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Learning theme 2: Community accountability mechanisms utilised by partners

that promote community engagement in IRF programmes
&

Learning theme 3: Targeting of beneficiaries for unconditional cash transfers
(UCTs) in the emergency drought response
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Scaling up programmes during the IRF - location
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Scaling up programmes during the IRF - household

Number of HH beneficiaries
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Who is accountable to whom in targeting?

Non formal

LA

Non-

Field staff

beneficiary

Beneficiary

CBC

Formal LA

Donor

NGO
managerial
staff




Geographic targeting during IRF programmes

AIPC phasing guides selection of geographic areas to be targeted.

Selection of communities:

AThere are generic criteria that field staff used to target new locations

during scale up in the IRF.

AAnd there were individual partner differences: presence of markets, size
of communities, information from field staff and LA’s

Too To T o To T To T T Do I

Generic criteria for selecting locations
Drought affected communities with no support from other organization
Areas with highest IDP influx eg Mogadishu, Baidoa ETC
Access- security
Communities not supported by other actors
Hotspot areas that were under siege for a long time like Hudur, Wajid
Nutrition- health status of the community
Displacement transit locations and areas declared as national disasters
Local leaders and early warning committees’ recommendation.
Vulnerable pastoralists that lost animals
Population size
Areas previous affected by famine in 2011 and where there is poor nutrition status




Geographic targeting during IRF programmes

AField staff have to mitigate conflict in the community selection process

ALeads to geographic bias in the process of location selection
(e.g choosing locations with the number of households to be targeted

AField staff responded to lobbying by local authorities.




Targeting new households in the IRF

Cash transfers provided to the most vulnerable households
A

Registration

Of beneficiary households that have been
negotiated

A

Verification
Of selected households to ascertain if they

NGO meet the selection criteria

A

Local authorities:
Non-formal, formal and
CBC

Development of beneficiary list

Negotiation
With community members to identify a
limited number of households

T

Identification
Eligible households that meet the selection
criteria

Define selection criteria
To identify the most vulnerable households

?

Targeting for cash transfers at the household level
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How do we improve accountability of stakeholders during the IRF?

Which stakeholders should be accountable and how do we ensure that they are?
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Who is accountable to whom?
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Who is accountable to whom in targeting?
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Mechanisms for ensuring accountability of stakeholders

Community response  Monitoring Selection criteria Community Communication

mechanism tools meetings

Phone calls —toll free Field visits by  Joint selection CBCs formation Beneficiaries awareness of
senior staff criteria identified entitlement to benefits

: — by LA’s and NGO . , , : .

Suggestion box utilised  Post fiold staff Community Social media use including

by NGO distribution leld sta action plans twitter and facebook
monitoring
surveys

NGO field staff calls to Post Cycle MoU between FM radio station

community members Management NGO and LA’s incl. awareness campaigns

CBC’s

Feedback tools Third party Community FGD  Text messages to field staff
monitoring meetings by community members
Spot checks
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NGO- beneficiary mechanism
1=TPM / PDM / spot checks

2 = TPM call centre

3= List verification

4= Complaints mechanisms to NGO
5=Transparency in communication

Community— community mechanism
7 = Community action plans

10 = Community complaints
mechanisms

NGO- beneficiary & Community-
community mechanism

6 = Transparency of

information

8 = MoU’s

9 = Joint targeting criteria

—

CRAN

Centre for
Humanitarian
Change | ¥h3s



Suggested outputs from learning event 2 & 3

1. Develop processes and planning ahead of the IRF to ensure rapid and
effective scale up into vulnerable locations
1. Carry out risk mapping of locations including their vulnerability to certain shocks.

2. Establish early warning indicators and thresholds to initiate response should also be
determined alongside the LA's.

3. Develop selection processes: Pre-agreed vulnerability criteria should be determined with
the LA’s in each location including identification of marginalised groups

2. Improve accountability of stakeholders:

Formal recognition of local authorities to ensure accountability to
beneficiary communities:

1. Establishing clear roles for all stakeholders and the relationship between
them. NGQO’s are requested to develop MoU'’s to establish transparency of
agreements with LA’s and to

2. Ensure that all communication is consistent with LA’s.



