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RECONSTITUTION OF THE WATCHGROUP
For the group to remain always efficient it needs to be periodically renewed, especially given the labour-intensive nature of participation in the group work. The regular renewal of the FPA Watch Group is therefore stipulated in the group’s Terms of Reference. In order to reconstitute the group, an e-mail will be sent to all ECHO partners in July (using ECHO’s FPA partner list) to invite organisations to participate. Special focus will be on finding active participants. The July 12 meeting will be the last meeting with the current FPA WG, the meeting in September will be with the new composition.
UPDATE SINCE LAST MEETING ON THE FPA PROCESS
The external FPA evaluation done by Particip consultancy has now been finalized and the report been published. Many WG members have given input to the evaluation, and thus WG’s key messages are well reflected in the report. ECHO has invested a considerable amount of time and effort to this report, and hence it will most likely have a lot weight in the whole renewal process. The WG should keep on drawing on this report and bringing WG’s messages from this report forward.
The WG held three brainstorming sessions with ECHO in April and May. The aim of the workshops was a frank exchange on topics of importance for the FPA revision. The first meeting focused on the results-based approach, performance, accountability (see ECHO note on the issues, see VOICE internal notes); the second on partner differentiation and grouping (see ECHO note on the topic, see VOICE internal notes). The third meeting was a wrap-up discussion, resulting in a summary note from ECHO.

DISCUSSION ON OUTCOMES OF BRAINSTORMING AND FPA EVALUATION
In small groups, the WG discussed the outcomes of the brainstorming session and the Particip FPA evaluation report.  A summary of key points arising: 
What FPA topics / concerns were missing from discussions?
· Emergency funding and Rapid response: There is a some mismatch between the FPA evaluation report and our brainstorming results on the ‘rapid response mechanism’.  In the brainstorming it was not the emphasis was on improving existing mechanisms rather than developing a separate rapid response capacity. It is important to reflect on what problem is ECHO trying to solve with this theme rapid response? 
· Partnership: how to improve the partnership between NGOs and ECHO, including more consultation (e.g. HIP processes). There is also need for more transparency and consistency in ECHO’s decision making, as well as proactively from both sides.

Which conclusions or recommendations from brainstorming or evaluation report need further clarification or debate?

· Differentiation of partners is not clear, (differentiation for what purpose?) Good quality partners and fast partners are not the same thing. Is there a risk to diversity of partners? The question of how ECHO works with family networks and consortia, could also benefit from further elaboration.   
· A and P partners, further discussion needed – noting that the evaluation report says P partnership is not a good enough guarantee of professionalism
· Capacity building could be further addressed, in keeping with increasing demands on partners, and increasing emphasis on quality. 
· Monitoring means during project implementation could be further discussed (monitoring visits have more ‘value’ than interim report.) 
Which points should be particularly emphasized going forward (key messages)?

· Simplification: 

· Still prime concern - Body of documents, approval of project takes too long, the liquidation has to be improved, indirect costs, two heads, result vs. means based approach
· Partnership: 

· Principles of what is an operational partnership, transparency through out HIPS, selection of partners
· Differentiation:

· What is intended by differentiation and will it support the aim of simplification r

· Consortia  - 
· Capacity building 
· Visibility vs. communication
EXCHANGE WITH ECHO
Jean Pierre Buisseret (Head of ECHO C3)  with colleagues : Philippe Navarre, Cecile Yvan, Cecile Iglesias, Anne Simon, Charles Pirotte
Etools update - 
ECHO is working with Deloitte consultancy to develop a more user-friendly application of SF. A new electronic prototype has already been developed. The new form includes more user guidance, including a possibility to consult internet help. It is an interactive pdf that can be sent via e-mail hence making it easy to share info with colleagues. Another advantage of the form is that it can be adapted (contextualized) according to the type of organization and operation. The prototype will be tested before use, starting with technical tests in July. Internal user testing will start in mid August, and user testing with partners (2 or 3 partners) will take place during the second half of September. The goal is to be able to present a demo during the partners’ conference and further develop it until the end of the year, in order to solve any technical problems before the introduction of the next FPA. 

FPA renewal
Process

· ECHO has now finished brainstorming discussions with NGOs, UN agencies, the Red Cross movement, IOs and ECHO (TAs, desks and the cabinet).
· ECHO is currently drafting a concept note on the new elements to be introduced in the new FPA as well as editing the general conditions. Before publishing the final concept note, the FPA WG will be consulted. The final concept paper will be presented at partners’ conference where partners can give feedback on it. 

