ANNEX 3

FOOD FOR PEACE CONFERENCE 

STREAMLINING

FLIP CHART NOTES

1. DAP Approval process (Facilitator: Angelique Crumbly)

1.1. What is Working Well?

1.1.1.  Guidelines are clear about what is expected in terms of page limitations and deadlines

1.1.2.  Guidelines are improving

1.1.3.  Consistent

1.1.4.  Mission Involvement

1.1.5.  One review meeting (like Ethiopia)

1.1.6.  Open and transparent communications with missions and FFP

1.1.7.  Better quality DAPS

1.1.8.  Issue Letters combine FFP and mission issues

1.2. What should be changed?

1.2.1.  Should be scrapped?

1.2.2.  Re-delegated missions are they or are they not?

1.2.3.  Process borders on abuse

1.2.4.  Expensive process means “closed shop”

1.2.5.  “Too many cooks spoil the broth”

1.2.6.  Make a decision based on what is submitted. No re-submission

1.2.7.  Mission’s attention to FFP guidance

1.2.8.  Guidelines give more clarity on mission role

1.2.9.  DA/Title II integration. What is the best way to improve the approval of both resources?

1.3. Recommendations
1.3.1.  ADS---- HB9 + Guidelines

1.3.2.  Staff increase

1.3.3.  Training for consistency

1.3.4.  Issues Letters concise and focus on legitimate threshold issues

1.3.5.  Strengthen mission capacity in terms of FFP approval process

1.3.6.  Divide the work between FFP and missions

1.3.7.  ISAs

1.3.8.  Reconcile mission cable and guidelines

1.3.9.  Timeliness should be standard

1.3.10. Off cycles

1.3.11. Issues letter:

1.3.11.1. Concise

1.3.11.2. Threshold issues only

2. Establishment of a Mechanism/Strategy for Programming Title II Food Aid in a Transition context (Facilitator: Susan Bradley)

2.1. What is Working Well?
2.1.1.  USAID has no coherent/established guidelines/mechanisms for “transition” programming

2.1.2.  USAID recognizes that the EP – DP framework does not currently respond to the needs of transition programming

2.2. What should be changed?
2.2.1.  Review the relevance of EP/DP view of the world (Boxes)

2.2.2.  Identify predictable emergencies and ensure programming which addresses underlying causes

2.2.3.  Consider country strategy (vs. EP/DP)

2.2.4.  Greater emphasis placed on coordinating contingency planning in DCHA

2.3. Recommendations
2.3.1.  Review legislation and policies re Emergency/Development programming

2.3.2.  Re-define Emergency and Development to incorporate transition characteristics (transition programming to be reflected in both)

