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SNFI Cluster Coordination Meeting | Sept. 4, 2023 
 

Meeting Minutes

Location: MS Teams
Time: 13:00 – 14:30 Sudan time

Attendance: MS Teams attendance sheet annexed at the end of the document.

Agenda:
· General Updates
· HPC 2024 Initial Consultations
· IOM RRF Presentation

General Updates:
· The situation in Sudan remains critically unchanged, with conflict persisting in hotspot areas such as Khartoum and Omdurman. Recent events include an airstrike in the southern part of Khartoum, resulting in 20 civilian deaths, including women and children. South Darfur has seen ongoing clashes and airstrikes, with one day last week recording over 40 deaths. People were either killed while seeking refuge under a bridge or within their homes. Communications in Nyala are virtually non-existent, apart from MTN's text messaging service. 

· There are reports of renewed clashes between the army and RSF in western El Obeid. As a consequence, the number of gathering sites has reportedly increased from 18 to 37. In Kadugli, near-siege conditions prevail, with dwindling emergency food supplies and major roads being blocked due to fighting between SPLM-N Al-Hilu and SAF. Capitals in other Darfur states like Genina and Zalingi are reported to be deserted, contributing to the worsening situation. The number of IDPs in East Darfur is on the rise, primarily because of ongoing intense clashes in South Darfur.

· Sudan is currently facing the largest displacement crisis on the African continent, nearing 4 million newly displaced IDPs and surpassing other crisis-ridden countries like Nigeria, Ethiopia, South Sudan, Somalia, and even the DRC. If current trends continue, Sudan is projected to surpass Ukraine, making it the largest displacement crisis globally. Despite this, the crisis remains underreported and underrepresented in media and international diplomatic efforts.

· On a positive note, the System-Wide Scale-Up has been announced, elevating the situation to a Level 3 emergency. This mandates each cluster lead agency to outline how they will increase resources and improve coordination. The scale-up also comes with increased pledges from donors. Following this announcement, Sudan will receive its third CERF allocation this year of $20 million, adding to the previous allocations of $18 million in March and another $20 million earlier this year. The increased funding is welcomed, although sustained support will be necessary.
HPC Timeline:
· The next agenda point focused on the Humanitarian Program Cycle (HPC) for 2024, covering the development of the Humanitarian Needs Overview (HNO) and the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP). A timeline was presented, marking crucial activities, responsible parties, and expected outcomes.

· The timeline begins on August 29, when OCHA was supposed to share updated baseline population data. However, this baseline data has not yet been received, which could potentially delay subsequent milestones. Hence, the timeline remains subject to change.
· The first significant deadline for the clusters is September 17, by which preliminary sectoral Severity estimates and People in Need (PiN) numbers should be ready. This timeline is conditional upon receiving the awaited baseline data.

· In terms of other important dates for the clusters, we have October 3 3 for sectoral activities, costs, targets, and financial requirements; and November 10 for submitting the narrative part of the HRP. The good news is that partner project submissions have been transferred to January 2024, allowing additional time for preparation and coordination. The cluster will engage in discussions around these key dates to ensure proper consultations for each of the deliverables. However, it is important to note, in terms of financial requirements, there is an expectation of negotiating back and forth with the HCT, particularly given donor pressure to reduce costs, hence some numbers we might not have too much control over.

· For October and November, the timeline covers behind-the-scenes activities like stakeholder engagement meetings, HCT consultations and endorsement of deliverables, and submissions into global documents – like Global Humanitarian Overview. 

· In summary, the cluster's focus in the upcoming months will include working on draft PiN and Severity calculations, reviewing the cluster's results framework for the next year, determining activity costs, conducting a prioritization exercise where targets for each of the cluster activities are decided at locality level, and providing comments on HNO/HRP cluster narratives.

Baseline Data:
· Preliminary numbers from the IOM DTM suggest a potential figure of 7.1 million IDPs. These numbers include both the old IDPs and the 4 million newly displaced post-April 15. There is uncertainty regarding how these numbers were combined due to possible overlap.