· Internal process review is still ongoing. The aim is to reach 20% efficiency gain by improving and harmonizing ECHO internal processes. Specific issues Deloitte consultancy is looking at include better collection of data, reorganizing operational and financial liquidation, clarifying roles of TAs and desks, improving IT infrastructure and better integration of Civil Protection and Humanitarian Assistance. 
· The Particip evaluation is finalized and gives a lot of material to work with, even though not all of the recommendations are feasible (some may be not realistic or not in accordance with the financial regulation)

Main topics for the FPA: three categories of subjects:
· Based on all the input received, one can already identify some key issues that need to be covered in the FPA 2014. In the development of the draft concept note, these can be divided in three areas as follows:

A ) Project management: 

· Emergency funding: The current structures seem to be adequate; one just has to make them function faster (e.g. fast track approval for emergencies, simplified SF for emergencies). Pre-award letters would become obsolete if the funding decisions worked faster. ECHO is also looking into prolonging the timeframe for primary decisions.

The Watch Group reconfirmed their view of the need both for quicker decision-making, and quicker issuing of contracts and disbursement of funds. Adapting the HIPs when there is an emergency in a country with a HIP seems to work.  (But it is noted that this depends on where the funding comes from as to whether the HIP is adapted or not)

 Pre-award letters would generally be seen as positive, although not enough legal security for some organizations (so overall emphasis should be on speeding up the system). The problems associated with organizations pre-financing anticipated contracts were well-elaborated in the evaluation report. Extra emphasis on simplification is therefore essential for emergency funding. This could include agreement based on a mini-proposal, with full proposal developed subsequently.
· Multi-action funding: This would depend on the type of organization and nature of crisis, but ECHO would like to look at possibility for a programme base over several years in some contexts. This should give more predictability for partners working in protracted crisis to allow resilience building and LRRD.
· Visibility:  ECHO is looking at directing more thematic visibility funding for the partners capable of implementing bigger visibility activities. Some visibility requirements will surely remain for all partners, but separating out the visibility component from the initial SF could reduce contract delays.

· Collaborative approach: (consortia and coordinated approach). ECHO is looking into the possibility of developing multi-partner contracts with shared liabilities. This could include inclusion of relative clauses in General Conditions, and development of an agreement template and an expanded logframe. Clarity is needed for such cases in case of audit- who will be audited where.

The WG emphasized the importance of ensuring the FPA clearly contains the principle of partner choice of approach.  The WG raised the question of how consortia consisting of NGO family members would be treated – this needs further thought. 
· Twinning with emerging donors - this could be in relation to humanitarian principles and IHL.

· Trust Funds -  Discussion on this are at an early stage, how the provisions in the financial regulation would work for humanitarian aid needs to be examined closely.  

· B) Partner management:
· Differentiation of partners: The idea is to recognize the existing diversity of partners, the different capacities and specializations and adapt ECHO’s approach, procedures and controls accordingly. Three categories that reflect the current reality (mentioned in the evaluation) are under consideration. These are niche partners (working in specific sectors like Aviation Sans Frontiers etc), Generalist partners (both A and P partners that are generalists and medium sized) and strategic partners (the ‘top 15’ NGOs and the UN in terms of amount of funding).

The Watch Group sought clarification on the driving force behind the proposal for partner differentiation mechanisms
· The driving force behind the differentiation is risk management not so much reduction of administrative burden. Simplified processes are not directly linked to diversification of partners. 

· There is the possibility of lump sums, flat rates in Fin Regulation which could be interesting for some partners.

· A and P mechanisms are likely to stay but be reinforced and will become more results oriented. 

· Selection criteria for new FPA partners: ECHO will look at proactive selection and clearer criteria.
C) Cross cutting issues
· Simplification: ECHO is looking at ways to simplify reporting, annual assessment and liquidation
· There is also a need for better contextualized terminology e.g not asking for ‘impact’ in a 3 months project.  .

· Accountability: ECHO needs certain meta-data for accountability. But this data could be something NGOs are already reporting on internally or to other donors to avoid duplication. 
· Policies: This has been identified as a priority at high-level in ECHO there is no clear proposal yet on how to address it into the new FPA. Further discussion is needed ‘in-house’.
The WG emphasized that this is an important issue for ECHO to continue discussing with partners. It relates to the role of sectoral / thematic policy for ECHO as a donor, and the nature of its partners (do partners just become technical implementers?) 

