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Peace Building Fund

ANNUAL programme
 NARRATIVE progress report 
REPORTING PERIOD: 1 October 2010 – 31 January 2011
	Programme Title & Number
	
	Country, Locality(s), Thematic Area(s)


	· Programme Title: Southern Sudan Referendum Out-of-country Registration and voting
· Programme Number (if applicable)  
· MDTF Office Atlas Number: 
	
	Sudan, Australia, Canada, Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, UK, USA
· Support to Peace agreements and political dialogue

· Promoting coexistence and peaceful conflict resolution


	Participating Organization(s)
	
	Implementing Partners

	International Organization for Migration (IOM)

	
	· Southern Sudanese Referendum Commission (SSRC)
· UNIRED

· Host countries of the 8 OCV countries


	Programme/Project Cost (US$)
	
	Programme Duration (months)

	MDTF Fund Contribution:  

· by Agency (if applicable)
	1,622,441
	
	Overall Duration
	October 2010 to January 2011

	Agency Contribution

· by Agency (if applicable)
	
	
	Start Date

	1 October 2010

	Government Contribution
(if applicable)
	
	
	End Date or Revised End Date, 
(if applicable)
	31 January 2011

	Other Contribution (donor)

(if applicable)
	USAID 3m
EAD 60,000
IFES 494,708
AUSAID 994,036
DFID 2,947,702 UNDP-Managed Elections Basket Fund

	
	Operational Closure Date

	30 April 2011

	TOTAL:
	Approx 11 million
	
	Expected Financial Closure Date
	30 June 2011 


	Programme Assessments/Mid-Term Evaluation
	
	Submitted By

	Assessment Completed  - if applicable please attach
     Yes          No    Date: __________________
Mid-Evaluation Report – if applicable please attach          
      Yes          No    Date: __________________
	
	· Name: Jill Helke
· Title: Chief of Mission 
· Participating Organization (Lead): IOM
· Email address: jhelke@iom.int


	Abbreviations: 



	IOM:  International Organization for Migration
SSRC: Southern Sudan Referendum Commission

UNIRED: United Nations Integrated Referendum and Election Division 

OCV: Out of Country Voting (including registration)

CPA: Comprehensive Peace Agreement

GoSS: Government of South Sudan

GoS: Government of Sudan

SPLM: Sudan People’s Liberation Movement




NARRATIVE REPORT 

I. Purpose

· The Comprehensive Peace Agreement signed on 9 January 2005 ending the civil war in Sudan made provision for the holding of a referendum 6 years after the signing of the CPA, ie 9 January 2011 to enable the Southern Sudanese to choose between the continued unity of the country or secession for the South. IOM was named in the Southern Sudanese Referendum Act of December 2009 as providing assistance to the entity involved in planning, preparing for and implementing the out of country part of the Southern Sudanese Referendum in accordance with the Act, which named 8 countries with substantial Southern Sudanese populations.  IOM signed an MoU with the SSRC, the entity charged with the referendum as a whole, and the PBF grant was to enable IOM to provide this support to the implementation of a crucial component of the CPA and the peace-building process as a whole.  The PBF funding was intended as a catalytic investment to stimulate other donor support, and to fill a gap in funding until the UNDP-Managed Elections Basket Fund (“Basket Fund”) expanded its remit to include the out of country voting. 
· The programme supports the implementation of the CPA and political dialogue, and contributes to increasing peaceful conflict resolution.  An organized, fair, free and peaceful referendum in which the identified Southern Sudanese diaspora participates will lead to greater stability for Sudan and the greater region as a whole. The project will also help cement the legitimacy of the SSRC and Southern Sudanese government authorities which should in turn encourage donors to more fully support peace-building measures.

II. Resources 

Financial Resources:

· At the time of the application for the grant, IOM had received only limited funding from IFES (USD 494,708) and EAD (USD 60,000) towards its overall costs for the OCV element of the referendum.  Subsequently to the PBF grant, USAID (USD 3 million), DFID (USD 2,947,702) and AUSAID (USD 994,036) all contributed to IOM’s OCV project, and the Basket Fund Board approved the remainder of IOM’s needs.
· The initial estimates of financial needs were in the range of USD 18 to 20 million.  This was brought down to 15.6 million in early January, but the actual cost was under USD 11 million.  IOM based its initial estimates on the numbers of diaspora populations provided by the GoS, GoSS liaison offices, Sudanese Embassies, host countries, UNHCR, diaspora associations and others.  Once it became clear that these initial estimates were high, IOM reduced its staffing and commitments for the registration phase, and from there was able to reduce its staffing and other arrangements accordingly.  As the programme progressed, other adjustments to the budget were needed.  For example, the SSRC increased the number of registration and polling centres on the eve of the start of registration in mid November in Australia by 3 and in the US by 5.  In addition, IOM was asked to cover the costs of supporting the SSRC in-country representatives, and of the travel and DSA of Commissioners and members of the SSRC secretariat to visit the OCV countries during registration.
· Because IOM’s financial regulations do not allow it to commit or spend money which has not been pledged or paid, the Director General authorized a loan from the IOM Emergency Preparedness Account and provided an exception to the regulations to enable IOM to continue working on the OCV once that had been exhausted. The grants of funding by the UN, both EAD and the PBF were critical in keeping IOM closer within its financial regulations and in stimulating support from other donors.
Human Resources: (see annex called OCV by numbers which gives the breakdown by country and staff type)
· The total number of staff for the registration phase was 1626:
· 41 international

· 235 local

· 1350 registration and polling staff – ie Sudanese nationals

· The total number of staff for the polling phase was 901
· 41 international

· 186 local

· 674 registration and polling staff – ie Sudanese nationals
III. Implementation and Monitoring Arrangements

· Implementation mechanisms used were based on IOM’s past experience of implementing OCV operations. A number of key international staff with experience of OCV or other key skills and experience such as operations, logistics and procurement, financial and human resource administration, from IOM missions around the world provided surge capacity for this programme. Additional international staff were recruited on all-inclusive contracts for maximum speed and flexibility and local staff were recruited for the whole period on the basis that they would be paid only for those days actually worked. A pool of registration and polling staff were identified and trained in each country so that the in-country representatives could make the final selection, and have a reserve of staff in case of need, poor performance or drop outs.
· Procurement procedures used were standard for IOM in emergency situations. 
· Monitoring systems: There were excellent communication channels between the Khartoum liaison office and the operations/coordination office in Nairobi so that policies and guidance coming from the SSRC or UNIRED were channeled through Nairobi and combined with other systems and mechanisms in place for instructions and guidance to the 8 country offices. A daily reporting system was put in place from each country with headings so that both particular and systemic problems could quickly be addressed, and lessons learned in one place could be passed on to others.  A system of guidance notes and Qs and As was instituted both for the registration and polling phases.  These systems ensured that lessons and solutions were fed swiftly to all who needed to know, and any questions were put to the SSRC or UNIRED in Khartoum as soon as they arose.   
IV. Results 
· In the OCV programme, 60,219 people registered and 58,203 people voted.

· Progress in relation to planned outcomes and outputs (see enclosure OCV in numbers for more details).
· PBF funding helped catalyze further funds for the OCV operation.
· Information was collected on the numbers and locations of Southern Sudanese in the eight named countries to provide advice to the SSRC on the number and locations of registration and polling centres to be established.
· There was ongoing liaison with the OCV countries and their representatives for the implementation of the OCV, with ongoing coordination and briefing on procedures, security issues and progress.
· OCV offices were established,  equipment procured and core staff hired to manage the process, and premises were rented in neutral venues in which the registration and polling in the 8 countries would take place.
· Outreach, public information and education to prospective eligible voters and communities was carried out, 83,784 posters, leaflets, pamphlets, info sheets and other materials were printed, around 10,588 took part in community meetings, and 87 calls per day were answered across the whole OCV operation.
· Assistance was provided to the SSRC in appointing and supporting the 8 SSRC in-country Representatives in general and specifically in the appointment and training of the referendum staff for each centre including identifiers and considerations committee members.
· Logistics and transport for referendum documents and materials were managed.
· Assistance was provided to the SSRC in country representatives for managing the procedures for accreditation of observers.
· Visits to the OCV countries by SSRC Commissioners and secretariat staff during the registration process were arranged. 
· Support was provided to the SSRC in the registration, exhibition, polling, sorting, counting and declaration of results, and regular updates on the process, including daily reporting during registration and polling on the figures in each location. 
· Materials were returned, offices and polling centres closed, assets disposed of, and financial accounting to donors is under way/almost complete.