· The Refugee figure is considered more stable at 960,000, which excludes those who have returned to their countries of origin. The data set for secondarily displaced refugees is also awaited as it will be significant for severity calculations.

· A new category of "Host Community" will be included in the HRP 2024. This category aims to recognize the burden on the local communities hosting IDPs. About 70% of the newly displaced IDPs are being hosted by friends and family, leading to an enormous hosting burden on these communities. OCHA has decided that for each IDP and each refugee, one person from the host community will be counted as a "host community" in the baseline data. 

· In addition to the above categories, the forth category is the “Non-Displaced Population”, which includes other vulnerable residents which are not hosting anyone in their homes, but are indirectly impacted by the war and natural disasters. 

· A point of uncertainty remains the status of "returnees," individuals who have returned to their original place of residence. In previous years, returnees were part of the calculations. However, their inclusion this year is uncertain due to the majority being situated in hotspot areas, making it challenging to determine whether they have become new IDPs. Hence, there is a high likelihood, the “Returnee” category will not be part of this year’s calculations.

Severity Calculations Methodology:
· The next step after receiving baseline data will be the calculation of Severity at locality level. JIAF 2.0 is the new framework that will be used, offering a standardized, global methodology.
· When it comes to the Global Shelter Cluster, JIAF 2.0 incorporates indicators and aligns closely with what was used in Sudan in the previous year for the 2023 HRP, making the transition easier.

· Methodology – Three Pillars:
I. Shelter: Indicators focus on dwelling types, shelter conditions, etc.
II. NFIs and Energy: Focuses on non-food items and some access to energy.
III. Settlements: Involves indicators from other clusters like distance to health facilities, water points, etc. that assess access to basic infrastructure and services.

· Since MSNA is not happening this year, the most recent and accurate data is from the MSNA 2022 and considering indicators from MSNA 2022 match the 3 Pillars, this will be used as the main basis for calculations this year. 

· However, it is critical to recognize a significant geographic shift in the locations of IDPs. Data indicates that the majority of IDPs were predominantly situated in the western and central regions of the country at the close of 2022. Given the demographic reconfiguration where IDPs now predominantly stay in northern and eastern parts of the country, the MSNA 2022 naturally does not include data on IDPs in these newly affected regions, as they were not present in these areas at the time of the survey. However, since 70% of the new IDPs are staying in the Host Community – the “Residents” data from MSNA 2022 will be used to complement severity calculations for IDPs in these areas. 

· Additionally given these challenges with the lack of data, proxy indicators like hotspot areas and population change, especially with new IDPs and secondarily displaced refugees, will be superimposed to adjust severity levels.

· Maysa from ADRA emphasized the need for a pragmatic approach in assessing the needs, specifically highlighting the variations in shelter requirements between different regions – e.g., hotspot regions where people are not displaced and still in their homes like Khartoum and some Darfur states, versus the East where people are displaced and urgently need shelter. The Cluster Coordinator acknowledged this input as valuable, nothing that this nuanced approach will be crucial in setting accurate targets for different shelter and NFI activities in a context specific manner for each of the localities. 

Costing Methodology:
· In the discussion about costing methodology, the focus shifted towards three primary approaches: activity-based costing, project-based costing, and a hybrid approach. The current strategy in Sudan is a hybrid method that begins with activity-based costing, providing early financial requirements that can later be adjusted based on project submissions from partners.

· This process begins by agreeing on the results framework and activity costs – whereby at this stage only minor changes may be needed to our current one, since we already underwent the revision in May for the revised HRP 2023. The third step involves mapping activity targets at the locality and population group levels, emphasizing the need for strategic, context-specific interventions — a point also highlighted by Maysa from ADRA earlier in the discussion. Finally, the overall financial requirement is calculated by multiplying the localized activity targets by their corresponding costs.

