FSLC HUMANITARIAN RESPONSE PLAN 2018
- PROPOSAL VETTING PROCESS
NOTE FOR THE RECORD
PLANNING PROCESS:
The FSLC Strategic Advisory Group met on 19 October to discuss, agree and endorse the cluster’s HRP
2018 approach, including objectives and key activities as well as Cluster Review Committee (CRC)
composition. Please see meeting minutes for details here: http://fscluster.org/ukraine/document/fslc-sagmeeting-minutes-kyiv-19-october
FSLC held a HRP Planning Meeting on 24 October covering all key aspects to be considered by potential
HRP partners. FSLC team shared an extensive list of documents and information to support proposal writing
including:
Overall FSLC HRP Approach & Deadline:
 HRP Planning Meeting Power Point (with objectives, activities, indicator links) & timeline
Food Security and Livelihoods Needs:
 Draft Cluster HNO
 HRP 2018 FSLC Needs by Raion Excel Overview
 3-pager Advocacy Note (“Brief Update”) on FSLC Needs
 Links for: The Joint Food Security Assessment Report in English, Ukrainian and Russian, The SocioEconomic Analysis Report in English, Ukrainian and Russian & The Winterisation Guidance Note
(English, Ukrainian, Russian) with details on the kcal requirements etc.:
Project Proposal Criteria:
 FSLC Evaluation Criteria & HRP Prioritisation Criteria (see Annex 3 below)
Gender Markers:
 Gender Markers –Excel sheet for the Gender & Age Marker (GAM) self-assessment, Food Security
GEM Tip Sheet & Guidance note on gender markers in livelihoods
Other Useful Reference Documents:
 Cluster Indicators (FSC Handbook and FSC Terminology
Protection Mainstreaming:
Four Notes prepared by Protection Cluster on 1) Protection & Prioritising the Most Vulnerable Groups in
the Ukrainian Humanitarian Response, 2) A Gender and Protection Lens for All Actors, 3) Note on Persons
with Disabilities and 4) Note on Older Persons
See the PowerPoint presentation as well as all relevant documents shared here:
http://fscluster.org/ukraine/document/fslc-hrp-2018-planning-processrelated
See meeting minutes and PowerPoint presentation here: http://fscluster.org/ukraine/document/fslc-hrp2018-planning-meeting-24
SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS:
By end of 30 October, 18 organisations had submitted 21 project proposals along with Gender and Age
Marker (GAM) excel sheets to the FSLC using the offline OPS template as per agreed approach. The
included 12 proposals from 9 new HRP partners of which 7 proposals were from 5 new national NGOs
All 21 proposals were shared by the FSLC team with the GAM Focal Point for her review and comments.
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CLUSTER REVIEW COMMITTEE
FSLC team coded all proposals and shared these with the Cluster Review Committee on 31 October for
individual review and scoring.
The CRC consists of FAO, WFP, NRC, CWBF, UNDP and ASB and CRS who replaced ACF and NGO Forum
respectively (as endorsed by SAG).
CRC submitted their scores to the FSLC team by COB 2 November and subsequently met on 3 November to
review and discuss the 21 projects.
Prior to the discussion the CRC agreed on the overall approach:
─ Minimum score: 50 points (Proposals with less than 50 points will not be considered)
─ Partners with a proposal submitted will leave the meeting when the proposal is discussed (their
scoring has been removed from their proposal).
─ Decisions taken by 5/7 votes
─ The FSLC coordinator (FSLC team) has voice but no vote;
─ By COB 3 November, FSLC team will send CRC feedback (and GAM comments) to each organization,
if the proposal is rejected, accepted (with or without recommendations), or accepted with
conditions.
─ By Monday noon, organisations “approved with conditions” (and those accepted with
recommendations) have to re-submit their revised and updated proposals
 FSLC team is delegated by CRC to review proposals to see that conditions are met. If yes,
projects are automatically approved.
 In case of doubt, CRC will receive revised proposal(s) and will vote Monday COB.
CRC also agreed on the prioritisation approach to assign, which projects will be deemed “critical / high /
medium” as per the overall “HRP 2017: Prioritisation Criteria” on Lifesaving / Geography / vulnerability
basis. CRC discussed the interpretation of these based on CC recommendations and also agreed that a low
joint score should not impact the criticality level if the Lifesaving / Geography / vulnerability are “critical”.
(See Annex 3 below)
Based on the consolidated individual scoring and thorough discussions at the CRC meeting the results were
as follows: A total of 8 proposals were approved with conditions: 5 due to low scores and 3 due to issues
related to activities / budgets. A total of 13 projects were approved for the HRP 2018 but CRC did
recommend that suggested revisions were included in all 13 project. (See Annex 2 for details on the
comments provided by CRC).
The CRC provided extensive comments on nearly all 21 proposals as a result of the detailed review and
discussions. By end of 3 November, FSLC team shared the CRC feedback as well as received GAM comments
(received by GAM Focal Point in the form of comments in track changes in word documents) to each
organization separately with clear instructions of next steps and requirements.
The results of the vetting process, including CRC comments, are included under ANNEX 1 and 2 from page
4-11.
FINAL APPROVAL:
All 21 proposals were re-submitted on 6 November and in accordance with the CRC decision, reviewed by
the FSLC Team based on CRC agreed approach.
For those approved with conditions, and as encouraged by CRC, the FSLC team spent a significant amount
of time working towards ensuring as much as possible was updated, especially for the new national HRP
partners.
Both CRC and SAG endorsed the approval of all 21 projects based on the corrections and comments
included yesterday and the FSLC review of these.
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KEY FIGURES FOR FSLC HRP 2018

