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Executive Summary
Hereby MDF Training & Consultancy Eastern and Southern Africa (MDF-ESA) presents the findings of the Final
Evaluation of the first Joint Response for South Sudan (SSJR) under the Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA). The SSJR is
funded by the Dutch Relief Fund (DRF). DRF is a pilot funding window for relief operations for the period 2015
–
, ith a total udget of €
illio of hi h €
illio has ee ese ed fo Dut h NGOs,
operating under the DRA.
st

st

SSJR is a one year programme that started on the 1 of January 2015 and ended on the 31 of December 2015
with a total udget of € ,
,
. ““J‘ is a e e ge
lifesa i g, hu a ita ia p og a
e ta geti g oth
the Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) and Host communities who are affected by ongoing conflict. The
projects are implemented in 6 clusters: Food Security and Livelihoods (FSL), Health, Non-food Items and
Emergency Shelter (NFI), Nutrition, Protection and Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH). In 2015 SSJR
operated in 8 of the 10 states in South Sudan. SSJR identified results and locations in line with the priorities of
the Strategic Response Plan 2014 (SRP) and the Humanitarian Response Plan 2015 (HRP). SSJR is designed as
an adaptive and flexible grant structure which encourages improved cooperation and enhances linkages
across partners in delivering quality programming through continuous learning, adaptive implementation and
information sharing.
The SSJR consortium is led by Save the Children (SC) and includes CARE, Cordaid, Dorcas, HealthNet-TPO, ICCO
& Kerk in Actie, Oxfam-Novib, Plan Nederland, Save the Children, Stichting Vluchteling/IRC, World Vision and
st
ZOA. The programme is currently in its second phase, which started on the 1 of January 2016.
This evaluation has two Strategic Objectives (SO1 and SO2). Strategic objective 1 is related to the effective
and efficient implementation of the multi-sectoral humanitarian response activities by the individual partner
organisations. Objective 2 is geared towards the realisation of added value through the collaboration
between the SSJR partners, the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA), the Dutch Embassy in Juba, UN
OCHA and other stakeholders.
The evaluation used a qualitative evaluation approach and focused on learning from the results of the first
phase of the SSJR. An evaluation matrix was developed as a guidi g f a e o k ith the e aluatio s su
questions, sources of verification and assessment criteria on a four point scale. Data were collected through
desk study of SSJR, DRA and humanitarian response programme documentation. Face to face and group
interviews were conducted with the SSJR members in the Netherlands (8 interviews) and in Juba (14
interviews). A sample was taken focusing on three of the six biggest sectors being water, sanitation and
hygiene, food security and livelihoods, and child protection. Field visits were conducted in three locations:
Bor, Akobo and Melut. In these locations interviews with field staff and focus-group discussions with 116
people and children (64% women/girls) took place. An on-line survey covering 23 respondents from SSJR staff
was used to get insight into the quality of cooperation and management of SSJR. Learning events in Juba and
The Hague took place to reflect and validate initial findings which were presented in a draft report.

The South Sudan humanitarian response plan, humanitarian quality standards and (existing) needs analyses
formed the basis of the SSJR programme guaranteeing the relevance for its target groups. Usage of
CHS/SPHERE and sector quality standards to steer the quality of implementation and assure monitoring of
enhanced learning may be strengthened.
SSJR focuses on individual and household level support going beyond emergency into recovery & sometimes
development approaches, thereby broadening the scope of its intervention. A strong asset of SSJR is its
flexibility in reallocating resources to those people, sectors and locations which are most in need.
Since the mid-term evaluation, SSJR has shown strong progress with regard to achieving its desired results.
Beneficiaries are satisfied about the quality of the support given and indicate positive changes in their
livelihood.

www.mdf.nl

The e aluatio s o e all o lusio is that the ““J‘ pe fo s i a satisfa to
a
ith ega d to the
effectiveness of its implementation (SO1) and that its joint character generates added value to some of its
stakeholders (SO2). It is important to note that in 2015 the SSJR was the first joint responses under the DRA.
The evaluation team has taken this circumstance into account in its judgement of the programme.
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Conclusions:
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Regarding its approach, SSJR members bring multi-sector expertise areas together but largely operate by
providing sector or multi-sector support to their own target groups. Referrals to other members exist but
systematic joint planning, monitoring and learning among members in the field, which could lead to a more
i teg ated/holisti app oa h p o idi g o e added alue to ta get g oups, is u e tl ot o se ed.
Regarding its organisation and management, SSJR members are generally satisfied with the management and
coordination of the SSJR. Trust and cooperation has increased among SSJR members, and form the basis of
working together towards results. The SSJR intervention structure including the role of the SSJR
secretariat/lead is well appreciated. Cooperation between members in the field could be improved.
Expenditure per budget line did not differ notably from what was envisaged. There are however significant
differences regarding expenditure per budget line per member. For the SSJR members, there were no
substantial efficiency gains in the first year of SSJR implementation. All management and reporting is done by
one lead organisation, which makes it possible for the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs to fund humanitarian
action th ough Dut h NGO s ithout high ad i ist ati e osts. Possi ilities to sa e osts th ough i eased
collaboration have been discussed and possible areas for more efficiency gains are explored (joint needs
analysis, joint capacity building, and shared logistics) but no decisions have been taken on how to address
these issues in future phases of SSJR. Different procedures and organisational set-up of the members hamper
increased harmonisation efforts.
Visibility of the joint response mechanism was not promoted and no focus or strategy to this end has been
developed during 2015. Instead, SSJR focused on the visibility of the individual SSJR member and the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands as a donor.
Between members real efforts have been done to facilitate exchange, learning and harmonisation, (mostly)
on sectoral level, emerging from Sector Working Group meetings. Examples of increased collaboration and
exchange were observed and members are enthusiastic about it. However, translation of lessons learned into
application in South Sudan remains a challenge, and enhanced effects on target groups in terms of added
value were not yet observed.
Recommendations:
Based on the above conclusions, it is recommended that SSJR keeps on balancing the emergency focus in the
most conflict affected parts with a more recovery and development focus in the stabilised areas. The
flexibility of SSJR to respond to changing needs is a strong asset and it is recommended that SSJR plays a
igge ole i filli g the gaps of the CHF a d o k e o d the si H‘P fo us se to s hile sta i g alig ed to
its own SSJR outcomes and goals.
To enhance sustainability it is recommended that the SSJR gives more attention to system strengthening (i.e.
structures, capacity, and systems). It is recommended that the target group definition is broadened from
individuals and households to communities and local authorities.

It is recommended that external communication and visibility of the SSJR focuses on the joint response
mechanism as implemented by all its members. The SSJR secretariat is advised to lead the development of a
visibility strategy

www.mdf.nl

Decisions are to be taken on how the SSJR can make efficiency and effectiveness gains so as to create
(financial) added value in comparison with other aid modalities.
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The combined sector expertise of SSJR provides an opportunity to support the communities in multiple
sectors, thus creating added value for beneficiaries. To do this, decentralised joint programming and the
creation of a feedback/learning mechanism (on field level) are highly recommended. To enable this it is
advised to put in place a knowledge management system so that information travels between field locations,
enhancing effectiveness and added value for beneficiaries.
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1 Introduction
With this report MDF Training & Consultancy Eastern and Southern Africa (MDF-ESA) presents the findings of
the Final Evaluation of the first Joint Response for South Sudan (SSJR) under the Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA).
The SSJR is funded by the Dutch Relief Fund (DRF). DRF is a pilot funding window for relief operations for the
period 2015 –
, ith a total udget of €
illio of hi h €
illio has ee ese ed fo Dut h
NGOs, operating under the DRA. The DRA consists of 14 Dutch NGOs which respond to chronic crises as well
as acute crises. The SSJR is the first joint response as funded under the DRF. Apart from SSJR, there were 8
other joint responses in 2015. In 2016, the number of joint responses increased to 17.
The first SSJR, also called SSJR1, which is evaluated, is a one year programme that began on the 1st January
2015 and ended on the 31st of December 2015 with a total udget of € ,893,577.
The SSJR is an emergency lifesaving, humanitarian programme targeting both the Internally Displaced Persons
(IDPs) and Host communities who are affected by ongoing conflict. The SSJR consortium is led by Save the
Children (SC) and includes CARE, Cordaid, Dorcas, HealthNet-TPO, ICCO & Kerk in Actie, Oxfam-Novib, Plan
Nederland, Save the Children, Stichting Vluchteling/IRC, World Vision and ZOA.
This report starts with a brief description of the SSJR programme in relation to the longer South Sudan crisis
(chapter 2). The purpose, objectives and expected results of the SSJR programme are together with the
evaluation questions presented in chapter 3. The methodology and data collection methods as well as
limitations of the study are presented in chapter 4. The findings according to the evaluation questions are
presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 presents the key conclusions and recommendations for SSJR its future.

www.mdf.nl
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Several annexes are presented as part of this report.
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2 The SSJR programme 2015 in brief
The Joint Humanitarian Response for South Sudan (SSJR) is a partnership between 11 Dutch members: CARE,
Cordaid, Dorcas, HealthNet-TPO, ICCO & Kerk in Actie, Oxfam-Novib, Plan Nederland, Save the Children,
Stichting Vluchteling/IRC, World Vision, and ZOA. Together, they implemented a Dutch Government funded
humanitarian programme in South Sudan under the umbrella of 1 lead organisation: Save the Children.
The SSJR has two Strategic Objectives (SO1 and SO2). Strategic objective 1 is related to the effective and
efficient implementation of the multi-sectoral humanitarian response activities by the individual partner
organizations. Objective 2 is geared towards the realisation of added value through the collaboration
between the SSJR partners, the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA), the Dutch Embassy in Juba, UN
OCHA and other stakeholders.
The SSJR is designed as an adaptive and flexible grant structure which encourages improved cooperation and
enhances linkages across partners in delivering quality programming through continuous learning, adaptive
implementation and information sharing. Moreover, through the SSJR model of inter-agency learning and
coordinated action, aims at strengthening the efficiency and effectiveness of the actions of all agencies in the
joint response. The response modality also focuses on generating added value for key stakeholders (MoFA,
UNOCHA, SSJR members, and target populations) through providing space for synergies between agencies
and programmes.
st

st

The first phase of the SSJR began on the 1 of January 2015, and ended on the 31 of December 2015. Total
budget during this first year was € ,
,
. The programme is currently in the second phase, which started
st
on the 1 of January 2016.
The projects are implemented in 6 clusters: Food Security and Livelihoods (FSL), Health, Non-food Items and
Emergency Shelter (NFI), Nutrition, Protection and Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH). The identified
results and locations are in line with the strategic priorities of the Strategic Response Plan 2014 (SRP) and
Humanitarian Response Plan 2015 (HRP).

Unity State
Warrap
Central Equatorial
Eastern Equatorial
Western Bahr el
Ghazal
Northern Bahr el
Ghazal

DORCAS
ICCO
ICCO
HNTPO
HNTPO

Sectors
Plan Nederland(Nutrition, Protection and WASH)
CARE, ZOA and OXFAM (FSL)
SCI (Protection)
WVI and ZOA (FSL & WASH)
CORDAID (FSL & NFIs/Shelter)
IRC (FSL)
DORCAS (Health, Nutrition & WASH)
ICCO ( 5 sectors except FSL)
HNTPO (Health and Protection)
CORDAID (FSL & NFIs/Shelter)

Most added value of the Joint Response is expected in the areas of efficiency, learning, complementarity and
visibility. During the first year of the SSJR, the main aim was to identify and promote opportunities for
potential added value resulting from mutual (joint) collaboration.

 MDF copyright 2016

Upper Nile

Partners
5 (SC, CARE, Plan
Nederland, ZOA &
OXFAM)
3 (WVI, ICCO &
HNTPO)
2 (CORDAID & SV/IRC)
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Short background of South-Sudan

Geog aphi all , “outh “uda s a k o e is the White Nile basin with its rivers and huge swamps, bordered by
states inhabited by Nilotic peoples (still called tribes). The majority population is Dinka, followed by Nuer and
Zande. East and West Equatoria states are mainly inhabited by non-Nilotic peoples; the biggest group of these
peoples being Bari. Juba (Central Equatoria) is multi-ethnic, with between 300.000 and 500.00 inhabitants.
A 2008 census showed that the population of South Sudan was 8,260,490. Today, the population of 2014 is
estimated to be 11.3 million. The population distribution by age shows a country with extremely high
dependency on its youth. The population under 30 years comprises 72% of the total population, with 66%
being under 15 years.
The vast majority of the population in the whole of South Sudan lives from subsistence agriculture (cattle
husbandry, crop production, and fishery) and a little trade (mainly in cities). The oil extraction industry hardly
produces employment for the local population. Future economic prospects for the civilian population are
closely linked to the degree of law
and order, especially in the rural
areas, and the development of
good governance and the service
sector.
South Sudan performs poorly
across
all
developmental
indicators, with high levels of
malnutrition and food insecurity,
and weak service provision. The
present humanitarian situation in
South Sudan is very much a
product of the civil war against
Khartoum (1983-2011) during
hi h politi s, ilita ope atio s, e o o i s a d hu a ita ia aid e a e i t i atel li ked. “uda s i il
war has been the second longest continuous conflict in Africa.

