Somalia Proposal to the UN Trust Fund for Human Security 

Notes on Clarification for the Second Revision (third submission)
This note explains how the formal comments of the first Human Security Trust Fund review from Ed Tsui in November 2005, as well as the informal comments by Jennifer Serunjogi in July 2006, have been addressed in this second revision (i.e. third submission) of the proposal.

1. The guidelines of the UNTFHS specify which are to be considered for funding, should concentrate on those areas of human security that are currently neglected and avoided duplication with existing programmes and activities (II.I. (6). The UNTFHS does not supplement budget gaps of existing programmes.  In this case, although the substance of the project is relevant to human security concerns and the suggested activities may generate concrete and sustainable benefits to real people; it seems that his project will be supporting the regular activities of the UNCT in Somalia i.e the UNDP/UNHCR project entitled Reintegration of the Returnees and Internally Displaced Persons(RRIDP).  Clarification is required in this regard.

This significantly revised proposal focuses on implementation of the UN Joint Strategy for IDPs in Somalia in Bossaso. As the proposal explains, the gap between IDP needs in Puntland and the response capacity of the UN in Somalia is tremendous in size, and comprehensive funding for initial activities in Puntland has not been secured from any other source. The RRDIP programme may be used as a vehicle for delivery for one of the submitting agencies, UNDP, but it should be noted that this project is under substantial reformulation and there is no overlap between the activities of this programme and the activities for which funding is requested under the UNTFHS.  The proposed project would thus not support ongoing or regular activities, and funding from UNTFHS would be crucial for addressing the problem and hopefully attracting additional funding.
The revised, joint proposal is significantly different from the initial proposal submitted by UNDP:
· It reflects a joint approach and a joint work plan by involved agencies, with a very clear division of labour and roles;

· It addresses the problem on a more comprehensive basis, with greater likelihood of quantitative impact;
· It focuses exclusively on Bossaso and will, if approved, demonstrate impact in the application of the Joint strategy for assistance to IDPs in Somalia.

2. Background: UNDP and UNHCR are requested to provide stronger background information, and a more detailed situational analysis.  For example, there have been many initiatives over the years including the RRIDP and the ROLS project which help contribute to the restoration of a ‘peaceful and secure environment to promote social and economic recovery’ – these projects should be mentioned in a stronger human security oriented situational analysis.  More detailed information should also be provided on the on-going activities by the international community in Somalia.

Relevant interventions in Bossaso/Puntland, which is the specific focus of the revised proposal, have been described in Section 3.
3. What are the mutual and multiplier effects of the proposed projects? How will this project extend the work that has previously been done? How will it avoid the mistakes that were made previously? How will it serve to develop stronger collaboration between existing initiatives?

The impact of existing efforts to support IDPs in Bossaso is very limited. The joint strategy, which is to be implemented and coordinated under the IASC Cluster Approach, locally through the Protection Cluster and IDP Working Group and with a Joint Programme Manager, will strengthen the collaboration among partner agencies and with implementing partners. The joint working arrangement is intended to be scaled up (in the event additional funds can be made available) and replicated in other parts of the country. By linking the different agencies, the project has a greater likelihood of strengthening collaboration among existing initiatives. Lessons learned will be recorded and shared through both local and Nairobi-based Cluster Working Groups.
4. A more detailed explanation is required on the partnerships outlined under ‘Linkages/complementarities with other related activities’ for each component.  How will the listed agencies be involved in the implementation of the proposed project?

The role of each partner agency has been specified in the revised submission. The Results Matrix indicates coordinating agency for each main objective and which agencies that are responsible for delivering on each output target.
5. The objectives, outputs and activities should be clearly defined.  It is not clear for example, what the outputs and activities are in relation to each of the objectives. 


Kindly refer to section 4 and the Results Matrix in Annex.
6. Methodology: How will the UN agencies and international NGOs which are outlined in this section contribute to the realization of each of the objectives? What specific activities will they implement? The coordination with other actors needs to be clearly articulated especially with regard to how they will be funded.

Section 4 details the implementation of activities. Implementation management, coordination, and partnership strategy are addressed in Section 5. Activities of the main non-UN implementing partner, the Danish Refugee Council (DRC), have been fully integrated with FAO and detailed under section 4. 

7. Sustainability: The sustainability analysis should be stronger and a clear exit strategy should also be outlined. 

The revised proposal includes a section analyzing sustainability issues (Section 6). It should be noted that the problems for IDP’s are so vast that exit strategies can only be conceived in connection with specific target groups. Sustainability will be the output targets of complementary efforts to ensure the integration of IDP assistance in public policy.

