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Definition of terms

Term

Definition

Capacity strengthening

Aims to enhance a discrete area of a National Society's functional or technical capacity.

Coordinated Appeal

Two separate but pre-agreed and complementary appeals — one ICRC and one IFRC — presented
jointly to donors with a shared and agreed joint introductory and framing narrative.

ICRC Annual Appeal

The annual budget is based on the objectives set for the year and aims to cover activities from 1
January to 31 December. All budgets are established on a yearly basis. The ICRC budget and appeal
structure is divided into operational (field) and headquarters activities. The ICRC seeks funding to
cover the costs of its field activities worldwide through its Appeals for Operations; it uses the
Appeals for HQ to seek funding for all activities carried out at its headquarters, which cover
operational, legal, communications and administrative support for field activities and other
functions, such as resource mobilization, human resource management and financial management.

ICRC Budget Extension
Appeal (BEA)

During the year, adjustments to the initial appeals may be made in the form of budget extensions,
in response to unforeseen needs requiring increased humanitarian action.

ICRC Special Appeal

Special appeals which are launched to mobilize funds for crosscutting issues.

IFRC Annual Appeal

The annual plan and appeal is launched at the beginning of each year to fund programmes that
meet an identified need that year. Programme updates and annual reports report on these
activities. The plan reflects the Secretariat's 2-year plans to support National Societies' programmes
and provides a vehicle for donors to support non-emergency programmes.

IFRC Emergency Appeal

This is a plan articulating how the IFRC plans to respond to an emergency situation where there are
significant needs for which international assistance is required. An emergency appeal is always
based on a request from a member National Society and is usually issued on the basis of a needs
assessment. It consists of a narrative and a corresponding budget.

Movement Integrated
Appeal

The only example of an integrated (sometimes referred to as joint) appeal was in response to the
Balkans crisis in 1999. Running from 1 April — 31 December 1999 the appeal was launched on the
basis that both the ICRC and IFRC were convinced that the situation called for the combined
participation of all components of the Movement to respond with speed and flexibility. A Steering
Group was established to ensure the general coordination of the operations of the Movement. In
close consultation with the National Societies of the region, the Steering Group developed a global
strategy and a plan of action on the basis of which an integrated appeal of the International Red
Cross and Red Crescent Movement was submitted to PNS and the international community.

National Society
Development (NSD)

National Society development is defined as deliberate work to achieve and maintain an
organization that consistently delivers, through volunteers and staff, relevant countrywide services
to vulnerable people sustained for as long as needed and that contributes to the strength of IFRC
and the Movement. National Society leaderships are responsible for the development of their own
organizations. National Society development reflects two inter-linked types of work — capacity
strengthening and organizational development.

One International
Appeal

Initiated in 2015 by the IFRC Secretary General and the ICRC Director General, the OIA aims to avoid
financial competition between the two international institutions in large-scale emergencies and
maximize the income available to the Movement. The OIA was endorsed at the November 2015
Council of Delegates, under Resolution One on Strengthening Movement Coordination and
Cooperation (SMCC) as part of the related Plan of Action. In September 2016, a Funding Modality
Agreement was signed between the IFRC and the ICRC, where the two international institutions
agreed that, whenever possible, in large-scale emergencies, one organization (normally the Lead
Agency) would launch an appeal for funds on behalf of both, with the aim of optimizing impact and
resources in such responses.

One Movement Plan
(Haiti) or One
Movement Response
Plan (South Sudan)

A document that aims to encompass all Red Cross Red Crescent action in response to a particular
emergency. Given different names in different contexts, this has included the National Society, the
IFRC, Partner National Societies working bilaterally and multilaterally, and the ICRC.

One Window
Framework

The document developed in Bangladesh presents the combined effort of the Bangladesh Red
Crescent Society with IFRC and the partner National Societies working bilaterally and multilaterally.

Organizational
development

Takes a whole organization perspective to strengthen the National Society.




Executive Summary

1. Introduction and background

The concept of the One International Appeal (OIA) was initiated in January 2015 with the aim of
increasing the humanitarian response impact of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent
Movement. The OIA modality was endorsed at the 2015 Council of Delegates (CoD) and included in
the Strengthening Movement Cooperation and Coordination (SMCC) Plan of Action (PoA) 2016 - 2017.
Having informally trialled the mechanism during the 2015 Nepal earthquake, in September 2016 the
ICRC and the IFRC signed a formal Funding Modality Agreement (FMA) which states that whenever
possible in large-scale emergencies, one organization would launch an appeal for funds on behalf of
both (a OIA), with the aim of optimizing resources, increasing impact and building on Movement
complementarity and non-competition.!

The FMA was first implemented in the IFRC-led response to Hurricane Matthew in Haiti in 2016. It was
subsequently used in Nigeria, South Sudan, Yemen and Myanmar in 2017 and in the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC) in 2018 in response to outbreaks of the Ebola virus. The mechanism entrusts
the organization assuming the “lead agency” role for that context (as per the Seville Agreement and
its Supplementary Measures [SA/SM]?), to integrate the planned activities and budget of the other
international Movement component into its appeal, budget extension or other fundraising tool. The
lead agency (or Funding Partner in the context of the OIA) is responsible for managing the appeal,
raising, collecting and allocating funds and reporting to donors in line with its normal modus operandi.
The OIA is supported not only by the overarching FMA, but each time a OIA is launched, a Project
Agreement, which sets out earmarking conditions and reporting requirements as well as approaches
to planning, is signed and these are then supported by a letter of agreement when the IFRC is the
Funding Partner or a cash pledge agreement when the ICRC takes that role.

2. Purpose and scope of the review

As outlined in the Terms of Reference, the purpose of this lesson-learning review is to highlight
emerging good practice and identify the key challenges of delivering the OIA mechanism during its
first two years of implementation. The review aims to facilitate decision-making in relation to the next
phase of the OIA process in support of the SMCC Plan of Action.

3. Methodology and limitations

The review was commissioned by the senior management of the ICRC and the IFRC as part of the SMCC
process, with the ICRC's Deputy Director General and the IFRC’s Under Secretary General for
Programmes and Operations forming the Steering Team providing oversight throughout the review
process. Based on an initial inception report approved by the Steering Team, a standard approach to
qualitative data collection was adopted including desk review of key documentation and semi-
structured interviews with 188 informants (including eight with external donor representatives).3
Interviews were primarily conducted remotely, but country visits were undertaken to Myanmar and
Bangladesh®. The review focused on the experience from six countries where the OIA was

1Source: ICRC/IFRC Funding Modality Agreement, September 2016.

2 Agreement on the Organization of the International Activities of the Components of the Red Cross and Red Crescent
Movement — The Seville Agreement (1997) and Supplementary Measures (2005).

3 See Annex 1 of the main report for the key documents reviewed and Annex 2 for the list of informants.

4 A third visit to Nigeria could not take place for reasons beyond the control of the review.



implemented (the DRC?, Haiti, Myanmar, Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen) and from two countries
(Bangladesh and Ukraine) where alternative approaches to resource mobilization and coordination
have been adopted. The IFRC was the Funding Partner for the OIA in Haiti and DRC, while the ICRC
was the Funding Partner in the remaining four OIA countries.