Final 8 Nov
(shared with OCHA)
Number of FSLC Proposals
Total Beneficiary Targets:
Total Funding Requirements:
Critical Requirement:
“High” Requirement:

21 (18 organisations)
275,430
$38,370,377
$22,578,910
$15,791,467

For Reference: 2017
HRP
13(12 organizations)
$65.2M
$11M
$50.5M
0.6M (MYR: 0.53M)

CRITICALITY:
On 3 November, the CRC also prioritised the “critical” and “high” priority activities included within each
proposal based on the HCT HRP Prioritisation Criteria – the approach was agreed before the CRC jointly
discussed the proposals.
Many projects are labelled “Critical” on OPS but only the funding requirement for the “Food Access”
component within their project will be included under “Critical” funding requirements. This means many
organisations have “critical priority” food access elements within their projects, which might also include
“high priority” agricultural or urban livelihoods activities. The detailed scoring can be seen in Annex 1
below.

All final proposals can be found on the Online Project System: https://ops.unocha.org/Home.aspx
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ANNEX 1
FSLC HRP 2018 Project Reviews

SELECTION CRITERIA

Max
score

FSLC01

FSLC02

FSLC03

FSLC04

FSLC05

FSLC06_O1

FSLC06_O2

FSLC06_O3

FSLC07

FSLC08

FSLC09

FSLC10

FSLC11

FSLC12

FSLC13

FSLC14

FSLC15

FSLC16_O1

FSLC16_O3

FSLC17

FSLC18

Consolidated CRC Scores

1.1 Beneficiaries
1.2 Project Rationale

5
10

5
9

4
9

4
6

5
9

4
7

3
7

2
6

3
7

5
7

5
10

4
9

5
7

4
7

4
7

4
6

4
8

4
8

3
6

4
7

4
8

3
6

1.3 (a) Problems, Needs and Responses

5

5

5

3

5

4

4

3

4

4

5

5

4

4

3

4

4

4

3

4

4

3

1.3 (b) On-going Activities
1.4 Logical Framework Objectives,
Outcomes, Activities
1.5 Implementation Plan
1.6 Monitoring
1.7 Work Plan
1.8 Coordination
1.9 Cross Cutting
2.0 Locations
2.1 Budget
TOTAL