Since December 2013 the combination of under-development and the conflict has displaced 1. 46 million
people, leaving an estimated 4.6 million people in urgent need of aid, with the States of Unity, Upper Nile and
1
Jonglei particularly badly affected.

1

UNOCHA Humanitarian Bulletin 18 September 2015 : http://www.unocha.org/south-sudan/

www.mdf.nl

In addition to these endemic multi layered issues, a conflict erupted within military factions in Juba in midDecember 2013 which quickly transformed into a national political and ethnic crisis. By December 2014, over
10,000 people have been killed, more than 1.5 million people have been internally displaced, and there are
idesp ead a i gs that a ua te of the ou t s populatio is at isk of fa i e. The e est ou t i the
world is not able to respond to these recurrent crises and external shocks by protecting the population,
whose right to security has been politicized and divided along ethnic lines.

 MDF copyright 2016

South Sudan has been marred by conflict and failed development for many generations. Violent practices
within and between communities, clans, and tribes across pastoralist areas, which comprise 7 of the 10 states
in the country, are barriers to sustainable development, humanitarian access, and positive peaceful
coexistence. The effects of decades of violence undermines accountability and community level reconciliation;
the root causes of conflict include poorly managed natural resources (i.e. water and grazing lands), armed
civilian population, youth unemployment, hunger, poor governance, and unequal land ownership. This
historical context has resulted in periods of instability and insecurity that affect the capacity of people and
markets to adapt and function effectively – people amass and are stripped of assets based on a variety of
recurrent crises both man-made and naturally occurring.
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Source: UN South Sudan HRP 2015, p. 4-5

As long as insecurity, displacement of people from their homeland and bad governance continue, the
humanitarian situation will remain bad, and humanitarian aid will continue to be needed.

www.mdf.nl
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The states visited in the context of this evaluation are Unity, Jonglei and Upper Nile (see map in next chapter
5.1.3).
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3 Evaluation scope and framework
The purpose of this evaluation is twofold. On the one hand, the evaluation assesses the performance of the
SSJR to ensure accountability towards the Dutch Government and general public. On the other hand, it offers
a learning opportunity for all stakeholders involved. The scope of this evaluation is reflected in the following
two SSJR objectives:
SSJR Strategic Objective 1: Effective implementation of multi-sector humanitarian aid projects in priority
sectors and locations after 12 months.
SSJR Strategic Objective 2: Added value generated for key stakeholders (MoFA, UNOCHA, SSJR members, and
target populations) through the collaboration between the partners in the Joint Response.
The first objective refers to the success and quality of the response. Success refers to whether and to what
extent the outputs of the programme have been achieved, considering any changes in context or needs over
the life of the response. Quality is ensured through globally accepted paradigms for quality relief in
humanitarian contexts, such as the Common Humanitarian Standards (CHS) and Sphere minimum standards
in disaster responses.
The second objective relates to the added value of the SSJR. The joint humanitarian response for South Sudan
(SSJR) aims to contribute to more effective delivery of humanitarian aid by Dutch government and
humanitarian organisations. By implementing their own projects while collaborating under the umbrella of
the joint response, the 11 participating members aim to provide added value for several actors in the
Netherlands and in South Sudan. The value added ranges from efficiency gains for the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs by funding humanitarian response through one humanitarian lead agency; to improved learning and
innovation by humanitarian agencies through exchanging resources and methodologies. We can distinguish
added value on the Dutch level, for the Ministry and at Head Quarters level of Dutch DRA member
organisations, as well as country level added value for joint response partners in country. Added value on
both levels is assessed in this evaluation.
During the inception period evaluation questions were agreed upon as indicated in Annex 5.

Quality and humanitarian standards
Relevance & Appropriateness
Coverage
Effectiveness
Connectedness & Sustainability
Coordination






Efficiency
Harmonisation
Visibility
Learning and innovation

For each evaluation question informed judgement criteria have been developed on a four-point scale (i.e.
scorecard).
1 – Implies a good or very good/excellent performance.
2 – Implies a satisfactory performance that is above average but not yet excellent.
3 – Implies a modest performance that is below average but not bad/poor.
4 – Implies a bad, poor or very poor performance.
Based on the data collection methods as outlined in chapter 4 a judgement has been given to each criterion.
The cumulative judgements of the questions form an overall judgement on the criteria. The criterion
themselves were identified as part of the ToR and the inception report.

 MDF copyright 2016








SO 2 focus on:
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SO 1 relates to the following criteria:
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4 Methodology
This chapter presents the evaluation methodology. It describes the sample of field locations, the methods
that were used for data collection and the sample size achieved. Shortly we touch upon the limitations of
the evaluation as experienced in the field.

4.1

Sample of field locations

In mutual consultation between the evaluators and the SSJR members represented by Save the Children
three out of the fourteen sites where the SSJR was active in 2015 have been chosen as a sample. To decide
on the location of the field visits, the following steps were taken:
Step
1.

2.

3.

4

5.

6

Description
Due to the security situation many locations changed
their planning compared to the original programme.
Remaining sites were taken as starting point.
Sites were excluded for security reasons if they scored
4 or higher on a scale of 5 (1=very safe, 5= totally
2
unsafe)
As the main aim of the evaluation was to learn from
good practices, therefore an area where the projects
were known to have not been able to take off well,
was excluded
1
Weighing the relevance of the project sites in the
programme and the accessibility of the areas, a top 4
was made of locations to visit (based upon the number
of agencies working in that area and number of
beneficiaries reached).
Within the four chosen counties, a specific thematic
focus was chosen. Choice was made to focus on the
biggest thematic areas (FSL, WASH and Child
Protection, as requested in the ToR) and including
several DRA members.
The final sample came to Bor, Akobo and Melut. Melut
got the added advantage above Warrap as it targets
IDP populations, the project focused on WASH/FSL
which was ideal to enable the comparison with other
partners, and phase 2 of the SSJR continues in Upper
Nile. The sample covered:
 2 states, 3 locations
 5 DRA members
 3 sectors: 2x WASH, 2x FSL, 2x CP

Comments
14 remaining sites (as listed by M&E
officer SCSS)
Nasir excluded

Wau excluded

Bor, Akobo, Warrap or Melut

Bor (south)
Akobo (east)
Warrap
Melut
Bor (south):
- FSL (ZOA, Oxfam)
- Child Protection (SC)
Akobo (east):
- WASH (Plan, ZOA)
- Child Protection (Plan, SC)
Melut:
- WASH and FSL (World Vision)

A o e detailed o e ie of the hose sa ple is gi e elo . The se to s a d Pa a s highlighted i
BOLD a e pa t of the sele ted sa ple. No old se to s a d Pa a s a e othe ta get lo atio s o se to s of
the SSJR Members.
Annex 1 shows maps and photos of the sample field locations.

2

Based on the assessment of the M&E officer in South Sudan at SCSS

13
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County
Bor
(south)

Organisation
Oxfam

SCI

Akobo
(east)

Upper
Nile

Payam
Borurban,
Kolnyang,
Makwach,
Bidit, Jalle,
Anyidi
All

ZOA

Anyidi,
Kolnyang

PLAN

Bilkey,
Dengjok,
Gakdong,
Nyandit

SCI

All

ZOA

Alali,
Bilkey,
Dengjock,
Nyandit,
Buaong,
Dirror,
Walgak
Melut,
Goldora,
PanomDit,
Bommashuk,
Palloch,
Thang Riang,
Wuna Mum
Melut town and
Wunriang
IDP settlements:
Kor Adar
Dengtoma
1
Dengtoma 2
Kodok

Melut

World Vision

Fashoda

World Vision

Sector and activity
FSL
1. HH supported with cereal field crop seed and
tools,
2. HH supported with fishing gear,
3. HH supported in vegetable seeds and tools
Child Protection
1. Family tracing and reunifications (FTR)
Identification and registration of Unaccompanied
and Separated Children (UASC), reunify, case
management, train caregivers and staff,
2. Establish Child Friendly Spaces (CFS)
FSL
1. HH supported with cereal field crop seed and
tools,
2. HH supported with fishing gear,
3. HH supported in vegetable seeds and tools
WASH
WASH
1. Rehabilitation of Boreholes
2. Water Management Committees
3. Hygiene Promotion
4. Sanitation Facilities, construct latrines
5. Train water pump technicians
Child Protection
1. Child Friendly Spaces (CFS)
Child Protection
1. FTR
2. CFS
FSL
WASH
1. Rehabilitation of Boreholes
2. Water Management Committees
3. Hygiene Promotion
4. Sanitation Facilities, construct latrines
5. Train water pump technicians
FSL
1. HH supported with cereal field crop seed and
tools,
2. HH supported with fishing gear,
3. HH supported in vegetable seeds and tools
4. Strengthen community veterinary services to
prevent diseases an loss
WASH
1. Provision of clean and safe water, water tanks,
water points, water treatment
2. Water management committees
3. Hygiene promotion
4. Sanitation facilities in schools & hospital
WASH

www.mdf.nl

State
Jonglei
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Table 1: Sample of field locations visited
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Methods for data collection

4.2.1 Desk Study
The desk review served two main purposes:
a) To gain a better understanding about the rationale of the programme, the narrative of the
humanitarian programme, as aligned to the HRP of UN OCHA and the implementation processes
(inc. added value of the DRA members and the JR).
b) Verification and justification of achieved SSJR results as in the logframe (incl. the 5 DRA objectives)
and approaches/mechanisms.
The desk study, like the entire evaluation, focused on the overall SSJR programme. Results achieved by the
individual DRA members provided input to the analysis. To make effective and efficient use of the
e aluatio tea s ti e comprehensive (aggregated) programme documentation formed the basis of the
desk study on SSJR level. This implied that data from the individual DRA members were aggregated by the
programme management so that the evaluation team could focus on measuring the achievements of the
SSJR programme as a whole, as requested in the ToR (Annex 7).
Besides this comprehensive information, documentation of the selected thematic programmes in the
sample states was reviewed and used to provide an indication of the SSJR achievements and added value
mechanisms.
A list of documents reviewed can be found in Annex 2.
4.2.2 Key Informant Interviews in the Netherlands and in South Sudan
To capture (opportunities for) the added value of the SSJR at the Dutch level, key informant interviews with
SSJR lead organisation, partner organisations, and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the Netherlands were
conducted. These interviews served to assess the evaluation questions under SO1 regarding the criteria of
quality, appropriateness, sustainability and coverage but most importantly investigated the questions under
SO2 on added value.
Interviews were also conducted with the Emergency Coordinators and/or involved Project managers of the
different SSJR partners in South Sudan. In order to validate findings and give due consideration to contextspecific factors determining the success of SSJR projects, interviews were done with a select group of other
stakeholders in South Sudan (local authorities in the field, representatives of UN OCHA/UNHCR, NL
embassy).

4.2.3 Alliance Thermometer
To gather specific information on question number IV of the scope of evaluating SO2: how the SSJR
members perceived the added value of the Joint Response for their own organisation, the evaluation team
used an o li e Alliance Thermometer su e . This as used to assess the ualit of the cooperation of the
SSJR members. The alliance thermometer included closed rating questions on a scale to measure five active
network management criteria, spe ifi all desig ed
MDF to easu e allia es, joi t oope atio s a d
networks:
 Strategy (efficiency and JR mechanisms),
 Connection & cooperation (coordination & harmonisation),
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The interview questions can be found in Annex 3.
A list of people being interviewed can be found in Annex 4.
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Interviews were semi-structured implying that a list of topics was shared with the respondent before the
interview took place but that additional topics and related questions were added during the interview when
necessary. In total 22 interviews have been conducted, 8 in the Netherlands and 14 in South Sudan.
Combined with the interviews done during the field visits, around 60 people have provided input and
answered questions raised by the consultants on SSJR.
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 Steering structure (functional DRA mechanism/legitimacy),
 Processes (inc. M&E and communication i.e. visibility), and
 Learning & innovation.
For each of the five criteria three multiple choice questions were asked with regard to the:
 What – The extent to which workable, clear and agreed upon agreements were made on SSJR
programme level.
 How – The extent to which the agreements (what) were implemented in practise in South-Sudan.
In summary, the quantitative data of the alliance thermometer, related outputs and indicators were pooled
with the qualitative information gathered via interviews and FGD in the Netherlands and in South Sudan, as
well as with the judgement of SSJR members on the added value of their own alliance. This assisted the
methodological triangulation of data.
The results of the Alliance Thermometer can be found in Annex 5. 23 respondents filled out the survey, 3
SSJR secretariat coordinators, 13 respondents from the Netherlands and 7 from South Sudan.
4.2.4 Focus Group Discussion (FGD)
Focus Group Discussions (FGD) with beneficiaries in South Sudan took place at the 3 field visit locations. The
sa ple as ai ed at ea hi g a out
e efi ia ies. Fo ea h pa t e s se to FGD e e s heduled.
In Bor 116 people took part in the 6 FGD, 2 for each of the 3 partners, and two families were visited that
had been involved in family reunification. The group size varied from 9 to 27 people, the average was 18
people per group. A total of 30 men and 66 women were consulted as well as 10 boys and 10 girls.
In Akobo a total of 128 people took part in about 10 FGD, 6 for WASH and 4 for CP and two families were
visited. About 24 men and 56 women were consulted and around 48 kids, 18 boys and 30 girls.
In Melut about 38 people participated in 4 FGD, 2 for FSL and 2 for WASH. A total of 20 men and 18 women
were consulted.
In sum, a total of 282 people have been involved in the FGD and family visits. Out of the 282 people, 102
were men/boys (36%) and 180 were women/girls (64%).