The review commenced in late September 2018 and was finalized in February 2019. Constraints and
limitations included an initial lack of clarity and subsequent changes to which countries would be
covered by the review; the over-representation of OlAs in conflict situations as only two of the six OIA
case studies were in contexts led by IFRC; and a small number of suggested key informants (16) who
did not make themselves available for interview.

4. Key findings

4.1. Maximization of, and reduced competition for, resources

Maximization of resources: While there was no concrete evidence as to whether or not launching any
of the OlAs has generated more resources for the Movement than if two separate appeals had been
launched?, most informants concluded that it was unlikely that using the OIA has facilitated increased
generation of funds for the Movement as a whole. Using the mechanism has, however, enabled the
IFRC to access funds in some contexts where it would otherwise have been unlikely to have received
funding (notably in relation to conflict-affected countries where the ICRC has been operational for
many years). Interviewees frequently highlighted their view that implementing a OIA had resulted in
high transactional costs in terms of the time and energy utilized to negotiate each appeal.

Reduced competition: A number of informants believed that the proposition that the OIA would
reduce competition for resources was largely erroneous, suggesting that historically there had been
little resource mobilization competition between the ICRC and IFRC. There was recognition, however,
that recent cases of potential competition, such as South Sudan and North East Nigeria, where the
IFRC had intended to launch its own separate appeals for funds in relation to the 2017 food security
crisis, had been prevented due to the decision to launch the OIA.

Missed opportunities: A number of informants believed that there had been insufficient focus on
maximizing the use of the resources mobilized through the OIA approach at the field level.
Participating National Society (PNS)” informants regretted that they had not been more actively part
of the OIA approach, suggesting that this may have resulted in lost opportunities for funding,
particularly in ICRC-led OIAs where donations cannot be tightly earmarked or receive detailed and
tailored reporting. It was noted, however, that the OIA mechanism was designed as a financial tool
between the ICRC and the IFRC with the expectation that interaction with PNS would be captured
through coordination mechanisms as opposed to financing tools.

4.2. Tools, systems and people

OIA activation: In all OlA countries, the decision to launch a joint appeal was taken during a large-scale
emergency and SMCC tools were not always in place. While Mini-Summits (a decision-making and
coordination tool promoted through the SMCC process) were held prior to each OIA launch, as this
form of appeal had not been discussed or planned for pre-crisis, there was a need to hold detailed

5 Due to the ongoing Ebola response, DRC was considered only in the final weeks of the review. Its inclusion was deemed
important by the Review Team in order that more than one IFRC-led OIA could be included in the analysis. The focus was on
the first phase of the operation in Equateur.

6 This analysis was not possible due to the high number of variables that exist.

7 Red Cross and Red Crescent National Societies working internationally.



country-level discussions on what should be included in the appeal and how the process from planning
through implementation and monitoring should be managed. With the lack of clear and formal
guidance on the OIA, this took significant time and effort (the transactional costs noted above) and at
times distracted from a focus on implementation of new or scaled-up humanitarian responses and NS
capacity building efforts.

The SMCC PoA gives no guidance as to when it is appropriate to launch a OIA. With the exception of
the 2018 DRC OIA, the decision to activate the OIA mechanism was taken not at the country level (as
planned) but further up the organizational hierarchies at Regional or headquarters level. While the
importance of this strategic level of analysis into OIA activation decisions is acknowledged, it was
noted that there has been frustration on the part of country level teams who have been left to work
out the details of implementing a OIA in the height of an emergency, without sufficient and clear
guidance on how to go about this.

An example of this can be seen with the OIAs for North East Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen in
relation to the 2017 food security crisis. Although there were significant food security needs in all the
countries covered, it is worth noting that within the Movement narrative, four of the six contexts
included were already among the ICRC’s largest operations in the world® with the ICRC and NS (and
other humanitarian agencies) already implementing programmes to address the existing high levels
of food insecurity and with existing budgets already covered. Instead of the IFRC launching its own
new and separate appeals in these conflict-affected locations, and wishing to present a well-
coordinated Movement response (as seen with the UN’s integrated approach for these countries), the
leadership of the ICRC and IFRC chose to use the OIA approach, drafting a joint Movement narrative
and either launching Budget Extension Appeals (BEA) in the case of Nigeria and Yemen, or transferring
funds from the ICRC’s existing budget in the case of South Sudan.

While there have been challenges in terms of agreement of appropriate activities to include in the
OIAs and difficulties in the establishment of new structures, systems and operations resulting in the
inability to meet implementing timelines, it is the use of the OIA in North East Nigeria which has been
highlighted by many ICRC key informants and a large number of IFRC informants as inappropriate. This
was in part due to the fact that it resulted in the IFRC establishing parallel systems and structures to
those of the ICRC. Combined with difficulties in deploying and maintaining appropriate human
resources, this hindered the ability of the IFRC to implement timely responses in accordance with
agreed implementation timelines.

The decision to use a OIA in DRC was taken at the regional and national levels, as was the decision in
Bangladesh not to enter into a OIA but continue with separate ICRC and IFRC appeals. It would seem
that decisions taken at field level have, to date, resulted in a smoother implementation.

Existing OIA guidance tools: The FMA which was developed and signed at Geneva level between the
ICRC and the IFRC in September 2016 is little-known at the field level. A legal document, it primarily
covers the funding modalities when one of the international entities funds the other; the role of the
OIA National Society is only touched upon lightly. The OIA Protocol (sometimes referred to as Standard
Operating Procedures [SOPs]) is a living guidance document. It was shared with all IFRC delegations in
June 2018 (along with other OlA-related documents) but has not so far been sent to ICRC delegations.®

8South Sudan, Nigeria, and Yemen (all of which were subject to a OIA) and Somalia (not covered by a OIA). The joint narrative
also covered Kenya and Ethiopia but, like Somalia, these were not included in a OIA.

9 The ICRC’s general practice is not to share unfinalized documents, an approach that runs counter to a ‘learning-by-doing’
approach, where documents will evolve in line with developing experience in different scenarios.



While the Protocol documents learning, it is insufficient to steer those involved in putting together
OIAs at country level, particularly when this needs to be done at speed. The Protocol highlights a
number of key issues which have occurred more than once and provides some suggestions as to how
they could be overcome, but this has not prevented some of the same challenges arising more than
once. For example, there continues to be a lack of clarity around topics such as how to implement
National Society Development (NSD) activities within short OIA implementation timeframes and how
to transition out of the OIA. The SMCC Mini-Summit guidance and checklist was identified by a number
of informants as the only tool available to support the OIA. Described as useful to guide the convening
of the initial meeting of the senior management of NS, ICRC and IFRC at country level, informants
regretted that they do not provide guidance on how to engage with PNS present in-country.

