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1.  Introduction
This paper aims to synthesize the findings and recommendations of a number of recent reviews of and proposals for funding mechanisms from the perspective of NGOs.    There is no attempt to review these instruments in depth.   The review looks at NGO access to these aid instruments overall, but with a particular focus on funding for the delivery of basic services.  The review was carried out on behalf of the NGO Forum and was funded by the Joint Donor Office.
Interviews were held with key NGO, donor, UN and government informants during a one week visit to Juba in early December 2007.
   A range of documents including reviews
 of funding instruments were also examined. It must be noted that three of the most recent reviews were in draft. 
  The Terms of Reference and budget did not allow the consultant to travel outside of Juba thus it was not possible to meet with local government, international or national NGO staff, civil society organizations or UN staff in the field.  The perspective of these people may differ quite significantly from those of Juba-based staff.  
It has also not been possible to undertake a comprehensive funding analysis as suggested by the TORs given the difficulty of accessing complete and accurate information, the multi-year nature of some of the funding sources and the sheer magnitude of the task.    The work involved represents a separate consultancy.  


The findings of the second draft of this report were presented and discussed with NGOs and donors at a workshop in Juba on 8 February 2008.  This report incorporates the outcome of these discussions as well as information and feedback from meetings held in Juba during the second visit.  Some sections of the report also draw heavily on draft case studies prepared by this author for Save the Children UK as well as a recent NGO Briefing Paper focused on recovery funding.
   This review contributes to a wider Joint Donor Team review of aid instrument effectiveness the combined results of which it is hoped will inform donor, UN and GoSS strategies and decisions around what is the appropriate mix of aid instruments and actors to meet effectively humanitarian, recovery and long term development needs in Southern Sudan. 

2.  Executive Summary

Over the last year, donors have commissioned reviews of a number of the key aid instruments in use in Southern Sudan.
   The main impetus for these reviews has been a growing perception that three years into CPA implementation, the current mix of funding mechanisms are not delivering results on the ground quickly enough to meet the huge needs and expectations of Southern Sudanese.   Failure to address this ‘recovery gap’ through the delivery of basic services and other expected ‘peace dividends’ poses a serious risk to CPA implementation and thus peace and stability throughout Sudan.  

Issues around fund designs and implementation as well as the combined impact of these instruments have also been examined.  Reviewers have noted that meeting the complex mix of humanitarian, recovery and development needs while simultaneously supporting the establishment and building the capacity of a new government has been particularly challenging and has resulted in important and controversial tradeoffs.  The Multi Donor Trust Fund (MDTF), which was expected to enable the quick expansion of basic services, has instead taken a longer-term view of development planning in which building central government structures and capacity to engage in and take ownership of processes and procedures have been prioritized.   

NGOs – acknowledged in all of these reviews as key implementing partners – have found accessing timely multi-year funding through the MDTF for basic service delivery particularly problematic.   Recent reviews have noted that MDTF rules and procedures act as significant barriers to NGO participation.  This is largely because they have been designed to accommodate private sector contractors and thus are not compatible with NGO mandates and ways of working.  As a result, few international NGOs have succeeded in accessing MDTF funding directly and the majority of national NGOs have little hope of doing so.  NGOs have also found it difficult to adapt to donor aid agendas and corresponding changes to the funding environment more broadly.   A lack of knowledge, confidence and collective capacity have hindered the NGO community from engaging strategically not only with the MDTF, but also with the UN, GoSS and donors to leverage changes which would facilitate effective participation.

Most of the successes highlighted in the MDTF and CHF reviews are related to whether the instrument has met donor objectives associated with current aid agendas rather than on delivery of results on the ground.  The MDTF is credited with enhancing donor coherence and coordination, reducing donor and GoSS transaction costs, building GoSS capacity at central level and encouraging GoSS ‘ownership’ of national development programmes.   The reviewers note, however,  that despite a ‘…significant increase in activity during the second year of operation, including an increase in disbursement and contracting… most of the projects have not yet delivered tangible goods to the public.’ 
Similarly, the CHF is commended for having played an important role in supporting humanitarian reform through strengthening the role of UN Humanitarian Coordinators and coordination generally, decentralising authority to the field and funding neglected sectors.
    The CHF has also met important humanitarian and recovery needs, although progress on the latter has been constrained by its mandate and annual timeframe.  However, three years into the CPA implementation period, neither fund has been able to support the rapid expansion of basic services, critical for laying the foundations for peace and development in Southern Sudan.

Like the CHF, USAID/OFDA and ECHO have had to expand the scope of their annual humanitarian funding allocations to support basic services and other recovery activities.
    Despite the short-term nature of these funds, which make them ill-suited to supporting service delivery and other multi-year recovery activities, they have played a crucial role in maintaining the delivery of services, particularly health and water and sanitation.  
During the latter war years and even post-CPA, many NGOs, and donors worked together to maintain some continuous funding for basic services.   This was achieved through a combination of early bilateral multi-year development funding from USAID and the EU (humanitarian plus) as well as by stretching both the conceptual and administrative limits of emergency and humanitarian funding sources, incorporating training and capacity building of local authorities whenever possible.
  When peace came, the expectation was that additional amounts of multi-year development funding through the MDTF and other sources would enable NGOs and other actors to continue to support the emerging government to establish basic services infrastructure and systems while simultaneously expanding and improving the quality of services.  However, start up as well as structural, staffing and management issues associated with the MDTF and most of the UNDP managed funds hindered effective NGO engagement and seriously delayed progress on the ground. 

Although some donors did continue to fund a few NGO service delivery programmes bilaterally
, when the MDTF did not come through, many NGOs were forced to continue to use short-term humanitarian funding primarily from the USAID/OFDA, ECHO and CHF to try to bridge this gap.
  Other pilot bilateral bridging and recovery funds - the DfID Basic Services Fund and the EU Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme - have also made important contributions to supporting service delivery through NGOs, although the BSF is due to phase out within the coming 9 months.   Given the still huge unmet need as well as continually rising demand for basic services, even if the MDTF comes on line as expected there will still be large gaps in service delivery.
  The pie chart below clearly illustrates this problem in relation to health services in Southern Sudan.  
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Taken from BASICS/USAID Survey 2007.
This will be further exacerbated if NGOs continue to have difficulties accessing the fund and if complementary mechanisms like the BSF and EC RRP – which anecdotal reports suggest are working well - are discontinued.
  The continuation of these funds is likely to be necessary even if the UN proposal to establish a Sudan Recovery Fund (SRF) is implemented.   In recognition that Southern Sudanese needs and expectations are not being adequately addressed through existing funding mechanisms, the UN with GoSS endorsement, has proposed the SRF to enable ‘…longer-term institutional and infrastructural gains derived from the MDTF-SS [to be] complemented by a range of recovery initiatives which yield more immediate “peace dividends” for the population, and in which a wider circle of agencies on the ground, especially local and international NGOs, can implement.’
  Although NGOs agree there is a funding gap for recovery initiatives, they have many concerns over whether the design and proposed management arrangements of the SRF will facilitate rapid delivery of results on the ground, given the bureaucratic delays and inefficiencies they have experienced when engaging with other UN managed funds.
    As the SRF is unlikely to become fully operational until much later in 2008, it will not – in any case - be able to address needs during this dry season.  Given that donor funding is limited, and existing funds such as the BSF and the RRP are succeeding in delivering services now, NGOs believe these mechanisms should be strengthened, expanded and extended rather than a new fund established.
While a common understanding of what the recovery gap is and how it can best be addressed needs to be developed, the process of doing so should not become an end in itself – or a substitute for action.  The debate around the concept, principles and strategy should take place within the context of the GoSS country strategy and JAM review processes
, not become a separate exercise.   Efforts to expand implementation of basic services on the ground must continue and accelerate in parallel if peace is to be consolidated and maintained. 

What is needed is a mix of flexible approaches and aid instruments – accessible to key actors such as NGOs - which together meet both immediate service delivery as well as longer-term state building needs.  Lessons learned from recent reviews of funding mechanisms used in Southern Sudan suggest that aid instruments must be carefully designed if both objectives are to be addressed through the same mechanism.  In some cases, it may not be possible to do so thus a mix of different but complementary instruments is required.  In other cases, the instrument itself may be less of a problem than the failure of administrators to:

· manage the mechanisms and relationships with partners effectively

· make them accessible to key partners – such as NGOs

· prioritize and sequence activities funded through them. 

In Southern Sudan, the continuing shortage of quality basic services in the face of unmet expectations and growing demand, suggests that a higher priority must be given to meeting this ‘recovery gap’.   The GoSS and donors must take the lead in ensuring that both existing and new aid instruments are appropriate to the context, managed effectively, accessible to potential partners and are delivering results on the ground.  Immediate needs as well as medium to long-term goals need to be addressed.   Better coordination between funding mechanisms will provide opportunities to identify synergies and avoid overlap and duplication.  Ensuring that funding mechanisms deliver results on the ground as effectively and efficiently as possible should be both the priority objective and mutual responsibility of all actors concerned.  Fast and flexible multi-year funding is needed to enable NGOs and other actors to support the GoSS in expanding delivery of quality basic services – the foundations on which peace and development can be built.  

2.1   Recommendations

2.1.1  To donors, the UN, the World Bank and the GoSS
· For donors to arrive at an optimum aid mix in Southern Sudan context must be taken as the starting point and the tradeoffs between rapid scale up of service delivery and building state capacity better analyzed and understood.   Such an analysis should be conducted together with the GoSS and with reference to the GoSS Country Strategy under development and the JAM review process.   Competing political and development objectives as well as the agendas and capacities of potential managers and implementers need to be examined carefully.   NGOs, civil society and local government actors should be invited to contribute to these analyses in their various roles as owners, implementers, partners, managers, recipients and evaluators.  Instrument objectives must be realistic, potential implementation bottlenecks anticipated, and governance and implementation modalities worked out in detail.

· Recovery planning must also focus on building state and local government capacity as well as the capacity of national NGOs to access funding and implement programmes.  A recent NGO briefing paper highlights the importance of state and local government and national NGOs and CBOs as key actors in the transition from relief to recovery, and from war to sustainable peace.  Both Sudanese civil society organizations and international NGOs support local and state governments to plan and implement service delivery.  NGOs also note that ‘…civil society institutions also often serve as a training ground for prospective government officials’ and are important in holding governments to account. 

· Donors should hold UN agencies accountable for overhead costs charged against the pooled funds they manage.  UN agencies should be required to provide detailed financial breakdowns of such costs and analyses of value added as justification. 
     Such measures are important for accountability, but also to ensure that NGO partners are able to access the overhead costs they need to implement projects effectively.

· Continue to monitor the effectiveness of the MDTF and other pooled funding mechanisms, focusing on  impact on the ground as well as whether they are meeting UN reform, donor harmonisation and cost-efficiency objectives.  MDTF impact has been evaluated almost exclusively in terms of its contribution to donor harmonisation, state-building and cost efficiency. Scant attention has been paid to MDTF efficiency and effectiveness in terms of producing tangible benefits for Southern Sudanese.  Feedback from civil society and local government should be proactively sought and NGOs engaged as partners to support this.  
· DFID should work in consultation with the other donors and the GoSS to extend the timeframe for and expand the scope of the Basic Services Fund to ensure continuity of existing service delivery until the government has sufficient capacity to take over.  An expanded and strengthened BSF will complement, not duplicate, the UN’s proposed Sudan Recovery Fund, which is not likely to become operational until the 2008/09 dry season. A recent review has confirmed that the BSF is largely meeting its objectives through NGOs to expand service delivery and has recommended the fund be continued.
  Despite initial teething problems, participating NGOs confirm that their experience with the fund has been largely positive.  NGOs cite transparency of decision-making, straight forward procedures and reporting requirements, regular monitoring visits, and good advisory support and advice as key positives which have facilitated their work.   Promoting involvement and ownership of the GoSS at all levels and consolidating and making more strategic use of lessons learned by individual projects are some of the issues that would need to be addressed by managers of any future iteration.  Expanding the timeframe to 3-5 years and making the fund multi-lateral could increase resources available to NGOs as well as reduce donor transaction costs. 

· Donors should ensure that all fund management contracts are competed and that previous performance – especially concerning delivery of results – should be an important aspect of the evaluation criteria.  Implementing agents should be consulted regarding their experience as part of this process.   The second phase of the EC Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme Phase and the proposed Sudan Recovery Fund offer opportunities to implement this finding.   The EC has recently made a decision to finance a second phase of the RRP from 2009 with an additional Euro 50 million.
  The RRP is now performing relatively well according to the EC, UNDP and the NGOs involved, despite the programme being managed for the most part by the Trust Fund Unit in Khartoum.  Based on experience to date, NGOs see continued UNDP management as potentially problematic given that Juba-based programme staff – who regularly visit projects and have developed good relationships with NGO implementers - have little actual decision-making authority.   Programmatic decisions are made by finance people who do not always understand the context and tend to prioritize financial accountability (meeting UNDP rules and regulations) over the need to deliver results on the ground.  NGOs believe that decision-makers should be based in Southern Sudan (Juba and States) and focus on supporting the delivery of quality programming while paying due consideration to financial management.  
· Based on positive experience elsewhere, donors and the GoSS should explore opportunities for NGO management of pooled funding as an alternative to the UN.   Experience from Zimbabwe suggests that NGOs do have capacity to manage pooled funding effectively.  In addition, many international NGOs have extensive experience of working within consortia and of managing donor umbrella grants and sub-contracts in Southern Sudan as well as other countries.   Population Services International, for example, has recently been nominated by the Southern Sudan Country Coordinating Mechanism (CCM) to take over from UNDP as the Principle Recipient for the Malaria Control Programme funded by the Global Fund.   NGO management of pooled funds at State and country level should also be explored.
· A recovery strategy and principles should be incorporated into the JAM review process and be based on GoSS planning and budgeting processes
, rather than developed separately. While the draft recovery principles developed by DfID are welcome and should be debated further, principles are not a substitute for action.  

2.1.2  Recommendations to UN and donors on the CHF
The following recommendations, of most pressing concern to NGOs, have been extracted from the recent CHF review.