5

4

4

3

3

2

4

3

3

2

3

4

3

2

2

2

5

2

4

3

3

1

15

13

12

7

11

6

10

8

9

14

12

13

13

12

10

9

12

11

9

12

11

9

20
5
10
5
5
5
10
100

16
4
8
4
5
3
7
84

16
3
7
4
4
5
7
82

8
1
2
2
3
5
6
50

14
3
6
3
3
4
7
72

11
1
4
3
2
4
4
52

14
2
6
2
2
3
7
64

12
1
6
1
2
3
8
54

13
2
5
2
2
3
8
60

15
3
7
3
4
3
8
75

17
3
7
2
3
4
9
81

17
4
9
5
4
5
8
88

14
3
7
2
3
3
9
73

13
2
6
2
3
3
8
65

11
2
5
2
2
3
5
55

12
3
7
3
3
4
8
66

16
5
8
4
4
5
8
82

13
4
6
3
4
3
5
67

13
3
6
4
3
3
5
63

13
3
7
2
3
3
7
68

14
2
5
2
5
4
8
70

8
2
4
2
2
3
7
51
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ANNEX 2
FINAL RESULTS OF FSLC REVIEW COMMITTEE VETTING PROCESS
PARTNER INFO
CODE

TITLE

FSLC01

Humanitarian relief for
conflict affected
population and Internally
Displaced Persons in
Ukraine (Food Security
and Livelihood
components)

FSLC02

Support to immediate
access to food to most
vulnerable categories of
conflict affected
population living in hardto-reach villages along the
Line of Contact in Donetsk
and Luhansk Oblasts in
Eastern Ukraine

FSLC03

Provision of humanitarian
assistant for the
population affected by
military conflict in
Donbass

CRC
Score

84

82

50

HRP PRIORITISATION SCORE
LifeVulne- Total
Geo
saving
rability Score

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

COMMENTS
CRC Comments / Conditions

-

The CRC has asked that you:
- Clarify your target groups (returnees are not a vulnerable group as such).
- Add outcome indicators for your planned PDMs
- Clarify the duration and timing of intervention including how many rounds (and are
they for the same beneficiaries?).
- Please make sure that if you refer to the cluster, you say FSLC (not FSC).
- Please clarify the “multispectral e-vouchers” (do you mean vouchers for food - if
not please delete this word)

9

The CRC has asked that you:
-clarify your target groups (returnees are not a vulnerable group as such).
- Add outcome indicators for your planned PDMs
- Clarify the duration and timing of intervention including how many rounds (and are
they for the same beneficiaries?).
From a more technical point:
- Please clarify the division of children, adults, elderly as the sum of them (7,074)
does not equal total number of beneficiaries (5,400)
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PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- Add information on monitoring (including how this is planned since it is in NGCA)
- add information on how you plan to ensure coordination with other groups,
authorities etc.
- Explain their capacity (justify that they have capacity to implement a project with
10,000 people)
- Add more information on PMA's strong previous / ongoing activities
- Add more detailed needs assessment
- Provide a more details on your planned activities - both for the food assistance
(including why for 12 months -- this point should be highlighted in the needs section
to explain why there is a need for 12 months, including the summer period)
- Strengthen the point on access (access for people with disabilities)

GAM
Comments
4M

3M
No GAM
comments

3M
GAM
comments
incorporated

5

FSLC04

FSLC05

Food assistance to conflict
affected populations in
Eastern Ukraine

Securing of basic needs of
people affected by
conflict in Ukraine

72

52

3

3

3

2

3

2

9

7

- For the Budget please split the budget into the 2 types of activities (1: Food and
2: livelihoods).
- For the Budget CRC ask that you explain and justify the high budget (and also
make sure you have explained that you have the capacity to match such a high
budget. If you cannot do this - CRC ask that you reduce the budget and beneficiary
number.
The CRC has asked that you: - Clarify and provide a more detailed budget
- Provide details on ongoing activities to illustrate capacity and experience
- Add Indicators in indicator section (which will match the CARI references in the
activities)
From a more technical point:
- Please clarify the division of children, adults, elderly as the sum (5,480) does not
equal total number of beneficiaries (4,000)
PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- On the modality: please explain why you are planning in kind assistance and not
cash as per the FSLC recommended approach (in GCA it is always cash over in kind
unless there is a specific need for in kind) -- so for example, are the beneficiaries
homebound/immobile/single seniors? Are markets not functioning?
- Please add information on your coordination approach (for example how will you
coordinate with those large international (ICRC) or national (RAF) organizations
operating in the similar area.
- Please add more information on your plans for monitoring
- Please add more details on your project rational and your implementation plan.
- For your budget, please provide detailed budget lines on 1) Activities and project
related support. CRC suggest you make "Transport costs" a separate line

