, within the IASC”[1], and effectively ’ ' this challenge. ’ ’
be its operational arm. Disagreement and tension over this issue are
potentially damaging to the project.
Others strongly opposed this option (of GenCap being 0.93 0.26
Op Arm of GRG). ) '
Within the Global Protection Cluster, gender is explicitly
addressed as follows:
+ Age, ,gender, diversity” and “Gender based 0.62 0.49
violence” are themes
+ There is an Area of Responsibility for “Gender-Based
Violence” led by UNFPA/UNICEF
The Support Unit is hosted by OCHA Geneva, currently
within the Surge Capacity Section of the Emergency 1.00 0.00
Services Branch. The Support Unit serves both ’ '
GenCap and ProCap.
OCHA'’s hosting role and the recent move to the Surge
. . . 0.46 0.48
Capacity Section are questioned by some.
NRC’s Expert Deployment / NorCap brings a wealth of
experience in managing standby capacity partnerships 1.00 0.00
and serves both GenCap and ProCap.
The Interagency aspect of the project is seen as The interagency aspect is a key strength of the
. . 1.00 0.00 . 1.00 0.00
important for the success of the project. project.
The current SC is dominated by UN organisations with 0.93 0.5 The involvement of INGOs in the project is limited 0.97 011
only one alternate INGO member. ’ ' although in the field, they will be key partners. ' '
INGOs question their limited representation in the SC. 1.00 0.00 INGO representation of the SC could add value. 1.00 0.00
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Additional comments
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7.12.3 Open space

Intersectionality Gender equality
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Vision

Criteria for SC selection Mission

ONG
NALY

s
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7.12.4 Feedback on session
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7.13 ProCap technical workshop
The Consultants facilitated two sessions during the GenCap technical workshop including:
o Presentation of the results of the online survey, see 7.13.1 ProCap online survey results

e Presentation by the consultants and feedback from participants on the emerging findings
and conclusions of the review — see 7.13.2 ProCap voting form analysis

o An Open space exercise where participants could select topics to raise, select and discuss
as a contribution to the review (and the consultants would suggest the SDP) — see 7.13.3
Pro Cap Open space

7.13.1 ProCap online survey results
The responses to the online survey are presented below.
Where the scale is from -2 to +2, the results are a weighted average of the responses received.

Response in relation to statement Scored
Disagree completely -2
Disagree somewhat -1
Neither agree nor disagree 0
Agree somewhat +1
Agree completely +2

Respondents were forced to rank roster member attributes in order of importance with 1 least
important through to 5 most important..

Online survey — Vision mission

Online survey — participants

and strategy

187 Invitations Vision s clear and easily understood

84 Participants
54 GenCap
48 ProCap GenCap roster

enCap client

ProCap client . ) .
Vision remains relevantin today’s world

ProCap roster Mission is clear and easily understood

GenCap Steering Committee
ProCap Steering Committee Mission remains relevantin today’s world
OCHA Support Unit
NRC EDN team
Donor representative

Other

Can we Strategy is clear and easily understood
analyse

by group?

ay’s world

Strategy remain
B an

ProCap deployees only
N ProCap deployees excluded

0% 10% 20% 30%
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Online survey — ProCap roster
members — Most important attribute

Online survey — Impact

Protection expertise 7772722227727,
A T T T T

ProCapprovides protectionadviceto
Humanitarian/Resident coordinators

bttt
NN\

7

ProCapsupports the development of laws, policies & strategies on the
pr ion of internally di 'sons by national governments

N

)
NN

Humanitarianexpertise 7 7.
AT T Hhi s
e

7

ProCap training provides mid-level professionals with the skills

S
to effectively carry out protection work in the field

NN\

N

Inter-agency role/ independence of

any single organisation N

N

qd

ProCap provides protectionexpertise for non-

pr organi:

2

Soft/ interpersonal skills R

ProCapsupports inter-agency coordination efforts
where systemic gaps exist

iiiids
NN

A\

I
ProCap supports humanitarian country teams to ensure v e Seniority
protection-sensitive preparedness and response to hatural disasters Too (]
2 - 0 1 2 senior? 0o 1 2 3 4 5

Online survey — ProCap Steering

Online survey - Services provided by

Committee ProCap project to clients & supporters

The ProCap SC provides guidance & oversight over ToRs,
deployment requests & the selection of recruits to the roster

ProCap provides the necessary support to

t{////A those delivering the agreed services
R

wzz.
NN\

4

The ProCap SC engages well with Standard Operating

ProCap provides sufficient information to clients and
Procedures, e.g. by participating in annual workshops

supporters about the services it offers

The ProCap SC provides strategic direction,

ProCap provides the services which have been
oversight and ensures accountability

requested and agreed in a timely fashion

The ProCap SC jointly commissions project

ProCap responds promptly and efficiently to
evaluations and follows up on recommendations

requests for its services

The ProCap SC ensures the dissemination of

ProCap follows up after services have been provided (e.g.
key project information

on issues arising in reports, monitoring impact etc.)

e

-2 -1 0 1 2 =2 -1 0 1

Online survey - Support provided by Online survey — OCHA’s Support Unit
ProCap project to deployees / advisers (SU) and NRC’s Expert Deployment /

[ trainers NORCAP

The SU & NRC teams have clearly defined
& complementary roles

The SU & NRC teams have a close &
effective working relationship

ProCap offers satisfactory terms and conditions,
including fee, R&R, subsistence, security etc.

ProCap efficiently manages the pre-deployment process
(e.g. communication selection, travel, visas, ToR etc.)

ProCap satisfac;ori:y supports )éou during The SU has the necessary human &
eployments and trainings - .

ploy < financial resources & systems

ProCap engages satisfactorily with Senior Advisors when

not on deployment, e.g. through annual meetings etc. NRC has the necessary human & financial

resources & systems
ProCap provides satisfactory debrief and

follow-up post-deployment The SU fulfils its management

responsibilities

ProCap manages the roster well, including
recruitment to, retention on and retirement from the roster

NRC fulfils its management
-2 1 0 1 2 responsibilities

2 4
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Online survey - New 5 year

strategy development

Continue the project but make majorchanges

ANNN\W

Continue the project very much as it is with )

Other (please specify) \

Close the project, it is not achieving its mission
and needs to be redesigned completely

Close the project, it has achieved its mission
and is no longer required

only minoradjustments Mlnns

227

0%
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Online survey - Comments

SElON focus yfigient s
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e {iTEfneSS m

.....
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7.13.2 ProCap voting form analysis

Participants at the ProCap technical workshop were given a print out of the emerging findings and
tentative conclusions and asked to indicate whether they either agreed or disagreed with each
finding and conclusion. Ten voting sheets were received.

If they ticked the “Agreed” column, this was scored as 1, if they ticked the “Disagreed” column, this
was scored as 0 and if they ticked on the line between the two, then this was scored as 0.5.

The averages below were calculated using the sum of these scores divided by the number of
responses for each finding and conclusion.

The standard deviation was similarly calculated.

If a respondent skipped a finding or conclusion, the response was ignored from that person for that
finding or conclusion in the calculation of both the average and the standard deviation.

The following table indicates how to interpret the results

Average Standard deviation What this means
Approaching 1 Approaching 0 Strong agreement
Around 0.5 Approaching 1 Wide range of opinions!
Approaching 0 Approaching 0 Strong disagreement
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Emerging findings and tentative conclusions

Emerging finding

Average

Standard
deviation

Tentative Conclusions

Average

Standard
deviation

Relevance in today’s operating environment

The ProCap project has been running for twelve years and much has changed in the humanitarian sector in that time. Does it remain relevant in today’s

operating environment?