While many of those tasked with implementing OlAs at field level observed that the existing guidance
and tools are simply insufficient to support OIA decision-making and implementation — a view
supported in this review — it is also understood that had the two institutions waited until there was
solid guidance in place, then it is likely the OIA may not have got off the ground. Both NSs and PNSs
consulted noted that little or nothing was shared with them to help them understand what OlAs were
and what they aimed to achieve. There was a frustration both in Haiti in 2016 and currently in DRC
that none of the OIA documents are available in French.

Other guidance gaps: There was lack of guidance related both to the responsibilities of the Funding
Partner (in terms of coordination, oversight of and accountability for the activities of another
Movement component), as well as a lack of guidance for the Implementing Partner to better
understand the rights and obligations of receiving funds through a OIA. How to transition out of the
OIA and what, if anything, comes after a OIA was identified as other important omissions.

‘Learning-by-doing’: the adoption of a ‘learning-by-doing’ approach in the absence of tools and staff
experience has resulted in each OIA being developed and implemented differently. While this has
been positive in terms of allowing for contextual adaptation, it has been challenging for those tasked
with developing each OIA as there is no systematically documented or shared learning and no trained
support staff to provide guidance. Insufficient consideration was given to how the learning-by-doing
process of introducing the OIA would play out, particularly in terms of how potential errors and
mistakes would be reacted to institutionally if there were financial consequences, as was the case in
the first OIA in Haiti. The punitive response to errors made during this first OIA roll-out impacted
negatively, in the view of some, on the reputation of the OIA as a mechanism more globally.

Systems: The lack of alignment between the ICRC’s and IFRC’s approaches and systems has presented
some challenges in areas such as budgeting, earmarking, reporting, onward granting (working
advances), public communications and organizational decision-making. The ICRC’s annual planning
and budget cycle created challenges for NSD-focused activities that may not fit into this relatively short
period of time (particularly if the OIA is launched in the second half of the calendar year, as in
Myanmar), together with difficulties in tracking an operation once it is included as part of the ICRC’s
overall country- level Planning for Results (PfR) in the following year, as opposed to being managed
as a separate BEA/OIA (as happened in Myanmar 2017-2018).

People: There has been insufficient investment in the human resources required to support the roll-
out of a new concept, both in terms of providing the guidance for and training of field-based staff,
but also the delays in recruiting and training a cadre of Movement Coordination Officers with a strong



knowledge of the ways of working of both the ICRC and the IFRC!°. The presence of ICRC Cooperation
delegates in Haiti and Myanmar who were somewhat familiar with the SMCC process was helpful in
supporting the process; it was noted that their counterparts were generally IFRC’s Heads of Office
(staff positions with high workloads and for whom cooperation is one of many responsibilities). The
extent to which positive achievements and difficulties were experienced was often linked to individual
mindsets and relationships; where counterparts ‘clicked’, many of the natural organizational
challenges of creating a OIA or coordinated approach were overcome, while differences in views and
opinions only became more entrenched when these relationships did not work and a spirit of
partnership was not pursued.

Reporting: Tension within a number of OlAs was caused by different understandings of the level and
type of reporting required from the Implementing Partner and concerns related to meeting the
organizations’ audit/accountability requirements when acting as a Funding Partner (the quality and
depth of reporting required and what, if any, monitoring is required of the Implementing Partner).
Instances where budgeted funds have not been transferred until “acceptable” reporting has been
provided on previous tranches has also led to tension on both sides.

4.3. Contribution to the implementation of the SMCC

Improved coordination and cooperation: Those countries previously designated SMCC ‘country labs’?
all had in place the three-tiered coordination structure foreseen in the SMCC which contributed to
continued Movement dialogue, with the Mini-Summit considered useful for the establishment of the
OlAs. Informants confirmed that where reasonably well-functioning cooperation environments
existed prior to the OIA, this contributed to the willingness to participate during the initial stages of
the OIA. Notwithstanding this, the experience of piloting the OIA in difficult circumstances may also
have contributed to a deterioration in the cooperation landscapes in different ways. In South Sudan
for example, it was difficult to reach initial agreement on appropriate activities and locations to include
in the OIA and subsequent delays in implementation led to later tension. Both here and in other
contexts, these delays risked negatively impacting implementation rates and led to questions in
relation to operational effectiveness.

In some contexts, such as North East Nigeria, using the OIA has compelled Movement components to
coordinate in a positive way which may not otherwise have happened. Despite reasonably effective
operational coordination in DRC, there were concerns regarding the at times low participation of the
NS, limited capacity building opportunities to date and insufficient information sharing. A weakness in
a number of OlAs (and also in Ukraine and Bangladesh) was the failure to carry out joint operational
planning (often because the ICRC already had plans in place while the IFRC was under pressure to
develop new ones). In Myanmar the late timing of the operation within the calendar year and the
confusion around what the OIA would transition into, all put considerable strain upon Movement
relationships. Notwithstanding the limitations of the One Window Framework in Bangladesh?'?,

10 As anticipated in the SMCC PoA.

11 Due to the timeframe and focus of the review, it has only been possible to assess in a broad manner the contribution that
the OIA has made to the global implementation of the SMCC, focusing on the extent to which the OIA has contributed to
improved coordination and cooperation.

12 Haiti, South Sudan and Ukraine. Each of the five regions has one country which has been identified as an SMCC country
“laboratory”. Each country selected has a different humanitarian and Movement environment. Selected country “labs” serve
as contexts in which there is a focused effort on Movement coordination with the aim of improving coordination and
cooperation while piloting new SMCC products/tools.

13 The document presenting the combined effort of the Bangladesh Red Crescent Society with IFRC and the PNS working
bilaterally and multilaterally in response to the impact of the Rakhine crisis in Bangladesh. Many informants regretted the
inability to frame the OWF in such a way that the ICRC could have been reflected in the plans.



informants, donors and PNS HQs see this as a move in the direction of the Movement achieving a
smarter and more joined up way of planning that better reflects the Movement'’s footprint outwardly.
However, similar to Haiti, and to an extent Nigeria and South Sudan, the NS in Bangladesh expressed
feeling somewhat crowded out by this process.

In spite of these challenges, it was noted that working cooperation at the field level was often more
productive than at Regional level. Informants regretted that the institutional intentions represented
in the SMCC initiative were sometimes prey to mindset and individualism at Regional level and they
looked for institutional leadership to help overcome such barriers, together with moves to hold
individuals accountable in job descriptions and measuring performance through the appraisal system.

Shared approaches to capacity building: In some contexts, such as North East Nigeria, Haiti and DRC,
investment in NSD has focused on branches where operations have been carried out, perhaps to the
detriment of NSD for the NS as a whole. This has resulted in the NS feeling sidelined and their staff
and volunteers not benefitting from sustainable capacity strengthening activities which could have
been covered by OIA funds. Ukraine provides a positive example of collaborative approaches to NSD
which is delivered by both the ICRC and the IFRC, funded by the ICRC through its PfR as opposed to via
a OIA.

