IASC CAP SWG / GCCs Meeting on Haiti Flash Appeal Revision

February 2, 2010

Geneva

I. Division of labour among Port-au-Prince, Santo Domingo, and HQs - in planning, strategy development, project upload and review, and appeal writing

The initial Haiti Flash Appeal (FA) was largely a HQ-produced document because of practicalities on ground.  Going into the revision process, it seemed this might be necessary again.  However, reports from OCHA’s Luke McCallin (who is facilitating the revision process on the ground) indicate that the cluster coordinators and cluster members are keen to do this revision process themselves to the maximum extent possible rather than relegating it to HQs, and seem to have enough information and vision to articulate strategies and projects.  The capacity to do so will probably vary from cluster to cluster, so some GCCs should be prepared to lend substantive support.  In all cases, we should try to take the burden off the ground and do much of the detailed writing at HQ level (of cluster response plans and projects), relying on ‘raw’ inputs from the field and elaborating them into text that can be published.  In particular, HQs should be prepared to operate the Online Projects System (OPS) for their field colleagues, because of connectivity problems: field offices could send project outlines by email to their HQ, which can then elaborate as needed and upload them onto OPS.  A PDF compendium of draft projects could then be sent back to the field for the peer review process.  

Action: each agency should please nominate an HQ focal point for the appeal revision, and communicate the FP’s contact to Ysabel Fougery – fougery@un.org).
The Haiti Flash Appeal is now essentially transforming into a consolidated appeal, though the timeline of the revision will only allow a portion of the usual 2-3 months of CAP consultation and development.  However, the mid-year review will be the opportunity for a fuller reflection and consultation.
In the revision, organizations have the possibility of providing more narrative text and detail per project than the very brief project boxes that suffice for a flash appeal document.  CAP Section recommends providing as much detail as possible on each electronic project sheet; however organizations unable to elaborate many project details at the moment have the option of keeping the on-line projects in fairly abbreviated form for the moment, with the possibility of adding more text on line later.  (All Haiti Flash Appeal projects are now on OPS, in their original abbreviated form.)  
Regarding the inclusion of cluster coordination costs, such costs may be both included within an existing project or represented as a project of its own – whichever better suits the cluster lead agency.  If the costs are rolled into a larger operational project, agencies are advised to show the portion of project budget related to cluster coordination, in case donors ask.

As part of the revision process, the appeal should extend to more organizations, since the rapid first edition did not have time to include very many of the organizations on the ground.  (And more have arrived since.)  Cluster leads are encouraged to make a ‘due diligence’ effort to get these organizations and activities counted in the revised appeal.  Even though many such activities are already funded, such organizations may be motivated by the collective benefit of having a comprehensive mapping of who is doing what.  (Besides, being counted in the appeal costs them very little effort).  However, we don’t have time to include every small organization and every last dollar: effort should be focused on getting the key players counted in the appeal. 
II. Establishing the boundaries of the revised appeal

While the HCT and HC would normally set these boundaries, the meeting discussed some key dimensions, to help give the HCT a starting point.  

a) Humanitarian versus Reconstruction

This is not the first time the IASC has had to define a boundary between what goes into the humanitarian appeal and what goes into the reconstruction plan: the same question was handled in Georgia 2008 and oPt/Gaza 2009.  The guideline that worked for those can be applied here: durable reconstruction of infrastructure can go into the humanitarian appeal if it is also the fastest or otherwise best means for meeting short-term humanitarian needs (directly, or indirectly though enabling other aid operations).  The classic example is the Iraqi town with damaged municipal water system: rather than trucking water, it’s more rational to fix the municipal pipes.  Any other reconstruction should go into the reconstruction plan instead of humanitarian appeal.
The PDNA and resulting reconstruction plan are not itemised into projects as CAPs are, but they usually refer to three stages: early recovery (normally included in humanitarian appeal); longer-term recovery; and reconstruction.  Defining these three requires some nuance, but one distinction is that early recovery is done by humanitarian actors using humanitarian mechanisms, whereas recovery should not use humanitarian mechanisms (though there are parts of recovery that should be done immediately and support humanitarian actions).  Generally, if it can wait six months, it should be presented in the reconstruction plan instead of humanitarian appeal.  The use of clusters for early recovery is appropriate, but reconstruction should be done with or through the government.

b) Prevention, preparedness and disaster risk reduction (DRR)

Though the dividing line for this dimension seems fluent, it can be stated that actions that prevent the humanitarian crisis from becoming worse should be included in the FA (particularly for specific, imminent and probable threats like hurricane season).  Aside from that, the scope for this is somewhat limited in the flash appeal, since many DRR/preparedness activities depend on government, yet the Haitian government capacity in this regard is currently weak.
c) Duration

It is already clear that some humanitarian actions will have to continue at least 12 months.  However we should be disciplined about which programmes to extend to 12 months: not all should extend automatically.  The government, and some donors, may become sensitive about what they may perceive as avoidable prolongation of relief, or diversion of energy from reconstruction.  
d) Capacity

We learned in the Tsunami that it is counter-productive to seek or accept funds for humanitarian action that cannot be expended within a reasonable time, say one year.  The revised appeal should be bounded by what can actually be implemented and expended by participating organizations within 12 months, not by every estimated need.