· Strengthen sector coordination and improve transparency around allocation processes and decision-making.   
· Ensure sector leads have adequate technical capacity, coordination skills and accurate understanding of the allocation policy and process and that they are adequately supported to carry out these roles.   
· NGO involvement as sector co-leads to be taken forward. ToRs for this function to be developed along with an analysis of resource needs and a funding strategy.  
· Ensure NGO representation as equal members on the CHF Advisory Board and Sudan CHF Working Group and the proposed ‘fund alignment forum’ discussed below.   
· Donors should make the necessary arrangements and/or policy changes to allow tem to commit and disburse funds at the beginning of the calendar year to the CHF.  However, as the process of initiating such changes can be lengthy, donors should provide information to the UN  by mid-December latest  to enable the creation of a donor commitment and disbursement timeline. 

2.1.3  To the NGO Forum
· The NGO Forum should give priority to establishing the newly funded NGO Secretariat and then making strategic use of it.  Care should be taken to recruit staff who have the skills and capacities needed to improve strategic engagement with the GoSS, donors, the UN and the World Bank particularly around the funding instruments they manage and support.  A strong secretariat lead should be able to represent the NGO Forum more consistently and effectively on funding mechanism boards and steering committees, building trust and respect and as a result increasing opportunities for leverage around issues of concern to NGOs.  Care must be taken to ensure national NGO and CBO interests, which are not always the same as those of international NGOs, are accurately and adequately represented.
· The NGO Forum needs to invest collectively in developing knowledge and analysis of international aid agendas such as good humanitarian donorship, aid effectiveness, principles for engagement in fragile states and UN reform, and the funding mechanisms they give rise to.  The tensions and synergies between these agendas and aid instruments and the impact on NGO operations and ways of working need to be better understood by NGOs.  Investment in learning and capacity in this area is vital not only for ensuring continued financing for NGOs as key implementers in Southern Sudan but also for achieving influence and wider impact.
· The NGO Forum, with support from the SC and Secretariat, should build on the work done by the Norwegian NGOs to document experience of engaging with the MDTF and feed this into the review process currently being undertaken by the Oversight Committee and GoSS.  This should be used in a constructive way to leverage changes to procedures, processes and priorities which support good development planning and implementation.  Compiling documentation on problems as well as successes associated with other funding mechanisms can help to promote changes in these as well.
· The NGO Forum needs to engage proactively with the GoSS, donors, and the UN to promote a common understanding of the roles international and national NGOs can play in supporting recovery and development in Southern Sudan through the MDTF and the proposed Sudan Recovery Fund.   The GoSS, donors, and the UN need to clarify the role they expect NGOs to play in relation to these funds and take the necessary action to enable them to do so.  A common understanding of NGO roles will help to build awareness and trust and minimize confusion and misunderstandings which have contributed to delayed implementation of programmes.
· NGOs should discuss with UNDP the possibility of establishing an independent ombudsman position through which issues of conflict of interest can be formally reported and dealt with. 
2.1.4    Recommendations to all actors on funding mechanism design & management – good practice
Ensuring that funding mechanisms deliver results on the ground as effectively and efficiently as possible should be both the priority objective and mutual responsibility of all actors concerned.   The design and management of funding instruments has a huge impact on their efficacy.    The following recommendations are based on those recently made by NGOs in reference to the UN’s proposed Sudan Recovery Fund.
   Most of these recommendations – which reinforce principles of good practice - should be applied to all other funding mechanisms as well: 

· Have sufficient management capacity and encourage a culture of partnership.  Previous evaluations as well as NGO experience have suggested that the UN does not currently have the capacity to effectively manage the proposed SRF.
  NGOs involved with UNDP managed funds in particular have expressed frustration at what they perceive as unequal and disrespectful treatment.
· Clearly define the purpose of the fund and develop a clear communication, information and engagement strategy around it.  This includes clearly communicating expectations and opportunities to stakeholders, engaging stakeholders in real consultations, coordinating with other planning and funding mechanisms and ensuring robust transparency and accountability.

· Fill gaps and complement rather than duplicate existing mechanisms and funds.  This will require good coordination and communication with existing mechanisms and budgeting processes.   A funding mechanism coordination forum has been proposed in the recent CHF review which could support this.
· Focus on building the capacity of local and state governments. The MDTFs have to date focused on central government capacity building, and while this is important, could result in centralization. Centralization runs counter to the CPA and the East Sudan Peace Agreement (Oct 2006).  The case of Timor Leste, which had a similar donor trust fund, demonstrated that central capacity building caused an imbalance among branches of government that was very difficult to correct and sparked internal conflict and state collapse following separation from Indonesia.
  

· Include transparent needs assessments, prioritisation processes and allocation processes.

· Be accountable to stakeholders, implementers and beneficiaries.  For example, If the Sudan Recovery Fund (SRF) is established, the oversight committee should include multiple NGOs and local and/or state government representatives (as members versus observers). 

· Be able to justify overhead costs and value added.   
· Include clear and consistent M&E indicators.  Indicators should demonstrate a) impact on the ground b) inclusion of local partners and successful transfer of service provision from international actors to local and state actors over a specified time and c) accountability and transparency of the mechanism(s) and implementing partners to beneficiaries.  

· Require reporting at least every six months and include independent monitoring and evaluation.  Monitoring financial indicators and whether money has been programmed or dispersed does not result in effective programming. 

· Include predictable funding and deadlines for dispersal.  Delays and lack of predictability of funds from other mechanisms has undercut effective planning and implementation. 
· Ensure NGOs have equal access to funding.   NGOs often have longer-term partnerships with communities and local authorities than UN agencies and private contractors which are important for effective programming as well as the eventual transfer of responsibility for service delivery to national actors.   NGOs usually have more stringent monitoring, evaluation and reporting guidelines that help increase accountability and impact on the ground.  NGOs can also often implement programs more quickly, with lower overhead and administrative costs (in often difficult to access locations) than other international partners.
  
· Include funding for increasing the capacity and ability of national NGOs to access funds, implement programs and serve as equal partners in the recovery process.
· In addition to any pooled funding, donors should continue bilateral funding to maintain flexibility and fill gaps as they arise.

3.   Aid reform agendas and funding mechanisms
Adjustments to donor funding strategies, policies and structures in Southern Sudan which have affected NGOs have been motivated not only by changes in the political and operating environment brought about by the peace agreement but also by their commitments to the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, the OECD principles for engagement in fragile states, the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative as well as UN reform. Pooled funding and centralised management of pooled funds by the UN is viewed by donors as a way to meet most of these commitments using one mechanism. Channelling such funding through the UN has the added advantage of reducing the large administrative burden associated with donor management of individual NGO grants and increasing co-ordination and sharing of lessons learned. 

From the perspective of NGOs, however, working through the UN and its bureaucracy can reduce efficiency and increase the costs of operating. Trying to access funding through the UN can be a slow and cumbersome process.  Negotiating sufficient overhead costs to support effective implementation can also be a challenge. The application of UN management costs means that less money is available to cover NGO overhead costs necessary for effective implementation. The short timeframe of some UN-managed pooled donor funds – such as the CHF - is also problematic. Predictable longer-term funding for NGOs is important to ensure programme continuity and good relationships with communities and government officials in areas of operation. Maintaining continuity in programmes and relationships is especially critical in a fragile state like Southern Sudan, as disruptions and withdrawals can exacerbate local tensions and undermine broader peace, security and development objectives.
NGOs themselves, however, also bear some responsibility for the lack of strategic engagement with the MDTF and other key funding mechanisms. Three years after the CPA signing, a number of key NGOs have only just finished the process of relocating their offices and decision-makers to Juba from Nairobi. There have been many reasons for these delays including difficulties in finding suitable and affordable office space and accommodation, shortages of qualified and experienced Southern Sudanese staff, challenges associated with attracting and retaining staff given the difficult working and living conditions in Juba, and problems with accessing sufficient funding to support the move.
 Those NGOs who were able to move more quickly into Juba either already had an office there which had been managed from Khartoum or were able to access sufficient internal unrestricted funding quickly.  In some cases, even when NGOs have succeeded in accessing longer-term funding, they have been slow to establish the capacity to use it effectively. In addition, NGOs generally lack knowledge and experience of dealing with MDTFs and other pooled funding mechanisms at both country and head office levels; many are also unfamiliar with donor agendas around aid effectiveness, fragile states and UN reform which are important drivers of donor decisions related to funding mechanisms.  All of these factors have limited NGO capacity to take up opportunities for engagement and advocacy.

Nevertheless, failure to involve NGOs and civil society sufficiently in the design, implementation and monitoring of MDTF programmes was identified in the Scanteam reviews as a key issue which needed to be addressed.  While the importance of NGO involvement is now acknowledged by the GoSS, UN, the World Bank and donors, there is still no strategy for increasing involvement and no common understanding of the role NGOs can and should play in the recovery and development of Southern Sudan.  In the Southern Sudan context, most of these actors see NGOs as ‘implementing partners’ – which is fast becoming a euphemism for ‘contractors’ or ‘sub-contractor’.   However, NGOs   – including international, national, church-based and community based organizations – perceive a wider range of roles for themselves including acting as change agents, advocates, programme implementers, and testers of new and innovative approaches.  
On the ground, NGO actors usually have long-term relationships with communities and local authorities which makes them valuable partners in building capacity and facilitating the transfer of responsibility for service delivery from internationals to government. Many international and some national and church-based NGOs have extensive experience of working in other countries and actively carry out research and analysis which can contribute constructively to changes in policy and practice at the national level.
   The following example from Zimbabwe illustrates that NGOs can also be a viable alternative to the UN in terms of managing pooled funding. 


Apart from this example, many international NGOs have considerable experience of working within consortia and of managing donor umbrella grants and sub-contracts in Southern Sudan as well as other countries.   Population Services International, for example, has recently been nominated by the Southern Sudan Country Coordinating Mechanism (CCM) to take over from UNDP as the Principle Recipient for the Malaria Control Programme funded by the Global Fund.  NGO management of pooled funds at State and country level should also be explored.
3.1  The NGO Forum

The NGO Forum, the existing mechanism for NGO coordination in Juba, has faced challenges in facilitating effective collective action on behalf of NGOs.
   Since the peace agreement was signed there has been a high turnover of senior and experienced NGO leaders.    New leaders are energetic and enthusiastic but for reasons mentioned above have limited time to invest in maintaining or building relationships and networks with the increasingly large range of GoSS, UN, donor, and private sector actors present in Southern Sudan.   The way in which the Steering Committee is structured also affects the ability of the NGO Forum to engage consistently and strategically on issues of importance to the NGO community.  Twelve NGOs are elected to the NGO Forum Steering Committee, with the chair and deputy chair positions rotating every two months.   While this makes sense in light of the extra workload associated with Forum work, rotating the chairs affects consistency and quality of engagement with GoSS, donors and the UN.  The need for NGOs to focus on their primary responsibility - managing their respective agencies’ programmes - involves frequent movement in and out of Juba to visit field operations 
 also affects their ability to prioritize Forum issues. 
The NGO Health Forum, however, has made significant gains in coordination and strategic engagement with the GoSS, donors and the UN.  As NGOs provide 86% of available health services in Southern Sudan and pay the salaries of 75% of health staff, they are able to exert more leverage.  In addition, strong and consistent leadership by NGO Forum representatives and proactive engagement with and support provided to the GoSS Ministry of Health have strengthened relationships.    NGOs working in education are also closely engaged with the MoEST but through the government-led Education Rehabilitation and Development Forum (ERDF).  
3.2  Southern Sudanese NGOs and CBOs

Ensuring the active participation of Southern Sudanese NGOs in the Forum has also been a challenge.  Many SSNGOs are not based in Juba and if they are do not always have access to email and transport to enable regular input and attendance at Forum meetings.
  Nesi Network has tried to represent Southern Sudanese NGOs but has experienced funding problems and staff turnover which has made this difficult.  Several Sudanese NGOs consulted indicated that they had not received information or invitations to meetings from the Forum or from NesiNetwork.
Championing the interests of Southern Sudanese NGOs who have been most affected by barriers to participation and thus have least access to funding should be a Forum and Secretariat priority.  Southern Sudanese NGOs and civil society actors have difficult accessing funding largely because they lack proposal writing and financial management capacity, not necessarily because they are poor implementers. In recognition of this, DfID piloted a small scale projects initiative in 2007 part of which involved providing training to national NGOs on proposal writing.  NGOs such as Pact and Mercy Corps have been implementing USAID-funded programmes which provide more sustained and comprehensive support to a wide range of national NGO and CBO partners.    Nevertheless, most NNGOs and CBOs, unless they are part of INGO-led consortia, have not been able to engage substantively with either the MDTF or CHF.  In 2007, only two national NGOs received CHF funding.
Southern Sudanese NGOs spoken to are also concerned about what they perceive as an un-equal partnership with INGOs.   Most can only access funding indirectly through INGOs who according to SSNGOs can sometimes treat them as subordinates, rather than partners.
     SSNGOs, like INGOs, have weaknesses but also a wide range of strengths and capacities which are often overlooked by internationals.  SSNGOs complain that when external actors do invest in building capacity that capacity is then undermined when capable and experienced staff leave to join INGOs, the UN or donor organizations.   Many cite cases where NGOs or the UN have helped to build capacity of individual staff and later hired those staff away.  It is unlikely that INGOs, the UN or donors routinely set out to poach SSNGO staff, however the much higher salaries and learning opportunities can exert a strong pull factor.
  Denying qualified and experienced people the opportunity to compete for such positions is also problematic.  SSNGOs argue they would be in a better position to retain staff and thus maintain quality if funding for core costs was available.  Although staff also leave to join the GoSS, these losses are viewed as not only a positive contribution to government capacity but as an opportunity to increase government understanding of NGOs and their programmes.
3.3  The NGO Secretariat
To address the difficulties NGOs have had around effective engagement in the Southern Sudan context the Forum applied to and has received funding from DfID to support the establishment of a dedicated NGO Secretariat for 2 years.
  The role of the Secretariat
 is to enable the NGO Forum to engage more strategically with the GoSS, donors, the UN community and other key interlocutors on better coordination, communication, information sharing and advocacy, production of policy and position papers, ‘…issues of vital humanitarian, recovery, and development concern.’
    The Secretariat, once established, should be able to enhance coordination across the forum and with key external actors through improving the quality and consistency of communication and providing the strategic engagement that is currently lacking.   