On balance the view is that the project remains

The project remains relevant in today’s operating

relevant and will continue to be so unless there is a 1.00 0.00 environment and the need for the project will 0.89 0.33
seismic change in the humanitarian architecture. continue for some time.
Several see protection challenges / gaps growing and .
feel that protection is still not well understood and a 1.00 0.00 l:gnp;céj?r::érg%‘;'ﬂ;;%’;gg?gﬁi;geg \t/)vgat are
Iggr%g?it{(r:?sn; dbterlng rrgaégftfroeﬁgﬁg' 10 adant while detailed through the strategy review and 0.63 0.61
. proj 9 ap Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and
another underlined the importance of retaining the 0.86 0.38 :
: . Learning (MEAL) processes.

good parts of the project as the project develops.

. . The project needs to build on its strengths (such
Some expressed the view that the project needs to 0.88 0.35 as seniority of advisers and interagency aspect), 1.00 0.00

change up a gear.

address some key issues and develop.

Vision
Is the project’s vision clear and relevant?

ProCap’s vision is a world where international, national and |ocal actors fulfil their responsibilities to protect those affected by armed conflict and

situations of natural disaster.

The broad consensus was that the vision remains

The vision remains relevant but could be usefully

relevant but could be tightened up and adapted to 1.00 0.00 ; 0.88 0.35
. . reviewed and rephrased.

changing circumstances.

The need for clarity on whether the project includes

refugees, IDPs & migrants was mentioned and also Reviewing the scope the proiect's target arouns

whether the vision should focus on the world in which 0.75 0.50 9 P proj get group 0.78 0.47

affected population should live (enjoyment of rights?)

rather than what actors do (protect?).

could be included in the ProCap strategy review.

Mission

Does the project have the right mission to deliver on the vision? Is it using the right approach, covering the right set of activities, with the right clients

and people?

ProCap aims to strengthen the collaborative response of protection agencies and non-protection mandated organizations. ProCap deploys senior
personnel with proven protection expertise to field, regional and global operations, and trains mid-level protection staff from standby-partners and

humanitarian organisations.
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The mission is seen as relevant but will need to be
. X 1.00 0.00
adapted to changing circumstances. - .
— . The mission remains relevant but could be

The second part of the mission statement describes usefully reviewed and rephrased 1.00 0.00
the means to achieve the first but only mentions 0.92 0.20 y P '
deployments and training.
The project has three main strands: deployments,
training and advocacy. 0.78 0.47 Operating in so many ways offers opportunities to 0.78 0.47
Deployments are nearly always the first or sometimes ' ‘ use field experience to inform global advocacy. ' '
the only strand that is mentioned by interviewees.
It can operate at the global, regional, country level. There is a danger that without clear direction, the
Deployments at strategic level are important but can 0.56 0.67 project spreads itself too thinly across many 0.67 0.58
also be very useful at a more operational (cluster) level areas.
ProCap can make a contribution in at least three Ecgggssﬁgcl)i?ncifegﬁzrs%Srr::ig(i)swatrrfapc:?ﬁ?;Ien e
strands of disaster management, namely: 0.89 0.33 ibility that th h J K 9 0.63 0.61
preparedness, response and recovery anq a responsibility that the SC has taken

' ' seriously.
There is discussion about which strand is most I]Tr;gti?:r:;\i/f;ﬂpe;ngytr?fssacr’eﬁ%uI?o?;lfsed
effective to target with some feeling preparedness y Wy nsp yto

. 0.57 0.65 deployments. This can be linked to the issue of 1.00 0.00
should be targeted more and acknowledging a need for del ion by the SC to the SU/NRC bel
a different approach in each phase elegation by the to the SU/NRC, see below
' under governance

Impact / Outcomes including sustainability
Is the impact of the project clear and lasting? Is it being monitored and reported?
The interagency approach is important, making Important to maintain the interagency nature of
protection part of the fabric of humanitarian action, 0.89 0.33 thep roiect gency 1.00 0.00
bringing agencies together. pro)