4M
No GAM
comments

4M
GAM
comments
incorporated

6

FSLC06_O1

FSLC06_O2

Accessible food

Agricultural development

64

54

3

3

3

3

3

2

9

PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- Please make sure you read the "selection Criteria";
- Please simplify your objective - for example "Support food insecure and vulnerable
people through canteens etc.";
- Please revise your beneficiary figure of 117,000 -- we need the total number of
"Unique" beneficiaries - so the same beneficiary should be counted only once (not
multiplied);
- please add details on beneficiary selection ;
- Please improve the needs analysis - make sure you refer to the cluster's Joint Food
Security Assessment and make reference to this assessment which finds 800,000
people in NGCA are food insecure. (Right now, you only have references to internal
data) (see the 3-pager “Brief Update” on FSLC Needs on the cluster website under
HRP Planning: http://fscluster.org/ukraine/document/fslc-hrp-2018-planningprocessrelated);
- Activities: Please explain the difference between activity 1 and 2;
- Monitoring: add more detail on the monitoring of beneficiaries;
- add details on Coordination (with other organizations, with the FSLC and with
authorities);
- add details on planned locations for activities.
- Delete reference to “contract with XX” and just say "So from November, 2016 to
February, 2017, under a contract with an INGO, the "Ensuring Economic Stability for
conflict-affected people on the non-government controlled territories of Ukraine"

8

PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- Delete the laboratory activity as this is not humanitarian.
- Improve the needs assessment and add more data sources + add rationale for why
you are doing the other agricultural activities.
- add details on vulnerability criteria
- add details on monitoring + add indicators (in the indicator section)
- add the number DIRECT beneficiaries for each activity - especially for the drip
irrigation activity as the budget for this is high.
- please add details on the planned distribution -- is it linked to seasonality (and the
cropping calendar)?
- add details on the impact of the activity (for example, will it improve yield? etc.)
- Indicators and targets do not correspond to "objective of project" - please make
sure objective is matched by the proper indicators and targets.
- please add details on your planned coordination with authorities

3M
GAM
comments
incorporated

3M
No comments

7

FSLC06_O3

FSLC07

FSLC08

FSLC09

Increase in resilience of
the conflict-affected
population in the east of
Ukraine

Strengthening the
resilience and social
cohesion of crisis affected
communities by
empowering IDPs,
returnees and host
community members
through the provision of
sustainable livelihoods
and community initiatives
(GCA and NGCA)
"Food for Life" project on
Increasing adherence to
treatment among food
insecure HIV/AIDS and TB
patients in conflictaffected areas of Ukraine
in
humanitarian/emergency
settings
Enhancing Food Security
for the Most Vulnerable
IDPs and Conflict affected
households

60

75

2

2

3

2

2

3

7

7

On CRC recommendation, the following was also addressed in the revised
proposal:
- please specify number of beneficiary per activity type;
- add vulnerability criteria;
- add details on needs assessment (add detail add on target location) and provide
justifications for modality;
- specify monitoring procedure (including more detailed indicators);
- add explanation on how you will select projects for FFW (and for how long will
FFW beneficiaries receive assistance);
- the number of 3500 people for training are high, please explain why job Centre
cannot do the trainings?
PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- delete Social cohesion and access to public services as a standalone activity as it is
not included in the objectives of FSLC and reflect this in budget;
On CRC recommendation, the following was also addressed in the revised
proposal:
- Add details on monitoring and outcome indicators;
- Add coordination plan (apart from community engagement) e.g. inter organization
coordination;
- Add information about access of assistance for vulnerable groups;
- Add details on the location of activities.