As compared to the Key Informant Interviews, adjusted questions were raised during the focus group
discussions, as can been seen in the check list below.

www.mdf.nl

Relevance/Appropriateness
o What kind of support did you receive? Did it address and urgent need?
o Were there others providing the same support?
o How did you become involved in the project/ why were you selected?
o How are you involved in project planning? How can the project be improved?
Effectiveness
o Why do you think you received support?
o Level of satisfaction of the kind of support received?
o Did you use or are you still using the products/capacity/services you received (if
relevant)?
o Comparing past and present, do you see any changes in your life/that of the
community?
o What are your challenges?
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CHECKLIST FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS SOUTH SUDAN
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4.2.5 Learning event NL and Juba
To discuss the findings of the evaluation in an early stage, and to facilitate exchange and learning before the
final report was written, a one day learning event was organised in both the Netherlands and in South
Sudan.
Figure 1 learning event in Netherlands

The day started with a presentation of the initial findings of the
evaluation. Particular attention was paid to ascertain that the specific
areas of investigation were covered including the Added Value of SO2.
The second part entailed a structured reflection (looking back),
brainstorming and thinking (looking forward) process. For this purpose
3
The Bo o s Thi ki g Hats method was used. The main point was that
analytical findings were to be reviewed and used for future thinking in
a systematic manner, whereby different perspectives / angles are
being used.
Figure 2 Learning event in Juba

In this way it is ensured that also the most immediate and obvious
ideas are challenged - which are not necessarily the best and most
innovative ones. Furthermore the
method provokes to think out of
the box. This was used especially in
discussing about the future SSJR
programmess (like SSJR2 and
further): what would be the dream
of participants to arrive at jointly
without thinking about practical
limitations? In other words, we
deliberately aimed to prevent the
simple
confirmation
of
preconceived ideas but aspired to
arrive at a truly optimal set of
innovative lessons & ideas for the future that are understood, accepted and owned by the majority of
participants and taken forward to discuss together on the practical applicability in the field.
A list of participants in both learning events can be found in Annex 4.

Limitations
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 Aggregated monitoring data on achieved results (logframe) and financial expenditure was available after
data collection in the field took place (April 2016). The choice was made to go ahead with the field
work (in February) so to finish the evaluation before June 2016. In this way the evaluation results
could be used during the implementation of SSJR 2.
 High staff turn-over in both South Sudan and in the Netherlands has as a consequence that few staff can
reflect on the whole duration of the SSJR. In addition, different staff members of the same
organisations were involved during different times of the evaluation (interviews and learning event).
 Shootings in Akobo limited the movement to different project locations.
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4.3

3

http://www.debonogroup.com/six_thinking_hats.php
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5 Findings
This chapter presents the key findings of the evaluation. Findings are organised per specific objective and
follow the evaluation criteria.

5.1

SSJR Strategic Objective 1

5.1.1 Quality and humanitarian standards
To what extent has the SSJR met humanitarian needs in a timely manner, adhering to
humanitarian standards (CHS and Sphere)?

Moderate

Humanitarian and minimum sector standards are taken into account during planning and to a
lesser extent during implementation and quality control/monitoring and not on each
international, national and field level.
Figure 3: Core standards and CHS commitments

Making sure all members adhere to the
minimum humanitarian standards during implementation and quality control/monitoring is a challenge.
Especially when members implement via national partners this is an area of concern. This is largely due to
the grassroots focus of national implementing partners, who are not always aware of the international
standards. For the majority of the
Figure 4: IDP camp in Melut (March 2016)
member organisations, the standards
do not so much steer implementation,
but serve more as a guide or
framework.
It is observed that members monitor
and report on the quality of goods
and services delivered in different
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Source: The Core Humanitarian Standard and the Sphere Core
Standards. Analysis and Comparison (2015, p. 7)
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The Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS)
commitments are used as a guide to
desig a d i ple e t the
e e s
SSJR response. Evidence from the field
indicates that members adopt and aim
for indicators that are based on the 9
CHF commitments or Sphere minimum
standards for disaster response. Sector
specific indicators on for example FSL or
WASH are leading the response (i.e. # of
people per borehole, # of kilo grams of
seed distribution), although the chronic
nature of the conflict makes them
sometimes artificial and challenging to
adhere to as the standards first and
foremost target acute crises. For
example the numbers and locations of
IDP s ithi the ou t
ha ged apidl
due to conflict. In Akobo and Melut it is
therefore difficult to adhere to the
standards as in reality number of people
using one borehole is higher than the
standard allows because of the sudden
high i flu of IDP s.
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ways. For example the u e of people trained is by some members measured by counting participants
of trainings, and by other organisations by measuring improvements in capacity via training. Another
example is the procurement of seeds which is done differently by members. Some purchase seeds locally,
while others use FAO approved seeds from Juba. The quality of these various seeds differs although they
are counted as the same i.e. # of kilograms of seeds given. This is partly due to the quantitative nature of
the SSJR indicators largely focusing on outputs (# of HH assisted and # of individuals reached) which is
steering the information request.
Regarding timeliness, the SSJR 1 started implementation of activities with a delay, as of April 2015. This is
mainly due to disbursement of funds and consequent delayed recruitment of staff. The delayed start of the
programmes in the field created logistical challenges. As many areas are difficult to reach during the rainy
season (April-October), late procurement and/or delivery of goods, materials and tools hampered
implementation. As an example for FSL, the late delivery of seeds resulted in some farmers missing the
planting season, which had negative effects on the expected and potential harvest/returns affecting food
security. This was however mitigated due to the delayed start of the rainy season. From May 2015 onwards
SSJR showed strong progress in implementation of activities. Sharp increases towards results as well as use
of funds confirm this whereby at the mid-term 41% of budget was spent while at the end of the project
4
period 99.5% of budget was spent .
5.1.2 Relevance/ appropriateness
To what extent was the JR able to adapt and provide appropriate response to changing local needs
and the priorities of the people, especially women and the vulnerable?

In all observed cases beneficiaries and local authorities are
involved and feel part of the projects. Attention is paid to
gender equality and the vulnerable members of the
population. As an example, members have trained not only
male hand pump mechanics but also female. And they
trained not only female hygiene promoters but also male
(Akobo). Female agricultural groups and male fishing
groups are supported aligning to contextual gender norms
and values.
SSJR shows flexibility in responding to different contexts
regarding levels of conflict (i.e. Bor & Equatoria rather
stable, Melut & Warrap largely affected by conflict and
IDP s . Me e s go e o d e e ge
i to e o e &
4
5

Financial (revised) budget and expenditure overview.
Revised total budgets SSJR and mid-term review

Success story: Ability to adapt
and provide appropriate
response to changing local
needs:
“The programme changed after
violence broke out. The new
target group were IDPs. It
became emergency instead of
recovery focus. World Vision is
very pleased and has positive
experiences with flexibility of the
grant that was able to adapt to
changing needs of the
community. IDPs actually have
better quality of water than they
used to have back ‘home’.”
MELUT – World Vision
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The judgement on the above question and the criteria of
relevance/appropriateness is perceived as good. The six
sectors are very relevant to primary needs as identified by
the HRP of 2015. Beneficiaries demand is very high,
outweighing supply (Figure 6 and Figure 7). Nonetheless
SSJR strongly responded to rapidly changing local needs by
relocating the response to the most affected areas, even
when this involved the transfer of funds between members
5
during implementation .
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Good

Beneficiary needs analyses have been done/ used with specific attention for and data on
women and vulnerable people creating strong relevance of the JR. SSJR shows flexibility in
adapting resources to respond to changing needs while >80% of direct beneficiaries indicate to
be satisfied with support given.
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sometimes development support (i.e. applying ownership, alignment, sustainability principles), broadening
the scope of the SSJR. For example relationships with local government authorities and community
committees are established to create ownership and sustainability. Cash for work programmes are related
to building permanent structures such as schools.
These different contexts in 2015 create a diversity of needs. These needs go beyond the six focus sectors of
the HRP/SSJR. Requests for support in education and TVET are an example given by members and
community groups. Supporting the fishing groups to get access to the market is another example given via
FGD. The fishing groups are supported with nets and setting up a group structure and they catch fish in
abundance. Giving them access to markets is more of a development than an emergency issue that is not
yet addressed. SSJR members have the organisational capacity to respond to this need and thus go beyond
the initial HRP and SSJR six target sectors. Members have however not met these demands in 2015 due to
the emergency response set-up characteristics by DRA and selected focus areas.
To what extent does the SSJR programme connect to, and contribute to the fulfilment of, the UN
HRP 2014 and the changing environment as described in the UN HRP?
Good

SSJR shows alignment with UN HRP 2015 sectors, objectives and monitoring indicators. SSJR is
able to timely adapt the programme to changing environment.

The HRP and member needs analyses (focused on specific sectors and areas) were used by members as the
starting point for the design of the response. SSJR sought alignment with UN OCHA via a presentation and
publications of factsheets on their website. The me e s i di idual espo ses e e o i ed
the ““J‘
secretariat with the programme response. Members largely based their own programme on existing needs
analyses. Due to the urgency of the response joint needs analyses were not feasible. Besides the needs,
existing presence of SSJR members in the field also influenced the selection of location and sector.
Members hereby build upon existing interventions and presence which is good. Members also used a
baseline survey executed by the cluster as additional input to provide an appropriate response.
5.1.3 Coverage
Who was supported by humanitarian action and why?
UN H‘P/OCHA e e ge
fo us lo atio s a d ide tified people ha gi g eeds IDP s a d
communities) are taken into account but are not systematically followed at all times.

Atte tio is p o ided to the .
illio IDP s as
well as host communities in need. In monetary
terms most of SSJR attention is given to WASH
(25.7% budget, 22.8% expenditure), FSL (25.7%
budget, 26.5% expenditure), and protection (17.3%
budget 16.9% exp.) interventions (see Figure 5).
This focus is justified by the HRP that indicates
these three sectors plus the health sector (7.4% of
budget, 8.9% of expenditure) as the biggest in
terms of funding requirements and people in
need/ to be assisted (Figure 6).
As mentioned in chapter 5.1.2, SSJR showed

Figure 5: Budget and expenditure per sector
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The focus of SSJR support lies with individuals
and households, and is aligned to HRP needs
and locations. Limited attention is paid to integral
system strengthening (i.e. structures, capacity,
and systems) within sectors on both community
and governmental level in SSJR 2015.
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Satisfactory
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flexibility in relocating funds between members, sectors and locations. Some member programmes were
forced to move back from recovery into emergency (Melut), while other programmes could move further
from emergency into recovery and rehabilitation (Bor). Despite this changing context and the needs of
communities, focus of the SSJR remained with direct support to individuals and households.
Figure 6: South Sudanese People in need and to be assisted per sector

Source: UN HRP 2015, p 7

In terms of location SSJR focused on
Figure 7: People in need
eight of the ten states (Figure 8). Nine
of the twelve partners are active in the
three heavily conflict affected states of
Jonglei, Unity and Upper Nile thereby
showing strong alignment with the HRP
and actual needs (Figure 7). The other
three members are all operating in one
state, respectively Central and East
Equatoria, Warrap and Northern and
Western Bahr el Ghazal. Lakes state and
Western Equatoria are not targeted.
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For 2016, SSJR2 focuses on the three
affected states of Jonglei, Unity and
Upper Nile. Dorcas remains active in
Wa ap state p o idi g suppo t to IDP s
from Unity and host communities in
Warrap State and Abyei.
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Source: UN HRP 2015, p 7.
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Figure 8: Overview of SSJR members per sector per state
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5.1.4 Effectiveness
To what extent are the planned outputs reached?
Satisfactory

60% -80% of feasible and planned outputs are reached compared to SSJR proposal.
6

In total SSJR has reached 384,391 individuals with direct services (47% women) via its 6 focus sectors and
11 members in 2015. Certain individuals have been supported by one member via multiple sectors. These
individuals have been counted once. Whe ““J‘ as pla ed, these i di iduals e e dou le ou ted , if
this double counting is applied to the reached beneficiaries, the number rises to 691,230 individuals (59%
women), meaning that 69% of the original target of 1,001,667 individuals is reached.
61% of the targeted individuals (864,279) have been reached with direct services, 53% of the targeted
individuals (3,281) have been trained while 122% of the targeted individuals (160,294) have been reached
via campaign messages.
Table 2: Total beneficiaries reached
COVERAGE
Total
Individuals
Planned Target in Individuals
Direct services
Training
Campaign messages

Reached Male

Female

864,279

527,665

214,337

6,148

3,281

1,666

313,328

131,240

160,284

70,262

90,022

double counting)

1,001,667

691,230

286,265

404,965

384,391

TOTAL NUMBER OF DIRECT
1,615 BENEFICIARIES REACHED (without
Male
203,324

Female
181,067

Table 3 presents the reach per sector. WASH is the biggest in terms of reach while shelter/NFI the smallest.
Next to WASH, FSL and Protection are the biggest sectors.
Table 3: Reach per sector
Sector
Individuals reached without double

counting
SL
Protection
Shelter / NFI
Health
Nutrition
WASH

113,852
101,714
38,411
66,302
35,497
123,684

6

Direct target group.
Result NFI.12 Number of HHs in need supported with transitional or emergency shelter has not been taken along into the
calculation as due to erupted conflict shelters were destroyed and SSJR cannot be held accountable for this.