· Beginning next year, in January, partners will submit their projects for vetting by cluster coordinators. Normally, these project-based costs will be compared to the initial activity-based financial requirements, allowing for last-minute course corrections to either increase or decrease the overall financial ask. However, since project submissions occur after HRP was already published, it is not clear whether this will be possible.

IOM RRF Presentation:
· RRF Program Manager from IOM, started the presentation by providing an overview of the Rapid Response Fund (RRF), elucidating its role in emergency response within Sudan. Established in 2014 and approaching its 10th year, the RRF serves as a critical funding mechanism specifically designed to address emergency situations. Funded by USAID, the mechanism aims to offer efficient and flexible sub-grants to both international and national NGOs engaged in responding to either natural or human-made disasters in Sudan.

· The focus of the RRF is strictly on emergency onset scenarios, not covering phases before or after the emergency. The primary objective is to deliver life-saving assistance via implementing partners to reach beneficiaries effectively. Over the past decade, the RRF has invested approximately $20 million in emergency response efforts across various cities in Sudan. Currently, an additional $50 million has been allocated by the US Bureau of Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) to address Sudan's ongoing crisis, amplifying the mechanism's scope and reach.

· RRF focuses on eight sectors. The first sector includes emergency shelter and non-food items (NFI), with activities in shelter and settlement often presented together. The second sector involves emergency water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) activities, such as water provision and hygiene promotion. The third sector centers on emergency health services, including mobile clinics, minor rehabilitation of health centers, and provision of medical consumables. Protection forms the fourth sector, encompassing general protection, child protection, gender-based violence (GBV) initiatives, and women's centers. The fifth sector is humanitarian coordination and information management, although this has been less active in recent years due to the robust work already being done in other sectors. Nonetheless, discussions are underway to activate this sub-grant. The sixth and new sector is food security and livelihoods (FSL), with a focus on quick-impact activities like vegetable farming and fishing in emergency settings. Economic recovery and income-generating activities fall under the livelihood aspect of this sector. Lastly, logistics forms the eighth sector, designed to support transportation and operation costs for the distribution of supplies.

· RRF does not operate on fixed deadlines or conventional calls for proposals. Instead, the initiation for funding occurs when a crisis is officially declared by authorities and is supported by a credible assessment report. Organizations interested in obtaining RRF funding are advised to send a simple email detailing their identity, intervention plan, and proposed activities for a specific emergency situation.

· The funding size provided by the RRF can vary widely, depending on the sector and scope of the project. For logistical operations that are smaller in scale, funding can range from $3,000 to $20,000. Humanitarian coordination and information management projects, which often involve studies and assessments, can receive a similar range of funding. For the protection sector, the ceiling amount is set at $150,000 due to the nature of the activities often being "soft components" that may not require substantial funding. Other sectors such as emergency shelter, health, and WASH projects have a higher funding ceiling of $250,000 due to their larger scale and inclusion of hard component activities.

· The concept of multi-sector funding has also been introduced, set at a ceiling of $350,000. However, this type of funding is generally not recommended for organizations that are new to the RRF mechanism or lack adequate experience, so as not to distract them from their primary mission. Overall, the presentation clarified the flexible and context-specific approach that the RRF adopts in its funding processes.

· Eligibility criteria for the RRF allocations are based on three key pillars: Eligibility of the Emergency, Eligibility of the Organization and Eligibility of the Project. 

· Eligibility of the Emergency: The emergency must be either a natural or human-made disaster and should have occurred recently. The fund does not support interventions related to cross-border movement or mobility, meaning it does not engage in refugee assistance. Contexts that have persisted for longer than three months are generally not considered "emergencies" for the purpose of this fund, given that affected populations are likely to have developed some coping mechanisms. Exceptions exist for "protracted emergencies" that are evolving and subject to frequent changes.