3M
No GAM
comments

3M
GAM
comments
incorporated

3M

81

88

3

3

3

3

3

3

9

On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- add further needs criteria under selection of beneficiaries (for example not all of
registered HIV are likely to be food insecure);
- add coordination plan;
- add any other information on protection as crosscutting issue;
- add food security indicators for monitoring.
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On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- Add more targets for indicators (for example to improve Food Consumption on x%)
if you have them.

GAM
comments
incorporated

4M
No GAM
comments

8

FSLC10

Providing food security
for the most vulnerable
conflict affected elderly
population in Donetska
Oblast through daily
home delivery of ready
hot meals to single,
home-bound, immobile
seniors and provision of
ready hot meals to highly
vulnerable mobile seniors
at the canteens.

FSLC11

Emergency assistance to
unemployed men and
women of working age
residing in rural areas
along the conflict line for
sustainable food security
and agricultural
livelihoods improvement

FSLC12

Comprehensive
humanitarian assistance
to conflict-affected
populations in eastern
Ukraine focusing on
access to food and
income generation
opportunities

4M

73

65

55

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

9

On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- add ongoing activities (experience);
- add information on beneficiary selection;
- coordination details;
- add timing of planned monitoring;
- add more details on the needs assessment on PSS (needs or specific elderly
requirements).
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On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- add more details on vulnerability criteria (specific on agricultural if needed);
- improve needs assessment (you can use Joint FSA)
- please add list ongoing activities/experience;
- add more detail on monitoring;
- add outcome indicators;
- add timeline / cropping calendar;
- strategies for access to people (in case of fighting etc.).
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PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- Add more detail on Needs Analysis -- please refer to the new 2017 FSLC assessment
from September(FSA) etc. and not to old IAVA data. (see the 3-pager on Sector
Needs on the cluster website under HRP Planning);
- add vulnerability criteria;
- Clarify the beneficiaries (provide more details);
- Add more budget lines and justify the high HR costs or revise this budget line
down;
- please add details ongoing activities / experience;
- Add details on implementing activities (it should be more than just numbers);
- the objectives are not clear (they appear to be mixed) - please clarify this section;
- please add monitoring plan;
- please add coordination approach;
The CRC felt the basics were there but the proposal should be "fleshed it out" with
more details.

No GAM
comments

3M
No GAM
comments

3M
GAM
comments
incorporated

9

FSLC13

Distribution of food items
for vulnerable people in
Lugansk and Donetsk
regions (GCA and buffer
zone)

FSLC14

Contribute to improve the
living conditions of
vulnerable conflict
affected people through
enhanced food security
and strengthened social
and economic security in
rural localities of the
Donbass

FSLC15

Supporting IDPs and the
Conflict-Affected
Population in Eastern
Ukraine through
comprehensive
Livelihoods Programming

66

3

3

3

9

On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- add needs assessment (you can use new 2017 FSLC assessment from
September(FSA));
- justify/ provide more explanation on the modality;
- provide details on volunteer activities;
- clarify your objectives/outputs and activities (Log frame structure: objective, needs,
activities and indicators to be aligned);
- explain duration and timing (seasonality), justification for 4 months distribution;
- add more information on monitoring and timing of monitoring (will there be a
baseline?);
- if you can - Describe type of beneficiaries / more details (e.g. what kind of
disabilities?).

3M
No comments

No comments

82

67

3

2

3

2

3

2

9

On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- improve log frame (objective, needs, activities and indicators to be aligned);
- add information on the secretion of activities for FFA;
- add information on a timeframe for monitoring.
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On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- add ongoing activities/experience and more details on distribution modality;
- please explain why you referee to Dnipro assessment when covering Donbas,
please specify location of activities;
- description of beneficiaries (numbers not tallying with indicator);
- if relevant please add information on timing of agricultural grants (seasonality
aspect);
- add timing of monitoring;
- specify number of enterprises the be supported;
- add coordination plan;
- please explain more for the budget for grants as it seems do not match - 600,000
(200 new jobs - is it 1 grant for 1 job)?