III. Setting expectations for this revision

It is important to make sure that most of our efforts go into the most important elements of the revision, since we can't do all the planning and analysis we might want within the next two weeks.

The revision will not be the final word.  Projects can be further updated or added continuously.  The Mid-Year Review will be an opportunity to refine further.

The appeal revision could contain what is sometimes called a “plan of action” in the sense of a set of short-term targets (like one or two months).  Indeed it should be clear about targets for the coming three months, while targets for the rest of 2010 can be given as approximate and somewhat speculative.

IV. Structuring the involvement of Dominican Republic  projects

It is expected that the revised FA will include activities in the Dominican Republic (DR) supporting earthquake aid operations in Haiti or earthquake-affected Haitians in the DR.  It is, for now, unclear whether there will be a separate chapter for the DR response in the FA revision document.  There seem to be three types of DR projects emerging: 

· Support and service from the DR side such as logistics

· Cross-border operations delivering aid to Haiti from the Dominican side

· Support for earthquake-affected Haitians in the DR (such as those in DR hospitals)

Because the first two types of projects reach into Haiti, our working presumption for now is that they mainly can come under the oversight of the PaP-based clusters (though of course the DR RC and the SD clusters will have a window on those), while the projects that assist earthquake-affected Haitians in DR will be more directly developed by the SD clusters under the DR RC.  
Organizations with activities of the first two types may roll them into larger Haiti-based projects for purposes of presenting them in the revised appeal, or may choose to present them as separate DR-specific projects.  Activities of the third type would more naturally be presented as separate DR projects.  
In the revised appeal document, it’s likely that a separate chapter for DR response would be needed only if there is a critical mass of projects of the third type.

To summarize, projects that reach into Haiti should be coordinated by the Haiti HC and clusters, but also reviewed by the DR RC.
V. Feasibility and desirability of a possible appeal/CHAP workshop within the next week 

The group generally felt this could be useful, but should be in PaP not Santo Domingo because of the travel time that PaP staff would lose going to DR.  (PaP might have a suitable facility that escaped damage.)  If it is to be within the next week, a half-day meeting is more feasible than a 1-2 day workshop.  There would be little need for HQ people to travel to PaP for such a meeting, since there are so many HQ people in PaP already.  

A fuller humanitarian planning workshop could take place before the MYR.  

VI. Prioritisation (or categorization)

Prioritisation makes most sense in a situation of insufficient funds.  In Haiti, there is enough funding already to make it unnecessary to assign each project a priority rating.  Better to only prioritise among unfunded or under-funded projects (including new projects that appear in the revision).  

It might also be useful to categorise projects chronologically: those that can and should begin now, those that cannot begin now, and those that don’t strongly need to begin now.  
VII. Use of the Online Projects System -- by cluster coordinators and cluster members

The HQs will have to take over functions usually done by the field offices (upload and editing of projects, approval by cluster leads).  For many organizations, it seems the field can articulate the substance of projects.  HQs should be prepared to elaborate these into project details and text.

The idea of OPS is that everyone can view each other’s draft projects, but only have the right to edit their own organisation’s projects.  However, there are a few tricks that allow uploading for another organisation.  This will help GCCs upload projects for cluster members with no HQ outside Haiti to help them, i.e. national NGOs.  
A particular feature of OPS is that a field “cluster lead” (a user registered with the profile of cluster lead) must click “approve” on each draft project selected for the appeal (by peer review within the cluster).  Since we cannot expect cluster coordinators in PaP to do this (because of connectivity), each GCC should register one user as a “field cluster/sector lead,” so that they can click “approve” once their colleagues on the ground give them the results of the peer review.

Action: each GCC should register one user on OPS to act as the pseudo “field cluster lead” on behalf of your cluster coordinator colleague on the ground.  Register a different user as your agency HQ reviewer for your own projects (if you don’t already have an existing CAP SWG user).
Click here for guide to getting started on OPS: http://ocha.unog.ch/OPS/downloads/CAP_Online_Project_System_manual.pdf. 
See also annex detailing the project info that orgs are advised to provide.

VIII. Timeline

A tentative timeline with the target publication date of February 17 has gotten in circulation.  Some on the ground were alarmed by the interim target date of February 3 to draft projects and upload them onto OPS.  Generally, the final target publication date should be kept for now, but we can allow more time for some of the interim steps:

· The drafting of cluster response plans would be nice if done by tomorrow but it is understandable if it takes longer

· Upload of draft projects should be done by February 6, bearing in mind that they can still be edited throughout the peer review phase for another five days.
· Clusters have until 7/8 February to peer-review projects
· RC/HC review process should be completed around 11/12 February

· Final field draft to OCHA CAP Section about 12 February

· 13-14 February – final IASC HQ review
· 15-16 February – appeal document finalised and published electronically by OCHA CAP Section 

Generally, publishing the revision two days later than the target of February 17 would not be terrible, but it should not be two weeks late.