7
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Analysing sector specific outputs in Figure 9 it is observed
that since the mid-term evaluation significant progress has
been made on the majority of result areas. Interviews
indicate that SSJR members are satisfied with results

individuals with direct services
(47% women) via its 6 focus
sectors in 2015.”
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7

From the 27 planned logframe targets across the 6 different sectors 16 have been achieved (Annex 5 final
page). This degree of effectiveness can be judged as satisfactory given the highly volatile and rapid changing
context in which SSJR operates. From annex 5 (final page) it can be observed that results fluctuate
considerably. Results that score very high (>150%) or very low (<40%) are largely related to results that deal
with individuals trained on sector specific content or
reached with mass campaign messages. This implies that
the activities in these sectors either went well (much
“In total SSJR has reached 384,391
attention) or never really got off the ground.
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achieved, despite the challenging context. The start was slow due to reasons explained before. Nonetheless,
SSJR was able to respond strongly.
8
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Figure 9: Overview of achieved targets per sector in %

8

Pictures show data that excludes double counting of target groups.
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The Mid-Term Review created insight into the
progress towards results and expenditure
rates. The SSJR secretariat was able to act
“The distribution of goods and services
upon these results, took the lead, pushed,
(seeds and agricultural tools, CFS,
supported and monitored members who were
irrigation systems) leads to a request for
behind. These resulted into sharp increases
market access and support beyond
towards results in the Health and to a lesser
production towards the entire value chain.”
extend in the WASH sector. More gradual and
stable increases can be observed in the FSL
and Protection sectors. The Nutrition
interventions regarding admittance to prevent malnutrition show sharp progress since the mid-term.
Households receiving non-food items, as being part of the NFI sector furthermore shows considerable
progress towards results. The decline in households receiving shelter since the mid-term can be explained
by the destruction of shelters that were built before the mid-term evaluation due to the rising conflict in
Unity State.
The flexible nature of the SSJR is an asset in the humanitarian sector in South-Sudan and made it possible to
relocate funds between sectors, locations and partner so to efo us ased o the e e o e e t of IDP s.
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Dutch Embassy were flexible which was helpful.
9

Regarding actual achievements of planned outputs the Health sector scores highly above planned (193%
on average) on all set targets. These outputs relate to providing primary health care consultations and
medicines as well as psychosocial support to distressed communities (H.R1 and H.R2). Also training scored
high although this relates to a relatively low number (about 20) of health workers and agency staff (H. I2
and H. I4).
The WASH (118% on average), Protection (99% on average) and Nutrition (122% on average) sector score
on or above planned. 123,618 IDP s received access to safe water and 49,160 to sanitation facilities (W.R1
and W.R2) reaching thei ta gets. The p o otio of h gie e a o g IDP s a d vulnerable groups has
reached the set targets regarding distribution of 53,262 basic hygiene kits and capacity building of 602
hygiene promoters (W. I5-I7).
30,052 children (105%) have been reunified or provided with alternative care (P. I3) after having lost their
parents. Identifying and building the capacity of psycho-social caregivers has not been successful (30% of
target P. I4) while awareness raising activities have taken place to prevent separation and promote child
rights and protection among 40.239 individuals.
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The NFI (80% on average) and FSL (74% on average) score about 20-25% below target partly due to a
change in focus activities. 6401 households have received emergency kits and shelter material (NFI. R1).
HH s ha e ee assisted ith food a d u o ditio al ash t a sfe s F“L.I fo those i the IPC
emergency and crisis phase (IPC 3 and 4). Regarding food production (FSL. R2), 66% (16,953) of the targeted
households have been assisted with emergency livelihood support such as fishing gear and agricultural
seeds, crop kits and tools. The provision of vocational training for fisherman, community animal health
workers, agricultural extension workers are conducted for only about 37% of target.
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The prevention of malnutrition measured via the admission/referral of Severe Acute Malnutrition (SAM)
(N.I2) and Moderate Acute Malnutrition (MAM) (N.I1) cases scores high with about 34,000 people. On the
contrary the training of health workers (60 people) to identify, manage and refer cases of malnutrition (N.I3)
and sensitisation of households (2832) on safe and diverse food (N.14) are less successful (about 47% of
target reached).

9

In the SSJR logframe called results (“R”).
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To what extent the JR activities and outputs are in line with the sector indicated logframe outcomes
(OI)?

Satisfactory

SSJR members indicate a clear vision and joint understanding of SSJR overall objective(s) but apply
different approaches to achieve outcomes (activity  outputs  outcomes). 60% -80% of direct
beneficiaries report improvements to sector indicated logframe outcomes.

Results are fully in line with sector indicated logframe outcomes (OI) and activities are clearly linked to
intended outputs. About65-70% of beneficiaries report clear improvements towards sector indicated
outcomes via FGD. Sampled target groups consulted via FGD clearly mention an improvement on
community, household and individual livelihoods. For example in Bor, supported fishermen and women
agricultural groups clearly indicate via FGD that they perceived an improvement in their living conditions.
Children that participate in the Child Friendly Spaces (CFS) indicate that they are happier, have more friends,
do not hear gun shots anymore, and sleep better at night.
Key success factors reported via interviews with SSJR members were the continuous commitment of SSJR
members, the community buy-in, and the support of community leadership. As a e a ple lo al autho ities
supported the land to build CFS, allocated boreholes for members to use, gave land for vegetable farms,
and provided and coordinated agricultural extension workers to work with members in the field paid for via
10
non-SSJR but other donor funds .
SSJR brings multi-sector expertise areas together but operates by providing sector specific support to target
groups. Referrals to other members exist but a systematic joint planning, monitoring, evaluation and
learning (PME&L) among members could lead to a more integrated/holistic approach providing more added
value to target groups is currently not observed. Implementation mechanisms differ and are based on
organisational practices and sector experience. As an
example in FSL both group and/or individual based
approaches are used to support and provide fishing gear
Finding:
or agricultural seeds and tools to beneficiaries. It is
Referrals to other members exist
furthermore observed that there is variation in the quality
but a systematic joint PME&L
of the inputs/materials and the levels of a holistic
among
members that could lead
approach to reach outcomes (some members also assist in
to a more integrated/holistic
irrigation and improve access to markets in addition to
approach
providing more added
providing seeds. Minor differences in the reach (Payam/nr.
values to target groups are
of boreholes rehabilitated) and level of engagement of
local committees (some organisations provide incentives,
currently not observed.
others ask for pro-bono participation) are also observed.
Have there been any unexpected positive or negative side-effects on beneficiaries as a result of
the aid that was provided under the SSJR and how was this dealt with by implementing partners?

10

Interview with agricultural local authority in Bor.
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Participatory rural appraisal exercises during FGD with fishing and agricultural groups (on average) indicate
that a out % of thei halle ges/p o le s related to food security and livelihood are resolved. 40% of
the problems remain. These are largely related to creating access to markets and expansion of production
due to the amount of fish/agricultural products produced. Production is higher than needed for community
consumption. The access to markets or expansion of food production is currently not part of SSJR
interventions, although it is indicated by the members as the next step. As an example in Melut production
is growing and beneficiaries hire casual workers to actually do the farming. According to e e s FGD
interviews in Melut, this could be dealt with additional training on farming methods, or support for trained
farmers to train the casual workers themselves. The FSL.I3 target on training reached confirms this as 37%
of the targeted 2908 people are trained. Another comparable example in the child protection sector is the
provision of CFS which creates need for education in emergency settings that is not provided under SSJR.
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Two core examples of unexpected side effects are observed from interviews and FGD in the field:
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The second example relates to the sectoral approach and the distribution of locations among members and
other non-SSJR partners. In the current approach, situations occur where, e ause a lo atio is o e ed
by one member, others will not be active in that same location although they can deliver supplementary
and necessary services.
This distribution of locations between members hampers the holistic integral support towards certain
communities/target groups. An example is the child friendly space in Bor where children were very happy to
have a safe space to play and learn, but at the same time indicated to be hungry. The collaboration of
members with different expertise within SSJR creates a unique opportunity to set-up a school gardening
intervention or food programme with the parents of these children, which would most likely also attract
more children. This situation is especially the case when a member in an area works in merely one sector.
By integrating and adopting a holistic approach towards the same community SSJR member interventions
can be more effective and provide higher quality support.
In providing optimal support members faced challenges regarding its delivery. The main reasons were:
 Local conflict creates uncertainty among the population. People do not know how long they will stay in
one place; if there will be peace and stability in order for them to move back home, and in the
meantime whether they will be able to provide for themselves. This blocks or discourages people to
accept and use several services that are provided (can they use the land of their hosts to cultivate,
take responsibility to help clean latrines, assist in managing the water supply). It takes time to build
trust and willingness among the beneficiaries to contribute and eventually to scale up.
 Interventions were delayed due to late disbursement of funds and joint set-up. Interventions started in
April-May at the end of the planting and during the beginning of the rainy season (Figure 10).
 Inflation of the Sudanese pound (October 2015) increased costs.
 Logistical constraints like poor road conditions, rainy season and safety issues hampered the timely
provision of assistance, protection and services.
 High cost of good staff (competition between NGOs and between NGOs and UN).
 Challenges in local recruitment, it takes 2-3 months to start-off, capacity of staff is key while turn-over is
high.
 Import (cost and time) and procurement procedures are lengthy.

Source: UN HRP 2015, p 6

5.1.5 Connectedness / sustainability
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Figure 10: Seasonal events in South-Sudan

Satisfactory

SSJR members have a discourse on both NL and SS level but these do not come together.
Elements to enhance sustainability of recovery in this and the next phase of the SSJR are
identified although this is not jointly planned for as yet. Institutional linkages with local
authorities and other relevant organisations are built to enhance connectedness/sustainability.
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How did SSJR include elements of sustainability in their programme?
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Several points regarding sustainability can be noted. In the field, SSJR partners make use of community
structures to enhance ownership of the interventions. Local authorities such as ministerial departments
(when present) are included in planning activities and dividing areas to work in (which organisation
rehabilitates which boreholes), local chiefs and camp managers help in approaching community members
to assist in implementing activities (Melut), referral systems are put in place between members and existing
community committees are supported or new ones set up (child protection and FSL in Bor). These relations
a e pi otal fo sustai a ilit . Feed a k e ha is s also i p o e the ““J‘ pa t e s u derstanding of local
practices and dynamics and cooperation which is essential in ensuring structural solutions are searched for
(for instance, ensuring that IDP s are granted access to land to cultivate by the host community and local
authorities).
On national level, SSJR is known by the UN OCHA leadership level. Funding is now available for till the end
of 2016 and discussions to secure funding for 2017 are underway. This gives the opportunity to build the
capacity of partners and their own staff.
Joint fundraising is not yet in place but could be a possibility
to create a longer funding window which can support the
move from emergency to resilience and recovery. Many
partners mention that aid dependency is a concern. Certain
SSJR members strive to go from humanitarian aid to more
developmental aid in their intervention areas (Bor). The EKN
mentioned that connecting humanitarian aid to
development programmes is difficult for them. This is
largely due to the situation that aid is tied to specific sectors
or objectives as influenced by policy (different procedures,
budgets e.g.). Emergency and development, and its funds,
have separate procedures and work besides and not aligned
to each other.

“If the government gets stable
and there is peace in Akobo, the
Rural Water Supply Department
can take over tasks of NGOs in
supporting the water pump
mechanics and hygiene
promoters as well as providing
spare parts for bore holes”
Mr. Stephen Bill Chol Director
Department of Rural water
supply and sanitation Akobo

5.1.6 Coordination
To what extent were the activities of the SSJR organisations complementary to the work of other
stakeholders, prevented duplication, and contributed to the larger response activities in the
countries?
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Another opportunity lies with enhanced focus on system strengthening (i.e. structures, capacity, and
systems) on both community and governmental level. An example given from the field is the need for
setting up child protection systems in the communities and preparing local authorities to respond to this (in
Bor). Making communities aware about where to go when a child falls ill or when a child is missing and at
the same time capacitating local authorities to respond to and/or to refer to the humanitarian partners
within or beyond SSJR members is not yet observed but indicated as needed.
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What are opportunities to include more sustainable
elements of recovery in the next phases of SSJR?
Community committees are developed along sector interventions (i.e. CP, FSL, WASH) within the same area.
These committees are supported by different SSJR partners and often involve the same community
representatives i.e. people. The SSJR members are not sufficiently aware what the committees are planning.
A committee working on child protection is not cooperating enough or aware of another committee
working on food security. Child Friendly Spaces could use the support of a FSL feeding programme as
mentioned above. Likewise, WASH boreholes could be linked to CFS to provide water to the children. At the
same time, the food security o
ittee ould e efit f o the i sights of the h gie e o
ittee s o k,
to learn how to preserve, or clean food. This addresses an integrated higher quality approach towards
communities their many needs so to enhance higher result level outcomes such as improved livelihoods.
Opportunities exist by improving communication between different committees and the members that
interact with them, or to use one committee per village/community overseeing different interventions. This
set-up goes beyond the SSJR members and includes other partners such as the UN agencies.
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A stakeholder analysis was used/ done which led to a mechanism to divide members focus in terms
of results and locations. This reduced duplication and enhanced complementarities although
improvements within and/or beyond SSJR could be made. Monitoring data is shared vertically within
organisations, but not systematically horizontally between members. Monitoring data is shared but
not systematically used to steer and coordinate the SSJR.