· Delays in programme implementation: The Sudanese had failed to formally request the Government of Egypt to allow OCV to take place on their soil, thus delaying registration in Egypt. The SSRC decided not to open the registration centres in the US and Australia on the first day of registration even though they were ready, while they decided on whether, how many and where additional centres would be opened in those countries in response to lobbying from diaspora groups. The additional centres (3 in Australia and 5 in the US) were opened as soon as possible, and the SSRC gave permission for the registration in those centres which opened late to continue for suitable periods.  The last registration centre to open in the US closed on 21 December.  During the polling phase, there were floods in Brisbane, Australia which forced the closure of the polling centre for several days.  The SSRC allowed polling in Brisbane to go on beyond the 7 days foreseen to give the voters there a chance to vote once the centre there was able to reopen.
· Key partnerships and collaborations were established with the SSRC as the main partner, along with UNIRED.  UNIRED was a key partner for IOM on OCV matters as they were posing questions and getting answers from the SSRC on in country matters, and IOM was trying to ensure that the OCV part was as far as was possible in step with the in country procedures 
· Preparations by the SSRC began very late in the process, which led to some difficulties in coping with the huge demands and tight timelines in terms of decision making on all referendum related matters, and in particular on the OCV.  This led to the delay of SSRC in-country representatives being appointed and their not having clear roles and responsibilities, both of which led to a number of problems.  
· Other highlights and cross-cutting issues: Key figures in the Government of South Sudan had made clear their concerns that the referendum in the North of Sudan and overseas could be manipulated and had therefore made it known that they did not want Southern Sudanese to take part outside Southern Sudan itself.  Some influential figures in the diaspora took up that call and actively campaigned using social networking sites and the media to discredit IOM and the OCV process and discourage people from taking part.  In some countries it was the GoSS liaison office personnel or SPLM representatives doing this and in some cases, notably in Uganda, death threats were made against IOM staff working on OCV and Southern Sudanese who were in any way involved, including those coming to register and vote.  This helps to explain why the turnout was much smaller than expected, though an inflation of the numbers by Southern Sudanese entities was also a factor: their aim was to try and ensure that there were many accessible centres.
· Assessment of the programme: Given the tight timelines and the inexperience of the SSRC, it was impressive that the Southern Sudan referendum took place within the timeline set by the CPA.  For IOM it was the shortest ever timeline for an OCV operation, so it was remarkable too that IOM kept to the timelines.  The extraordinary focus of the international community at large, and the commitment and driving force of the UN, both UNMIS and UNIRED, in particular were what made it happen.  All observers have judged the process both in country and the OCV part to have been fair and credible.  
V. Future Work Plan (if applicable)

· IOM has no further plans for work on OCV for the Southern Sudanese Referendum.  IOM has produced an extensive report including recommendations for improvements in any future such exercise.  In addition, staff members have taken part in the lessons learned exercises, and will remain available to give advice for any other electoral procedures in Sudan in future.  

	
	Performance Indicators
	Indicator Baselines
	Planned Indicator Targets
	Achieved Indicator Targets
	Reasons for Variance

(if any)
	Source of Verification
	Comments 
(if any)

	Outcome 1

Sustain the implementation of the CPA

	Output 1.1


	Indicator  1.1.1
	Execution of the planned OCRV programme
	OCRV in the 8 identified diaspora countries
	
	
	Reports of election monitors on the execution of the referendum.
	The implementation of the 2005 CPA was measured, in one part, by the execution of the January 2011 referendum on South Sudan which was carried out within the established timeline, and considered free and fair.  The OCRV programme was also considered a contributing factor towards its success. 

	Outcome 2
The OCRV project contributes to a fair, free and peaceful referendum avoiding further instability in the region

	Output 2.1


	Indicator  2.1.1
	Execution of the planned OCRV programme
	OCRV in the 8 identified diaspora countries
	
	
	Reports of election monitors on the execution of the referendum.
	The implementation of the 2005 CPA was measured, in one part, by the execution of the January 2011 referendum on South Sudan which was carried out within the established timeline, and considered free and fair.  The OCRV programme was also considered a contributing factor towards its success.
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VIII. INDICATOR BASED PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT








� The term “programme” is used for programmes, joint programmes and projects.


� Priority Area for the Peacebuilding Fund; Sector for the UNDG ITF.


� The start date is the date of the first transfer of the funds from the MDTF Office as Administrative Agent. Transfer date is available on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org/" ��MDTF Office GATEWAY� (http://mdtf.undp.org).


� All activities for which a Participating Organization is responsible under an approved MDTF programme have been completed. Agencies to advise the MDTF Office. 
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