Human Security for IDPs in Bossaso will continue to be challenged for years to come in groups that are not reached by assistance in a first round.
8. Budget: Provide a stronger linkage between the description of activities and the budget of the project proposal.  Budgetary requirements must be explained in more detail and carefully justified in relation to project activities.  Budget notes which provide a detailed breakdown and the basis/assumptions of the calculations should be included for each budget line.  For example, why are 2 vehicles needed for field monitoring?

Each agency has submitted detailed budget notes with their budget which should provide the requested level of detail.
9. If this project is going to be implemented by more than one agency, the budget for each agency gas to be clearly presented.  The applying agency should clearly state which agency will take the lead in implementation and management of the funds, the modality of disbursing the funds and how the programme support costs will be shared. 


Clear agency budgets are presented in the revised proposal and agency PSCs presented in the consolidated programme budget. UNDP will serve as Administrative Agent under the Pass-through Joint Programme mechanism.

10. Please note that the programme support costs for UNDP under the UNTFHS is 7% and not 10% as indicated. 

The applicable cost recovery for each participating agency has been applied, in addition to the pass-through fee.

11. You are requested to provide Terms of Reference for all the key personnel and to provide justification for the large number of international staff especially since this project is already within an established programme. 


An annex to the submission includes draft TOR for key staff. Implementation will be managed by a Joint Programme Manager, reporting to UNDP and coordinating the activities by participating agencies. In addition, a Shelter Site Manager, a WatSan Engineer, and a Livelihoods Coordinator will be required to manage key activities. Due to the constraints posed by staff limits in the UN Security Phase IV, the numbers of field-based international staff are kept low.

Agencies for which no TOR have been submitted can be assumed to use existing personnel to coordinate the implementation of efforts. Subcontracts will also be used as an implementation tool, in these cases the subcontracting agency will use its staffing arrangements to ensure implementation.
12. Details should be provided on the proposed management mechanisms of the micro-credit component including what will happen to the scheme when the project is completed.

The micro credit component is described briefly in Section 4, Description of key activities, Strategic Objective 3A.
13. The programme Support Costs should not be rounded off.  The exact amount should be reflected in the budget. 

Done.
14. Time schematic diagram: the joint programming (implementation by different agencies) which is illustrated in this diagram needs to be explained in greater detail.  For example, where is the proposed project on the time line? 





The diagram has been replaced as the revised proposal is fundamentally different.
15. Budget increased from $4,000,000 to $6,227,000 (2 phases) in the 2nd submission and no explanation is provided for the increase. According to an email from MOFA dated 22/9/05, the budget should have been reduced to $1.4m (this is one of those old projects which were being dealt with by Tokyo therefore there was no concept note).

It seems there was a misunderstanding regarding the budget earlier. With the joint strategy and multi-agency pilot collaboration, agencies were requesting a budget of $1.4M for 3 years, totaling some $4.2M. Through unfortunate circumstances, this understanding was lost and the budget was expanded to $6.2M. As agreed in a teleconference with HSTF in August 2006, the proposal focuses on $4M over 2 years. This planning horizon facilitates planning and allows agencies to address the vast needs without compromising quality or impact. 
16. List of acronyms required

A list of acronyms is provided in this submission.
17. The project detail (Goals, objectives, outputs, outcomes and activities) section seems to have disappeared! The goal and objectives were clearly outlined in the previous submission. However, there were no outputs, and the activities that were listed could not be linked to any of the objectives. This has not been addressed.
This submission has a clear section on results (Section 4 and Results Matrix).

18. A section entitled 'Programme components' has been added. Each of the    components has an objective but these are different from the ones that were outlined in the previous submission. Clarification required.
This proposal is different in scope and targeting than the original submission. We hope that there is sufficient clarity on components and objectives with this document.
19. The DRC (Danish Refugee Council) is mentioned as one of the implementing agencies in some of the components, however, it is not clear whether they will be using their own funding or are expected to receive funding from the UNTFHS.
In the revised proposal, the DRC is an implementing partner of FAO and the activities are fully integrated under the umbrella of FAO. Cost recovery will not be charged to programmable funds and are included in the 10% available to FAO.
20. There is no budget for the whole programme and therefore the issues raised have not been addressed. The results matrix has a summary of the costs but this is not a    proper budget.

The revised proposal has a budget using the template recently provided by HSTF. Budgets are submitted consolidated as well as by agency including both budgets by activity and by inputs. Further details are available on request.
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