The Watch Group emphasized key areas identified having reflected on the outcomes of brainstorming sessions, and following the FPA 2008 evaluation report:

· The broad consultation process and constant drive for improvement and accountability can risk introducing many extra elements into the FPA. It is essential to constantly keep in mind the need for simplification in order to work more effectively in partnership.  This includes simplification in the body of FPA documents, project approval processes, liquidation process, a clear line on results-based approach etc. 

· The principles of transparency and consistency have long been cited by FPA partners as important for effective collaboration.  This includes continuing to improve consultation with partners on strategy /HIPs, and transparency around project/partner selection.

· The importance of incentives (as opposed to sanctions) for partners when seeking to support improved procedures and practice was noted. ECHO’s role in capacity building (via training etc) has been valued, and is important in the context of commitment to a diversity of partners.
ECHO plans to invite active current partners to enter the next FPA.  This means that a number of partners who have not submitted proposals to ECHO will be excluded, but otherwise there is not planned to be a reduction in the number of partners. 

ECHO is considering that guidelines and supporting documents for the FPA should be put in one supporting document
The Watch Group appreciated the frank sharing and, noting that many ideas are still subject to discussion and development, remains eager and committed to further consultation and exchange.

ECHO’s internal discussions around FPA concept are still in process and legal implications are being looked into.  A concept note will be presented at the October Partners’ Conference.  A draft will be shared with VOICE and the FPA WG. 
Consultation is still foreseen as possible after the Partners Conference, possibly via workshops if necessary on specific questions. Then the process of adapting / draft text of FPA will begin. 
Update on internal process review 

The process review is continuing to look for ways for ECHO to enhance its data collection and data management.  Efficiency gains are sought, particularly important in the context of staff cuts which have already started in ECHO.   Internal processes are being examined to help reorganize operational and financial liquidation, where it is recognized that there are delays and issues. Other issues being looked into are the roles of TAs and geographical desks, management of staff and local staff, and the IT infrastructure.  Later, the review will continue to look at the integration of Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid.

ADVANCING WORK PLAN ACTIVITIES
In its work plan the WG has planned to conduct surveys on HIPs and liquidation. To move things forward the group was divided into two smaller groups to discuss the draft questionnaires. 
Liquidation: The aim of the questionnaire is to gather supporting data on the liquidation process. Even though ECHO has seemed to understand the difficulties connected to liquidation, the group decided nevertheless to aim to carry out the survey in a form that would support future improvement. Adjustments to the questionnaire will be made based on the discussion.

HIPS: The group workplan aimed to repeat the previous survey on HIPs carried out to see if situation had improved.  The small group came up with issues to include to make the survey even more relevant.   These comments will be integrated (but the survey should still be comparable). 
VH/ MB

_1409750256.xls
Overviews

		

				Count of Organisation Name		Organisation Type

				Meeting Type		Family		Individual		NonMem NGO		VOICE		Other Stakeholder		Grand Total

				Task Force		18		13		4		5				40

				Working Group		40		32		8		13		6		99

				Grand Total		58		45		12		18		6		139
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				Rodriguez Escudeiro		Elvira		Action Contre la Faim

				Eguis Del Toro		Belinda		Médecins du Monde France

				Rocklin		Nils		Handicap International France

				Deraedt		Sophie		Plan International EU Office

				Corda		Manuela		CESVI

				Mendez de Andes Aldama		Thais		IRC

				Als		Solveig		Danish Refugee Council

				Reyes		Raquel		Intermón Oxfam

				Molitor		Thomas		Malteser International

				Voss		Vera-Magdalena		Johanniter

				Manevska		Marija		Solidarité International

				Garbutt		Ben		Oxfam GB

				Rosa Plaza		Pedro		CARE International EU Office

				Burniat		Claire		Norwegian Refugee Council

				Avagyan		Nazik		Mission East

				Wulf		Annette		Welthungerhilfe

				Happel		Harald		CARITAS Europa

				Fumagalli		Efrem		COOPI

				Faber		Ruth		EU-CORD

				Lombarts		Violeta		IFRC

				Ooms		Ad		ICCO

				Harbo		Jakob		Save the Children

				Schick		Kathrin		VOICE

				Bird		Mags		VOICE

				Haapaniemi		Veera		VOICE

										This event is supported by the European Commission through its Humanitarian Aid department
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