Safety and security management: With the OIA being launched in some of the most dangerous
operating environments seen today?!*, the need for a thorough understanding of safety and security
management when implementing activities financed through a OIA is paramount. However, there
have been difficulties in ensuring consistent adherence to ICRC-led security procedures in a number
of OIA locations which has been a point of friction at field level, particularly given the ICRC’s long-term
presence where breaches of security regulations may negatively impact its ongoing operations and
put its staff at risk.

Presentation of strong, coherent Movement messaging: The OIA has been beneficial in terms of
encouraging increased dialogue resulting in the issuing of initial public joint statements.
Communication staff from the ICRC and IFRC reflected that more could be achieved, that joint
communications have not always adequately reflected the activities of all components sufficiently and
that in some circumstances, joint decisions regarding the communication strategy to be followed in a
OIA operation have not always been adhered to. The name of the OIA (not having clear Red Cross Red
Crescent branding in its title) was a continuing frustration.

Added value for the NS: Although NS have been involved in the Mini-Summits where the decision
whether or not to launch a OlA is often taken, it is difficult in the examples considered to see what the
ultimate added value of a OIA is for the NS. Some NS%° felt excluded or marginalized from strategic
decision-making and regretted that their own organizational capacity had not been built. The positive
experience of Ukraine provides an example of clear added value for the NS without using a OIA.

Operational effectiveness and complementarity: While a large number of activities and services that
the ICRC and the IFRC can provide — either directly, or in order to support and strengthen the capacity
of NS — are similar, each organization has a specific role to play depending upon its mandate?®, the
operational environment and skills and capacities. Some of the unique skills that each can offer in
contexts where it may not be lead agency, are primarily (but not exclusively): restoring family links,

14 DRC, North East Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen.
15 South Sudan, Nigeria and Myanmar, and to an extent in Yemen.
16 Based on the statutes and visions of each organization and the SA/SM.



some forensic services and weapon contamination activities in the case of the ICRC; and for the IFRC
NSD and epidemic/pandemic response and preparedness. When these unique skills and services are
offered and combined, in conjunction with the skills and services of the NS, the real value of the
Movement is seen and the opportunities to increase the Movement'’s footprint for the benefit of those
affected by crisis turn the relationship into a true partnership, where each partner needs and relies
on the skills and expertise of the others in order to achieve shared operational objectives.

While the OIA is not expected to bring this complementarity but rather to result from it, this has only
been observed in a limited number of locations where the OIA has been launched - in Haiti and DRCY’
and also in South Sudan?®. Observing good practice in relation to Movement complementarity has
been less obvious in conflict environments with ICRC-led OlAs where the IFRC has pursued more
operational activities (or been perceived to have done so) and “moved away” from NSD in some
instances.

Involvement of PNSs in OIAs: The decision to focus on the relationship between the two international
entities of the Movement and initially exclude the PNS is understandable but has been seen to have
had some negative consequences. The most recent IFRC-led OIA in DRC (Equateur) has seen the PNSs
working in DRC involved in helping to deliver support to the operation of the Red Cross of the
Democratic Republic of Congo (RCDRC), building on their capacities and experience in particular
technical areas and their geographical presence. While this is viewed as a step forward, PNS
interviewed viewed their engagement in this operation not as partners but as sub-contractors funded
by the IFRC. More could be done to turn this approach into one of strategic and active Movement
partnership which would be mutually beneficial.

4.4. Perceptions and expectations of external stakeholders®

Donors: Where the OIA mechanism has been used, the production of joint narratives and joint appeal
launches has been seen as positive and well received by those donors interviewed. They perceived
the OlAs to be evidence of jointly planned Movement responses, which was more important to them
than the issue of having only one appeal document to consider or attending only one appeal launch.
Donor concern tended to be less about organizational roles and relationships and more about whether
the objectives of the operation are met collectively.

PNS informants: PNS provided mixed feedback on the OIA with the majority of senior headquarters
staff stressing that they were looking for evidence of joined-up planning and coherence in the
Movement’s responses based on complementarity, rather than de facto a one appeal approach. A
number felt that a OIA is currently more of a cosmetic description of a coherent response that might
not (or did not) reflect the reality on the ground. There was a clear expectation that PNS roles would
be captured in any future OIA or Movement response plan in order to project the full Movement
footprint and leverage a range of institutional donor relationships. One unintended consequence of
the OIA mechanism for PNS was the inability to provide a level of earmarking within an ICRC-led OIA
in order to meet donor requirements.

17 1n both these cases it is unclear whether an OIA was needed in order to support these responses.

18 Although it should be noted that reaching agreement in South Sudan took some time and required the deployment of IFRC
Geneva staff as discussions at country and Regional level were taking too long to come to a positive conclusion.

19 Note that it was only possible to speak to a limited number of donors, NS and PNS representatives during the review
process.



4.5. Additional Findings

A number of informants reflected on the willingness and institutional mindset shift that had allowed
Movement partners to try out new modalities while managing large-scale crises, recognizing that this
has required significant investment from individuals in both institutions. While there has been positive
collaboration in pursuing OlAs at senior leadership and executive levels of the ICRC and the IFRC,
informants stated that at times messages coming from leadership on how and why to implement the
OIA were insufficiently clear and the role of intermediary levels within the hierarchies (particularly the
IFRC Regions) were seen as being unhelpful in the operationalization of OlAs at field level. A
breakdown in trust (both individually and institutionally) and a contribution to rising tensions seems
to have been one unintended consequence of implementing the OlAs in some instances and this
seems to have had a prejudicial impact either on the development of later OlAs or on the low levels
of enthusiasm for implementing OIAs in the future. Finally, it was observed that the OIA as currently
configured makes little allowance for the very different nature and scale of the two organizations and
may result in false comparisons being made of the performance of each institution.

5. Conclusions

Piloting the OIA approach over the last two years has demonstrated that the two international
components of the Movement positively and willingly entered into an exploratory process to
challenge the status quo to resource mobilization in countries affected by severe and large-scale
emergencies. With minimal preparation, they created a ‘learning-by-doing’ process that led to
increased dialogue and enhanced efforts to implement coordinated Movement humanitarian
responses which in some contexts has contributed to improving Movement coordination and
cooperation. In certain conflict-affected environments the OIA has provided the opportunity for the
IFRC to access funding that it may otherwise not have had access to.

However, launching a complicated resource mobilization tool in the face of an emergency,
unsupported by clear guidance and with different institutional drivers for using such a mechanism has
been time and energy consuming and has often led to confusion and tension, particularly at field level.
Tensions in one OIA have impacted on subsequent OIAs to their detriment. At the same time there
are examples of positive Movement collaboration and cooperation in contexts where the OIA has not
been used.