. : : Important to retain the connection between the
The leadership role of the HC is key for protection 0.90 0.32 project and HCs which is currently through OCHA 1.00 0.00
Regarding sustainability, if no replacement of the . I S .
ProCap deployee by regular staff, the longer term 0.89 0.33 ;Zehrg;'ir:] re:pggslblllty for sustainability lies with 0.67 0.58
impact will be impaired. g agency.
Building capacity is important but quality of training 0.00 1.00 Capacity development is an important area for 0.88 035
criticised. ' ) further development, including training. ' '
The methodology of measuring impact is challenging . . . e
and currently the focus is on activities rather than 0.88 0.35 '(Ij'he Impact of the project remains difficult to 0.67 0.58
outcomes. emonstrate.
There have been some attempts to improve M&E but 0.88 0.35 The project is not systematically monitoring its 1.00 0.00
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these have not been followed through
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Deployment reports, workshop outputs etc. are not
exploited and are not fed into strategy

1.00

0.00

activities and impact, nor is it learning
operationally or strategically from successes and
challenges.

Operational Performance, Activities & Outputs, Resourcing
Is implementation of the project going well? Main activities and outputs? Resourcing?

Interagency ‘hat’ and seniority of deployees are 0.89 0.33
important. ' )
On assignment a pragmatic approach (sitting around 0.90 0.32
the table with the team) is valued. ) '
There is potential for misuse of surge capacity This is common to all such mechanisms, and not
mechanisms especially when “free”, (no cost to client 0.83 0.37 st to ProCa ' 0.80 0.45
agency). J P-
Need to balance deployments, training and advocacy. 0.50 0.71 gﬁ?ﬁgg {gririglgr;o:ri allocation of priorities for 0.71 0.53
Can deploy quickly but also delays due to funding / 0.78 0.47 Delegation of decision-making to SU/NRC. 0.86 0.38
lack of suitable roster members / decision making
Lack of bneﬁng, induction 6.‘”0' development of 0.44 0.75 Role for induction, briefing, training and support. 0.67 0.58
ProCaps, noting these are important.
Management
The area of management (by SU and NRC) is separated from that of governance (Sc)
NRC's role and SU interagency access are both 0.67 058
valued. ' )
There is some confusion between SU & NRC roles. A The SC — SU- NRC “triangle” would be
matrlx has been elaborated. to clarify these roles but it 0.90 0.32 challenging in any project and could usefully be 0.80 0.45
is unclear whether the matrix has been formally revisited
approved by the SC. )
Gaps, sick leave & restructuring have all reduced — . . -
capacity of SU and NRC below the required level 0.75 0.50 Project is at risk without a well-functioning SU 0.67 0.58
The management of this review itself has raised These challenges are exacerbated when roles
concerns, especially the lack of clarity regarding the 0.71 0.53 and accountability are left unclear, resources are 1.00 0.00
involvement of the SC. scarce, and systems are not delivering as they ' '
SU support to the SC has suffered recently. 0.78 0.47 should.
. Annual meetings represent an important
The v_alue of _the a””“"?" technical workshop was investment which needs to be justified by tangible
guestioned given funding problems and lack of follow 0.00 1.00 benefits, and tested against value for money 0.78 0.47
up- against other investments.
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Governance

Is the project well governed? Does the governing body (SC) understand and fulfil its functions, notably in strategic oversight and direction and ensuring

accountability? Does it have the right structures, processes and people?