4M
No comments

10

PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
Conditional: Revise Budget -- 300,000 for office costs is too high? (50% overall)

FSLC16_O1

FSLC16_O3

FSLC17

Provision immediate
access to food for the
most vulnerable groups
affected by the conflict
and sustainable food
security of the affected
population through cashtransfers in Donetsk and
Lugansk regions

Economic integration of
the IDPs' families in
Hkarkiv, Zaporizhia and
Dnipro regions.

“Assisting conflictaffected communities to
meet the basic needs and
reduce the use of
negative coping
mechanism”.

63

68

70

3

2

3

2

2

3

3

2

3

8

6

9

On CRC recommendation, the following was also addressed in the revised
proposal:
- please improve needs assessment section;
- please clarify the number of beneficiaries (figures do not tally for total and IDPS,
returnees (you can use "other" for local population);
- please add details on local partners and local authorities;
- specify locations for intervention;
- add information of your experience and capacity to implement the activities;
- add more details on implementation plan including duration of assistance;
- please clarify on "Reach 1500 people in need" what does this mean (with what type
of activities);
- link your activity of strengthen of the local authority to food security;
- add outcome indicators.
- improve log frame (Log frame structure: objective, needs, activities and indicators
to be aligned);
On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- clarify on the beneficiaries selection process;
- add risk mitigation approach (how do you reduce the risk of fraud);
- add coordination plan;
- add timeline for monitoring;
- improve log frame (Log frame structure: objective, needs, activities and indicators
to be aligned);
On CRC recommendation, the following was addressed in the revised proposal:
- Clarify on the cost of support budget line (too high);
- please clarify the number of beneficiaries (figures do not tally for total and IDPS,
returnees, host communities (you can use "other" for local population);
- add coordination plan;
- add monitoring activates;
- rephrase objective: and livelihood/employment opportunities to conflict-affected
children and their families (sound like child labour)
- improve log frame (Log frame structure: objective, needs, activities and indicators
to be aligned);
- Clarify qualitative indicators (how you will they measure benefits and coping
strategies?);
- add ongoing activities/experience;
- add more details to implementation plan (not just a list of activities).

4M
GAM
comments
incorporated

4M
No GAM
comments

3M
GAM
comments
incorporated

11

FSLC18

Improving food security
and access to the basic
needs for vulnerable
populations and
enhancing local economy
in conflict-affected areas
close to the contact line in
Eastern Ukraine

51

3

3

3

9

PROPOSAL APPROVED after the following was reflected in the revised proposal:
- add vulnerability criteria;
- elaborate on needs assessment - add more sources;
- add details on implementation plan (highlight indirect impact);
- add monitoring plan;
- indicators to be strengthened but not related to food (also outcome indicators)
- add location on activities;
- add coordination plan.