The contexts which have seen the most difficulties in application of the OIA have been conflict
environments where the ICRC has had a long-term presence with established structures; existing
dialogue with authorities, weapon-bearers and affected communities; and has been implementing
large-scale humanitarian responses, with the NS, often for a number of decades. Difficulties have
arisen when the IFRC has moved beyond its recognized strengths in such conflict environments
(including but not limited to NSD and epidemic response) and endeavoured to establish new
operational responses with NS which mirror those of the ICRC and which have not always resulted in
improved efficiency and effectiveness. The effect of one organization providing large amounts of
funding to the other has shifted the balance from one of partner organizations working alongside each
other to one of donor and recipient, which has had a negative impact on institutional relationships.

It is acknowledged that there is a need to identify collaborative ways in which the IFRC’s strengths can
be supported financially and which avoid the establishment of parallel systems and structures,
particularly in often-volatile and sensitive conflict environments. This is already happening in some
locations where the ICRC is including financial support to the IFRC to undertake NSD outside conflict
locations within its annual budgeting processes. However, there is a need to generate further
sustainable financial support which would allow the IFRC to focus on those areas where it has unique



skills and capacity and avoid future operational competition that many feel has distracted from
support to crisis-affected populations. The tendency for NSs to feel marginalized within the OIA
approach and the explicit decision to omit the PNSs are missed opportunities which have masked the
true extent of the Movement’s footprint in appeal reporting.

With the OIA only having been in place for two years, it is a short time span within which to draw
conclusions as to the success of the mechanism. Testing the OIA has required significant investment
in time and resources from all components of the Movement and although each location where it has
been used has experienced difficulties, it has compelled individuals to engage in discussions at field
level which may not otherwise have occurred. This is an important and positive result in terms of
moving forward and trying to find more fertile ground for cooperation which does not necessarily
centre around a resource mobilization tool.

6. Recommendations?®

The focus of the recommendations is that use of the OIA mechanism should be paused so that the
Movement can take stock of the experience of the past two years and ensure that this learning is
captured and built upon. Specifically, this means that the OIA mechanism should not be used until
there are clear and agreed SOPs and guidance to support them; key staff who have the responsibility
to implement OIAs have been well-prepared to be able to do so successfully; and the supporting
infrastructure (in terms of specialist roles) is available to enable continued OIA roll out.

Once the tools and guidance have been prepared and a clear message from the leadership of both
institutions has been disseminated which strategically frames the OIA, the mechanism should be
prepared for and tested in limited number of large-scale emergency response environments (perhaps
five or six) where the probable need for a OIA is judged to be high. Each use of the OIA should be the
subject of a joint lesson learning review at the end of the implementation period, in order to feed into
the systematic revision of the guidance and a fine-tuning of the mechanism for the future.

In the meantime, international Movement appeals should be coordinated, based on a shared narrative
presented jointly to donors and to external audiences, but with separate ICRC and IFRC appeal
mechanisms beneath the narrative.

Recommendation 1: Future Movement appeals

e No further OlAs should be launched until the leadership of the ICRC and the IFRC have a clearly
articulated and agreed strategic direction on the approach and objectives of a OIA (see
Recommendation 2) in place supported by the appropriate people, guidance and tools (see
Recommendations 4 and 7);

e The model for a Movement Coordinated Emergency Appeal (with separate ICRC and IFRC budgets
jointly presented with an overarching narrative) is developed, tested and fine-tuned?;

o The Coordinated Appeal and shared narrative must be based on a clear Movement Plan of Action
that responds to a harmonized assessment and clearly describes the roles of each involved
organization (NS, ICRC, IFRC and PNS);

e The OIA re-launch should be accompanied by a name change, with the mechanism being clearly
branded as a Red Cross Red Crescent Movement tool to allow more effective communication.

20 The recommendations focus around a set of key thematic areas and are not presented here in order of priority, but in an
attempt to present them in a logical sequential order to the extent possible.
211n line with Objective 7 of the SMCC PoA.



Recommendation 2: Strategic framing of the OIA

There is a need for a strategic level framing of the OIA which clearly states:

e The purpose of the OIA;

e  When a OIA would be the best approach to most effectively meet the needs of those affected
by disaster;

e The pre-requisites that need to be in place;

e The bottom-up nature of the planning of a OIA, linking it directly to clear, and where possible
joint, needs assessments;

e  Which component of the Movement is responsible for what, ensuring that complementarity
and the added value of each is explicitly described. This can go beyond operational issues and
include issues such as access (to communities, local authorities, etc) and security
management;

e The performance indicators and how these will be monitored;

e Who is accountable for what and how that accountability will be exercised;

e How the implementation of activities covered by an OIA will be reported on;

o The timeframe for the OIA, together with transition and exit arrangements;

e How contributions from donors to the OIA will be represented.

This strategic framing needs to be documented, disseminated and requires consistent and

unambiguous leadership messaging, particularly when the launch of a OIA is under consideration.

Recommendation 3: Sequencing of the OIA within the SMCC

No further joint appeals are “tested” in locations where other critical elements of the SMCC

process are not yet in place and well understood. This requires:

e The completion of a Movement contingency plan with framework pre-agreements about how
Movement actors will collaborate, built on distinction of mandates and the added value of
each Movement partner (NS central role);

e The formulation of country and operational plans in a joined-up manner that include the NS
and considers the role that PNS could play where relevant and appropriate;

e Having clear security management agreements in place and signed;

e Development of shared Movement communication statements and promotional
documentation as standard;

e Agreement of Movement fundraising strategies based on leveraging institutional relationships
with donors, building on a shared Movement narrative (which could/would include PNS).
Evidence of a functioning Movement coordination and cooperation platform in place in which all

Movement components participate, led by the NS and supported by IFRC and ICRC.

Recommendation 4: Timeframes for OIA, transition and exit

Based on the acknowledgement that a OIA mechanism is appropriate to support a joint Movement
approach only during the emergency phase of an operation, and in the case of ICRC-led OlAs will
have to fit within the current budget year, it is recommended that NSD activities contained within
a OIA must be realistically planned to be achievable within that timeframe. This means that NSD
activities should not be included in a OIA for which the ICRC is the Funding Partner if the appeal is
launched within the last quarter of the year.

Where longer-term NSD activities are required, these must be developed, discussed and agreed
through the joint planning processes and cooperation mechanisms that support the operation,
with clear identification and agreement around the accountability framework for this.
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e |n these situations, consideration needs to be given to how NSD activities can be supported by
Movement partners and the IFRC membership, including the potential for including NSD activities
delivered by IFRC and the NS in the ICRC's PfR for an agreed period of time.

Recommendation 5: Accountability

e The ICRC and IFRC should jointly develop a shared accountability framework that can be
followed in all OlAs, regardless of which institution is the Funding Partner. This would include the
identification of indicators, appropriate monitoring?? and narrative and financial reporting
procedures required in any given circumstance.?* The opportunity to pilot an approach where the
Implementing Partner’s operational team is embedded within the Funding Partner’s management
system for the duration of the delivery of specific activities should be investigated if the
circumstances are appropriate.