Concerns about governance and management, need
1.00 0.00 . . .
to shake up Governance is a major area of weakness in the
— . ) ; 0.89 0.33
o Weak process: chairing, minutes, project which needs to be addressed.
- . . 1.00 0.00
decisions, induction members.
o SC is preoccupied with
deployments and politicking rather than strategy and 0.75 0.50
oversight — . . .
> Annual meetings not well used 0.63 0.61 Project is at risk without a well-functioning SC. 0.80 0.45
Membership of SC is an issue, if ineffective forum,
- L 0.90 0.32
cannot attract the senior participants
Concern that SC not getting support it needs from SU SC needs to ensure it gets the necessary support
0.50 0.71 0.71 0.53
for governance role from SU.
As SC role is governance, time could be freed up
for this by delegation of deployment decisions to 0.88 0.35
SU/NRC (with oversight by SC).
There is a need to clarify the response and follow-up to o .
the 2011 evaluation and the 2014 management review. 0.89 0.33 Initiation of a fl_thher review rather thar_1 ful! follow
ih dati ih T up on the previous evaluation and review is a 0.71 0.53
Many of the rgcommen athns of the 2011 evaluation 0.89 033 major cause for concern.
and 2014 review remain valid.
The GenCap and ProCap projects have separate SCs
. . ; . 1.00 0.00
with very little overlap in membership.
While agreeing that this is costly, in general it was felt Separate SCs may be justified. 0.88 0.35
by those asked in the interviews to be necessary given However an alternative structure could be
. . . . 1.00 0.00 ; . . . -
the_conS|derabIe differences in the remit of the considered, |nvo|v|ng strategic overs|ght by one 075 0.50
projects. body for both ‘projects’, with committees ' '
. . : roviding ‘technical supervision’ each project. .
Technically the projects are very different but the Pro - . -
strategic issues have considerable overlap 0.78 0.47 This could be considered in looking a_t how 1o 0.86 0.38
strengthen the governance of the project
Some discussion regarding both projects about rights
; 0.25 0.87
VS power vs protection vs needs
Position of the project within the UN and humanitarian system
ProCap is formally the “Inter-Agency Protection The interagency nature of the project is valuable 1.00 0.00
Standby Capacity Project”. 0.89 0.33 but brings with it unclear accountability. ' '
The nature of the link with the IASC is unclear. Accountability should be clarified. 1.00 0.00
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Aside from financial accountability of OCHA to donors,
accountability for the project is unclear.

Who is ultimately accountable for its performance and
how is that accountability exercised?
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The GPC Global Coordinator is a member of the
ProCap Steering Committee. It has been suggested
that there could be a closer linkage with the Global
Protection Cluster, even to the extent that ProCap
could be its operational arm.

0.22

0.88

Concerns were raised by some about a closer
relationship with GPC due to the dominance of
UNHCR.

0.90

0.32

The implications of this would need to be fully
explored.

0.90

0.32

Positioning with OCHA keeps the project interagency
but some questioning about whether best positioned
within OCHA (for operational reasons).

0.89

0.33

OCHA'’s hosting of the SU reinforces the
interagency nature of the project as an enabling
tool for the humanitarian community, delivering
both surge capacity and a coordination function

0.67

0.58

OCHA operational issues should be addressed.

0.89

0.33

Preliminary recommendations

The key recommendations are as follows

Ensure strategic review process moves ahead well,
with key voices heard (beneficiaries, clients and
advisers) and main points addressed

1.00

0.00

Follow up previous evaluations / reviews and clarify
management response and follow-up

0.89

0.33

Ensure SC meetings are functioning well (chairing,
preparation, documentation and follow-up of meetings,
with agreed calendar)

1.00

0.00

Relevance

Keep the project going whilst responding to need and
demand for making significant changes.

1.00

0.00

Outline and agree the plan for the strategic review
process and ensure that the voices of beneficiaries,
clients (current and potential) and ProCap experts are
given due consideration

1.00

0.00
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These changes to be developed and agreed as part of
the planned strategic review process, drawing on:

0 This review

0 Previous reviews (2011 and 2014)

o Consultations with the stakeholders, especially
clients and roster members

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

0.89

0.33

Vision
None at this stage

Mission
None at this stage

Impact / Outcomes

Following up previous reviews and evaluations (2011
and 2014):-

Clarify, document and share with key stakeholders the
management response to the above, indicating which
recommendations have been accepted or rejected
(with reasons) and actions taken to date, in process
and planned soon.