Figure 11 presents the results of the Alliance Thermometer visualising the satisfaction levels of the SSJR
11
members regarding 5 different management criteria. The top part of the figure presents satisfaction
ega di g the hat has ee ag eed efo e the ““J‘ sta ted. It gives insight into if processes, strategy,
structures, methods of learning & innovation were clear and agreed upon. The bottom part of the figure
presents satisfaction o ho these ag ee e ts pla ed out a d ho satisfied the e e s a e ith ho
it played out in 2015.
Members are in general positive about the management and coordination of the SSJR (7.7 out of 10).
12
Interviews with members confirm this. From the alliance thermometer the steering structure of the SSJR
scored highest (8.1 on 10 point scale) among the 5 criteria. All espo de ts i di ated that the ““J‘ as
a aged ade uatel ; members were aware about their role and contribution to the SSJR and understood
the need for the coordination mechanisms.
Members felt adequately involved in decision making and felt that there was a general sense of agreement
when decisions were made.

13

11

13

23 respondents of which 13 in NL, 7 in SS, and 3 SSJR secretariat.

Regarding learning and innovation see chapter 5.2.4 on learning. Regarding processes see chapter 5.2.1 on efficiency.
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Figure 11: Perception of SSJJR members regarding organisation and management of SSJR in 2015
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Regarding the set-up of the connection & cooperation mechanisms members in South-Sudan score higher
(8.7) compared to the members in the Netherlands (6.7). The Dutch members score the set-up of the
connection and cooperation mechanisms the lowest (6 out of 10) indicating that certain project
interventions are done in the same way as before and that SSJR did not find new ways of working together
or reaching out to other non-SSJR stakeholders. Members do however feel adequate room for sharing
different opinions and taking responsibility to reach results.
From Figure 11 it is furthermore observed that the Netherlands members in general scored lower than
members in South Sudan (8.3 and 7 respectively). Especially the agreements before the SSJR started
regarding how to connect and work together score low.
On programme level the management by the secretariat was perceived as the linking pin between
developments in South Sudan and the Netherlands. Having a programme manager that connects the
Netherlands members with the South-Sudanese members and the Ministry in The Hague and Juba (EKN)
was well appreciated.
On Juba level particular strong points that respondents mentioned during interviews are related to the
coordination of Monitoring & Evaluation (inc. reporting), and the collaborative practical support and
openness of the secretariat during the implementation. Every month meetings took place to discuss the
progress, budget expenditure, compliance, challenges, and lessons learned. Challenges for members were
related to transferring these lea i g s within the organisation and towards the field. The absence of a
knowledge management system to learn, exchange and capture relevant information contributed to this
challenge. The situation that monitoring data travels vertically from the members in the field, to the
members in Juba, to their offices in the Netherlands also creates a challenge. Sharing and discussing
monitoring information horizontally can be improved.
Coordinating the entire CHF response within the sectors is done by UN OCHA. These meetings are
informative about what happens in the sectors. Many (100+) organisations are present and little exchange
or learning takes place. SSJR and its secretariat are wary not to duplicate these structures. Instead SSJR
sector meetings take place whereby members organise themselves (self-steering sector teams). Focus of
these sector working group meetings is to exchange and learn. In general these meetings are appreciated
although caution should be taken in making them not to lengthy. Instead they should be to the point and
well chaired/managed with clear agenda, minutes and action points for follow-up.
Figure 12: What members (in numbers) are proud of about SSJR:
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Successful implementation
Role model
Information sharing

Effective communication
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14
eally p oud of... – clustered afterwards)

Asking members via the online survey what they are really proud of in SSJR (Figure 12) 63% mentioned trust
and cooperation between members. This finding is supported by the interviews and learning event sessions
in Juba and The Hague. A coordinated approach was mentioned by 21% of the respondents.
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Flexibility members + donor
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Coordinated approach
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When analysing the points that can be improved (Figure 13), the collaboration and coordination between
the members in the field leading towards joint programming sticks out.
Figure 13: What members (in numbers) think should improve for SSJR
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It is observed from field visits that members within sectors work together on a re-active basis when
activities brings them together (such as the evaluation, donor visit) or when sector meetings or events are
organised. Information is shared, mostly on practical matters, but not developed together. Pro-active joint
planning, monitoring and evaluation, systematic peer exchange is largely absent while it should be
mentioned that this is the first joint response. The perception of members via the online survey confirms
this (Figure 13). Members mentioned in interviews that coordination and exchange between members
working in different sectors was largely ad-hoc and unstructured. The relationships between the SSJR
members in the field were however growing stronger and the interaction intensified. For SSJR2/2016 some
partners planned the activities in a more coordinated manner. Members also do clearly see a need and are
open for a more joint integrated approach and how this could create added value.
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Specific Objective Two – Added Value

The South Sudan Joint Response started as an initiative to add value to the existing response through
increased collaboration between Dutch organisations. Therefore, the second strategic objective is gea ed
towards the realization of added value through the collaboration that takes place between the SSJR partners
a d othe stakeholde s.
In the proposal of the Dutch Relief Alliance, which was formulated during the implementation phase of the
SSJR (in April 2015), it is described that added value is expected in the areas of:
A. Legitimacy, Credibility
B. Transparency, Relevance
C. Efficiency, Responsiveness
D. Harmonisation, Complementarities
E. Learning and innovation
F. Visibility
For SSJR most added values was expected in the areas of efficiency, learning and innovation,
harmonisation/complementarity and visibility (SSJR narrative proposal). In this evaluation, the added value
of the South Sudan Joint Response in terms of efficiency, harmonisation, visibility and learning is assessed.
During the implementation of SSJR, a monitoring tool has been developed based on the DRA proposal to
measure added value in all joint responses that fall under the Dutch Relief Alliance. In the last section (5.3)
of this chapter, feedback is given on this monitoring tool.
5.2.1
Efficiency
How efficient was the delivery of aid by SSJR per organisation and overall as a consortium? And how could
this be improved?

Good

The organisation of administration, M&E and financial management was efficient and
served both accountability and learning. The % of budget spent on programme
implementation (57%) and programme activities (40%) are above the % budgeted.
Personnel costs are below the amount budgeted (24%). The overall budget was fully spent.
ICR represents 8% of expenditures, ““J‘ lead a age e t a d added alue osts e e
higher than budgeted (4%). Financial figures show considerable differences between
members.

There are quite some differences in the way budgets are built up by members. The second graph of Figure
14 on the right shows the highest and lowest percentages budgeted per budget line. Two out of the eleven
members budget less than 10% for personnel (1 organisation only 6%) and more than 80% for programme
implementation (1 organisation 88%). Expenditure on personnel costs range between 5% and 40% of total
expenditure. This difference could partly be explained by different ways of working by members. In budgets
of organisations working with partners lo al pa t e osts , for instance, fall u de p og a
e
i ple e tatio a d i ge e al it a e see that these organisations have lower personnel budgets. If
14

Programme activity expenditure as part of programme implementation costs.
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Expenditures for personnel are somewhat lower than budgeted (21% vs. 28%). Expenditures for SSJR
a age e t a d osts ade fo added alue e.g. meetings organised) were 16% higher than budgeted.
This is due to the fact that the costs of this final evaluation were transferred from the individual project
budgets to the SSJR management budget.
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Figure 14 shows two different graphs related to expenditures of the total SSJR. The left graph shows a
comparison of budget and expenditures per budget line. Overall, expenditure per budget line does not
differ much from what was budgeted. Expenditures on programme implementation are higher than
14
budgeted (57% vs. 54%), of which 70% was spent on programme activities. In this respect, large
differences exist between members. Of one member merely 32% of its expenditures went to programme
implementation, while another member spent 88% on implementation.
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local partner management also falls under these costs, then part of the personnel budget is placed under
these local partner costs. The difference of budget build-up can also be explained by a different
understanding of the budget formats. These differences make it less useful to al ulate a d o pa e u it
osts i a ea i gful a , the efo e the e aluatio o l assesses the o e all e pe ditu es in comparison
with the budget.
There are two members who spent no money on fringe benefits. There are 5 organisations that spent
almost nothing on assets.
Figure 14: Budget and expenditure per sector

Figure 15 below have been developed by calculating the expenditure on implementation. In all sectors
o i ed a total of € .
.
is spe t o P og a
e I ple e tatio . Out of that total, € ,
,
was
spent on Direct Programme Activities, which represents 70% of the total implementation costs. The other
%o € ,
,
is spe t o othe i ple e tatio osts like programme travel, logistics, local partner
costs and MEAL.

One can see in the graphs above that this calculation has also been made per member. There are some
large differences; one member spent only 25% on direct programme activities, while another member
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Figure 15: % spending on implementation
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spent 87%. The reasons for the lower percentages are that one member has, compared to other members,
high programme logistics and one member has very high implementation costs for local partners.
Figure 16: Cost per beneficiary

Figure 16 presents the cost per beneficiary per sector. Average cost per beneficiary of the entire SSJR 2015
15
programme has been 28 euro . Cost per beneficiary per sector ranges from 19 Euro in the Health sector till
16
27 Euro in the Nutrition sector.
Although no comparison with other DRA funded joint response or other humanitarian programme is made,
the SSJR programme support cost per beneficiary is 1,465,617 / 384,
= € . . The IC‘ ost pe
beneficiary = 756,603 / 384,
= € . . The SSJR management and added value per beneficiary is 385,938
/ 384,
= € .00.
To what extent was the disbursement and management of funds through SSJR more efficient compared to
individual project support?

The p oposal fo the ““J‘ states that: Efficiency gains are expected to materialize throughout the course of
the 12 months implementation timeframe and on different levels in the chain of the humanitarian response,
f o fu di g th ough i ple e tatio a d lea i g. To assess efficiency gains, the SSJR budget and
expenditures were analysed to see if disbursement and management of funds through SSJR were more
efficient compared to individual project support.
The SSJR budget shows little efficiency gains in comparison to the sum of individual project support.
Considering the budgets and the SSJR structure it is obvious that all members have their own organisational
and project structure in place to implement, monitor, and administrate their respective shares of the SSJR.

 MDF copyright 2016

Moderate

Budget expenditure lines show little efficiency gains compared with the sum of individual
project support. Practical efficiency gains in SS through sharing resources and procedures
are found on an ad-hoc basis. Points for improvement have been identified during the
midterm event, but no decisions were taken how to systematically address these points.
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15

Calculation: grand total € 10,894,089 expenditure divided by the total number of beneficiaries reached without double
counting, 384391 individuals.
16
This figure has been calculated as by combining the sector’s total direct costs, plus one sixth of the SSJR programme
support costs + the overall expenses on added value and SSJR management + the ICR, as these are programme costs that
are also used to reach beneficiaries but that are not included in the sector direct costs. To divide this amount by 6 (to find
the cost for 1 sector), and that combined amount (sector’s total direct costs plus 1/6 of the other costs) has been divided by
the number of beneficiaries reached per sector without double counting.
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O a e age ea h o ga isatio udgeted €
.
fo p og a
e staff a d € .
fo suppo t staff. Fo
o e all a age e t ““J‘ spe t €
,
. All e e s, e ept o e, ha e i te atio al a d atio al
programme as well as support staff budgeted for. All members have an M&E budget of 3% and therefore a
diverse range of expenditu e et ee € ,
a d €
,
. All e e s ha e udgeted a d have
expenditures with regard to office costs, and half of the members with regard to security costs. All
members have an ICR expenditure ranging between 6% and 8% of total direct costs (as budgeted). On top
of this SSJR management has an expenditure of 3.5% of the total expenditure, namely €
,
.
Othe joi t osts that e e udgeted fo a e elated to e aluatio , isi ilit a d lea i g a d o e the
sector meetings that were organised. No joint logistics, procurement or sharing of resources are budgeted
for.
SSJR members scored SSJR to be more efficient than individual member project support, but SSJR members
in the Netherlands (scoring on average 3.8 on 6 point scale) are less positive about this than members in
South Sudan (scoring on average 5.1 on 6 point scale). In general, members in South Sudan scored more
positive on the questions in the alliance thermometer (0.8 point higher on average). It could be the case
that members in South Sudan have seen more practical examples of efficiency gains, or, on the other hand,
do o e ishful thi ki g .