The NGO Forum and its Steering Committee will need to give priority now to recruiting staff for the secretariat with appropriate skills and working with them to identify and prioritize key issues of concern and strategies for addressing them. The Secretariat should also be able to provide consistent, informed and unbiased
 representation at the MDTF Oversight Committee, the proposed CHF advisory board and other funding mechanism fora; supporting NGO members and existing sectoral coordination groups to engage more constructively with government is equally important.    The Secretariat could perform a similar role on the Steering Committee of the proposed SRF, ensuring NGOs have a stronger voice and influence over the ways in which these funds operate.  Consistent and substantive participation by an independent secretariat will also help to build trust between NGOs, GoSS, the UN and other interlocutors and reduce real or perceived bias in decision-making.  

 4.  Funding Mechanisms
A number of new funding mechanisms have been piloted in Southern Sudan since the CPA was signed.   The largest and most significant of the pooled mechanisms are the Common Humanitarian Fund, managed by UNDP and the Multi Donor Trust Fund-Southern Sudan administered by the World Bank.
   Although concentrating resources in pooled funding mechanisms such as the MDTF and CHF has supported donor implementation of commitments to the aid effectiveness, fragile states and UN reform agendas, other important commitments to the CPA related to the delivery of basic services or ‘peace dividends’ have not been met.  Other important mechanisms accessed by NGOs include the Strategic Partnership Framework (UNDP), the Global Fund (UNDP), the EU Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme (UNDP), and the Basic Services Fund (DfID) each of which is described and discussed below; the Capacity Building Trust Fund, administered by UNICEF and KPMG, not currently accessed by NGOs, and the proposed Sudan Recovery Fund (SRF) are also discussed.      
4.1  Multi Donor Trust Fund – Southern Sudan

Based on recent positive experience with pooled funding mechanisms in Afghanistan and other countries emerging from prolonged conflict, donors believed a Multi Donor Trust Fund would facilitate effective donor co-ordination and harmonisation in providing support to the GoSS to develop and implement recovery programmes aimed at rebuilding and consolidating peace and development in Southern Sudan.  The CPA and a subsequent memorandum, provides the mandate and objectives for the Fund and the JAM the framework for implementation. 
The slowness and inefficiency of the MDTF-SS in delivering results has been widely criticised by NGOs, the GoSS and Sudanese civil society and well documented by reviewers.     More than two years after its establishment, the MDTF-SS has delivered few tangible benefits.   One of the key reasons for this, noted in a recent review,
 was the multiple and potentially contradictory objectives of the fund – in particular those around building state capacity and ownership while simultaneously creating infrastructure and expanding service delivery.  Unrealistic expectations were raised among both Southern Sudanese and international stakeholders that the fund would finance quick impact programmes to deliver ‘peace dividends’.   Further, NGOs - who had been working in Southern Sudan for many years – expected to be consulted and involved in both the planning and implementation of MDTF programmes.   However, there was no common understanding amongst other stakeholders, including the GoSS, that NGOs would play these roles. 
The World Bank, as administrator of the fund, came in for considerable criticism in the review for failing to manage these expectations, not providing sufficient staff and staff with experience of MDTFs implemented in other post-conflict countries, continuing to use cumbersome and bureaucratic approval and procurement procedures despite the existence of waivers, and failing to resolve expeditiously issues with the UN over procurement and implementation arrangements.  The review noted that ‘the consequences were significant and negative in Southern Sudan, where there was a greater expectation for rapid delivery.’  According to reviewers, the Bank’s performance in Southern Sudan did not reflect the lessons learned from their work in other similar environments.
   
The extremely limited capacity of the newly established GoSS also contributed significantly to the delays and inefficiencies associated with the first year of MDTF-SS operations. Some of the most serious problems have been related to procurement issues and capacity.
 GoSS ability to sustain contributions to the fund is a more recent pressing issue.  GoSS oil revenue shortfalls as well as problems with over-expenditure, coupled with the lack of donor pledges to the MDTF beyond March 2008, mean that funding for subsequent phases of already approved projects as well as new project proposals in the pipeline is not guaranteed.  Despite being key players in the Sudan Consortium and on the MDTF-SS Oversight Committee, until recently, donors have not been as strategic and proactive as might have been expected in pushing for resolution of these issues
 or in supporting the establishment of mechanisms that could ensure delivery while GoSS capacity was being built.  
A follow up review conducted a year later, noted that the World Bank has taken action to address several of the criticisms levelled against it.  Staffing of the MDTF Technical Secretariat has been increased dramatically, issues with the UN have been resolved, and new simplified policies and procedures for use in fragile contexts such as Southern Sudan are now being implemented.  More decision-making authority has been devolved to the field and the Bank’s board has also established a high level ‘trouble-shooting’ team in Washington, to expedite the resolution of difficult issues and decision-making around them.  The reviewers note also a significant increase in disbursements and contracting, indicating improvements in GoSS capacity and greater familiarity with procurement processes and procedures.  The World Bank and donors have also made efforts to manage expectations better by redefining and clarifying fund objectives in light of operational realities.   

Reviews have noted that the MDTF remains an important instrument for promoting government capacity and ownership as well as donor coherence and coordination.  The MDTF has reduced donor and government transaction costs, built central government capacity and will begin to deliver tangible benefits on the ground within the coming one to two years.  However, from the NGO perspective, MDTF impact has been evaluated almost exclusively in terms of its contribution to donor harmonisation, state-building and cost efficiency. Scant attention has been paid to MDTF efficiency and effectiveness in terms of producing tangible benefits for Southern Sudanese.      
4.1.1  NGO Involvement in the MDTF
Failure to involve NGOs and civil society sufficiently in the design, implementation and monitoring of MDTF programmes was identified in the review as an important issue which needed to be addressed.
 NGOs, who in the absence of government had been the main providers of services in Southern Sudan for more than 18 years, lobbied the World Bank, donors and the GoSS for greater participation in the MDTF from the beginning. There was initially resistance to this idea from all directions. In the case of the GoSS, this was caused by residual resentment harboured by some GoSS ministers against NGOs who were able to access funding directly from donors and operate with minimal reference to de facto authority structures during the war years.
   Although agreeing in principle to NGO involvement, neither the World Bank nor donors actively encouraged this. 

The NGO Steering Committee eventually did succeed in obtaining observer status at Oversight Committee (OC) meetings, and participation in subsequently established GoSS Budget Sector and Thematic Working Groups.   One or two NGOs have even managed to access significant amounts of funding from the MDTF.  However, the majority of NGOs who have tried to engage with the Fund have encountered huge obstacles.  MDTF rules and procedures are not NGO-compatible, creating significant barriers to participation, most notably for Sudanese NGOs.  This is despite widespread acknowledgement by all actors that it is important for the MDTF to engage with NGOs, particularly given their prominent role in service delivery.   There have been several meetings between MDTF staff and the NGO Forum at which aspects of how the fund operates have been clarified, but as noted in a recent review, there is still no common understanding on what the role of NGOs should be within the MDTF-SS.  

In early November 2007, the Secretary Generals of five Norwegian NGOs operating in Southern Sudan wrote to the Norwegian Minister of the Environment raising concerns about the MDTF.   Two examples from the education sector, in Boxes 2 and 3, clearly demonstrate some of the challenges NGOs have faced in dealing with the MDTF such as GoSS capacity to perform MDTF related functions in an efficient and transparent manner; unrealistic expectations of MDTF and sector ministries regarding what service providers can deliver; lack of ‘process accountability’  - long process and poor communication but short implementation timeframes; and bid structure and application format designed for large provide contractors.    NGOs also emphasized that the failure to prioritize engagement of communities and local authorities in bids or to pay adequate attention to linkages between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ components, encourages poor development practice and ultimately undermines CPA implementation.    Further these examples illustrate a profound lack of understanding on the part of the GoSS and MDTF of how NGOs operate as well as what value they can add.  There is a particular issue for National NGOs who are simply unable to qualify to bid under current arrangements.


The reply from the Minister acknowledged the criticisms but noted that a number of recent changes had been made to address some of these problems such as the employment of procurement agents by the Ministries of Health and Education; the presence of dedicated technical advisors, rather than temporary consultants; and the strengthening of the MDTF procurement agent.  Further, the OC and GoSS are now engaged in a review of MDTF Phase II activities to ensure they are in line with GoSS priorities and available financing.  The Minister noted that the review presents a potential opportunity for NGOs to collectively propose modifications to activities and processes.  While some NGOs may already be engaging in the review process indirectly through Budget Sector and Thematic Working groups there is a need for NGOs collectively – through the NGO Forum SC and Secretariat to make more strategic use of this opportunity to influence the quality of their engagement as well as programme outcomes.  
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The Minister also noted that ‘while there are good arguments for linking hardware and software components…I think we should respect the GoSS’s decision to separate them……The chosen formats may well be inferior to the integrated model adopted by some NGOs, but they reflect GoSS’ stated priorities at the present time.’
   This comment reflects the lack of priority MDTF donors give to influencing delivery approaches relative to other aspects of the GoSS agenda.
4. 2  Common Humanitarian Fund
The Common Humanitarian Fund for Sudan was piloted in 2006 as part of the international roll out of the humanitarian and UN reform agendas.
  The main objective of the fund was to improve coordination of humanitarian delivery by creating a channel through which donors could provide early, predictable funding against a comprehensive and coordinated annual Workplan.    UN and donor commitments to supporting CPA implementation and problems with MDTF delivery have resulted in the mandate being stretched further to cover limited recovery needs.  The CHF and the Pooled Fund in DRC have been evaluated twice:  once in December 2006 - at the end of the first year of operation - and again in late 2007.  The primary purpose of the second evaluation was to determine whether problems and difficulties around the involvement of NGOs identified in the first evaluation had been addressed.  

Both reviews agree that despite some problems, the CHF has been able to provide relatively easily accessible funding for humanitarian and early recovery activities.  In addition, it has played an important role in supporting humanitarian reform through strengthening the role of the UN Humanitarian Coordinator, improving and providing greater incentives for coordination, decentralising authority to the field and funding neglected sectors and geographic areas.  The CHF has also reduced transaction costs for participating donors to the extent that small donors without the capacity to fund bilaterally are now contributing to the CHF. 
 
Significant progress has been made as well in resolving many initial problems related to UNDP financial and other administrative procedures.  NGOs also have a better understanding of the process and some find it easier to access funds from the CHF than from other donors.
  Housed within the CHF is an Emergency Response Fund (ERF) – a window which channels funds quickly to the UN and NGOs to address quick onset or rapidly deteriorating situations.  Procedures are simpler and quicker than for the CHF and allocations to implementers smaller.  Most stakeholders agree that this funding window is operating well.

Another initiative, highlighted as a positive development in the most recent review, is the targeting of states with specific needs through state-based CHF allocations in addition to sectoral ones.   The reviewers note that this move has indirectly resulted in more funding to NGOs operating on the ground in those states.
  However, feedback from participating NGOs suggests there are significant problems with how funding is allocated at the state level which need to be addressed.
  In order to receive funding at State level, NGOs must attend a meeting in the State capital where they are asked to argue their cases for funding.  Decisions are made by State sectoral authorities who may not have enough information about ongoing work in their States, or the NGOs concerned to make informed decisions.  NGOs who have extensive international experience but are new to Southern Sudan or to that particular State are also less likely to receive State-based funding as the authorities to not know them or their work.  Even NGOs with long experience of working in Southern Sudan risk not being able to access funding if they are not able to attend the State allocation meetings.  
Despite the positive view of the CHF overall and the improvements made so far, the review notes that several important issues - primarily around the allocation process and procedures - still need to be addressed to facilitate NGO access and efficient and effective implementation of projects.  Reviewers emphasize that the size of the fund will need to be monitored and the focus adjusted should the Sudan Recovery Fund come on line.  Establishing a forum to coordinate the strategies and activities of all funding mechanisms to maximize coherence and impact has also been suggested.  

Review recommendations of direct relevance and concern to NGOs are listed and discussed below: 

Strengthen sector coordination and improve transparency around allocation processes and decision-making, including State-based allocations. 
· Ensure sector leads have adequate technical capacity, coordination skills and accurate understanding of the allocation policy and process and that they are adequately supported to carry out these roles.   Sector leads play a crucial role in the CHF allocation process yet performance varies widely across sectors depending on the skills and capacity of the lead, the size and complexity of the sector, as well as the degree of leadership and support provided by the agency from which they are seconded.  The dual responsibility of the sector leads in recommending allocations for both UN and NGO programmes, has led to NGO perceptions that allocation decisions are biased in favour of the UN.  CHF reviewers received credible reports from NGOs suggesting that in some cases these perceptions may be true.
  Sector lead responsibilities contribute hugely to these individuals’ workload, as they are also responsible for managing their respective UN agency sectoral programmes.  The UN needs to invest greater effort in ensuring these positions are appropriately staffed and that post-holders receive the support and resources they need to function effectively (see recommendation below).

· NGO involvement as sector co-leads to be taken forward. ToRs for this function to be developed along with an analysis of resource needs and a funding strategy.  The UN has already invited NGOs to participate as sector co-leaders or co-conveners to take pressure off of UN sector leads, strengthen leadership where the UN agency does not have a strong operational presence, and reduce perceptions of UN dominance and sector lead bias in allocations.  Most NGOs, however, do not have the capacity to undertake this demanding job although there have been exceptions, such as in the health sector.  Conflict of interest issues could also arise if a sector co-lead’s agency has applied for funding under that sector.  The review has recommended that NGO co-leads should be funded from the CHF as part of the sector strengthening plans.  NGOs should ensure that NGO co-leads have influence over decision-making, not just an administrative role. 
· Alternatively, it has been suggested that NGOs could be involved in the recruitment of Sector Support & Coordination Advisers (SSCAs).   DFID has funded SSCAs for three clusters in North and Southern Sudan who have taken the burden of organising and recording meetings off cluster leads, and supported them with technical advice and the capacity to network informally.   Even if NGO sector co-leads are funded through the CHF, NGOs believe that donors should continue to provide support for SSCAs as they have made a positive contribution to balancing competing interests and reducing potential conflict. 
· Ensure NGO representation as equal members on the CHF Advisory Board and Sudan CHF Working Group and the proposed ‘fund alignment forum’ discussed below.   NGOs will need to ensure consistent good quality representation in these as well as other Fora with the assistance of the Secretariat. 