· Eligibility of the Organization: Generally, organizations that are active members in relevant sector meetings are likely to meet these eligibility standards. One of the foundational requirements for eligibility is official registration at either a federal or state level. Additionally, organizations need to have a MOU, often HAC or respective ministries. Furthermore, an organization's established competency within the sector is crucial for eligibility; those who are not active sector members and don't attend regular sector meetings may find themselves ineligible for RRF sub-grants. Another important criterion relates to an organization's geographical presence. Eligible organizations should either already have a presence in the area of the intended emergency response or demonstrate the capability to quickly mobilize resources to establish such a presence. Financial soundness is also a key consideration. Typically, the RRF prefers to engage with organizations that possess sufficient financial capacity to initiate the implementation of projects even while awaiting the disbursement of RRF funds. This doesn't imply that due payments are withheld but reflects the reality that financial processes can take time. Lastly, organizations must have the capability to meet all monitoring, evaluation, and reporting obligations and must agree to abide by all conditions set forth in both RRF and donor guidelines.

· Eligibility of the Project: Proposed interventions must be well-defined and directly address the needs identified within the context of the emergency situation. Additionally, project eligibility is subject to sector-specific criteria, particularly when it comes to the types of activities that can be funded. Proposals must focus on activities that are specifically endorsed by RRF and fall within its cost-efficiency parameters. For example, in sectors like emergency health and emergency water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH), there are certain restrictions on the kinds of activities that the RRF will support. In the realm of emergency health, the procurement of pharmaceuticals and heavy equipment for health facilities is not supported. Similarly, projects that involve extensive rehabilitation or upgrades of existing health facilities fall outside the scope of eligible activities for RRF funding. For example, the RRF could not intervene in the provision of drinking water in certain areas, despite increased population pressures, as the water issue was considered a chronic gap. These limitations are put in place to maintain the focus of the RRF on immediate, life-saving interventions rather than longer-term developmental or infrastructural endeavors. As such, applicants are advised to carefully consider these sector-specific restrictions when crafting their project proposals for RRF sub-grants.

· Due diligence is a significant requirement for organizations seeking funding through the RRF. A specialized tool is deployed to evaluate organizational competence, ensuring that they meet the necessary criteria to manage RRF funding responsibly. This evaluation also assesses an organization's operational capacity and familiarity with implementing RRF projects.

· In terms of project duration, RRF primarily supports projects that can be executed within a four-month window, aligning with the fund's focus on emergency responses. Although the fund is flexible to some extent, allowing for a one-month no-cost extension under particular circumstances, it strictly adheres to this timeframe. This helps to ensure that projects target immediate, life-saving needs rather than addressing long-term issues.

· In addition to these requirements, RRF encourages organizations to thoroughly review the RRF guidelines, a comprehensive document spanning 35 to 40 pages, to fully understand the funding mechanism and its limitations. These guidelines are made readily available to potential applicants, and proactive sharing of the guidelines through various channels is common practice to ensure that all eligible entities are aware of how to access RRF funding.

· The application process for RRF is designed to efficient, boasting a quick turnaround time of two weeks for quality proposals. However, the timeline can extend if the submissions require significant revisions or if there is a need for extensive back-and-forth communication. Organizations are strongly encouraged to send a brief statement of interest before diving into the full proposal to ensure alignment with sector needs and response plans. This preliminary step involves consulting the RRF guidelines to understand eligibility and other requirements.

· Once an organization is given the green light to submit a full proposal, it is usually expected within a week to ten days. Upon receiving the application, it undergoes a meticulous review by thematic specialists within the program. Subsequently, sector leads provide further guidance and review, ensuring there is no overlap with other initiatives. This step is crucial given the volume of need across the affected areas; however, overlaps are rare.

· After this, the proposal moves to the donor's field office for additional scrutiny before receiving final approval. The entire cycle has been streamlined to address urgent needs efficiently. Despite changes in the field office's location due to ongoing crises, the review process remains proactive and efficient.

· Contact information for the RRF and various focal points within sectors are disseminated to facilitate smooth communication during the application process. RRF general email address: rrfforsudan@iom.int; RRF Program Manager Mahamat Noor: mnour@iom.int.
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