A few examples of practical efficiency gains as mentioned by SSJR project staff are:
 Joint organisation of field visit by Netherlands embassy to Bor.
 Organisation of joint campaigns by Plan, NileHope and SCI in Akobo: awareness raising during
i te atio al Wo e s Da , Da of the Child a d I te atio al Ha d ashi g da .
 One example of sharing equipment (cars, boats, motorbikes) in Akobo by Plan, NileHope and SCI
and sharing of tools and spare parts in Akobo for rehabilitating boreholes.
 Two organisations jointly organised the training of Child Friendly Space animators.
In the Netherlands the SSJR provides an opportunity for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to disburse and
manage humanitarian funding through Dutch NGOs in an efficient manner, as all contact, management and
reporting is done by 1 lead organisation.
Setting up a new way of collaboration also brings along possible efficiency losses though. A lot of time has
been invested in building relationships and setting up procedures to work together, not only for SSJR but for
the whole Dutch Relief Alliance. If the funding mechanism continues to exist, this could be seen as an
investment for improved future collaboration.
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Potential efficiency gains have been identified:
 Joint needs assessment: could be done when serving the same communities. Currently existing
assessments are used or assessments are done through the cluster.
 Partner organisations make their training activities/facilities accessible to others.
 Joint procurement is often mentioned as opportunity but in practice the different
procurement processes and procedures of organisations hinder collaboration.
 Joint logistics/distribution when organisations work in the same places.
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Furthermore, SSJR had a slow start that made operations more expensive. Due to the delay, most of the
field work had to be done during the rainy season, making logistics much more expensive. For SSJR 2 the
time to decide on the lead organisation also resulted in a slow start.
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Harmonisation

To what extent has SSJR increased cross fertilization and complementarities?

Satisfactory

SSJR members positively value cases of joint planning, meetings, working groups and
coordination efforts in NL and SS. These efforts lead to sharing of information
between partner organisations, although this does not always reach field level.
Sharing success and challenges with MoFA/NL embassy in Juba exists on a regular
basis.

A number of meetings and workshops have been organised to discuss possibilities for harmonisation:
 A kick-off meeting at the start of the SSJR (in South Sudan and in the Netherlands) to discuss added
value and complementarity.
 One learning workshop on Family Tracing and Reunification (FTR).
 Every quarter one sector meeting (24 in total) with a focus on exchanging best practices
 General coordination meetings in Juba (4) to discuss progress, burn rates and challenges.
 On field level, meetings with partners when working in the same area.
 Midterm event in Juba and in the Netherlands (July 2015)
Most members understood the need for different working groups and SSJR meetings, although on average,
members in South Sudan scored a bit lower on the question below than members in the Netherlands. Most
members see the sector meetings as a useful addition to the UNOCHA cluster meetings, as discussions on
how to create harmonisation and complementarities are more in-depth.

Most of the exchange and sharing efforts took place in Juba. The shared information does not always reach
the field staff of the different members timely. An example is the situation in which the technical working
group meeting in Juba in May 2015 on WASH informed the field office that another member was working in
17
the same sector in the same area via its partner organisation .

17

Field level interview and technical working group meeting (WASH minutes in Juba on 29-05-2015).
Review of the Netherlands’ Humanitarian Assistance 2009-2014, commissioned by Policy and Operations Evaluation
Department, Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Glyn Taylor, Paul Harvey and Elisabeth Couture, Humanitarian
Outcomes, April 2015.
18
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Some examples of harmonisation were shared:
 Procedures that were harmonized: the value of cash for work was harmonised by ZOA and
Oxfam in Bor.
 The overall logical framework contains harmonised indicators for all SSJR partners, not all
underlying logical frameworks use the same indicators though.
 The way beneficiaries were counted was harmonised between SSJR members in order to avoid
dou le- ou ti g .
 Through the joint response, the relationship between the SSJR members and UN stakeholders
such as FAO, WFP has improved and become more efficient.
 SSJR partners report having improved relationships that go further than only SSJR issues.
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This situation was also a concern for the IOB evaluation which mentioned in its report that The
geographical locations of projects supported in South Sudan through this mechanism are disparate and
activities are spread across a variety of clusters, so lesson-learning and technical synergies are limited......
capacity and quality of proposed response; and the package overall does not represent a coherent
18
app oa h.
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Similarly, a few examples of cross fertilization/complementarities were mentioned:
 In locations where several SSJR members are active (Bor, Akobo etc.), staff of SSJR members
e tio ed lea i g f o ea h othe s tools, app oa hes a d a s of o ki g.
 Referrals of community needs to other SSJR members are easier than before. For example, SCI
+ PLAN in Akobo refer children to each other. Plan is quite new in Akobo and just started the
Child Friendly Spaces. SCI focuses on Family Tracing and Reunion, and children are referred to
ea h othe s se i es.
 The SSJR meetings lead to exchange of information on approaches (on Child friendly spaces,
on FSL for women groups, on processes of assisting men with fishing gear).
 In Akobo Plan and Save the Children lobbied together against extra taxation by the local rebel
government. There are increased opportunities for more coordinated lobby activities, for
example towards UN agencies.
Potential harmonisation/collaboration gains were identified:
 Design: there has not been a joint planning meeting for the SSJR. The proposal was developed
based upon the different proposals SSJR members sent in and consists of an accumulation of
projects of the different members.
 Joint needs analyses could, apart from being more efficient, also lead to more harmonised
interventions.
 Joint programming is a possibility when organisations work in the same state. In the second phase
of SSJR2, PLAN is working on Child protection and ZOA on WASH in Akobo – which leads to a more
integrated approach.
 Jointly approaching line ministries and government as well as development partners such as FAO,
NRC etc. to present the SSJR as one joint response. Lobby with UN agencies (e.g. to get more clarity
about timely distribution of seeds by FAO, supply of food in Akon/Warrap by UNICEF).
To what extent has SSJR presented and discussed successes/challenges with MoFA?
There has been regular contact between the lead of the SSJR and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the
Embassy of the Netherlands in Juba. Communication was mostly proactive via the SSJR secretariat in the
Netherlands and reactive of the SSJR secretariat in Juba when changes in the context occurred, such as
during the upsurge of violence mid 2015, when communication went smoothly and measures were taken.
Successes and challenges were not discussed systematically. More dynamic interaction and engagement
could be created on issues such as learning & development on sector level.
5.2.3

Visibility

In the SSJR proposal, visibility is mentioned as one of the areas where added value could be created, namely
in generating i eased isi ilit of the Dut h go e
e t s o t i utio s to the i te atio al hu a ita ia
community response in South Sudan directed at Dutch and international audiences (the general public,
opinion makers and politicians). This was envisaged through organising a joint public event and using a
range of communication tools and channels (case studies, photos and films).
The focus of visibility should be the promotion of SSJR and its joint approach mechanisms. The issue of
logo s to e used (donor and or SSJR member) was discussed, but no agreement was reached on using a
joint SSJR or broader DRA logo to promote the joint response mechanism.
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Moderate

The visibility approach of the SSJR for 2015-2016 is largely unclear for members. Events
targeting different groups (NL public, UN and other countries) have not been jointly
organised. Jointly organised communication about the SSJR and project progress towards
different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN and bilateral) is limited; most members
do not know how to promote and communicate about the SSJR.
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To what extent has SSJR jointly organised communication (events, website, and other means) about the SSJR
and project progress?
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At the time of writing this report a documentary is
being finalised. The documentary aims to reach 1
million people, Houses of Parliament (Tweede Kamer)
+ relevant stakeholders at the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs/embassy. This will increase visibility of the
SSJR during the second phase.
SSJR is mentioned in the 2014 report of Save the
Children (but not as SSJR). Its website focuses rather
on news items than on joint response principles. No
public events have been organised jointly, nor have
there been joi t o
u i atio th ough e e s
websites or other communication channels.
There is potential to increase visibility of the SSJR approach.
5.2.4

Learning

To what extent have partner organisations in SSJR exchanged promising methodologies on issues such as
targeting, gender and conflict sensitive programming, and post-distribution evaluation?

Satisfactory

Real efforts have been undertaken to discuss and learn from each other in SS and NL.
Points for improvement have been identified but have not been systematically shared
among members. Exchange exists on certain but not all levels (field, Juba, NL) and mostly
within sectors only.

Real efforts have been undertaken to learn from each other:
 Learning workshop, sector meetings, exchange visits were organised for learning purposes.
 Information and advice on best practices are shared with each other; however, at present products
and deliverables (reports, case studies, research papers etc.) are not shared.

Has learning taken place through the development of case studies of good practices that are particularly
innovative and have the potential for scaling up or replication?
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Still, learning and innovation scored the lowest of the 5 criteria (4.2 out of 6) on the survey. Especially the
ho it tu ed-out s o ed lower (3.8 on 6 point scale) compared to the hat as ag eed efo eha d.
Especially the Netherlands members are critical (3.5 out of 6). Members expressed that they mostly feel
that the programme is treated as separate projects for each member (3.8 out of 6) although as said above
deliberate efforts have been taken to learn and innovate.
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From the online survey (Figure 11: Perception of SSJJR members regarding organisation and management of
SSJR in 2015) it can be concluded that overall, members are quite positive about the time that is spent on
exchanging lessons and reflecting on possible improvements. Both members in South Sudan and the
Netherlands score considerably lower on actually taking up the issues that were discussed and make
changes.
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<2 case studies have been developed for the purpose of learning; others were mainly
developed for accountability purposes. Only a few members have been involved in this.
Sharing is mainly horizontally within organisations or within sectors.

Case studies in SSJR were mainly developed for the purpose of accountability. A limited number of case
studies (PLAN on C, Oxfam and WV in 2016 on WASH) was developed for the purpose of learning, largely
within organisations. These cases are shared between members, but not systematically.
Some examples of how lessons were used are mentioned by members:
 WV received interesting advice for the FSL interventions during the field visit of SCI. WV has used
the advice to improve their programme in the second phase of SSJR.
 ZOA and OXFAM exchanged ways of defining selection criteria; currently ZOA uses this approach in
its FSL programmes in Bor. Save the Children advised Plan to strengthen latrines with corrugated
iron. Because soils in Akobo are of the black cotton type, they crack during the dry season. Using
corrugated iron prevents the structures from collapsing.
The SSJR has been a pilot case for other joint responses under the Dutch Relief Alliance. Later joint
responses have benefitted from the procedures that were set up during SSJR and its lessons learned.
Potential for more learning:
 Organising joint training (on cross-cutting themes, sector issues, or MEAL) could also improve
information exchange and learning from each other (apart from potential efficiency gains).
 Joint projects on crosscutting issues, such as gender. The idea would be to keep part of the value
added budget apart for innovative ideas for collaboration that come up during the project
implementation.
 Success stories fit in the report format but these are only shared within the own organisation, not
with the whole SSJR team. Case studies/best practices are shared with members on Juba level.
 Exchange visits and joint monitoring on sector level (in the sense of peer reviews) so that SSJR
members learn by seeing in the field (although geographical distance is mentioned as one of the
challenges in the organisation of such exchanges).
 Joi t p og a
i g ould lead to ha o ised effo ts a d u de sta di g/lea i g of ea h othe s
PMEL approaches.

Joint lobby & advocacy towards donors could be learned from and applied in other fields.
 Setting-up an off-line and on-line knowledge management system to share best practices.

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Legitimacy, Credibility
Transparency, Relevance
Efficiency, Responsiveness
Harmonisation, Complementarity
Learning and Innovation
Visibility
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It was not clearly defined what was meant by added value, part of the work of the working group was to
operationalise the concept. The tool is based upon the added value areas that were described in the DRA
proposal:
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5.3
Feedback on the use of the DRA Added Value Evaluation Tool
A working group on Monitoring and Evaluation of Added Value (MEAV) started in March 2015. The working
group consisted of four staff members of SSJR organisations, both with field experience and M&E
experience. The working group developed a tool to measure Added Value for the different joint responses
under the Dutch Relief Alliance. As the tool was developed during the implementation of SSJR 1, it was not
used as input for SSJR 1 and planning purposes. SSJR 1 experiences provided input for the development of
the M&E tool.
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The working group tried to link these added value areas to the objectives as agreed upon in the MoU that
was signed for the DRA with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (see Figure 17: Monitoring & Evaluation of
Added Value Framework). Especially the descriptions that are taken up under legitimacy and efficiency are
inconclusive, and the working group had difficulties to translate these into measurable indicators.
Figure 17: Monitoring & Evaluation of Added Value Framework

The list of indicators that has been developed has helped SSJR members in making the concept of added
value more concrete. Several field coordinators gave their feedback on the tool, and it was decided to pilot
the tool for a year and then re-evaluate the use of it.
The tool has a quantitative focus, although in the last version more explanatory questions are taken up. The
fo us o ua tities ill fa ilitate o pa i g a d addi g up u e s fo all the diffe e t joi t espo ses.
The explanatory questions will give more insight in how and why the joint responses led to different types
of added value.

www.mdf.nl
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The tool contains few outcome indicators, in some cases the indicator is at output level, e.g. the number of
meetings organised, although the outcomes of the meetings would give much more information about the
actual progress of the collaboration and the type of added value that is created.

Final Evaluation Report South Sudan Joint Response 2015

41

6 Conclusions and recommendations
As was mentioned in the midterm review, it should here be repeated that the SSJR has been the first Joint
Response of the new Dutch humanitarian implementation mechanism, the Dutch Relief Alliance. Being the
first joint response, it was not expected that every part of the programme would immediately be a success.
Also, the typical joint response characteristic of added value was developed during implementation of the
SSJR, not before, and has taken time to mature. The evaluation set-up and in particular the assessment
itself of the programme has taken this into account.
Following a e the e aluatio s conclusions (numbers) and recommendations (letters).