· NGOs should discuss with UNDP the possibility of establishing an independent ombudsman position through which issues of conflict of interest can be formally reported and dealt with.   Several NGOs have complained informally about alleged sector lead bias affecting CHF allocations.  Some claim they are reluctant to raise such issues directly with sector leads or their managers for fear this could affect future allocations.  The establishment of an ombudsman would provide a formal channel for genuine complaints related to all UNDP-managed pooled funding mechanisms to be raised and resolved.   Alternatively, an independent NGO Secretariat could also perform this role.  
Donors should make the necessary arrangements and/or policy changes to allow them to commit and disburse funds at the beginning of the calendar year to the CHF.  However, as the process of initiating such changes can be lengthy, donors should provide information to the UN by mid-December at the latest to enable the creation of a donor commitment and disbursement timeline.   Disbursement delays and unpredictable funding associated with the CHF have negatively affected NGO programme implementation.  CHF-funded activities are implemented, in theory, between 1 January and 31 December each year.  However, the allocation process only begins in January or whenever donor funds arrive.  CHF allocations and disbursements are then usually made well into the limited dry season implementation period (Nov-April/May) and do not necessarily coincide with the agricultural seasons.   An additional problem is that CHF funding allocations can be significantly less than amounts requested making it difficult for NGOs to implement as planned or to seek complementary funding elsewhere.  UN agencies can circumvent this problem by borrowing against CERF funding, an option not available to NGOs.  Uncertainties around final funding allocations also discourage those few NGOs who can pre-finance from doing so.  Clearer and earlier indications from donors on CHF disbursement amounts and timeline – as well as bilateral funding strategies and plans - should help the UN to plan allocations and communicate to partners earlier which should, in turn, reduce disbursement delays.  Reviewers also recommend that projects allocated funds in the last quarter of the year be given an automatic three month extension. In addition both participating and non-participating donors should make efforts to coordinate among themselves and report their funding activities and intentions in a more timely and accurate fashion. The impact of these measures on the timeliness and predictability of allocations and disbursements to NGOs will need to be closely monitored. 

Improve alignment of the CHF with other pooled and bilateral funds to improve coordination, strategic use and reduce funding gaps.  It has been suggested that a forum could be established where the various fund management teams could meet regularly to coordinate and align funding decisions and structures.   More thought and consultation is required, however, on NGO representation and role in such a forum, how the proposed forum would relate to other existing and proposed coordination mechanisms, and what role is envisaged, if any, for the GoSS.     NGOs will need to consider how they can best represent NGO interests in these groups through making more strategic use of the NGO Forum members and Steering Committee as well as the new Secretariat.   The UN has allocated space and facilities on the OCHA compound (the NGO Resource Centre) for NGOs which could also be used by the Secretariat.    A consistent NGO presence co-located with the UN and close to many donor and GoSS offices can act as ‘’one-stop shop’’ which should facilitate constructive interaction and facilitate quality NGO participation in key fora and processes.   This arrangement would also facilitate contact with SSNGOs, many of which already visit the compound regularly to access the internet and email.
Donors should hold the UN accountable for the overhead costs it charges against the CHF as well as other funds it manages.     This is an important issue from the NGO perspective.  As the reviewers point out although UN agencies can and do add value, there are cases where the UN agency  ‘... does not add value, indeed where it adds a layer of overhead cost and its management capacity is poor to the extent that NGO implementation is damaged.’
  UN agencies are entitled to claim a fixed percentage of overhead costs (up to 7%), on which reporting in the aggregate is provided to donor headquarters and UN oversight bodies; however, downward accountability is missing as information on cost breakdown and justification is not available to donors and NGOs at the field level.  NGO partners, however, must negotiate separately – and justify in detail - overhead costs for each project cooperation agreement with the UN they sign.   Generally, high UN agency fund management costs translate into less funding being available for NGO overhead costs necessary for effective implementation.  

UNDP’s NGO capacity assessment procedure should not become a barrier to funding organisations capable of quality delivery and so it should be used in conjunction with other judgements about an NGO’s capacity.   In 2007, only 2 national NGOs were funded under the CHF.  NGOs have argued that many national NGOs are capable of implementing good quality programmes but will need support in proposal writing and other aspects of the application process as they lack experience of engaging with funding mechanisms.   No clear recommendations were made around how this support can be provided most effectively.  NGOs should be proactive in working with national NGOs and the UN in articulating a strategy for supporting them to engage more effectively with funding mechanisms in general taking into account capacity building experience gained by the JDT in the small grants programme as well as from NGOs such as Pact and Mercy Corps who work closely with many national partners.  Within the context of the CHF or the proposed SRF, donors may be willing to fund Sector Support advisors (see below) to work with UN and NGO sector co-leads to support national NGOs. 
4.3  UNDP Strategic Partnership Agreement
In 2005, DFID, the Netherlands and Denmark entered into a multi-year strategic partnership with UNDP.  Over the three-year life of this national programme, the first phase of which ended in December 2007, donors provided around USD 54 million for a total of 24 projects, 9 of which were implemented in Southern Sudan and 3 in the transitional areas.
  Programme themes included governance, rule of law and post-conflict recovery.  The main objectives of the funding were to:

‘Strengthen and assist UNDP to become more strategic, coordinated and programmatic through enhancing its alignment to national strategies, sharpening its focus, providing a more predictable flow of resource, and improving the quality of delivery; and

To enhance the effectiveness of UNDP to assist a range of national (GoNU and GoSS), state and community level institutions through strengthening governance and rule of law as part of a concerted effort to underpin the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) and to enable progress towards achieving the MDGs primarily through support to early recovery initiatives.’
  

The reviewers noted that although the SPA has been a useful mechanism for donor coordination and joint work with UNDP, implementation through the SPA has been more problematic.  UNDP had difficulties establishing a functioning and fully staffed office, given that it had no presence in Southern Sudan prior to 2005.    Gaps created by the high turnover of key staff were managed by short-term or temporary staff who lacked knowledge of UNDP’s systems and culture as well as the necessary political leverage.     The turnover in staff disrupted the continuity of programmes as well as relationships with implementers and GoSS interlocutors.  

Under the SPA, UNDP worked with two NGO partners on the Local Governance Framework Project.  The NGO partners were the initiators of the project, writing the project proposal documents and carrying out groundwork with the GoSS and donors all of which were key to UNDP’s success in obtaining funding for the work.  Although UNDP’s lack of capacity and cumbersome bureaucracy were frustrating from the start, the partner NGOs were initially regularly consulted and involved in discussion with GoSS interlocutors and programme decision-making.   However, once the SPA was established, and UNDP Juba management changed, the relationship between UNDP and the NGOs involved changed.  According to one of the NGOs involved ‘…UNDP completely took over and we entered into a partnership which did not involve the partners.  We did not even have any decision making authority over budget allocations and became what they term a contractor.  We were then told that the process for continuation of the LGRP would be tendered.  We are still waiting for the tender to be posted.’
 The NGO concerned has written to UNDP but has not yet received clarification on the process.
   The other NGO has already decided not to engage with UNDP on any future iteration of this project. 
The high turnover of UNDP staff noted by SPA reviewers was also a negative factor for the NGO implementers of the LGRP.  During the life of the programme the NGOs concerned have had to work with 6 different programme managers, resulting in a loss of institutional memory and continuity in relationships with GoSS actors.  These were key factors in delays experienced by the programme.  Despite having had long established and good relationships with the Local Governance Board and other government actors together with whom they had developed the project, the implementing NGOs were subsequently excluded from higher level project meetings with the GoSS by UNDP staff with little experience of knowledge of Southern Sudan themselves.
UNDP acknowledges some of these difficulties but emphasizes that the initial programme was ‘mis-designed’, pointing out that UNDP rules do not allow joint UN and NGO implementation.  The pre-selection of the NGOs involved – rather than selection through a competitive tendering process - was also considered to be poor practice.
  Therefore, despite a positive review with respect to implementation, the programme must be ‘re-designed’ to meet internal UNDP regulations, including competitive bidding.  While NGOs do not object to the introduction of competitive bidding, delays on UNDP’s part in moving forward with the process have interrupted the programme resulting in the loss of key staff and the undermining of relationships with local government actors.   
Over the past several months, UNDP has been trying to put in place a stable management team and to implement recommendations on systems and procedures from recent programme reviews and audits.  While NGOs understand and appreciate the need to ensure greater internal accountability, poor communications – including mixed messages and even mis-information – as well as in some cases the failure to communicate at all have created confusion, frustration and mistrust and contributed to what is now an adversarial relationship between UNDP and NGOs.
   UNDP acknowledges these problems but is confident that the new management team will be able to engage much more constructively with NGOs.  
4.4  Global Fund to Fight Malaria, HIV/AIDS and Tuberculosis  

UNDP is currently the Principal Recipient for four separate but related programmes financed by the Global Fund:  the Tuberculosis Control Programme,  Malaria Control Programme, HIV/AIDS Prevention and Care, and the Tuberculosis and HIV/AIDS Collaborative Programme.   All of these programmes – developed primarily by NGOs, WHO and UNICEF, all of whom eventually became sub-recipients (UNDP was not involved) - are nominally 5 years in duration but are implemented in two phases of 2 and 3 years, respectively.  The initial Malaria and Tuberculosis Control grant agreements were both signed on 1 October 2004. The condition for receiving 3-5 year funding from the Global fund was that the programme was to have made substantial achievements in targets in years 1 and 2.   The Country Coordination Mechanism (CCM) which in Southern Sudan is now led by the GoSS Ministry of Health acts as a Steering Committee and ‘board’.  It is the CCM that endorses and forwards proposals and nominations for Principle Recipient to the Global Fund for consideration.  

Despite having achieved significant progress in the implementation of the Malaria and Tuberculosis control programmes during the first 3 years of implementation, NGOs report that working with UNDP as the Principle Recipient has been extremely frustrating.   One NGO contacted said that results had been achieved in spite of UNDP’s management, not because of it.    From the NGO perspective, the UNDP Global Fund office has performed extremely poorly in managing the fund primarily because it lacks capacity to:

a)  provide technical support for the development of protocols, training materials and staff training programs in both the malaria and TB programs.  For example, UNDP was to develop the protocols for malaria prevention (distribution of mosquito nets) diagnosis and treatment.  In the end this was done 9 months into the programme, primarily by the implementing partners with help from WHO.  UNDP had funding for but never provided a consultant to develop a Behaviour Change Communication plan and training materials for the malaria project.  Again, in the end, each NGO was left to do this independently. UNDP also failed to provide administrative support to the CCM as originally promised which hampered the effective functioning of this body.
  

b) undertake timely procurement.   As a result the arrival of important drugs and other programme inputs was delayed.  Although some NGOs were able to mitigate the impact by juggling other programmes and funding to truck inputs into Sudan during the dry season, many others did not have the flexibility to do so.  

c) effectively carry out monitoring and evaluation.  Initially this was to be done by WHO (as well as much of the technical assistance) but the relationship between UNDP and WHO deteriorated and eventually WHO (and UNICEF) withdrew from the programme.  When UNDP did send monitors to the field, they either did not have the technical knowledge to evaluate the activities or did not understand the programme well enough to arrive at a fair and accurate judgement.  For example, one NGO was responsible for building 3 wards for the TB program.  The evaluator gave a negative evaluation even though two of the three buildings had been constructed and were in use, and the third building well under way and not yet required for the program.
  

The Global Fund Programme Coordinator was often not accessible to NGO partners as he continued to be based in Nairobi where most of the CCM meetings were also held and rarely came to Juba or the field.   However, UNDP management was also criticized by NGOs for failing to follow up on complaints related to UNDP’s Global Fund management.
  For the Malaria Control programme, UNDP’s management of the programme as PR in 2006 was initially rated as ‘adequate’.  When sub-recipients learned of this a complaint was made which resulted in another review of the PR’s performance.  Ratings on the programme as whole (which is not really a comment on the PR but on implementation) and on the PR’s performance in keeping the CCM informed were ‘adequate’.  However, in relation to the timely disbursement of funds and the overall performance of the PR, the rating was downgraded to ‘inadequate, but potential demonstrated.’ 
  It should be noted that for the next phase of the Malaria Control Programme, the CCM has nominated Population Services International (PSI) – an NGO - to be the Principle Recipient.

NGOs also noted that once UNDP became the principal recipient for the Tuberculosis and Malaria Control programmes, sub-recipient budgets had to be re-worked to enable UNDP to extract its overhead costs.  This contributed to a 3 month delay in the signing of sub-agreements.  Although it was the sub-recipients who actually developed the proposals and who had the relationships with Southern Sudanese authorities at the time (prior to the establishment of the GoSS), NGOs felt that UNDP subsequently excluded NGOs from any decision-making role, damaging the positive ‘team approach’ that had been in evidence before then.   Failure to communicate clearly around issues and problems and resolve them expeditiously, resulted in the development of an adversarial relationship between NGOs and the UNDP Global Fund office, which hindered constructive engagement.

One of the most serious problems from the NGO perspective was related to UNDP’s inability to communicate clearly and regularly with NGOs, particularly around no cost extensions and how subsequent phases of existing grants would be handled.  NGOs who had participated in the development of the original GF proposals and were also sub-recipients, were led to believe by the Programme Coordinator that they would be implementers under Phase II as well.  This was a reasonable assumption give that they had performed well in the first Phase and had done the majority of work on the second phase proposals including outlining specific implementation plans and budgets.  However, once the proposal was approved UNDP management suddenly issued a call for proposals to prospective sub-recipients or implementers.   When they asked for clarification, NGOs received contradictory answers from different UNDP staff which created more confusion.