1M
GAM
comments
incorporated
and 3M
achieved on
revised
project

Approved with recommendations
Approved with conditions

"Critical" priority
"High" Priority

12

ANNEX 3
FOOD SECURITY & LIVELIHOODS CLUSTER
PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA OCTOBER 2017
PROJECT CRITERIA
1. Project proposals will address the Food Security (access to food, agricultural livelihood inputs / support
to food production) and Livelihoods (early recovery income generation and employment) needs of the
GCA and NGCA conflict affected population.
2. Projects that are submitted must take into account the following:
 Objective 1: Meeting the immediate food access needs of the above defined populations by the
most appropriate, efficient and feasible modality. (Objective 1 modalities are outlined here:
http://fscluster.org/ukraine/document/updated-sep-2017fsc-targeting-criteria. (Geography:
affected and vulnerable population in Luhanska and Donetska GCA and NGCA – for most
vulnerable IDPs living outside Donbas).
 Activity: Provision of Cash / Voucher or In kind food as appropriate
 Objective 2: Meeting the agricultural food security / livelihoods needs and / or support food
production for sustainable results. (Geography: in Luhanska and Donetska GCA and in NGCA,
mainly for rural HHs along the contact line).
 Activity: Provision of agricultural support
 Objective 3: Support employment and income generation of the conflict affected populations for
sustainable livelihoods. (Geography: affected and vulnerable population in Luhanska and
Donetska GCA and NGCA – for most vulnerable IDPs living outside Donbas).
 Activity: Provision of employment and income generation support
3. The project must be geographically targeted to the vulnerable groups detailed by the FSLC Criteria
(http://fscluster.org/ukraine/document/fsc-vulnerability-criteria-september) and as highlighted by
the joint Food Security Assessment report and the FSLC humanitarian needs overview.
Each project will be scored by the Cluster Review Committee according to the below proposal
relevance:
PROPOSAL RELEVANCE
SCORE
1.1 Beneficiaries
5
 Are the beneficiary numbers, gender disaggregation, and vulnerability category reflective
of the situation on the ground (as identified in the recent FSA assessment report and
elaborated by the FSC country profile)?
 Include in this table only the primary beneficiaries (participants plus household
members).
 Are the beneficiaries defined by their livelihood/vulnerability group?
 Do the numbers for the two tables under this section match?
1.2 Project Rationale
10
 Is the current food security context clearly described with evidence (e.g. access to food,
and protection of livelihood/productive assets)?
 Is more than one source of data used?
 Is agency or joint assessment information included?
 Is the data source referenced?
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1.3 (A) Problems, Needs and Responses
 What are the specific needs/problems in the locations you are proposing to implement
activities?
 What are the response gaps in the specific locations you are proposing to implement
activities?
 Is the response modality directly linked to the identified problems and targeted
beneficiaries?
 Has the project justified the modality it proposes to use?
 Is the agency’s proposed technical response in-line with the guidance available on the
cluster web pages?
 Has the agency referenced the technical guidance they used to design their project?
1.3 (B) On-going Activities
 What is the agency’s historical presence in the region?
 Has the agency in the past implemented similar projects?
 What are the on-going activities the agency is undertaking (i.e. beneficiaries, duration
and donor)?
NB: For coordination and complimentary programming please include under the
coordination section
1.4 Logical Framework Objectives, Outcomes, Activities
 Are the objectives aligned to the problems, needs and responses?
 Are the activities necessary and sufficient to achieve the stated outcome?
 Are the activities clearly defined (i.e. allow the completion of a realistic work plan)?
 Are the outcomes tangible and measurable?
 Are the outcomes contributing to achieve of the objective specified above?
 Are indicators in line with the outcomes (SMART)?
1.5 Implementation Plan
 What month will the project start and end?
 How is the project timeline aligned with the seasonal calendar (where relevant) and
when will the actual transfers to beneficiaries start and end?
 How will the transfers to the beneficiaries be done?
 Is the sequencing of activities clear (e.g. procurement, targeting, logistics, reporting etc)?
 How will the community be engaged and who within the community will be engaged?
 What are the criteria for the selection of the beneficiaries?
 Are there any foreseen challenges in the implementation of the project and are these
challenges factored into the implementation plan?
 Is the project duration in line with the HRP recommendation?
MONITORING and EVALUATION
1.6 Monitoring
 How are you going to monitor the indicators specified in the logical framework?
 Who will do the monitoring?
 How often will monitoring be undertaken?
 What is the baseline you are using to compare monitoring results against?
 Do you intend to evaluate the project? if so indicate how and when?
WORK PLAN
1.7 Work Plan
 Ensure the timeframe is complete.
 Is the timeline for the activities logical (sequenced)?
 Has the work plan factored in key project delays?
OTHER INFORMATION
1.8 Coordination with other partners in the area
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 Does the proposal outline the ongoing operations in their geographic area and possible
synergies between their activities and these operations?
 Has the agency indicated how their activities will be complementary to the ongoing
activities either by their agency or other within the same geographical area?
1.9 Cross Cutting – Have these following themes been considered and included
throughout the project document?
 Gender (sex and age –within communities-)
 Protection
 Access (contingency plans based on security dynamics)
2.0 Locations
 Have the project locations been identified (kindly provide as attachment)?
 Do the number of beneficiaries equal the total caseload indicated in the beneficiary
section?
 Are all the activities in the project linked to locations?
 Ensure the table is fully completed.
BUDGET
2.1 Budget
 What is the ratio between outputs and operation costs?
 Are the costs of service delivery in line with prevailing charges?
What is the average cost per month per household?
 Has the budget provided funds for monitoring, evaluation and possible audit?
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HRP 2017: Prioritisation Criteria
These criteria aim to provide a framework to facilitate the selection of projects for inclusion HRP.
Projects will be categorized as “Critical, High and Medium/Low” through a scoring system. These
criteria do not supersede cluster-specific technical vetting criteria.
The mandatory Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) Gender & Age Marker tool will be applied,
with a similar, iterative process already used for the HRP 2017, to ensure gender equality in all project
sheets. Projects will be marked according to the code system (see annex) and interaction with
partners will take place to ensure that they receive adequate support to improve their projects. If,
after interaction with partners, projects remain gender bind (except for instances where the gender
code is n/a), these submissions will be disqualified.
A: Life-saving and/or core humanitarian