6.1

Specific Objective 1: Effective implementation of humanitarian aid projects in
priority sectors and locations after 12 months

Overall, the extent of effective implementation of SSJR is judged as satisfactory.
Quality and relevance/ appropriateness
1. HRP, quality standards and (existing) needs analyses formed the basis of SSJR programme plans making
SSJR relevant to its target groups. Use of CHS/SPHERE and sector quality standards to steer the quality of
implementation and assure monitoring towards enhanced learning could be strengthened.
A. Integrate common and agreed upon Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning tools, together with quality
checklists based on CHS/SPHERE to monitor programme quality. Focus on learning and improving
the quality of the support delivered and use evidence to take strategic decisions.
2. SSJR shows strong flexibility in responding to different needs in different contexts regarding levels of
conflict. Members go beyond emergency and engage in recovery & sometimes development, thereby
broadening the scope of SSJR interventions.
B. South-Sudan is facing a complex chronic crisis. It is therefore recommended that SSJR keeps on
balancing the emergency focus in the most conflict affected parts with a more recovery and
development focus in the stabilised areas as was done during SSJR. Hereby the most appropriate
implementation mechanisms are to be applied as to ette espo d to people s eeds (i.e. applyi g
ownership, alignment, and sustainability principles when possible).
C. SSJR is recommended to play a bigger role to a ds filli g the gaps of the CHF a d o k eyo d the
HRP focus areas while staying aligned to its outcomes/goals.

3. SSJR focuses on individual and household level support showing strong flexibility in reallocating
resources to those people, sectors and locations in the most affected areas.
D. SSJR should continue its flexibility in responding to changing needs. The choice of geographical focus
in 2016 on the three most affected states (Jonglei, Upper Nile, and Unity State) is supported by the
evaluation and the HRP.
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Coverage

4. SSJR has shown strong progress in result-achievement since the mid-term evaluation despite a slow
start of its interventions. Beneficiaries are satisfied about the quality of the support given.
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5. Although members provide support to each other and exchange and learn (mostly) on sector level, the
added value effects that this has on target groups are not yet obvious.
6. SSJR members bring multi-sector expertise together but largely operate by providing sector or multisector support to their own target groups. Referrals to other members exist but a systematic joint
PME&L among members in the field that could lead to a more integrated/holistic approach providing
o e added alue to ta get g oups is u e tl ot o se able.
E. The development of a decentralised joint programming (which can vary according to location and
across partners, e.g. joint assessments, planning, monitoring) and creation of a feedback/ learning
mechanism (on field level) is highly recommended.
F. The combined sector expertise of SSJR provides an opportunity to holistically support the
communities in multiple sectors, thus creating added value for beneficiaries
Connectedness/sustainability
7.

SSJR members are generally satisfied about the management and coordination of the SSJR. Trust and
cooperation has increased and form the basis of working together towards results. The SSJR
intervention structure including the role of the SSJR secretariat/lead is well appreciated. Cooperation
in the field between members could be improved.
G. Continuation of the organisation and management structures and cooperation mechanisms is
recommended. Focus should be expanded from cooperation between members in Juba to
cooperation in the field. SSJR lead/secretariat is recommended to serve as facilitating mechanism for
this field-cooperation. One has to be cautious in deciding who will take over the SSJR secretarial M&E
support function given the fact that this position was highly appreciated but will no longer be
available in 2016.
H. To enhance sustainability it is recommended that the SSJR gives more attention to system
strengthening (i.e. structures, capacity, and systems). It is recommended that the target group
definition is broadened from individuals and households to communities and local authorities.

6.2

Specific Objective 2: Added value generated for key stakeholders through the
collaboration between the partners in the joint response

Overall, the assessment of generated added value is moderately satisfactory.

8.

Expenditure per budget line did not differ notably from what was budgeted. There are however
significant differences regarding expenditure per budget line per member. Limited attention has been
paid to the cost-effectiveness of the different members during the allocation of the budget.

9.

Disbursement and management of funds through SSJR 1 has not been more efficient compared to
individual project support. The slow start of SSJR was inefficient and expensive although considerable
time has been invested in building relationships and setting up procedures to work together that could
be seen as an investment as long as if the JR mechanism lasts.
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10. For the members, no substantial efficiency gains can be observed in the first year of SSJR. All contact,
management and reporting is done by one lead organisation, which makes it possible to fund
hu a ita ia a tio th ough Dut h NGO s ithout a high ad i ist ati e u de fo the Mi ist of
Foreign Affairs. Possibilities to save costs through increased collaboration have been discussed and
possible areas for more efficiency gains are explored (joint needs analysis, joint capacity building,
shared logistics) but no decisions have been taken on how to address these in next phases of SSJR.
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G. Decisions are to be taken on how the SSJR can make efficiency and effectiveness gains so as to create
(financial) added value in comparison with other aid modalities. It is advised that these are agreed
jointly and written down/ committed to in a management response.
Visibility
11. Visibility of the joint response mechanism was not promoted and no focus or strategy to this end has
been developed during 2015. Instead, SSJR focused on the visibility of the individual SSJR member and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands as the donor.
H. It is recommended that external communication and visibility of the SSJR focuses on the joint
response mechanism as implemented by all its members. The SSJR secretariat is advised to lead the
development of a visibility strategy in 2016.
Learning & Harmonisation
12. Real efforts have been undertaken to facilitate exchange, learning and harmonisation between
organisations. Examples of increased collaboration and exchange can be seen and members support it
in full. Translation of the lessons learned into application in South Sudan is a challenge.
13. Information sharing and exchange largely happens vertically within member structures from the field
to the Netherlands via Juba. Horizontal exchange between members is largely organised on sector
level, emerging from Sector Working Group meetings, depending on immediate needs.
14. Different procedures and organisational set-up of the cooperating organisations hamper the
application of increased harmonisation. Organisations are often part of larger international bodies,
and it is not always logical and even desirable to focus on collaboration with only other Dutch NGOs.
I. Focus on a selected number of feasible opportunities where added value can be achieved and
implement these on a pilot basis. Discuss before proposals are submitted at field level where
pragmatic opportunities for cooperation have added value for the involved members and target
groups. This could be both by working together in the same area, and by sharing lessons at sector
level, cross sector or otherwise.
J. SSJR secretariat and member country offices are recommended to capture and analyse joint field
learning and put up a knowledge management system so that information is travelling between
field locations, enhancing effectiveness and added value for beneficiaries.

15. Monitoring & Evaluation of Added Value: the tool that has been developed operationalised the
concept of added value during the implementation of SSJR. The tool is based upon the added value
areas that are described in the DRA proposal and the MoU with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Especially the descriptions that are taken up under legitimacy and efficiency are inconclusive, which
made it difficult to define indicators for each objective. Experiences of the implementation of SSJR
provided valuable inputs for developing the M&E tool and the list of indicators that has been
developed has helped SSJR members in making the concept of added value more concrete.

16. The tool contains few outcome indicators, in some cases the indicator is at output level, e.g. the
number of meetings organised, although the outcomes of the meetings will give much more
information about the progress of the collaboration.
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DRA added value tool
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K. Jointly clarify what added value means to the collaborating organisations, and based upon this
further adapt the MEAV tool.

www.mdf.nl
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L. Add outcome indicators when feasible and consider taking up more open-ended questions to
capture unexpected outcomes of the cooperation.
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Evaluation questions inc. judgement criteria
SO1
Quality
To what extend has the SSJR met
humanitarian needs in a timely
manner, adhering to humanitarian
standards (CHS and Sphere)?

Judgement

Description

Good

Humanitarian and minimum sector standards are taken into account during planning, implementation and quality
control/monitoring on international, national and field level.

Satisfactory

Humanitarian and minimum sector standards are taken into account during planning and to a lesser extend during
implementation and quality control/monitoring on international, national and field level.

Moderate

Humanitarian and minimum sector standards are taken into account during planning and to a lesser extent during
implementation and quality control/monitoring and not on all international, national and field level.

Poor

Humanitarian and minimum sector standards are hardly taken into account during planning, implementation and quality
control/monitoring on each international, national and field level.

Relevance/Appropriateness
To what extent was the JR able to
adapt and provide appropriate
response to changing local needs
and the priorities of the people,
especially women and the
vulnerable?

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor
To what extent does the SSJR
programme connect to, and
contribute to the fulfilment of, the
UN HRP 2014 and the changing
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Good
Satisfactory

Beneficiary needs analysis have been done/used with specific attention for and data on women and vulnerable. SSJR shows
strong flexibility in adapting resources to respond to changing needs while >80% of direct beneficiaries indicate to be satisfied
with support given.
Beneficiary needs analysis have been done/used with some but limited attention for and/or data on women and vulnerable.
SSJR shows flexibility in adapting resources to respond to changing needs but takes time in doing so while >70% of direct
beneficiaries indicate to be satisfied with support given.
Beneficiary needs analysis have been done/used with very limited attention for and/or data on women and vulnerable. SSJR is
rigid in adapting resources to respond to changing needs while >60% of direct beneficiaries indicate to be satisfied with support
given.
Beneficiary needs analysis have not been systematically done/used with no or limited attention for and/or data on women and
vulnerable. SSJR is rigid in adapting resources to respond to changing needs while >40% of direct beneficiaries indicate to be
satisfied with support given.
SSJR shows alignment with UN HRP 2014 sectors, objectives and monitoring indicators. SSJR is able to timely adapt the
programme to changing environment.
SSJR shows alignment with UN HRP 2014 sectors and objectives but is limited to align its indicators. SSJR is able to adapt the
programme to changing environment.
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environment as described in the
UN HRP?

Moderate
Poor

Coverage
Who was supported by
humanitarian action and why
(coverage)?

Good

SSJR shows alignment with UN HRP 2014 sectors but is limited to align its objectives and indicators. SSJR is rigid in adapting
resources to respond to changing environment.
SSJR shows limited alignment with UN HRP 2014 sectors, objectives and indicators. SSJR is rigid in adapting resources to respond
to changing environment.
UN HRP/OCHA e erge y fo us lo atio s a d ide tified people’s ha gi g

eeds IDP’s a d o

u ities is steeri g the ““JR

Satisfactory

UN HRP/OCHA e erge y fo us lo atio s a d ide tified people ha gi g
account but not systematically followed at all times.

eeds IDP’s a d o

u ities are take i to

Moderate

UN HRP/OCHA e erge y fo us lo atio s a d ide tified people ha gi g
not determining the SSJR programme.

eeds IDP’s a d o

u ities are take

Poor

UN HRP/OCHA emergency fo us lo atio s a d ide tified people ha gi g
SSJR.

eeds IDP’s a d o

u ities are ot o sidered i

ote of but

Effectiveness
To what extent are the planned
outputs reached?

Good
Satisfactory
Moderate
Poor

To what extent are the JR activities
and outputs in line to the sector
indicated logframe outcomes (OI)

Good
Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor
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>80% of feasible and planned outputs are reached compared to SSJR proposal.
60% -80% of feasible and planned outputs are reached compared to SSJR proposal.
40% - 60% of feasible and planned outputs are reached compared to SSJR proposal.
<40% of feasible and planned outputs are reached compared to SSJR proposal.
SSJR members indicate a clear vision and joint understanding of SSJR overall objective(s) incl. its pathways of change (activity 
outputs  outcomes) to achieve OI. >80% direct beneficiaries report improvements to sector indicated logframe outcomes
SSJR members indicate a clear vision and joint understanding of SSJR overall objective(s) but apply different approaches to
achieve OI (activity  outputs  outcomes). 60% -80% direct beneficiaries report improvements to sector indicated logframe
outcomes.
SSJR members indicate an unaligned vision and joint understanding of SSJR overall objective(s) and apply different approaches
to achieve OI (activity  outputs  outcomes). 40% -60% direct beneficiaries report improvements to sector indicated logframe
outcomes.
SSJR members indicate an unaligned vision and joint understanding of SSJR overall objective(s) and apply different
unharmonised approaches to achieve OI (activity  outputs  outcomes). <40% direct beneficiaries report improvements to
sector indicated logframe outcomes.
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Connectedness/Sustainability
How did SSJR include elements of
sustainability in their program?
And what are opportunities to
include more sustainable elements
of recovery in the next phases of
SSJR?

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor
Coordination
To what extent were the activities
of the SSJR organisations
complementary to the work of
other stakeholders, prevented
duplication, and contributed to the
larger response activities in the
countries?