2.3.3.  Consider re-organization implications:

2.3.3.1. Staff

2.3.3.2. Resources

2.3.3.3. Systems (Information systems)

2.3.4. Contingency planning to be included in all programming.

2.3.5.  Review WFP/PRRO and PVO and USAID missions’ transition strategies (to inform FFP thinking)

3. Annual Reporting Requirements for Development Programs (Facilitator: Anne Swindale)

3.1. What Worked Well?

3.1.1.  Qualitative narrative that accompanies quantitative results

3.1.2.  Reporting achieved US targets

3.1.3.  Standardized formats, especially budgets and commodities

3.1.4.  Annual budget approval allows some flexibility

3.2. What Should be Changed?

3.2.1.  Program year vs. Fiscal Year

3.2.2.  Different requirements, missions and FFP (DA and Title II)

3.2.3.  Lack of use of reporting information for management

3.2.4.  Repetitive attachments and information each year even with no change

3.2.5.  Delayed feedback on CSR4

3.2.6.  Comparability of indicators across programs

3.3. Recommendations
3.3.1.  Provide improved instructions on how to report

3.3.2.  Communications/Training

3.3.3.  Training

3.3.4.  Identify what is absolutely required by regulation vs, “Nice to know”

3.3.5.  Working Groups

3.3.6.  If notification is late (two to three months) apply in next cycle

3.3.7.  Training, Training, Training!

4. Evaluation Requirements For Development Programs (Facilitator: Beth Dunford)

4.1. What Worked Well?

4.1.1.  Standardization:

4.1.1.1. Indicators (generic)

4.1.1.2. Data collection, analysis and reporting

4.1.2. Higher level of negotiation and collaboration between mission and PVO

4.1.3.  Clearly define goals of evaluation

4.1.4.  Final evaluation in 4th year

4.1.5.  Increase rigor of evaluation methodology

4.1.6.  Policy makers have understanding of evaluation methodology

4.2. What Should be Changed?
4.2.1.  Allocate adequate resources for evaluation and the M&E system

4.2.2.  Continue to emphasize rigor and methodology

4.3. Recommendations

4.3.1.  Simple is better

4.3.2.  Clarify who funds evaluations (standardization takes a lot of time and resources)

4.3.3.  Guidance should clearly explain purpose of evaluation rather than just specify time

4.3.4.  Indicator standardization to allow data consolidation

4.3.5.  Ensure adequate resources for evaluation

4.3.6.  Strategy for M&E from beginning
4.3.7.  Ensure highest level of collaboration and megotiations between mission/CS (host government and community if applicable)
   4.4. Parking Lot

4.4.1. USAID bilateral relations with governments vs. USAID relations with PVOs and governments

5. Process/Mechanism for Responding to Emergency Situations in a Country Where Title II development Resources are Being programmed (Facilitator: Helene Carlson)

5.1. What is Working Well? 

5.1.1.  DAP activities can mitigate “disaster events”

5.1.2.  Move commodities quickly into region via pre-positioning and other rapid response mechanisms in rapid on-set emergencies

5.1.3.  Community capacity-building can be used for both development and emergency response

5.2. What Should be Changed?
5.2.1.  Improve/expand risk assessment and analysis at design and activity selection stage. Include response capacity in design

5.2.2.  Review absence/presence early warning systems

5.2.3.  Improved FFP/OFDA/Mission/PVO coordination re definitions of disaster and resources triggers, and field level disaster preparedness

5.2.4.  FFP/W backstopping approach

5.3. Recommendations
5.3.1.  Simultaneous regional coordination and country-focused planning for disaster response

5.3.2.  New FFP/W backstopping model – DP/CBO lead with technical support and funds from EP as designated

5.3.3.  External technical capacity made available (emergency technicians, Early warning system specialists)

5.3.4.  Provision of best practices for emergency, through:

5.3.4.1.  ISAs 

5.3.4.2. Education of development staff

5.3.4.3. cross-fertilization region to region

5.3.5. Incorporating contingency planning, risk assessment, disaster response into DAP designs

5.3.6.  Continue the discussion of relationships between/among Development/Emergency (assessment, design and implementation) in FFP strategy development

6. Revising Policies with Respect to Monetization and Cost recovery (Facilitators: Sylvia Graves and Nancy Estes)

6.1. What is Working Well?
6.1.1. PVOs achieving cost recovery

6.1.2.  Good transparency practices

6.1.3.  Encourage small traders

6.1.4.  USAID missions making valuable contributions

6.1.5.  Commodities monetized do not interfere with local market conditions (i.e. commodity mix)
6.1.6. Umbrella monetization:

6.1.6.1. Lead agency

6.1.6.2. Secretariats (PVOs, government_

6.1.6.3. Economies of scale – administration

6.1.7.  Sales contracting process improved

6.1.8.  Bellmon profiles

6.1.9.  When currency fully convertible, flexibility in programming

6.2. What Practices Need to be Improved

6.2.1.  There is room for improvement within some of the umbrella monetization programs.

6.2.2.  We need better monetization analysis and broader economic analysis. (If a consortium performs the economic analysis, there is an inherent bias. An independent assessment like one conducted in Ethiopia by PricewaterhouseCoopers is needed.

6.2.3.   Transparency and objectivity need to be improved.  We need a new mechanism to ensure transparency and objectivity. We need some mechanism for providing and reviewing an objective Bellmon analysis.

6.2.4.  Commodity suppliers should be more involved in the monetization process, the Bellmon analysis and the market analysis.