In response, UNDP has explained that before embarking on the second phase it undertook a review of 2004 contracting procedures which highlighted the absence of competition in sub-recipient selection (sub-recipients were pre- or self-selected), insufficient attention to questions around cost efficiency and technical competence, and the lack of GoSS involvement (the CPA had not been signed and the GoSS not yet formed) amongst other issues.  UNDP opted for open competition to ensure technical competence and reliability, greater cost-effectiveness and to enable actors new to Southern Sudan since 2004 to participate.  
UNDP acknowledges the management and communications problems highlighted by NGOs but insists they are mostly in the past and are now being addressed.    The previous Programme Coordinator, who UNDP says was largely responsible for poor communications and management, left in September 2007 and the new one has only just arrived.  Good communication and facilitation skills were the criteria prioritized in the recruitment process.  UNDP is optimistic that new managers for both the Global Fund specifically and the South Sudan Office more generally will contribute to improved management of this fund.  However, NGOs believe that much more work will need to be done by UNDP to establish a ‘culture of partnership’ within which more constructive relationships with NGOs can be built.  Encouraging positive attitudes and relationships and good, clear communications is an organization-wide responsibility – not just that of a Programme Coordinator or local UNDP office. 
4.5   EU – Humanitarian Plus Programme (HPP)
The EU’s Humanitarian Plus Programme (HPP I) was launched in January 2002 when the political context and on-going conflict made it impossible to implement development programmes in large parts of the country.  The HPP was ‘…a one-off, ad-hoc programme designed to revive development cooperation between Sudan and the EC in the absence of a valid country agreement which precluded the use of regular ACP modalities for spending EDF funds.’
  This 15 million Euro national programme
 took a longer term view of addressing immediate needs by supporting the rehabilitation of systems and services and enhancing local institutional and implementation capacity.  The HPP aimed to strengthen the delivery of basic services at community level as well as stimulate greater self-reliance amongst the local population.  The main priority sectors were food security, primary health care and water and sanitation.  HPP I funding was divided into the following components:

Sectoral projects:  12.5 Euro implemented by INGOs and UN agencies.  Individual grants could not exceed 1 million and projects were to be implemented within 24 months.  Capacity building of CBOs and national NGO partners was an explicit objective of this component. Nine out of 26 projects implemented in total were executed in Southern Sudan.
Micro-projects:  A total of 1 million Euros was reserved for national NGOs, with a minimum proposal amount of 50,000 Euro to be implemented over a period of 12-18 months.   This component was devised primarily to build capacity by giving national NGOs exposure to direct donor contact and funding as well as direct responsibility for implementation.  Nine out of 19 projects in total were implemented in Southern Sudan.
Workshops component: Comprising a total amount € 200,000 for carrying out workshops.
Consultancy support:  Consultancies funded under HPP I included proposal writing for Sudanese NGOs, Monitoring & Evaluation support, and two consultancies to assist NGOs and community organisations with revolving funds and micro finance.
In the second year, an additional 3 million Euros was allocated to HPP I and the programme extended from 36 months to 54 months, with a June 2006 end date.  


Given the good results achieved under HPP I, progress in peace negotiations, and the still huge unmet needs in Sudan, the EC launched a second phase of the programme.  HPP II is a 4 year, 10.7 million Euro programme which began operations in October 2004 and will end on 31 December 2008.
  For HPP II, particular emphasis was placed on how proposed projects contributed to Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD) in the priority sectors of food security, education, health care and water and sanitation, with preference being given to interventions using integrated approaches.  Conflict analysis and peace building approaches and components were also encouraged.  The same broad programme components used in HPP I were also used in HPP II:  sectoral projects (9 million Euro), micro-projects (1 million Euro), workshops and trainings (100,000 Euro) and contingencies (600,000 Euro).  Nine out of the 11 sectoral projects funded under HPP II, are being implemented in the south as are 11 of the 17 micro-projects.
 
Although the overall amount of funding provided under HPP has been relatively small, it has helped to provide continuous support to basic service delivery over the past 6 years.  The programme has been managed by Euroconsult Mott MacDonald (formerly ARCADIS Euroconsult) who have kept most of the same team members over the life of the programme.   Team members have travelled frequently to the field and thus have a very good understanding of the context and good relationships with implementing partners.  The workshop and consultancy/contingency budgets of the HPP have enabled the team to provide additional support to INGOs and SSNGOs to improve the quality of implementation.  The HPP Programme Management Unit has also expended considerable time and energy in supporting Southern Sudanese NGOs in particular to navigate the complex and rigid EU rules and regulations.  SSNGOs which have grants of 50 to 70,0000 Euro for a microproject of 12 to 18 months duration, have to comply with the full set of the EC’s Special Conditions and other contractual requirements that also apply to the large international NGOs.  Many SSNGOs have no own capital, rudimentary office facilities – if any – limited means of transport and communication, lack qualified staff and in some cases have no permanent organizational structure.  According to the HPP PMU, the imposition of rigid contract conditions designed for donor accountability can have the opposite effect:  implementers sometimes try to circumvent such conditions simply to achieve results.
  
UN agencies have also worked as implementing agencies in Southern Sudan with HPP funding. 
 Feedback from the HPP PMU suggests that the UN has generally performed poorly in this role.  Problems cited by the PMU include failure to follow contract stipulations; failure to follow project document and design; lack of transparency in administration; and failure to address problems and issues raised by the PMU.  High turnover of staff and the hiring of inexperienced personnel - both of which affected institutional memory - were other factors which affected the performance of UN agencies as implementers.   The PMU notes finally, that ‘… in several cases, they [UN] hardly deliver.’
   According to the PMU, providing funding to UN agencies to sub-contract NGO implementers also ‘…appears to add no value to these projects, rather the opposite, as more overhead costs are taken up than would otherwise be necessary.’ 

Although the EC commitment to the HPP II as a programme runs up to the end of 2008, the individual projects have either ended or are coming to an end in the next few months; the HPP Programme Management Unit (PMU), contracted to Euroconsult Mott MacDonald, will end its activities in relation to the HPP by 31st May 2007.  There will be no possibility of continuing the HPP as with the signing of the CPA in January 2005, and the subsequent signing of the Sudan – EC country agreement, all regular instruments and modalities for funding of development activities can now be used in Sudan again.  However, it is hoped that lessons learned from the HPP experience are taken into account in future iterations of existing mechanisms as well as in the development of new ones.   Key lessons include:

· the potential negative impact of inflexible donor conditions on the ability of organizations to deliver results
· the suitability of the UN as an implementing agency
· the added value a good Programme Management Unit with a facilitative approach can have in supporting implementing partners to achieve results
DfID, in its choice of Euroconsult Mott MacDonald as management agent for the BSF – the same company which has managed the HPP - appears to have taken these lessons on board.  Euroconsult Mott MacDonald in turn has used the HPP experience to inform its approach to managing the Basic Services Fund.  DfID’s contractual conditions which are simpler and more flexible than those of the EC have helped to facilitate rather than hinder implementation.     
4.6  Post Conflict Community Based Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme (RRP): The EU-funded Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme (RRP) is another multi-year initiative which is implemented through consortia comprised of 48 international and national NGOs.  Unlike the BSF, the RRP – administered by UNDP - is a national programme with a rural livelihoods focus, covering only one or two counties in each of the 10 states.   The objectives of the RRP include three components: capacity building and institutional strengthening; improving livelihoods; and providing support to basic services. The RRP aims to build the capacity of local government authorities through administrative and financial training, building and equipping administration offices, organizing village development committees and directly including authorities in the management of RRP activities to encourage ownership and eventual handover.  Activities aimed at improving livelihoods, markets and basic services include the building of vocational training centres, roads and market infrastructure, health centres and schools and associated trainings.
  

By focusing on a small administrative and geographical area such as the country, the EU hoped to be able to demonstrate significant impact within a relatively short timeframe.
  However, most of the first year was taken up with re-doing proposals and budgets to ensure compliance with EU and UNDP regulations and organizing staff recruitment and logistics.  Unrealistic assumptions were made by all actors regarding how rapidly local authorities and structures would be in place and how receptive they would be to shifting from a relief to a recovery mode.  As a result, the RRP has had difficulties in managing the trade off between capacity building and service delivery objectives.  
UNDP’s management performance also got mixed reviews from NGO informants who noted that while UNDP was flexible with budget amendments, and made supportive project site visits every 4-6 months which helped keep activities on track, Khartoum’s slowness in reacting to reports and approving amendments caused delays and frustration.   During interviews NGO partners noted that although UNDP has project staff in the Juba Office, the decision-making reins are firmly held by financial people in the UNDP Trust Fund Management Unit in Khartoum.    The project staff appear to have no decision-making authority – even though through frequent contact with NGO partners and regular visits to the field they have developed good understanding of the project contexts as well as good relationships with the NGOs concerned.  

Despite the slow start and problems encountered, UNDP reports impressive aggregated results on outputs and achievements against objectives.
  NGO partners confirm that they are now seeing results on the ground at county level.  The EC, in recognition that it needs to continue supporting mechanisms which are working, has recently confirmed in a meeting with NGOs in Juba that it has agreed with the GoNU and the GoSS that it will support a second phase of the RRP.  An additional 50 million Euro will be allocated over a three year period from 2009:  25 million to the GoSS for Southern Sudan and 25 million through the GoNU for the East and the 3 areas of Southern Kordofan, Abyei and Southern Blue Nile.   Strengthening and expanding this pilot fund willenable programmes to consolidate and build on successes and replicate work in other areas.
  
Importantly, the EC is also reviewing management arrangements for the fund.   NGOs, given the concerns about UNDP management described above, support a competitive bidding process, provided it can be managed to avoid disruptions to implementation.  NGOs also support other planned adjustments to the fund such as increasing linkages with GoSS policies and budgeting processes. Other issues NGOs believe need to be addressed include exploring synergies between the RRP, the BSF and other funds; expanding sectoral focus to include more specifically support for the delivery of basic services; consolidating and making more strategic use of lessons learned; building in a more iterative approach to programme implementation; and increasing the size and potential impact of the RRP by making it multilateral.

4.7  Capacity Building Trust Fund (CBTF)

The Capacity Building Trust Fund, is a multi-donor fund
 established in 2004 prior to the signing of the CPA and before the formation of the GoSS.  UNICEF is the custodian of the fund and KPMG the financial manager.
 Over USD 19 million has been committed through the fund since its establishment.  The main purpose of the CBTF was to support the SPLM in the transition to becoming the GoSS by funding recurrent costs (until the government was formed and oil revenue came on line); capacity building and institutional strengthening; and quick start impact programmes.   
The CBTF has essentially been used to fill a wide range of gaps not addressed through other mechanisms, including covering stipends and equipment costs for the new government in 2005 and later managing and disbursing donor and GoSS funds on behalf of the MDTF for approved programmes such as the Rapid Emergency Infrastructure Programme.  Crucially, it has been able to provide public finance management training and support at GoSS and state level to build capacity to engage with and undertake financial management and procurement responsibilities associated with both the running of the government generally and the MDTF in particular.   A GoSS training fund has been piloted and is supporting coordinated training programmes for civil servants across 10 GoSS ministries.  The CBTF also supports the Government Accountancy Training Centre in Juba which runs training and capacity building programmes for civil servants.
  More recently the fund has supported work around retrenchment and development of the education payroll.  The Norwegian government has also provided additional funds for civil service reform at the GoSS request and urgent work on the health sector payroll is also under discussion.  All of these activities will indirectly support effective and sustainable service delivery and can be initiated much more quickly than if such work was carried out under the MDTF or other UN pooled funding mechanisms.  

The general consensus is that the CBTF has played an important and effective role as a fast and flexible gap filling fund, although the results and impact of some activities are reportedly mixed.
  The management arrangements and operating guidelines of the fund are currently under review with the findings and recommendations due to be presented to the GoSS and donors at the end of January.  It is expected that recommendations will focus on suggested improvements to the fund in terms of accountability of decision-making, links with other more recently established capacity building initiatives, tightening up project proposal review and decision-making as well as monitoring and evaluation.  But the speed and flexibility of the CBTF which enable its strategic role and use are recognized as important attributes which should be retained.

Although NGOs have so far not had access to the fund, many are involved in providing training and capacity building support to government from central down to payam level.   Donors, the GoSS and UNICEF should consider funding NGOs if they have the necessary skills and capacities required for future programming.  
4.8  Basic Services Fund (BSF)

In early 2005, DFID initiated a study and related consultations around the development of a two year £17 million fund
 to support the delivery of basic services in Southern Sudan through NGOs. NGOs were seen as well-placed to do this given that they were already supporting the GoSS (and the SPLM Civil Administration before that) in delivering education, health, and water and sanitation services.  Indeed, NGOs were – and still are - providing the majority of services available.  The Basic Services Fund (BSF) was initially intended to bridge the gap in service delivery until the MDTF became operational, support the piloting of innovative integrated service delivery projects, contribute to the Southern Sudan government’s longer-term vision for service delivery including the development of common service standards and promotion of service provider accountability, and build capacity and ownership of local government and communities.  
Although the principle was sound, the multiplicity of objectives, capacity problems with the managing NGO during the first phase, and a delay of several months in appointing a new management agent, negatively affected progress.  Once the new agent,  Euroconsult Mott MacDonald - a consulting firm with prior experience of managing the EU Humanitarian Plus Programme in Southern Sudan – was finally appointed, it took another four months to review proposals and decide funding allocations for Phase II.  Although NGOs were informed in December 2006 of funding decisions, further delays occurred while issues around advances were sorted out. 

Despite its slow and troubled start, a total of 14 NGO programmes are now being funded through the BSF.    Preliminary indications from a recent review which is currently being finalized indicate that the BSF has delivered services rapidly and effectively and has assisted NGO partners in beginning the transition from relief to development.
   Relationships with local government and communities at project locations visited are reportedly good and have enhanced implementation.  However, visibility around the fund and its achievements is relatively low, the strategic potential of the fund to feed into policy and practice has not yet been realized, and GoSS ownership is lacking.
 

From the perspective of NGO fund recipients the fund is now working well.  The Project Management Team makes frequent field visits to better understand the constraints and opportunities of the contexts in which NGOs are working.  Several NGOs who have had difficulty with start up or implementation due to turnover of staff and other constraints have benefited from targeted support from the BSF secretariat which has enabled them to get back on track.  In addition to having established good relationships with the NGOs and having technical specialists to hand who can offer advice and support, the BSF adoption of simple and transparent processes and procedures have helped to expedite implementation, according to NGOs consulted.

NGOs are keen that the fund now be expanded and strengthened,  given the delayed implementation of basic service activities to be funded under the MDTF, and their own difficulties in accessing funds through this mechanism,.  Even after MDTF activities come on line, additional resources such as the BSF will still be needed to address the continually growing demand from returning IDPs and refugees as well as that generated by the ‘Go to School’ campaign.    Although if implemented, the proposed Sudan Recovery Fund may provide support for basic services, it appears this will be targeted more at creating an enabling environment in which to expand service delivery, rather than on the direct delivery of basic services.

Specific recommendations from NGOs for how the fund could be expanded and strengthened to build on success so far include the following:

· Make the fund multi-lateral to increase the level and impact of the fund, meet donor harmonization objectives, and address concerns over bilateral transaction costs.

· Retain and strengthen the presence of the existing management agent through single sourcing; if re-tendering is necessary expedite the process to avoid interruptions to ongoing programmes and delayed onset of new ones;

· Decentralize BSF to state level and below.