0.88

0.35

Strengthen regular monitoring of and learning from
ongoing activities

0.88

0.35

Capturing and following up including learning, for
example by:

1.00

0.00

Ensure all parts of the regular M&L
are in place (good enough, check weakest link —
‘dashboard’)

0.75

0.50

Strengthen the current End of
Mission reporting from the client / hosting agency
(Performance Evaluation report)

0.86

0.38

Clarify and document the response to
the recommendations contained in end of mission
(Performance Evaluation) reports

0.75

0.50

Ensure that reports on other activities
(Training, Advocacy) and on key events (e.g. the
Annual ProCap meeting) are received and any
recommendations considered and acted on.

1.00

0.00
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Review the full cycle of ‘marketing’
(need, demand, clients, promotion), handling requests,
deploying, debriefing, follow-up and learning.
Management to do the review with SC to taking note
and ensuring action); noting the comments made about
the need to develop the roster to meet demand.

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

0.88

0.35

Operational Performance
None at this stage

Management
None at this stage

Governance

Review the internal structure and processes of the
project

1.00

0.00

Review and update the current TOR of the SC

o Clarify the key governance aspects that are a
priority for the SC, including oversight, MEAL (see
above under impact/outcomes), strategic direction,
prioritisation and resourcing

o Clarify the key management and operational
aspects that are within the remit of the SU/NRC, with
appropriate delegation to SU/NRC and reporting from
them to SC, see matrix note below

1.00

0.00

Ensure that the governance processes are fit for
purpose:

o Calendar of key events (strategy review/develop,
reporting, meetings, appeal)

0 SC meetings (chairing, preparation, documentation
and follow-up of meetings)

o0 Ensure adequate provision is made to resource
this, including provision for chairing and secretariat
support, with agreed TOR for key officers (starting with
Chair)

0.88

0.35

SC to formalise matrix for SU & NRC, ensure
resourcing in place, then adjust if resourcing
problematic.

0.71

0.53
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Clarify the lines of accountability within the project SC,
SU, NRC, Member Agencies, ProCap experts and how
this accountability is exercised

0 Who takes major strategic decisions, (close,
continue or make major changes)?

0 Who has ultimate financial responsibility?

Independent Strategic Review of ProCap and GenCap projects

0.88

0.35

Position of the project
None at this stage
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7.13.3 Pro Cap Open space

The consultants suggested that the broad theme could be Strategy, Impact, Governance &
Management but participants were not bound by these.

As a contribution to the discussion, the consultants had presented earlier in the workshop the
following slides.

Measuring impact

Strategy — issues emerging?

Protection or rights?

Mention ProCap?
The world we want to live in+ ®

Our part in making that world

Based on https:/ien wikipedia.orgwikilDonald_Kirkpatrick

WHS, migration,

assault on rights?
e, .
STl i EREIEEY  [ssues & trends in the operatingenvironmentimpacting our work

AEE el Bl To demonstrate credibility Limited number
& high level
SlcierdeelSadic Where we will put the most effort « ®
GECe ] How we plan to secure the resources to deliver on our strategy -0-lil | Reactions: were the clients happy with the intervention?

. L . Emphasise
PLIVEWEIEICHE  How we planto deliver our strategy: © @ [=0/= 00| The number of deployments, courses and events? #

(sl itels B Level of detail required well below a project proposal! . . L
SV Right people for right deployments, training and advocacy?

[50/=5) | Behaviour: what are the clients doing differently?

5270 | Learning: what have the clients learned?