A final full timeline will be circulated in the next day or two pending feedback from PaP.
ANNEX: PROJECT INFORMATION THAT YOU CAN PUT ON OPS

(Explanation text in green and example text in blue.  You can use this template to prepare your project info in advance, before going onto OPS to upload it)

	(fields marked * are required)
	

	 
	
	
	

	Project Title:*
	 Be concise. Capture the essence of the project. If a project belongs to a sub-cluster or other special coordination group (e.g. child protection, nutrition, psycho-social and mental health, etc.), please make sure to include those words in the project title to ensure that requirements and funding can be more easily identified for advocacy and analytical purposes.

	 
	
	
	

	
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	

	Appealing Agency:*
	 (Use the search box on OPS to find your organization’s name in the database. The project can have more than one appealing agency on OPS – but each must have its own budget.)

	
	
	
	

	Requested Budget *
	Budget item 
	US$
	

	
	Cost A (e.g. staff)
	100,000
	 

	
	Cost B (e.g. inputs)
	50,000
	

	
	Cost C (e.g. administration)
	50,000
	

	
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	 
	

	 
	TOTAL  (OPS will calculate total automatically from the lines above.)
	200,000
	

	 NOTE: OPS offers only five (5) budget lines, to keep the information manageable.  If your organization’s standard format has more than 5, just combine some of the smaller ones

	
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	

	Cluster/Sector:*
	 OPS will give you a drop-down menu of the cluster/sector names in your country.  

	 
	
	

	Project Location (province, region etc.):
	Choose ONE location from the drop-down menu that OPS will offer, tailored to your 2010 CAP.

	 
	
	
	

	Objective:*
	 A summary in a sentence or two of what the project aims to achieve.  This should relate directly to one of the cluster/sector objectives.  

	 
	
	
	

	Beneficiaries:
	Disaggregate women and children from TOTAL wherever possible.  On OPS, don’t put commas between digits.
	Number
	Description *

	 
	Total:
	 1000 [always individuals, not households]
	 

	 
	     Children
	 500
	

	 
	     Women
	 200
	

	 
	     Other Group (specify)
	 20
	community health promoters

	 
	
	 
	 

	Implementing Partners:
	List partners ONLY in the sense of those whom you will subcontract – NOT those with whom you will coordinate. (It’s assumed you’ll coordinate laterally with the rest of the cluster/sector.)  e.g. Ministry of Health, Oxfam 

	 
	
	
	

	Project Duration (dd/mm/yyyy):*
	Start Date
	End Date
	

	 
	 01/01/2010 
	31/12/2010
	

	 
	From when to when does the project run? Note that a project’s duration can exceed one year. In that case, funds requested should be the portion needed for 2010 only. 
	

	Needs, Activities and Output Description 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	

	Needs:*
	 (maximum 4,000 characters, which is about 2/3 of a page – NOTE: this is much more space than was available in the old Word format.)

	 
	
	
	

	Activities:*
	 (maximum 4,000 characters, which is about 2/3 of a page – NOTE: this is much more space than was available in the old Word format.)

	 
	
	
	

	Outcomes:*
	 (maximum 4,000 characters, which is about 2/3 of a page – NOTE: this is much more space than was available in the old Word format.)

	 
	
	
	

	Priority
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	

	Priority:
	 Choose the priority rating, as agreed with your cluster/sector group following peer review, from the drop-down menu that OPS will offer (tailored to your 2010 CAP).
	

	 
	
	

	Additional Project Information 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	

	Project Contact Name:*
	 Joe Schmoe  Warning: this information will eventually be published, to allow interested donors to contact the right person in your organization. So don’t give confidential contact information. Use a generic contact instead of a name if you prefer (e.g. UNXYZ Donor Relations Officer).  OPS already captures the name of the registered user who created the project, for internal follow-up if needed.

	Project Contact Email:*
	Joe.Schmoe@unxyz.org  Warning: this information will eventually be published. , to allow interested donors to contact the right person in your organization. So don’t give confidential contact information. Use a generic e-mail address if you prefer (e.g. donor-relations@unxyz.org).

	Project Contact Phone:*
	Tel. +41 22 XXXXXXX  Warning: this information will eventually be published, to allow interested donors to contact the right person in your organization. So don’t give confidential contact information. Use your organization’s general phone number if you prefer.

	URL for further info:
	This is an optional field in which the proposing organization can put a link to a longer document – perhaps a proposal in a longer format, or a detailed needs assessment.

	Agency Project Code:
	 This is an optional field in which the agency can note the project code to which it will refer to this project (or ‘programme,’ or ‘activity’) in its internal system, for future reference.

	 
	 
	 
	 


Screenshot of actual OPS project upload page:
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