· Expand project timeframe from 18-24 months to 3-5 years (not just until the MDTF is delivering or the SRF is up and running); 

· Expand the definition of basic services to include protection, peace building and other neglected sectors (food security & livelihoods – unless EU RRP is expanded and continues to concentrate on this sector) and encourage innovative and integrated approaches to service delivery, one of several unrealized objectives of the current BSF;

· Enhance government involvement and ‘ownership’ at the steering committee level but also at State level and below.

· Address any weaknesses identified in the consultant’s review.
4.9  The Sudan Recovery Fund 
Given the slow pace of MDTF start up, and growing recognition of its structural inability to address immediate recovery needs, donors requested the UN in 2007 to develop a proposal for the establishment of a Sudan Recovery Fund (SRF-SS) - a faster and more flexible disbursement mechanism.
   The SRF-SS was intended to expedite the implementation, primarily through the UN and NGO partners, of a range of early recovery activities.   The proposal was strongly supported by the GoSS who was keen to speed up the delivery of essential basic services and other peace dividends through a mechanism easier for NGO implementing partners to access.  An added attraction was that no GoSS counterpart funds would be required.  The World Bank and donors, however, had reservations about a) potential competition over funding between the MDTF and the SRF as no new monies are available; b) the additional demands on GoSS time and capacity a new window would make; c) the rationale for linking the SRF to the Work Plan - an annual UN planning framework with limited GoSS ownership
; and d) the cumbersome and bureaucratic processes proposed. 

While NGOs supported the idea of a fast and flexible, multi-year recovery fund in principle, they also had reservations about whether the proposed model would enable faster, easier access as well as timely and effective implementation.  The following specific concerns were raised: 

· The proposal did not clarify whether NGOs would be able to access funding directly or only through a UN agency.  NGO experience has shown that accessing funding through UN agency bureaucracies is cumbersome and bureaucratic giving rise to delays in disbursements and thus implementation.  Negotiating sufficient overhead costs for implementation is also problematic.

· NGO experience of operating under UNDP-managed funding mechanisms, in particular, is largely negative although positive exceptions can be found.  Many doubted the capacity of UNDP to implement such a fund efficiently and effectively.

· The proposal mentioned NGO representation in the Project Approval Group but did not specify whether NGOs would be present as equal partners or merely play an observer role.

· Although the proposal expressed the intention to prioritize support for projects which would build the capacity of Sudanese NGOs and other civil society organizations, as well as to encourage their involvement as implementers, NGOs were sceptical this would happen given that only two Sudanese NGOs had been funded under the UNDP administered CHF in 2007.
  NGOs felt that the high minimum proposal cost of USD 500,000 would exclude most national NGOs from applying or relegate them to the role of ‘sub-contractor’.  
· The idea of the SRF was raised as the UN began to prepare for the development of the UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) for 2009-2012.  Concerns were raised over whether the SRF was being developed primarily to serve as a means of funding UN-led programmes under this Framework.

· NGOs (and some donors) also felt strongly that more effort should be devoted to making existing funding mechanisms which are already delivering work better, rather than investing considerable time and resources in establishing a new one.  In particular, NGOs favoured extending and expanding bilateral multiyear mechanisms currently implemented by NGOs such as the DfID Basic Services Fund and the EU Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme.

Based on feedback and further consultations conducted in the last quarter of the year, a revised proposal was presented to donors in a side meeting in Geneva in December 2007 after the launching of the Work Plan.
  The new proposal differed from the previous one in that:

· Although the SRF-SS is now envisioned as a separate fund with its own Steering Committee, it will operate under the governance arrangements of the MDTF-S and fund recovery activities complementary to it.  

· The SRF will no longer be linked directly to UN planning and programming frameworks such as the Work Plan and UNDAF but instead be aligned with GoSS plans, programmes and processes through the Budget Sector and Thematic Working groups and IMAC. 
 The primacy of GoSS ownership and oversight is much more heavily emphasized in the revised proposal.  Based on the experience with the MDTF, however, this could result in similar implementation delays as the IMAC will have to make time to grapple with yet another set of proposals and interlocutors. 
· A Steering Committee, with NGO representation was proposed which ‘will exercise programmatic and allocation responsibility for SRF-SS activities,’ suggesting that NGOs will be part of the governance structure, rather than just observers.   NGOs, however, will need to clarify the extent of their role and how they can participate most effectively in this mechanism.   Consistent representation in terms of attendance as well as who attends is key to ability to influence.
 The NGO secretariat may be able to support NGOs in fulfilling this role.
· It is still not clear how national NGOs and CSOs will be able to engage with this fund.  The USD 500,000 proposal minimum would appear to exclude them automatically.   Although NGOs will be able to make proposals directly to the SRF, it is not clear whether NGOs can access funding directly through UNDP, or whether they must go through another UN agency – who claim overhead costs - as an intermediary. 
· In addition to clarifying whether NGOs can apply directly to the fund, the UN should also clarify whether applications from NGO consortia will be allowed.  This approach would facilitate participation of national NGOs and CSOs.
· Project timeframes, which were not specified in the first proposal, are to be 12-36 months in length
 but as the majority of Work Plan activities have a 12 month timeframe - and can be funded through the CHF
 - the rationale for providing one year of funding through the SRF is not clear.  Especially given the assumption that once the SRF is established, some resources that would have gone through the CHF to support early recovery and development activities, may be reallocated to the SRF. 
 Under this assumption, although the overall level of the CHF would go down, the available funding would be concentrated on a smaller more homogeneous portfolio of emergency (ERF) and humanitarian activities.  The reduced size and focus of the fund should in turn enable a timelier and more efficient decision making, allocation and disbursement process.
· Scanteam reviewers have pointed out, however, that CHF commitments should not be diverted or reduced until the SRF is actually delivering effectively and that funding for humanitarian and emergency responses also needs to be maintained at sufficient levels.
  These concerns have also been raised by NGOs and UN agencies
 who have expressed a preference for donors to provide new and additional monies to the SRF instead of reallocating funds from the CHF.  However, several donors have indicated that new money is unlikely to be available.  Some governments, such as the Norwegians, have committed most of their resources to the MDTF.
 Others do not have flexible funds at their disposal which can be allocated for ‘recovery activities’.    Setting up and establishing a new fund or funding window implies another set of management costs which could further reduce the overall funding available for programmes.  Availability of funding will also affect decisions around whether to discontinue or expand existing funds such as the BSF and RRP. 
· Regarding basic services, the SRF does not propose to focus on actual service delivery but on time-limited activities such as improving data collection and ‘…facilitating the gradual transfer of financial responsibility for basic services from donor financing to funding based on revenue and user fees.
’’   Although all of these activities are important, it is necessary for the actual delivery of basic services to be supported simultaneously.   The lack of focus in the SRF-SS on service delivery appears to stem from the assumption (stated in the proposal) that as MDTF programmes supporting basic services will begin to deliver soon, it is important to avoid possible overlap and duplication through the SRF-SS.  

The flaw in the assumption is that the MDTF alone will never be able to meet the huge need for basic services in Southern Sudan.  Any possibility for overlap should be resolved within the Budget Sector and Thematic Working groups.   If the SRF-SS does not intend to fund actual service delivery, it will be even more necessary to support alternative mechanisms such as the Basic Services Fund (see below) and the Capacity Building Trust Fund to continue as well as expand.  These funds should not be continued just until the SRF is operational, as suggested by the UN in donor discussions in Geneva.
  UNICEF has already expressed a commitment to scale up the CBTF which may be better suited in any case to supporting the resolution of key obstacles
 to the GoSS taking up its responsibilities for ensuring financing for basic services, including salaries and other recurrent costs. 

After considering additional feedback on the second proposal from a wide range of stakeholders, a third version was produced on 5 February 2008 and presented to the MDTF Oversight Committee.  Most of the changes or clarifications are not substantive – for example, revised schematics or diagrams, new diagrams, and increased usage of ‘recovery’ terminology taken from a recent DfID paper.
  The following are of most interest to NGOs: 
· The GoSS IMAC will now approve proposals before they go to the SRF Steering Committee, not merely endorse them as suggested in the first SRF proposal.
· It is now clear that although NGOs will be able to directly propose projects and programmes to the SRF, they will not have direct access to funding.  Funding can only be accessed through a project cooperation agreement with a ‘nominated’ UN agency which will be allowed to deduct 7% in indirect costs.  There is no reference made as to how the indirect costs of implementing agencies such as NGOs will be negotiated.
· The UNDP Trust Fund Management Unit will establish a sub-office in Juba which will administer the Fund.  UNDP will charge a one-time 1% administration fee and will also ‘…deduct from the SRF-SS account the actual costs of the staffing support provided by the Technical Secretariat.’

· The project timeframe minimum has been increased from 12 to 18 months, to avoid potential overlap with the CHF.  

· NGO participation in governance arrangements have been clarified.

· Proposals from NGO consortia will be welcome, which could facilitate the involvement of SSNGOs.

· Although the document stresses “accessibility for NGOs, as often the only realistic providers of basic services”, the minimum funding level has been maintained at USD 500,000.   Smaller proposals will be considered but not given priority.

· In response to concerns that the SRF processes described in previous proposal versions were too cumbersome and bureaucratic, the diagram depicting the process has been simplified – but the process itself has not been substantively changed or shortened. 

From discussion with the RC’s office, the UN would expect this fund to be up and running by the beginning of the 2008/09 dry season – November 2008.   To expedite the establishment of the Fund once approval is received, the UN has already designed the necessary procedures and forms and has begun to identify potential staff.    Lessons learned from experience with the MDTF, the CHF and other UNDP-managed funds
 are, according to the UN, being given careful consideration in the design of this fund.
Whether the process really can be streamlined and accelerated to enable recovery needs to be met remains an unanswered question for NGOs.   If NGOs – seen as the primary implementers for the Fund - can only access funding through ‘participating’ UN agencies, delays are highly likely.  The largely negative experience NGOs have had in working with UNDP in Southern Sudan, in particular, has undermined NGO confidence in the agency’s ability to manage pooled funding effectively and efficiently.  NGOs vented their dissatisfaction and frustration with UNDP at a meeting on 8 February hosted by the JDO at which the findings of this report were discussed.   Of particular concern to NGOS was that despite what NGOs perceive to be UNDP’s poor performance in managing funds in Southern Sudan, donors continue to channel large amounts of funding through the agency. NGOs appealed to donors to support open competition for the administrative agent role in the SRF – not automatically assign this role to UNDP.  NGOs also asked that the criteria for judging UNDP’s fund management performance include how they manage relationships with partners to facilitate delivery of results not just savings in donor and GoSS transaction costs.

The representative from the Resident Coordinator’s Office emphasized that there is still scope to influence decisions around the SRF proposal which will be presented at the Sudan Consortium meeting in early April.   He encouraged NGOs to contact him directly with feedback.  The JDO also confirmed that there is a willingness amongst donors to look at how best to make the SRF work effectively, noting that while some have already made commitments to support the SRF, others still have reservations.   During the Juba meeting, the RC’s office and JDO urged NGOs to be proactive, constructive and strategic in proposing solutions to the problems they have identified with UN management of pooled funding. The JDO added that if NGOs feel strongly that UNDP is not the right management agent, this can be fed back to policy makers.  It was  suggested that a ‘shadow’ NGO meeting at the Consortium may be the most effective way of doing so.
  
5.   Conclusion 
Three years into CPA implementation, the current mix of funding mechanisms has not been able to ensure effective and efficient delivery of basic services and other early recovery needs in Southern Sudan.  The instruments that appear to be working well in supporting recovery needs are either bilateral funds implemented through NGOs -such as the EC Humanitarian Plus Programme, the DfID Basic Services Fund and the EU Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme - or fast and flexible pooled funds like the Capacity Building Trust Fund, managed by UNICEF and KPMG.   NGO experience of UNDP-managed pooled funds has been mixed at best (CHF) and extremely negative at worst (Global Fund and SPA).    More worrying still is the increasing donor propensity to channel pooled funding through UNDP – regardless of previous performance.   NGO ability to engage with the UN and donors effectively around these issues has been limited by lack of collective capacity to develop an influencing strategy.  The newly funded NGO Secretariat, if used effectively, should be able to address this gap.  The failure of all actors to recognize existing strengths, build additional capacities and actively encourage and support the participation of Southern Sudanese NGOs and Civil Society Organizations through aid instruments and real partnerships is an urgent issue which must be addressed.  
Detailed recommendations to specific actors have been highlighted in section two of this report.   To conclude, NGOs believe that ensuring that funding mechanisms deliver results on the ground as effectively and efficiently as possible should be both the priority objective and mutual responsibility of all actors in Southern Sudan.  Only if this is done can the GoSS be supported to expand delivery of quality basic services and meet other recovery needs, which are the foundations on which peace and development can be built.   
Keep what’s working:
· Prioritize strengthening and expanding existing funds that have delivered results - EU RRP, Basic Services Fund, CBTF, and the CHF. 

· Maintain OFDA and ECHO support for basic services until other funding sources and/or the GoSS takes over.
Make pooled funding work better:
· Monitor effectiveness, focusing on impact on the ground not just whether funds meet UN reform, donor harmonization and other aid agendas.
· Hold funds managers accountable for how overhead costs are used and funds are managed.  

· Ensure through competitive bidding that funds managers have demonstrated capacity to manage the funds, the process and relationships with partners effectively.  

· Encourage funds managers and the GoSS to work with INGOs and SSNGOs as equal partners - not as subordinates.

· Consider NGOs as possible pooled fund managers at State & county level. Ex: Joint Initiative, Zimbabwe.
NGOs must get strategic:
· Give priority to establishing the NGO Secretariat and make strategic use of it.  First priority should be to strategize around NGO role and involvement in the Sudan Consortium.
· Invest in understanding international aid agendas and the funding instruments they give rise to.

· Document experience of engaging with funding mechanisms and use to leverage change as necessary.  
· Promote involvement of Sudanese NGOs and their interests through the Forum.

· Work with the UN and Sudanese NGOs to develop a strategy to support access to funding and capacity building as well as engagement.   