Governance and Management

* Governance structures
* The triangles (Same for ProCap & GenCap) Apffectled
'eople
¢ Otherstakeholders..? s

* Accountability — and how exercised?
* Who makes big decisions?
* Processes
« Oversight & Direction (strategic)
+ M&E
* Resourcing strategy

sc
Agencies
= &
oCap

« Management
« Clearreporting lines to SC — CEOQ? SU || NRC
» Delegationfrom SC (operational matters)
« Securing resources & working within.. @

The topics selected by the participants were: Fundraising, ProCap’s role promoting systemic
protection change, Structure, Inter-Agency Chapeau & Continuity in non-protection agency, see
below.
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Fundraising
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Structure

Inter-Agency Chapeau Continuity in non-protection agency
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7.14 Timeline as agreed 24 May 2017

Week commencing
Contract 1 (agreed ontra e 0 co atio
Activities Days 07-Nov | 14-Nov | 21:Nov | 28-Nov| 05-Dec | 12-Dec | 19-Dec | 26-Dec | 02-Jan | 09-Jan | 16-Jan | 23-Jan | 30-Jan | 06-Feb | 13-Feb | 20-Feb | 27-Feb | 06-Mar| 13-Mar | 20-Mar | 27-Mar | 03-Apr | 10-Apr | 17-Apr | 24-Apr | 01-M ay JO8-May} I5-May | 22-May] 29-May] 05-Jun ] 12-Jun | 19-Jun | 26-Jun] 03-Jul | 10-Jul
Contract 1 (agreed)
Contract In principle agreement 0.0 X
Meet and greet in Geneva 0.0 X
Develop & share detailed proposal 0.0 X
Contract preliminary admin (UN forms) 0.0
Contract signature & mobilisation 0.0 X
0.0
Inception
Share, receive and briefly review key documents 3.0
Inception Meeting GVA, prep, attend, 2 consultants 2.0 X
Draft & share Inception Report 2.0 X
Cient review s and feeds back on inc rep X
Revise & Finalise Inception Report 1.0 D
Inception 8.0)
Desk research and interviews
Desk research of selected documentation 5.0
Develop 2xquestionnaires, share & review with client 2.0 X
Conduct pilot round of interview s x 9 (telcon) 3.0
Share Aide Memoire key points from pilot 3.0 _
Review, share, agree and and revise questionnaires 1.0 X
Further interview s x 18 (telcon) 6.0 X
Desk research and interviews 20.0]
Online surveys x2
Develop online 2xsurveys, share, review & agree 3.0 X
Review and finalise online survey 2.0 X
Review lists of informants for online survey 2.0 X
Client Issues online survey 0.0 X
Time for respondents to complete survey 0.0
Review & compile online survey results 2.0 X
Online survey 9.0]
Geneva Stakeholder workshops x2
Key Findings Aide Mémoire, completion contract 1 4.0 n
Contract 2 (subject to confirmation)
Prepare for 2x1d w orkshops
GenCap: client feedback, comments & clarifications 2.0 X|
Update Aide-memoire for second workshop 2.0 X
ProCap: client feedback, comments & clarifications 2.0 X|
Attend and contribute to 2 w orkshops, inc travel
GenCap w orkshop in Geneva 4.0
PrcCap w orkshop in Geneva (Mon 29) 4.0 X
Geneva Stakeholder workshop 18.0]
Donor consultation
Preparation 0.5
Liaison 0.5
Attend and present, inc travel 15 X
Debrief 0.5 X
3.0
Reporting
Draft Report, develop & share 5.0 m
Client to review report and give feedback 0.0
Discuss, review & respond to client feedback 2.0 X
Final report, complete and submit 3.0 n
Reporting 10.0]
Project Management
Client liaision, updates, issues arising, etc 5.0
Other 5.0]
Completion contract 2
Total consultant days 73.0] X key milestone DI Deliverable
Notes
1. BL on leave 3 weeks review at client request
2. Possible limited availbility client and / or consultants assumed w eek either side of Easter
3. TFon leave TBC & BL in S Sudan TBC
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