Recommendation 6: Guidance and tools

e There is a need?* to build upon the existing OIA guidance in order that appropriate tools and
SOPs are available for each stage of a OIA (starting with the decision whether to activate a OlA or
not). Those working at field level must be closely involved in developing and testing these tools,
initially through table top simulation exercises, will be important.

e The Protocol document should be further developed so that it becomes a template SOP that can
be quickly adjusted to the particular context. It should include guidance on:

e The step-by-step process from pre-activation of, to exit from a OIA, including clear roles and
responsibilities for each step;

e The sequencing of IFRC and ICRC planning processes;

e Approaches to NSD, operational coordination, visibility, communications;

e Security roles and responsibilities;

e What to do when activities are not being undertaken as agreed;

e How to engage with PNS before and after the Mini-Summit;

e The roles and responsibilities for Funding and Implementing Partners.

e The SOPs need to include an online repository with OIA templates for agreements such as the
security framework; security management agreement; project agreement; cash pledge; tripartite
MoU and joint communication plan.

e Animportant part of producing tools is to develop an associated dissemination plan, so that staff
have access to and are familiar with them and have learned how to use them.

Recommendation 7: Centrality of the NS

e Further discussion is required with NS that have been involved in an OIA to consolidate their
suggestions on how the role of NSs could be enhanced in the future. This should then be included
in the newly developed OIA SOPs and guidance.

Recommendation 8: Appeal activation triggers and pre-conditions
e |CRCand IFRC SMCC file-holders should facilitate a process (involving those who have participated
in OlAs at field level) to identify OIA triggers. Pre-conditions would include:
e A new and specific crisis;
e Agreed added value of and complementarity between components - ideally already specified
in an existing contingency plan;

22 Responsibilities for monitoring could be shared between Implementing and Funding Partners.

23 Building this sort of joint accountability approach could lead in the long term to developing a specific OIA budgeting and
reporting system to support OlAs.

24 As foreseen in the 2018-2019 SMCC PoA.
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e Commitments of each Movement component documented and agreed in advance;

e Trust and goodwill at country level, Country Cluster Support Team or Regional level (as
appropriate);

e Commitment to have appropriate HR in place to support appeal objectives;

e Pre-agreement on monitoring of and reporting on funds;

e Signed Movement Security Framework in place (where these frameworks exist);

e Agreed joint communications document signed.

Having a ‘decision-tree’ tool in place that can help protagonists quickly work their way through

the process of deciding whether the situation meets the criteria for a OIA approach would be

useful.

Recommendation 9: People

Both institutions should invest in ensuring that staff from all services are included in OIA
simulation exercises and training. The Movement Coordination Officer roster needs to functional,
training on the OIA needs to include all staff who work in the field in operational and management
roles, helping to develop their partnership brokering skills and finding creative ways to help staff
learn from the individual and personal experiences of others that they work with (e.g. using audio
and video documentation, encouraging blogging/vlogging, etc).

Commitments made by each institution in relation to the OIA should be included in individual
job descriptions and performance appraisals. Staff should be held to account against
organizational commitments and consideration should be given to including these in 360-degree
appraisals from counterparts in other Movement components.

The ICRC and IFRC should develop a strategy to encourage staff to better understand how the
other organization works. This could include not only inception and training events, but also staff
exchange or secondment, shadowing or professional pairing to encourage staff in technical
positions to get to know how their counterparts’ function within their organizations.

Recommendation 10: Complementarity and added value

With a focus on large scale crises, it is necessary for the ICRC, the IFRC and NS to ensure

Movement complementarity to support those affected by crisis. This should include:

e Building the capacity of the NS to respond to crises, now and in the future;

e Identifying options through which the ICRC can provide multi-year support to IFRC NSD
activities in a number of locations (perhaps starting with those countries already receiving
support in the PfR process); (See Recommendations 4 and 11)

e Jointly identifying areas where capacity needs to be strengthened and forming country-level
working groups, comprised of all Movement components.?

Recommendation 11: National Society Development

Drawing on learning from the contexts considered in this review (and additional relevant
contexts), the ICRC and the IFRC need to define a clear shared vision of how NSD can best be
achieved in sensitive security environments — and particularly whether and how it could be
achieved in certain conflict situations.

This may vary from country to country and will need to include a sharing of responsibilities
between the IFRC and ICRC in some security sensitive settings, respecting the Lead Agency of the
ICRC while acknowledging and building on the lead role that the IFRC has for NSD. Respect for the

25 |n Somalia for example, there has been a move away from the historical project/programme-focused capacity
strengthening support which was not sustainable. Instead, priority capacity strengthening areas have been jointly identified
with different Movement components providing jointly agreed support to a specific priority area based on their own skills
and capacities.
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security framework that is in place and the particular expertise that ICRC has developed to work
effectively in these environments is a central element to this.

As with other situations, consideration of the best-placed organization to achieve the stated
outcome must be applied, defining how a particular objective can be achieved by working
together. This should include a strengthened dialogue with and ensuring of commitments from
PNS to support their Federation in carrying out its NSD role.

Recommendation 12: Learning from other organizations’ appeal processes

Joint research should be conducted into optimal approaches to harmonized operational
planning and funding and how other organizations approach this task, particularly those
international organizations such as the UN and other large NGO networks. Learning how peers
plan and appeal for funds and how the UN designed its funding structure with the participation of
states to avoid multiple varying funding approaches could inform the development of
Movement'’s funding process.

Recommendation 13: Supporting ‘learning-by-doing’ processes

Should ‘learning-by-doing’ be used in future Movement pilots, it isimportant that the participating
organizations consider how they will manage and respond not only to the successes of the pilots
but also how mistakes and errors will be addressed.

If ‘learning-by-doing’ approaches are to be repeated, the ICRC will need to consider amending its
policy of only sharing finalized documents in order that in specific ‘learning-by-doing’ scenarios,
delegations can benefit from the emerging learning from these processes with the dissemination
of evolving (and therefore unfinalized) documents.

Consideration should be given to creating a broader oversight body in the next phase of piloting
OIA and coordinated planning and appeal processes. This should include both staff who have
recent direct experience of working in OIA operations, NSs and PNSs, who can oversee progress
and offer an external view on progress, opportunities and challenges in terms of putting the OIA
into practice.
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1. Introduction and background

The concept of the One International Appeal (OlA) was initiated in January 2015 by the Secretary
General of the IFRC and the Director General of the ICRC. The aim of this initiative was “that through
efficient resource mobilization built on complementarity and internal non-competition, the
Movement would increase the impact of its overall response”.?® The OIA modality was later endorsed
at the 2015 Council of Delegates (CoD) under Resolution One on Strengthening Movement
Coordination and Cooperation (SMCC) and was included in the SMCC Plan of Action (PoA) 2016 - 2017.