· Engage with the GoSS, donors and the UN to build trust and mutual respect and promote understanding of the many roles NGOs can play.
Donors should take more responsibility for ensuring that aid instruments are:
· Appropriate to the context

· Managed effectively

· Accessible to key partners – such as NGOs

· DELIVERING RESULTS ON THE GROUND
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7.  List of People Interviewed and consulted
Dec 5 (Wed)

11:30 am NGO Forum Meeting

14:00 pm JDO – Liz Gaere & Richard Taylor + Malfrid 

16:00 pm Meeting with Sudan Recovery Fund consultants

18:00 pm Meeting with David Joy, RC’s Office

Dinner with Melissa Phillips

Dec 6 (Thurs)

15:00 Michelle Darcy, JDT Office

15:40 Malfrid Anestad, JDT

Dec 7 (Fri)

09:00 am   Bengt Herring/JDT

11:00 am   David Gressly/UNMIS

14:00 pm   Shamima Khan/WB-MDTF

15:30 pm   Richard Taylor/JDT/DFID

17:00 pm   Ollie Benham/RC’s office

Dec 8 (Sat)

09:00 am    Christoph Lang, Swiss (at CRS) 

10:30 am    Melissa Phillips/DRC

11:30 am    John Fox/BSF

14:00 pm    Emily Oldmeadow/EC

Dec 9 (Sun)

Reading documents, writing up notes

Rest

Dec 10 (Mon)

09:00 am    Brian Doe & Tim Hayden Smith/PACT

10:30 am    Chris Lewis/Tearfund & Medair

12:00 pm    Ferdinand von Hapsburg/UNDP

14:30 pm    NGO Forum meeting CRS

Dec 11 (Tues)

09:00 am George Conway, UNDP

11:00 am Beatrice Khamisa Wani/Ministry of Regional Cooperation

12:00 am Filberto Gabresi/GTZ (Melissa attended on my behalf)

14:30 pm Malfrid Anestad & Melissa Phillips at JDT

16:00 pm Fiona Davies and Moses Mabior/MOFEP

17:00 pm Dr. Nathan Atem, DG Aid Coordination, Ministry of Health

18:00 pm Peter Crowley/UNICEF

Dec 12 (Wed)

09:00 am Kate Louwes/BSF

10:30 am John KimbroughUSAID 

12:30 pm Silvester Okoth and Kate Moger/SC UK

14:00 pm Geoff Wordley/UNHCR

16:00 pm Nicolas Louis/ECHO

18:00 pm Audrey Philippe/PSI

Dec 13 (Thurs)

09:00 am George Mogga Benjamin, Planning, 

10:30 am Leave for airport
16:00 pm Meeting (Narobi) with Adele Sowinska, NGO Steering Committee

Jan 11 2008

11:00 am Charlie Goldsmith, (telcon) former ECA
Feb 4 (Mon)

14:00 pm   Adele Sowinska, NGO SC

17:00 pm   Dr. Akol, SMC
Feb 5  (Tues)

08:30 am  Goder Yohannes, Emanual and Martin, UNDP RRP

14:00 pm  NGO Forum

16:30 pm  EC meeting with NGOs, OCHA compound 
Feb 6 (Wed)
10:00 am  NGO Forum
12:30 pm  SSNGOs at Pact



James K Ninrew, AMA 



Reverand Both Reath Luang, Nuer Peace Council



Lony Ruot, SALF 

14:00 pm  Emily Oldmeadow, EC/OCHA

16:00 pm  Malfrid Anestand/JDT

17:30 pm  John Fox, BSF

Feb 7 (Thurs)

09: 00 am  Suzanne Jambo, Don Bosco, Emmanual Taban – NESINetwork
16:00 pm   David Joy, RC’s Office
Feb 8 (Friday)

09:00 am JDT – presentation & discussion

15:30 pm – meeting with Lisette den Breems, Senior Policy Officer Sudan, 




Government of the Netherlands

Feb 9 (Sat)

9:00 am   George Conway, UNDP, Head of Programmes


12:15 pm  Leave Juba for NBI
Skype and email correspondence with: Dr. Callixte Minani, AAA; Stephen Moore, Malaria Consortium; Dr. Chris Lewis, Tearfund/WHO/NGO Health Forum; Taylor Brown, IDL, consultant to JDO instruments; James Morton, JM&Co, consultant to DfID, Basic Services Review; Amber Kimbro, UNDP/Global Fund; Myron Jesperson & Erin Chu, World Relief; Dick Nauta, Euroconsult Mott MacDonald, HPP; Kate Louwes, Euroconsult Mott MacDonald, BSF. 

. 
8.  End Notes[image: image3.png]



Box 2 - Teacher Training


In September 2006 the GoSS published a request for expressions of interest in providing consultant services under the same programme. Several NGOs subsequently submitted letters of interest to support the ‘Fast Track and in-Service Teacher Education’ component.  NGOs heard nothing until July 2007 when 6 short-listed candidates received invitations to submit bids.  Contrary to information provided by the MDTF previously, the request stated that bids would only be considered if they covered all ten states of southern Sudan and 6,000 teachers within a timeframe of one year.   





NGOs noted:


There is no agency with an established operating presence in all 10 states in Southern Sudan. 


Given the security, logistical and seasonal challenges presented by the context it would be impossible for one agency to undertake this huge piece of work, especially within a one year time-frame.


A request to the MoEST to allow the short-listed NGOs to bid as a consortium was denied.


Although training was to be undertaken in the CECs, there were no links between the CEC construction and the training bids.  Therefore, in the event of CEC contractors delaying or defaulting, agencies undertaking training would be unable to meet their contractual obligations. 


No formal communication around the bids for almost 10 months.





Box 2  - School Construction


In August 2007 the GoSS published an invitation for bids to construct 20 county education centres (CECs) and 100 primary schools under the Education rehabilitation programme.  The invitation was divided into 9 lots.  The Qualification Information document received from the MoEST included requirements for financial guarantees including ‘Bid Security Deposit’ and ‘Minimum Net Liquidity Letter’.  It was clear from the documents received that bidders would be competing on price only and were not being encouraged to include components such as community involvement or capacity building in their bids.  The overall construction period was fixed at 150 days, roughly 5 months.





NGOs noted that:


The bid structure, requirements and application format were designed for large, private contractors, not NGOs.


The timeframe for construction was completely unrealistic given the context of Southern Sudan.


The focus was on providing the buildings or ‘hardware’; no attention  paid to promoting engagement with and capacity building of communities and local authorities, crucial for sustainability and the eventual transfer of responsibility to government.





Box 1 - The Joint Initiative – NGO Management of Pooled Funding in Zimbabwe


In late 2005, seven NGOs decided to combine their capacities and resources to develop an integrated programme to address the short- and medium-term needs of highly vulnerable groups in five urban areas of Zimbabwe affected by Operation Restore Order, or Murambatsvina. During this operation, in which squatter areas and informal settlements and businesses were destroyed, at least 700,000 people in urban areas countrywide lost their homes, livelihoods and access to food, education and healthcare. Part of the impetus for the formation of the Joint Initiative (JI) was the widespread perception among the NGO and donor communities that the UN had failed to demonstrate sufficient leadership in speaking out and mobilising a response.





The NGOs held an initial meeting with donors to gauge their interest in providing pooled funding directly to NGOs instead of through the UN. Donors were immediately enthusiastic, committing USD 35,000 to support the development of the idea. Oxfam also provided some of its own resources. The NGOs prepared a brief submission for the CAP (Consolidated Appeal Process) and then Oxfam and CARE took the lead in developing a longer concept paper on which the full proposal would be based. The JI then spent several months developing a multi-sectoral integrated programme and negotiating among themselves, with local partners and with donors a wide range of programmatic, budget, governance and contractual issues. 





It was eventually agreed by all that the JI would implement an 18-month USD 5 million integrated community-based programme working across seven sectors in six urban areas. After much negotiation, donors eventually agreed to the following: one narrative report; adoption of SIDA procurement regulations; no earmarking of donor funds; and funding to go directly to Mercy Corps for onward distribution. USAID, who cited legal reasons for being unable to contribute to pooled funding, agreed to pay the JI management costs through Mercy Corps. 


 


Management and governance of the JI has been relatively smooth, partly because of the consultative and transparent approach adopted by the lead agency. It was also agreed that as far as possible and practical a consensual approach would be taken to decision-making and to information-sharing, including on budgets and disbursements. The JI has also encouraged the justification of overhead costs and prohibited the practice of passing them on to subcontractors. All of Mercy Corps management costs are paid directly by USAID, thus subcontracting NGO consortium members are able to claim the costs they need for implementation and do not charge national NGOs and CBOs. This approach is in marked contrast to that of the UN. 





The 18-month programme was due to finish in November 2007 but prior to this JI partners were starting to plan for a 2nd phase of three years.  DFID, on behalf of contributing donors, was to have led a mid-term evaluation of the programme.  Feedback from NGOs interviewed indicated that compared with other consortia they have worked in or with – all formed in response to donor or UN calls for proposals – the NGO-led JI experience has been largely positive.  Donor-initiated consortia are perceived as highly constrained by donor rules and regulations. The JI reversed NGO–donor power dynamics, and because NGOs designed the way in which the consortium would work they were able to avoid many potential areas of friction between NGOs. In addition, Mercy Corps has used its lead agency role to anticipate and address problems and issues before they can escalate. According to participants, this approach has helped to minimise opportunities for the competition and infighting normally present in consortia and has enhanced implementation on the ground as well as the JI’s advocacy efforts. Donors were pleased to see the NGOs developing this initiative themselves, although SIDA and DFID both commented on the lengthy process of setting up the consortium and agreeing modalities with NGOs and donors. NGOs noted, however, that now this has been done, others wanting to replicate or adapt the JI approach would be able to do so much more quickly.   (Extract from Save the Children [UK], August 2007: Treading a Delicate Path:  NGOs in fragile states – Zimbabwe Case Study.)





Box 4 – Issues with State-based CHF Allocations





The State allocation meeting was held in Malakal, capital of Upper Nile State.  An NGO who reportedly has been doing very good health work in very isolated areas of Upper Nile State was unable to attend the meeting.    UNICEF, the Resident Coordinator’s Office and other NGOs supported the NGO’s application, noting their focus on neglected areas and the good quality of their work.  As the NGO does not work in Malakal and was not represented at the meeting, the State Director General for Health was not familiar with their work and so decided they should not get funding.  (Email communication 16 February 2008).








� It was not possible to see the full range of GoSS interlocutors as the NGO Forum did not have the capacity to make appointments in advance.


� See references.  It should be noted that three of the review documents consulted were in draft.


� The consultant was informed verbally that some of the findings and recommendations of the 2007 MDTF Review conducted by Scanteam were disputed by the UN who were coordinating the compilation of comprehensive feedback on the report at the time of the consultant’s visit. 


� NGO Forum Khartoum (January 2008) Addressing Sudan’s Recovery Gap:  Recommendations to the International Community in Anticipation of the March 2008 Sudan Consortium, Draft NGO Briefing Paper, 24 January 2008.


� These funds include the Multi-Donor Trust Fund; the Common Humanitarian Fund; the DFID Basic Services Fund, the EU-RRP, the Strategic Partnership, and some bilateral arrangements.  


� Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan.  Draft report.


� OFDA and ECHO have supported basic service delivery (OFDA cannot support education activities and ECHO’s support for such activities is also constrained) and other recovery activities in the absence of other funding for several years.   While ECHO will maintain or even increase its funding for such services in recognition of the continuing gap, OFDA’s funding allocation for Southern Sudan will go down dramatically in 2008.  There are several reasons for the reduction including competing humanitarian priorities in other countries and to avoid a perceived overlap with the USG bilateral development programme. 


� The definition of what could be funded under these mechanisms was expanded to include basic services; administratively, costed extensions were applied for and granted, which effectively enabled multi-year funding.  


� For example, in 2005 and 2006 the governments of UK, Denmark, Sweden, Norway and the US were all providing substantial bilateral funding to NGOs for service delivery in Southern Sudan. The EU also continued to provide multi-year support for food security and the delivery of basic services through NGOs and SSNGOS via theHumanitarian Plus Programme.  Beginning in 2002, the EU with this programme and USAID with other bilateral sectoral initiatives were the first donors to support multi-year recovery programming through NGOs in Southern Sudan. 


� USAID – through OFDA, BPRM and development funding supports 403 out of 495 – or 81% -of donor-supported health facilities in Southern Sudan.  Of the 403 facilities the USG supports, 59% of these are funded by OFDA.  Figures on which percentages calculated taken from the ‘Health Service Transition Gap,’ BASICS, USAID supplied by Dr. Chris Lewis, Tearfund/WHO/NGO Health Forum 19 February 2008.


� NGOs currently provide an estimated 86% of health services delivered in Southern Sudan according to WHO (NGO Briefing Paper, 24 January 2008) and pay around 75% of health worker salaries (Health Salary Meeting Minutes, Ministry of Health, 29 November 2007).  Much of the funding for operations and salaries still comes from OFDA and ECHO.  Health projects represent roughly 40% of ECHO’s portfolio.  (Interview with Nicolas Louis/ECHO 11 December 2007).


� Although the BSF review report had not been finalized and circulated at the time of writing, the preliminary findings shared with DFID, the BSF Steering Committee and participating NGOs at the end of January, suggested that the mechanism was making a substantial contribution to service delivery and should be continued.  The mid-term review of the RRP is scheduled to begin in mid-February.  During a meeting in Juba on 5 February with the EC Desk Officer from Brussels and Khartoum and Juba-based EC staff, the EC indicated that an additional Euro 50 million would be available for RRP Phase II.


� Sudan Recovery Fund Proposal, 9 December 2007.


� Global Fund, Sudan Partnership Agreement, and DDRR.


� Care needs to be taken that the views and inputs of NGOs are incorporated. 


� NGO Forum Khartoum (January 2008) Addressing Sudan’s Recovery Gap:  Recommendations to the International Community in Anticipation of the March 2008 Sudan Consortium, Draft NGO Briefing Paper, 24 January 2008.


� For example, the SRF proposal states that UN agencies will be able to claim 7% in overhead costs; however, UNICEF management costs associated with the CBTF are 3%.


� Interview with James Morton, BSF review consultant, 23 January 2008.


� This will remain a national programme with Euro 25 million going to Southern Sudan and Euro 25 million going to the north.  However, with the northern contribution will be focused on the 3 areas and the East.


� Including state and local government processes.


� By mid-December 2007 following the launch of the 2008 Work Plan.


� NGO Forum Khartoum (January 2008) Addressing Sudan’s Recovery Gap:  Recommendations to the International Community in Anticipation of the March 2008 Sudan Consortium, Draft NGO Briefing Paper, 24 January 2008.