6.2.5.  Benchmark prices are not working well.  They are not market sensitive.  Sometimes with the benchmark prices, only 80% of the total value of a commodity is achieved when the commodity could have been sold at a higher price (80% of the total value of the commodities is not a very good price).  In these cases, commodity suppliers often take advantage of the situation and introduce commodities at lower prices in local markets.

6.3. Actionable Recommendations

6.3.1.  Involve broad range of private sector, governmental and other interest groups in development of:

6.3.1.1. Bellmon

6.3.1.2.  Price analysis

6.3.1.3.  Overall monetization processes

6.3.2.  Instead of benchmarks, adopt USDA methods of fair market prices reinforced by regular market surveys

6.3.3.  Flexible management of pipelines to take advantage of favorable prices

6.3.4.  Investigate working of commodities groups on monetization

7. Opening Lines of Communications among FFP, the PVOS, USDA, The missions making commodity information available more quickly (Facilitator: Kathy Hunt)
7.1. What is Working Well

7.1.1. Strategy development in process:

7.1.1.1. Consultative

7.1.1.2.  Inclusive

7.1.1.3.  Democratic

7.1.2. FACG Meetings

7.1.3.  “Afghan” consultation of players at planning stage at country level

7.1.4.  External DAP review:

7.1.4.1.  Two-way street

7.1.4.2.  Opportunity to explore issues in open setting

7.1.5. USAID and partners quick response time

7.1.6.  POD quick response time

7.1.7.  FFP, via e-mail, good at keeping partners/stakeholders informed

7.1.8.  Website:

7.1.8.1.  Seen many improvements

7.1.8.2.  Kept informed on status

7.1.9. USAID getting out of RRB to PVOs and partners’ place of business tend to be more collaborative. Also apply to missions

7.1.10.  Better evidence of good communication within government organizations 

7.2. What Needs to Change?
7.2.1.  Internal communications within USAID

7.2.2.  Domestic/International Communications

7.2.3.  Conflicting communications from USAID/Missions

7.2.4.  Dissemination of decisions made at FACG meetings in Washington, DC

7.2.5.  Forum (building)

7.2.6.  Tone FFP come to table with arrogance

7.2.7.  Inability of FFP/W to get to the field

7.2.8.  More FFP/W travel to field:

7.2.8.1. Reinforce team work

7.2.8.2. Better understanding of problems

7.2.9. Better use of FODAG

7.2.10.  Build into process response time for USAID’s partners with respect to each milestone

7.2.11. Sufficient staff in FFP to effectively deal with decision-making and communications

7.2.12. Respect and rationalize different strategic plans

7.2.13. Education of one another standard procedures. Accountability issue

7.2.14. More joint lessons learned/Best practices

7.2.15. Both partners and FFP to utilize ACVFA more effectively

7.2.16. Joint specific advocacy action initiatives, i.e.:

7.2.16.1. World Hunger

7.2.16.2. HIV/AIDS

7.2.16.3. Emergency response

That take place in field/Washington/worldwide

7.2.17. USAID support of a healthy NGO sector written into the strategic plan

8. The Food For Peace Information System (FFPIS) (Facilitator: Lawrence Williams)
8.1. What is working Well?

8.1.1.  Timely reports

8.1.2.  Information useful

8.1.3.  Very stable, reliable and secure

8.1.4.  Not expensive

8.1.5.  Expanded reporting capabilities

8.2. What Should be Changed (USAID with our partners)
8.2.1.  Actualize costs, not just approved costs

8.2.2.  Communicate with USDA systems

8.2.3.  Individual PC “viewability” and print specific pages

8.2.4.  Reporting system to link with performance reporting

8.2.5.  Information access to public (possibly through FFP website)

8.3. Recommendations
8.3.1.  USDA systems populate FFP systems with needed data

8.3.2.  Web base:

8.3.2.1. User directly access and create reports

8.3.2.2. Data entry once – collaborated system

8.3.3.  Web base entry of AER

8.3.4.  Prioritize requirements and provide estimated costs by requirements

8.3.5.  Cradle to grave tracking

8.3.6.  Review existing mission tracking system