Priority
Critical1
High
Score
3
2
Criteria Time-critical actions that:
Actions that:
 Remedy, mitigate, avert
 May not be directly lifeimmediate direct loss of
saving, but can avert
life, life-threatening
potential harms in a
physical and psychological
timely way.
harm or threats to people  Actions that contribute
directly affected by the
to the prevention of
conflict.
adverse effects of
 With significant enabling
seasonality on
effects for vulnerable to
vulnerable populations,
accessing essential
including the effects of
services.
winter.
 Directly contribute to
counter the adverse
effects of seasonality on
vulnerable people; reduce
their immediate exposure
to seasonal stress; and
Suggested FSLC activities
enable them to better
 food assistance to
prepare for significant
affected and
seasonal endeavours (eg.
vulnerable population
planting, harvesting,
 agricultural support –
school year, winter, etc.)
especially winter

Livelihoods activities
Suggested FSLC activities
 Lifesaving food
assistance to
vulnerable groups –
especially winter

Medium/low
1
Actions that
contribute to the
prevention of further
degradation of the
humanitarian
situation, which are
not necessarily time
or seasonality-critical.

1

The ‘Critical’ level is based on the “Core Emergency Humanitarian” definition of the CERF’s Life-Saving Criteria
https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/CERF/FINAL_Life-Saving_Criteria_26_Jan_2010__E.pdf
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 Lifesaving agricultural
support – especially
winter
B: Geography

Priority
Score
Criteria




Critical
3
In “Areas of High Concern”2
Cluster specific areas with
life-threatening needs

Suggested FSLC activities
 Contact line
 Cluster specific areas as
highlighted by FSA 
NGCA



High
2
In NGCA

Suggested FSLC activities
 Donbas GCA
(based on needs)
 Rest of Ukraine
(vulnerable IDPs)
 Due to FSA
findings, NGCA is
generally “critical”




Medium/low
1
GCA of Donetsk
and Luhansk
oblasts
Other oblasts

Suggestion:
 Maybe FSLC
should not have
medium / low
due to
significant
needs?

C: Vulnerability

Priority
Score
Criteria



Critical
3
Actions that specifically
respond to the critical
humanitarian needs of
vulnerable groups of people
(incl. elderly, people with
disabilities, people with
special needs).

Suggested FSLC activities
 Objective 1 and 2
activities targeting
vulnerable groups with
critical need?



High
2
Actions that prevent
the deterioration of
humanitarian
situation faced by
vulnerable groups.

Suggested FSLC activities
 Objective 2 and 3
projects for abled
bodied people?



Medium/low
1
Actions that do
not specifically
target vulnerable
groups.

Suggestion:
 Maybe FSLC
should not have
medium / low
due to
significant
needs?

Overall scoring:

9-8
7-5
4-1

Critical priority
High priority
Medium/low

2

The definition of “Areas of High Concern” is based on 1) insecurity; 2) acute humanitarian needs; 3) access (both for
humanitarian actors to people and of people to life-saving assistance, and the freedom of movement) in 2016.
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