Although there were no agreements yet in place, the 2015 Nepal earthquake provided an opportunity
for the ICRC and the IFRC to test out the nascent OIA approach. This was followed in September 2016
with the signing of the Funding Modality Agreement (FMA) between the two institutions, whereby
they agreed that, whenever possible, in large-scale emergencies, one organization would launch an
appeal for funds on behalf of both, with the aim of optimizing resources and impact in such
responses.?’ The OIA also responded to a recognition that donors were demanding a demonstration
of increased Movement coordination, effectiveness, efficiency and value for money in large scale
operations. The Funding Modality Agreement was first implemented in response to Hurricane
Matthew in Haiti in 2016. It was subsequently used in Nigeria, South Sudan, Yemen and Myanmar in
2017 and in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) in 2018 in response to outbreaks of the Ebola
virus?,

The OIA — which is focused on the two international components of the Movement - has primarily
been triggered at the onset or spike of an emergency, by the Movement’s Strategic Coordination
mechanism?® at the country level. In some cases, the headquarters or the Regions have promoted the
use of the OIA, including in relation to the 2017 drought in Africa. This mechanism entrusts the
organization assuming the “lead agency” role for that context (as per the Seville Agreement and its
Supplementary Measures (SA/SM))3, to integrate the planned activities and budget of the other
international Movement component into the lead agency’s appeal, budget extension or other
fundraising tool. The lead agency is then responsible for managing the appeal, raising, collecting and
allocating funds and compiling reporting to donors on the use of those funds in line with the normal
modus operandi of the lead agency.

As depicted in Figure 1 below, there are a small number of formal agreements which have been
created in order to support OlAs. One is the above-mentioned FMA - the overarching agreement for
all OlAs. The context-specific Project Agreement (signed by the ICRC and IFRC and in some cases
subsequently also signed by the National Society [NS]), specifies amounts to be paid by the “Funding
Partner” to the “Implementing Partner”; sets out earmarking conditions and reporting requirements
for each specific OlA; and covers topics such as the sharing of assessment information, and approaches
to planning (joint, coordinated etc.). The final formal document between the two international
Movement components in an OIA is the Letter of Agreement (in cases where the IFRC is the Funding
Partner) or a cash pledge agreement when the ICRC is the Funding Partner.

26 source: ICRC/IFRC Funding Modality Agreement, September 2016.

27 |bid.

28 The Funding Modality Agreement was also used for the Sulawesi Earthquake and Tsunami in Indonesia in September 2018,
although not as part of a OIA. This was not however included in the review’s timeframe.

29 Made up of the Secretary General of the host National Society (NS) and the heads of delegation of both the ICRC and IFRC.
30 Agreement on the Organization of the International Activities of the Components of the Red Cross and Red Crescent
Movement — The Seville Agreement (1997) and Supplementary Measures (2005).
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Partner = Letter
of Agreement

Figure 1 OIA official documents

As discussed in Section 5 below, the OlA is one element within a wider set of commitments to improve
coherence in relation to the Movement’s approach to the mobilization and coordination of financial
resources in large-scale emergencies.

Reflections undertaken in preparation for the 2017 CoD showed that the OIA had been both
challenging and interesting. This led to the need for a deeper consideration of the process and the
joint commissioning of this review by the ICRC and the IFRC.

2. Purpose and scope of the review

As outlined in the review Terms of Reference (ToR), the purpose of this lesson-learning review is to
highlight emerging good practice and identify the key challenges of delivering the OIA mechanism in
its first two years of implementation. The review aims to facilitate decision-making in relation to the
next phase of the OIA process in support of the SMCC Plan of Action.

Specifically, the objective of the review is to ascertain whether the mechanism has helped support
improved coordination between Movement components and maximize resources available to the
Movement while lessening competition for resources.

3. Methodology and limitations

The review has been undertaken by two independent consultants, both familiar with the different
components of the Movement and the ways in which the Movement operates.

The review was commissioned by the senior management of the ICRC and the IFRC, as part of the
SMCC process, with the ICRC’s Deputy Director General and the IFRC’s Under Secretary General for
Programmes and Operations forming the Steering Team providing oversight throughout the review.
A Joint Management Team (JMT) composed of SMCC file-holders from the ICRC Headquarters and the
IFRC Secretariat managed the review process.

Methodology

Following an initial briefing by the JMT, an inception report was drafted outlining the review
methodology, data collection and analysis tools, a review matrix and timeline. The inception report
was approved by the JMT prior to the start of data collection.

A standard approach to qualitative data collection has been adopted focusing on:
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e adesk review of key documentation;
e semi-structured interviews with key informants from different components of the
Movement and external donors.3!

As can be seen from Table 1 below, between 26 September and 11 December, a total of 188 interviews
were conducted (180 with Movement stakeholders and eight with donor representatives). Country
visits which allowed for in-person interviews were undertaken to Myanmar and Bangladesh. All other
interviews (with the exception of a small number held during the briefing phase in Geneva) were
undertaken remotely.

Table 1 Overview of review key informants

Stakeholder group Number of interviews held
ICRC Geneva 31
IFRC Geneva 20
ICRC field delegations 41
IFRC regional, cluster and country offices 29
National Societies implementing the OIA 21
Participating National Society (PNS) HQs 15
PNS field offices 22
Donors 8
Other 1
Total 188

The review has focused on data collection from six countries where the OIA has been implemented
(the DRC??, Haiti, Myanmar, Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen) and from two countries — Bangladesh
and Ukraine — where alternative approaches to resource mobilization and coordination have been
adopted.

A draft review report was shared with the JMT and the Steering Team in order to incorporate feedback
prior to finalization of the review process.

The review commenced in late September 2018 and was finalized in February 2019.

Limitations
The following constraints and limitations were faced during the review:

e It was not possible to undertake the planned field visit to Nigeria during the review timeframe
for reasons beyond the control of the review team. Instead, data collection and stakeholder
interviews were undertaken remotely.

e There was a lack of clarity from the outset as to which countries would be covered. For
example, DRC was initially included, then dropped, and then re-included (at the request of the
Review Team in order to ensure better representation of IFRC-led OlAs). Somalia had initially
been included (hence some limited reference to Somalia in the report) but was substituted by
Ukraine following discussions with the JMT.

e As only two of the six OIA case studies that were part of the review were led by IFRC, the
review has more reflection on OlAs in conflict situations than those that respond to situations
of natural disaster.

31See Annex 1 for the key documents reviewed and Annex 2 for the list of informants.

32 Due to the ongoing Ebola response, DRC was considered only in the final weeks of the review. Its inclusion was deemed
important by the Review Team in order that more than one IFRC-led OIA could be included in the analysis. The focus was on
the first phase of the operation in Equateur although some discussions also referred to the ongoing operation in North Kivu.
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e While an understanding of the SMCC process was necessary for this review, given the multiple
areas covered by the SMCC and variances in terms of progress in each area, it has only been
possible to make a broad assessment of the contribution that the OIA has made to the overall
implementation of the SMCC (and vice versa) as requested in the ToR (section 7.3 of this
report).

e Of the total of 204 people contacted for interview, a small number of key informants (16)
either did not respond to these interview requests or did not make themselves available at
the mutually agreed interview times.