� “The structural conditions – in particular the UN system's preparations for programming and managing such a fund, so far do not seem to be in place,” Scanteam (October 2007): Review, Sudan Multi-Donor Trust Funds Phase 1, Draft report, p. 4. 


� Review of Development Cooperation in Timor Leste, Scanteam September 2007 available at http://www.scanteam.no/reports/2007/Timor%20Cooperation%20-%20Report.pdf


� Recommendation taken from NGO Forum Khartoum (January 2008) Addressing Sudan’s Recovery Gap:  Recommendations to the International Community in Anticipation of the March 2008 Sudan Consortium, Draft NGO Briefing Paper, 24 January 2008.


� “Donors to the Common/Pooled Funds should continue to provide some bilateral funding to retain flexibility.” p. 4,  Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (17 October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan. 


� Although donor policies on funding these types of costs varies, generally such funding is difficult to access. 


� The necessary independence of NGOs as well as NGO engagement in advocacy, empowerment, protection and human rights is something that many governments fear.    


� The Forum consists of over 100 international and national NGOs working in Southern Sudan. 


� Some NGOs, who have not yet moved all of their office functions to Juba, still travel frequently to Nairobi or Uganda.


� Many Sudanese NGOs and CBOs are based in the areas of Southern Sudan in which they work, although some do still operate out of offices in Nairobi.  The UN has tried to encourage both INGO and SSNGOs to establish a presence in Juba by providing a resource centre on the OCHA compound which also has internet access.  However, regular predictable funding is needed if SSNGOs – or INGOs for that matter – are to maintain offices, or even staff in Juba. 


� This is the same complaint many INGOs make regarding their relationships with UN agencies. 


� A prominent SSNGO leader, however, noted during an interview that an individual within a UN agency has repeatedly offered her/him increasingly higher salaries to join the organization.  Interview in Juba 7 February 2008.


� NGOs first approached donors to fund an NGO secretariat over 6 years ago but were unsuccessful.  Instead, a few of the larger NGOs who were consistent members of the Steering Committee committed USD 25,000 each to a common pot which was managed by Medair.  An administrator was hired and a few other expenses associated with NGO coordination covered.  Although this was a start, it did little to lessen the burden on the SC Chair. 


� Comprised of Secretariat Lead Coordinator, an Assistant and a Security Focal Point.


� NGO Forum Juba (December 2007) Proposal to DfID for 2-year funding for the establishment and operation of an NGO Secretariat, submitted by CRS on behalf of the NGO Forum.


� As Secretariat staff will be hired independently and not seconded from specific NGOs, they should have no vested interest in which NGO proposals received funding and should be able to focus on other issues of strategic importance to NGOs as well.


� UNDP also manages the Global Fund for Malaria, HIV/AIDS and Tuberculosis, the Strategic Partnership Agreement, the DDRR Fund, and the EU-Rural Reconstruction Fund; UNICEF manages the Capacity Building Trust Fund, which was established in 2004 before the CPA was signed.


� Scanteam (February 2007) Review of Post-Crisis Country Multi Donor Trust Funds, Final Report and Annexes, Commissioned by World Bank, Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and NORAD in cooperation with CIDA, Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs and DfID.


� ‘There appeared to be limited cumulative institutional learning, so few lessons learned elsewhere were used during the MDTF start-up phase in Sudan.  Lessons learned and tools from other operations are not easily available.’ p. 105 Scanteam (February 2007) Review of Post-Crisis Country Multi Donor Trust Funds, Final Report and Annexes, Commissioned by World Bank, Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and NORAD in cooperation with CIDA, Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs and DfID.


� “Limited procurement capacity and streamlined procedures for rapid response on procurement actions from start to finish are the most binding constraints to accelerated implementation of the entire MDTF-SS portfolio.” MDTF Progress Report, April 2007.


�Scanteam (October 2007): Review, Sudan Multi-Donor Trust Funds Phase 1, Draft report.


� One World Bank interviewee with Technical Committee maintains that the MDTF from the beginning understood that NGOs would be key implementing partners in service delivery and accordingly adapted some processes and procedures to facilitate their participation.


� The alleged lack of co-ordination and consultation was more a perception than a reality. The majority of credible international NGOs worked closely in the 1980s and early 1990s with the relief arms of the SPLA and other armed movements. After the establishment of a separate civilian administration by the SPLM/A in their areas of control in 1994, and the incorporation of rival factions and consolidation of political and military leadership under the SPLA/M in 2002, NGOs increasingly worked with the South Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation Commission and emerging sectoral commissions as counterparts, in some cases providing them with funding and organisational capacity-building support and contributing to the development of sectoral strategies, policies and plans.


� Letter of reply on MDTFs from Erik Solhieim, Norwegian Minister of the Environment and Development Cooperation to the Secretary Generals of Norwegian Refugee Council, Norwegian People’s Aid, Norwegian Church Aid, Norwegian Lung and Heart Patient Organization, and the Stromme Foundation, dated 22 December 2007, received by NGOs in Juba 11 January 2008.


� A similar fund has also been piloted in the DRC.  UN reform agenda consists of a number of inter-related initiatives and activities focused on strengthening the UN and in particular the role of the Humanitarian Coordinator, increasing donor aid harmonization, implementation of the cluster leadership system, a reformed Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), agreements to monitor collective donor progress against Good Humanitarian Donorship commitments, and efforts to improve needs assessment and the quality of HC leadership.


� Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan.  Draft report..


� Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan.  Draft report.


� USD 2 million was given to 5 states to facilitate state-based planning.  The allocations had ‘…the spin-off effect of increasing the level of direct funding to NGOs, which were better placed than UN agencies to argue the case for their projects at State level.’  Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan.  Draft report.p. 41.


� Feedback from NGOs who attended allocation meetings in the various states indicates that while the process was handled well in some, in others it went badly.  Communication around when the meetings will take place has been poor and the process itself less than transparent.  The UN and State governments are aware of this and will be working to try to resolve these problems.


� Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan, daft report, p. 44.


� Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan.  daft report, p. 13.


�$26m DFID; $24m Dutch and $4m Danes, Boyd G, Orlander K, Pearce, H, Adiebo, K (June 2007) UNDP Strategic partnership fund 2005-2007:  End of Strategic Partnership Review.  Report commissioned by the governments of the UK, Netherlands and Denmark. 


� UNDP SP End of Project Review, page 13.


� Email communication from NGO 28 January 2008.


� It was only after NGOs expressed extreme frustration anddissatisfaction in regard to UNDP’s management of and approaches to dealing with NGOs in a recent workshop in  Juba at which the findings of this report were presented and discussed, that UNDP contacted the NGO concerned to arrange a meeting.    


� Interview with George Conway, UNDP Head of Programmes, Juba 9 February 2008.


� NGOs expressed strong views on UNDP’s poor programme management performance at a meeting held in Juba on 8 February to discuss the draft of this report.   Many of the comments made were related to UNDP’s failure to include or involve them in substantive discussions and decisions, poor and unclear communications, and a tendency to manage programmes from a purely financial perspective.  NGOs perceive UNDP’s attitude towards them as ‘disrespectful’ – that UNDP does not value NGOs or the partnerships with them.


� According to the MOH Chair of the CCM, one of reasons UNDP was selected as Principle Recipient was that the organization ‘…promised to provide admin support for CCM from its own program funds; this has never materialized.’  CCM Minutes, T. Boo, 2006.


� Information taken from email communication with the NGO concerned.


� NGOs complained about UNDP management not replying to emails or telephone calls requesting clarification or appointments and not providing information requested in relation to both the Global Fund and the Local Governance Recovery Programme.


� Email communication 31 January 2007 and CCM Minutes, May 2006.


� Email communication 31 January 2007.


� Email communication from HPP PMU, Khartoum, 18 February 2008.


� € 15 m was approved for HPP in 2001 from the amount allocated to the Sudan under the 6th European Development Fund (EDF VI).  This was the first EU bilateral development funding to be programmed since the abrogation of the bilateral country agreement for development cooperation in 1990.  EU Delegation in Sudan website:  http://www.delsdn.ec.europa.eu/en/eu_and_sudan/1.htm.


� HPP II was implemented in parallel with HPP I for a period of about 20 months.  Funding for the programme comes from the 9th EDF.   EU Delegation in Sudan website:  http://www.delsdn.ec.europa.eu/en/eu_and_sudan/1.htm.


� Most of the information in this section is taken from the EC Delegation website http://www.delsdn.ec.europa.eu/en/eu_and_sudan/1.htm. 


� Email communication with HPP PMU 19 February 2008.


� Three UN contracts were implemented under HPP 1 by FAO, UNICEF, and UNDP.  Only one UN agency, UNDP, had a contract under HPP II.


� Email communication with HPP PMU 19 February 2008. 


� Email communication with HPP PMU 19 February 2008.


� UNDP website:  www.sd.undp.org/projects/cp7.htm


� At the proposal stage, some NGOs argued for a broader geographic focus given the potential for a ‘greenhouse’ effect and for creating resentment and conflict with neighboring counties and authorities in which they were implementing other programmes.


� See UNDP website:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.sd.undp.org/projects/cp7.htm" ��www.sd.undp.org/projects/cp7.htm�, Sudan Post-Conflict Community Based Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme, Summary of Main Achievements. 


� The mid-term review of the RRP is scheduled for mid-February 2008 and will inform the development of Phase 2.


� Italy, DFID, Norway, Netherlands, Sweden, EU.


� UNICEF and the SPLM are the signatories to the original agreement.


� EU Briefing Handout on EU funded programmes, undated.  Obtained by hand from ECHO Office in Juba, December 2007.


� Murphy, P (October 2007)  Basic Service Delivery During the Transition from Relief to Development: Managing the Middle Ground in South Sudan’s Recovery from War. Phase 1: Overview of the Aid Architecture supporting Basic Services. Report commissioned by DFID Sudan and the Joint Donor Team, Juba. DRAFT.


� Fund level was initially GBP 10 million but was increased to GBP 17 million in 2006.  


� Interview with James Morton, Review Consultant, 23 January 2008.


�The Ministry of Finance chairs the BSF Steering Committee meetings which are also attended by representatives from sectoral ministries.


� Sudan Recovery Fund Proposal, version 3, 5 February 2008, p 7. 


�When a decision was made to change the BSF management agent in 2006 it took over 6 months to complete the tendering and selection process and for the agent to be established on ground. 


� The intention was to establish two funds – one for the north and one for the south – which were to be ‘second windows’ of the MDTF. 


� The GoSS Vice President signs off on the Work Plan and letters of agreement are obtained from each line Ministry.  The 2007 and 2008 plans were based on the discussions held in the BSWGs , and the strategic priorities for 2008 were formulated in a joint session with GoNU, GoSS, donors and NGOs.


� The Scanteam Review expressed the same concerns even more bluntly stating that UNDP’s failure to address management structures and issues in other funds it manages has been one of the main reasons for continuing problems.  The review recommended against the establishment of the fund in the absence of a suitable enabling environment.


� Willitts-King, B, Mowjee T, and Barham J (October 2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in DRC and Sudan.  Draft report.


� And in advance of the Sudan Consortium meeting tentatively scheduled for early April 2008.  It is at this meeting that any significant changes to the aid architecture as well as new funding pledges from donors will be announced.


� The reaction to these changes is mixed.  


� The Steering Committee may offer the opportunity for NGOs to exercise some leverage


� Timeframes were not defined in the first proposal.


�Although it is usually 2-4 months into the implementing year before the CHF decision, allocation and disbursal process is completed and NGOs receive the funding.


� There is no guarantee, however, that this will happen.  For many donors humanitarian and development funding comes from distinct funding windows or even separate ministries and thus are not fungible.


� Scanteam (October 2007): Review, Sudan Multi-Donor Trust Funds Phase 1, Draft report.


� Concerns were raised in Geneva during the discussion following presentation.


� From which it is apparently very difficult to ‘claw back’ funding.


� Whether this second point is a ‘time-limited activity’ and is best handled by the SRF rather than the CBTF is arguable.  There are also issues around user fees which need to be resolved given the evidence from other countries that such fees at the point of delivery prevent the poorest children from accessing services.  In the case of health services, user fees can have fatal consequences.  See ‘Paying with their lives:  The Cost of Illness for Children in Africa’, Regina Keith and Peter Shackleton, Save the Children UK, 2006.


� It is clear that the SRF will not be operational until late in 2008, at the earliest.  If formal approval for establishment is obtained from the Sudan Consortium in mid-March, it will still take 3-4 months at least to recruit staff and organize logistics and other support before proposals can even be considered, let alone approved and implemented.  UNDP needs to learn the lessons from the MDTF as well as its own management of the Global Fund in terms of ensuring adequate numbers of staff with the rights skills are on the ground at start up.


� Such as the development of education and health payrolls.  Recommendations around how to make the CBTF more strategic are expected to arise out of a JDT-sponsored review to be concluded in early February.


� ''Even though this second window could be established relatively quickly, we should not rely on it to fund activities during this ongoing dry season. In this regard, donors were encouraged to use existing mechanisms – i.e. the CHF, CBTF and the BSF or bilateral funding. UNICEF confirmed that they are ready to scale up the CBTF in this interim period if required.''  Minutes of the Closed Door Donor Discussion, following Geneva Workplan Launch, Turner, ODSRSG, 17 December 2007.


� ’In response to donor concerns about the SRF-SS processes being too ‘bureaucratic’, the diagram in Figure 2 has been simplified to show only the path of project proposals (which is important for priority setting and decision-making), but not the details about the subsequent flow of narrative and financial reporting (which is more self-evident).’   Sudan Recovery Fund-SS, Comparison between the December 2007 Proposal and the Revised February 2008 Proposal, point 06, Jorgen Lissner, Team Leader for the SRF-SS Mission in late November & early December 2007. 


� The RC’s office clarified at a follow up meeting with NGOs on 15 Feb that although proposal writing support for indigenous NGOs would not be built into the SRF, a consortium of these NGOs could request resources through the SRF for an SSNGO/CBO support centre with expertise in proposal writing, basic financial management, monitoring & evaluation and reporting – project cycle management skills.


�Given UNDP’s mixed performance in pooled fund management, the UN is careful to emphasize that UNDP’s role in the SRF is that of administrative agent, rather than fund manager.  The UN stresses that UNDP will be disbursing and accounting for funds but will not be making programmatic decisions.  


�NGOs noted, however, that when they have tried to do this previously issues raised have either not been addressed satisfactorily or there has been no response at all.
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