4. Countries reviewed

Table 2 below provides a brief overview of the countries that were focused upon during this review.
Of the eight focus countries from which lessons have been drawn for this review, three — Haiti, South
Sudan and Ukraine — had been designated as SMCC country “laboratories” in 2016.33 SMCC country
laboratories have benefitted from a certain level of familiarity with, and in some cases use of, SMCC-
promoted tools in advance of the decision to launch a OIA (or equivalent), often meaning that the
spirit of enhanced Movement coordination and collaboration and an understanding of the advantages
of these approaches was already in place.

As noted above, this review has focused on six OlAs which have been launched primarily in relation to
large-scale crises in the last two years. In two of the countries considered (Haiti and DRC), the IFRC
was the Funding Partner for the OIA, and the ICRC was the Funding Partner in the remaining four OIA
countries (Myanmar, Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen). It is worth noting (and as discussed further in
Section 7.2 below) that the OlAs for Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen followed the UN’s move to
launch massive appeals for these countries (as well as for Somalia) with a joined-up narrative. The
ICRC and the IFRC were keen to portray a similar joined-up approach in these countries — all of which
are severely affected by conflict - while addressing needs. The ICRC’s operations in these countries
were amongst its biggest in the world at the time. Table 2 below provides an overview of the OlAs
considered in this review. Although not the subject of a OIA, Ukraine has been included as it provides
an example of Movement cooperation, including in relation to financing but using a different
collaborative financial mechanism than a OIA, from which learning could be taken. Similarly,

Bangladesh has been included as it was part of the Movement’s wider Rakhine crisis response and
allowed for a comparison with Myanmar where a OIA was launched.

Table 2 Overview of review focus countries*

Launch date Country Appeal type Emergency Lead Implementation Agreed appeal
organiz- timeframe amount in CHF
ation
October Haiti IFRC launched Hurricane IFRC October 2016 — Initial total
2016 emergency Matthew October 2017 appeal
appeal, then response 6,853,515,
converted into revised to
OIA, supported by 28,236,416
One Movement (including PNS)
Plan ICRC: 175,735
agreed, 208,000
claimed

33 Each of the five regions has one country which has been identified as an SMCC country “laboratory”. Each country selected
has a different humanitarian and Movement environment. Selected country “labs” serve as contexts in which there is a
focused effort on Movement coordination with the aim of improving coordination and cooperation while piloting new SMCC
products/tools.

34 Source: Comparison table of ICRC contributions to the IFRC OIA.
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Launch date Country Appeal type Emergency Lead Implementation Agreed appeal
organiz- timeframe amount in CHF
ation

April 2017 | South “OIA” based on “Famine” —food | ICRC April 2017 -31 PfR 125,996,000

Sudan internal insecurity in a December 2017 IFRC: 1,115,991
reallocation of conflict January -
resources from environment December 2018
existing annual Carry over of
appeal3> unspent funds
May 2017 Nigeria OIA based on a “Famine” — food | ICRC May 2017 — BEA 27,000,000
Budget Extension insecurity in a December 2017 IFRC: 5,096,838
Appeal (BEA) for conflict (Agreement to
the Lake Chad environment extend IFRC
crisis response. implementation
timeframe to
December 2018)

June 2017 | Yemen OIA built on a BEA | “Famine” —food | ICRC June 2017 - 31 BEA 42,422,000
insecurity in a December IFRC: 2,412,496
conflict Exceptional carry
environment over of unspent

funds to 2018
(not included in
ICRC’s annual
budget)
June 2017 Ukraine 2017 Non- Support to IFRC | ICRC June — December
budgeted capacity contribu | 2017
allocation of building tion to
expenditure the IFRC | January—
2018 Inclusion in December 2018
ICRC PfR
August Bangladesh | Single ICRC Large scale ICRC May — December | BEA 8,025,000
2017 Appeal population IFRC 2017
Single IFRC movement DREF January IFRC: 36,455,381
Appeal, operation 2017, Appeal
supported by a May 2017,
One Window revised August
Framework 2017 — December
(minus ICRC) 2018
(flooding &
displacement)
September | Myanmar OIA built on a BEA | Violence and ICRC September — BEA 16,617,520
2017 displacement December 2017 1,505,216 to
IFRC/NS
January — PfR: 63M
December 2018 Contribution to
IFRC from PfR:
600,000
June 2018 DRC IFRC DREF and Ebola virus IFRC May - November Appeal 7,879,764
appeal (May disease 9th 2018 ICRC: 1,975,487
2018) revised to outbreak in
OIA (June 2018)3¢ | Equateur
(Bikoro, Iboko &
Wangata)

35 No OIA was launched in South Sudan but instead there was a reallocation of resources from the existing ICRC budget. This

coordination effort was framed under the banner of a Movement Response Plan.

36 The extension of the OIA to North Kivu in August 2018 was not considered in this review as it was an on-going operation.
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5. The OIA and the SMCC

Approved by the CoD in 2015, the SMCC process was initiated in order to improve Movement
coordination. Among other commitments made by Movement partners to fulfill this objective was the
acknowledgement of the need for a Movement-wide approach to resource mobilization, built on
complementarity and non-competitiveness.3” Within this, Objective 7 of the SMCC 2016-2017 PoA
foresees what it called coordinated appeals as the minimum, while also pursuing the concept of the
OIA. The 2018-2019 PoA puts more emphasis on developing OlAs. (see Figure 2 below).

2016-17 PoA
Objective 7:

Movement Coordinated
Emergency Appeal

One International Appeal

The Movement pursues  |CRC and IFRC further develop, test
a coherent and and fine-tune the Movement
complementary Coordinated Emergency Appeal

approach to resource model for future large-scale
mobilization in large- emergencies

scale emergencies

ICRC and IFRC, in consultation with
NS, further explore the feasibility of
launching OIA which includes the
objectives, activities and budgets of
the other components

Coordinated, complementary,
synchronized and internally non-
competing appeals for large-scale
emergencies

Improved perception of efficiency,
coherence and clarity of Movement
response plus greater sense of
collective responsibility in terms of
operations and accountability to
donors

2018-19 PoA

L. 3.1.4 Develop SOPs for Coordinated 3.1.1 Learn from the implementation
Objective 3: Appeals in line with the ones for OIA of the One International Appeal
Continue and ensure their dissemination modality and adapt the practice and
improving process on the basis of the results of
coherence in an independent evaluation
resource 3.1.2 Develop new action points based
mobilization and on management decision following
developing evaluation of the One International
modalities that Appeal and ensure implementation
ensure cost-

efficiency and
credibility of the
Movement
response

3.1.3 Disseminate SOPs for One
International Appeal and create Q&A
to go with it

Figure 2 SMCC Movement Appeal Mechanisms

6. Overview of ICRC and IFRC appeal processes

Both the ICRC and the IFRC have their own well-established mechanisms to appeal to donors for
financial support as shown in Figure 3 below. In addition, two collaborative mechanisms have been
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developed in the last two decades — the Integrated Appeal (used only once, in the Balkans in 1999)
and the O