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor

SSJR members have a strong joint discourse on both NL and SS level. Elements are systematically identified and planned for
them to enhance sustainability of recovery in this and the next phases of the SSJR. Institutional linkages with local authorities
and other relevant organisations are built to enhance connectedness/sustainability.
SSJR members have a discourse on both NL and SS level but these do not come together. Elements to enhance sustainability of
recovery in this and the next phases of the SSJR are identified although this is not jointly planned for as yet. Institutional linkages
with local authorities and other relevant organisations are built to enhance connectedness/sustainability.
SSJR members have a narrow discourse on both NL and SS level. Elements to enhance sustainability of recovery in this and the
next phases of the SSJR are sporadically identified although this is not jointly planned for as yet. Institutional linkages with local
authorities and other relevant organisations to enhance connectedness/sustainability are invested in to a limited extend.
SSJR members have a narrow or no discourse on both NL and SS level. Elements to enhance sustainability of recovery are
sporadically identified but are not followed-up. Institutional linkages with local authorities and other relevant organisations to
enhance connectedness/sustainability are not invested in.
A stakeholder analysis was used/ done which led to a clear and agreed upon mechanism to divide members focus in terms of
results and locations. This avoided duplication and enhanced complementarities within and beyond SSJR both before and during
the response. Monitoring data is shared vertically within and horizontally between members. Monitoring data is actively used to
steer and coordinate the SSJR.
A stakeholder analysis was used/ done which led to a mechanism to divide members focus in terms of results and locations. This
reduced duplication and enhanced complementarities although improvements within and/or beyond SSJR could be made.
Monitoring data is shared vertically within but not systematically horizontally between members. Monitoring data is shared but
not systematically used to steer and coordinate the SSJR.
A stakeholder analysis was used/ done but this did not lead to a mechanism to divide members focus in terms of results and
locations. This hardly avoided duplication or enhanced complementarities. Monitoring data is not shared systematically between
members and is therefore limitedly used to steer and coordinate the SSJR.
A stakeholder analysis was not done properly to divide members focus in terms of results and locations. Duplication exists and
complementarities are limited. Monitoring data is not shared systematically between members and is therefore limitedly used
to steer and coordinate the SSJR.

Evaluation questions not included in evaluation matrix due to its explorative nature are:
 Coverage: What were the main reasons that the intervention provided or failed to provide major population groups with assistance and protection,
proportionate to their need?
 Effectiveness: Have there been any unexpected positive or negative side-effects on beneficiaries as a result of the aid that was provided under the SSJR and
how was this dealt with by implementing partners?
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SO2
Efficiency
How efficient was the delivery of
aid within SSJR per organization
and overall as a consortium? And
how could this be improved?

Judgement

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor
To what extent was the
disbursement and management of
funds through SSJR more efficient
compared to individual project
support?

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor

Description
% of budget spent on programme implementation (>54%) and programme activities (>37%) is on or above budgeted. Personnel
costs are on or below budgeted (28%). Overall budget spent is above >95%. ICR is on or below 8% of expenditure. Figures show
limited differences between members. Organisation, financial management, M&E and administration are organised in an
efficient manner.
% of budget spent on programme implementation (>54%) and programme activities (>37%) is less than 5% below budgeted.
Personnel costs are less than 5% above budgeted (28%). Overall budget spent is above >85%. ICR is on or below 8% of
expenditure. Figures show limited differences between members. Organisation, financial management, M&E and administration
are organised in an efficient manner at 9+ members.
% of budget spent on programme implementation (>54%) and programme activities (>37%) is less than 15% below budgeted.
Personnel costs are less than 15% above budgeted (28%). Overall budget spent is above >75%. ICR is on or below 8% of
expenditure. Figures show differences between members. Organisation, financial management, M&E and administration show
room for improvement by 5+ members.
% of budget spent on programme implementation (>54%) and programme activities (>37%) is more than 20% below budgeted.
Personnel costs >20% above budgeted (28%). Overall budget spent is above <60%. ICR >8% of expenditure. Figures show strong
differences between members. Organisation, financial management, M&E and administration are organised in an inefficient
manner.
Budget expenditure lines show substantial efficiency gains in comparison to the sum of individual planned project support.
Systematic practical efficiency gains are made in SS via sharing resources and procedures.
Points for improvement have been identified, are shared among members, and are acted upon in 2015 or are planned to be
acted upon in 2016.
Budget expenditure lines show hopeful efficiency gains in comparison to the sum of individual planned project support. Practical
efficiency gains are made in SS via sharing resources and procedures. Points for improvement have been identified but not
systematically shared among members. Members have taken action in 2015 to improve the situation and points are planned to
be acted upon in 2016.
Budget expenditure lines show little efficiency gains in comparison to the sum of individual planned project support. Practical
efficiency gains in SS via sharing resources and procedures are in place. Points for improvement have been identified
unsystematically and are not systematically shared among members. Efforts for improvements are limited and it is unclear if
these are addressed in 2016.
Budget expenditure lines show little to none efficiency gains in comparison to the sum of individual planned project support.
Practical efficiency gains in SS via sharing resources and procedures are not systematically showing reduced costing. Points for
improvement have not been identified or shared among members and are therefore not acted upon.

Harmonisation
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To what extent has SSJR increased
cross fertilization and
complementarities? And to what
extent has SSJR presented and
discussed successes/challenges
with MoFA?

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor

SSJR members strongly value cases of joint planning, meetings, working groups and coordination efforts in NL and SS. These
efforts lead to a systematic cross fertilisation and sharing between and within sectors on field, Juba and NL level. A systematic
culture of sharing success and challenges with MoFA/NL embassy in Juba exists.
SSJR members value cases of joint planning, meetings, working groups and coordination efforts in NL and SS. These efforts lead
to cross fertilisation and sharing between but limited within sectors on field, Juba and NL level. Sharing success and challenges
with MoFA/NL embassy in Juba exists on an ad-hoc basis.
SSJR members value cases of joint planning, meetings, working groups and coordination efforts in NL and SS. These efforts lead
to cross fertilisation and sharing merely within sectors and not on all (field, Juba, NL) levels. Sharing success and challenges with
MoFA/NL embassy in Juba exists on an ad-hoc basis.
SSJR members do not value cases of joint planning, meetings, working groups and coordination efforts in NL and SS. These
efforts do not lead to cross fertilisation and sharing between and within sectors. A culture of sharing success and challenges with
MoFA/NL embassy in Juba is not present.

Visibility
To what extent has SSJR jointly
organised communication (events,
website, and other means) about
the SSJR and project progress?

Good

Satisfactory

Moderate

Poor
Learning and Innovation
To what extent have partner
organisations in SSJR exchanged
promising methodologies on issues
such as targeting, gender and
conflict sensitive programming,
post-distribution evaluation?
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Good

Satisfactory

An agreed upon approach towards visibility of the SSJR is in place for 2015-2016 that targets different groups (NL public, JR
approach in SS, UN and bilateral) promotes and executed including jointly organised events. Communication about the SSJR and
project progress towards different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN and bilateral) is organised jointly and all members
are clear on how to promote and communicate about the SSJR
The approach towards visibility of the SSJR for 2015-2016 is largely unclear among members although jointly organised events
that targets different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN and bilateral) are taking place.
Some communication efforts about the SSJR and project progress towards different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN and
bilateral) are organised jointly and most members are clear on how to promote and communicate about the SSJR.
The approach towards visibility of the SSJR for 2015-2016 is largely unclear among members while (jointly organised) events
targeting different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN and bilateral) are limited in nature
Limited communication efforts about the SSJR and project progress towards different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN
and bilateral) are organised jointly and most members are unclear on how to promote and communicate about the SSJR.
No clear agreed upon approach on visibility exists and activities to promote visibility are uncoordinated among members.
No joint communication efforts about the SSJR and project progress towards different groups (NL public, JR approach in SS, UN
and bilateral) are organised and members are unclear on how to promote and communicate about the SSJR.
Real efforts have been undertaken to discuss and learn from each other in SS and NL. Points for improvement have been
identified, are shared among members, and are acted upon in 2015 or are planned to be acted upon in 2016.
Real efforts have been undertaken to discuss and learn from each other in SS and NL. Points for improvement have been
identified but not systematically shared among members. Exchange exists on certain but not all levels (field, Juba, NL) and
mostly within sectors. Members have taken action in 2015 to improve the situation and points are planned to be acted upon in
2016.
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Poor

Some efforts have been undertaken to discuss and learn from each other but not on all levels (field, Juba, NL). Points for
improvement have been identified unsystematically and are not systematically shared among members. Efforts for
improvements are limited and it is unclear if these are addressed in 2016.
Sporadic efforts have been undertaken to discuss and learn from each other in SS and NL. Points for improvement have not been
identified or shared among members and are therefore not acted upon.

Good

6 case studies (1 per sector) are developed and shared within and between all sectors with the purpose of learning. Most
members have been involved in this and are aware about new innovative ways of working.

Moderate

Has learning taken place through
the development of case studies of
the good practices that are
particularly innovative and have
the potential for scaling up or
replication?

Satisfactory
Moderate
Poor
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3-5 case studies are developed with the purpose of learning. These are shared within and between members. Most members
have been involved in this and are aware about new innovative ways of working.
<2 case studies have been developed for the purpose of learning. Others for accountability. Only a few members have been
involved in this. Sharing is mainly horizontally within organisations or within sectors.
Case studies are not or only developed for the purpose of accountability. Only a few members have been involved in this.
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1
RAW DATA OF THE RESEARCH

EVALUATION MATRIX

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
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15
ALLIANCE THERMOMETER
Summary of respondents
indicating level of satisfaction on
scale of 1 (lowest) to 6 (highest)
Strategy
Connection & Cooperation
Steering structure
Process
Learning & Innovation
Strategy
Connection & Cooperation
Steering structure
Process
Learning & Innovation

Average

Members in South
Sudan

Members in the
Netherlands
5.33
5.05
4.91
5.05
4.19
4.44
5.34
5.34
5.24
5.14

4.26
3.57
4.69
4.14
3.48
4.13
4.55
4.57
4.33
4.18

5.00

4.19
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Annex 5
FINAL FINANCIAL REPORT
Final Report

Original

Revised

Total
Budget

Total
Budget

Personnel
International Staff - Programme
National Staff - Programme
International Staff - Support
National Staff - Support
Total Personnel

€ 1,104,396
€ 843,270
€ 354,537
€ 311,995
€ 2,614,197

€ 974,106
€ 798,251
€ 351,354
€ 314,392
€ 2,438,103

€ 868,290
€ 740,889
€ 319,418
€ 327,792
€ 2,256,388

II Fringe Benefits
1 International Staff - Programme
2 National Staff - Programme
3 International Staff - Support
4 National Staff - Support
Total Fringe Benefits

€ 117,083
€ 158,972
€ 58,058
€ 60,286
€ 394,398

€ 114,300
€ 156,708
€ 65,684
€ 59,737
€ 396,429

€ 4,088,689
€ 395,849
€ 429,710
€ 687,028
€ 305,653
€ 5,906,929

Support costs

South Sudan Joint Humanitarian Response
Budget Lines

I
1
2
3
4

III
1
2
3
4
5

Program implementation
Direct program activities
Program travel
Program logistics
Local partner costs
Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEAL)
Total Programme implementation

IV Assets & Equipment
1 Assets and Equipment - Program
2 Assets and Equipment - Support
Total Assets & Equipment
V
1
2
3

Other Direct Costs
Office Costs
Security
Other costs
Total Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs
ICR @ 6-8%
SubTotal
SSJR Management and Added Value
Grand Total
Remaining funds

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

€ 105,816
€ 57,362
€ 31,937
€ -13,399
€ 181,715

89%
93%
91%
104%
93%

€ -00
€ -00
€ 305,660
€ 314,392
€ 620,053

€ -00
€ -00
€ 278,709
€ 327,792
€ 606,501

€ -00
€ -00
€ 26,951
€ -13,399
€ 13,552

91%
104%
98%

€ 80,630
€ 141,761
€ 39,734
€ 56,941
€ 319,065

€ 33,671
€ 14,947
€ 25,950
€ 2,796
€ 77,364

71%
90%
60%
95%
80%

€ -00
€ -00
€ 65,684
€ 59,737
€ 125,421

€ -00
€ -00
€ 39,734
€ 56,941
€ 96,675

€ -00
€ -00
€ 25,950
€ 2,796
€ 28,746

60%
95%
77%

€ 4,328,383
€ 348,136
€ 437,227
€ 687,028
€ 263,123
€ 6,063,897

€ 4,308,736
€ 314,379
€ 768,737
€ 666,324
€ 122,981
€ 6,181,157

€ 19,647
€ 33,756
€ -331,510
€ 20,705
€ 140,142
€ -117,260

100%
90%
176%
97%
47%
102%

€ -00
€ 5,100
€ -00
€ -00
€ 7,500
€ 12,600

€ -00
€ 803
€ -00
€ -00
€ 7,354
€ 8,157

€ -00
€ 4,297
€ -00
€ -00
€ 146
€ 4,443

98%
65%

€ 228,367
€ 41,321
€ 269,688

€ 225,706
€ 42,687
€ 268,394

€ 240,653
€ 37,961
€ 278,614

€ -14,947
€ 4,727
€ -10,220

107%
89%
104%

€ -00
€ 42,687
€ 42,687

€ -00
€ 37,961
€ 37,961

€ -00
€ 4,727
€ 4,727

89%
89%

€ 409,912
€ 74,309
€ 179,622
€ 663,843
€ 9,849,056
€ 764,738
€ 10,613,794
€ 333,783
€ 10,947,577

€ 387,966
€ 74,309
€ 169,959
€ 632,234
€ 9,799,056
€ 760,738
€ 10,559,795
€ 333,783
€ 10,893,577

€ 476,584
€ 94,387
€ 145,352
€ 716,324
€ 9,751,548
€ 756,603
€ 10,508,151
€ 385,938
€ 10,894,089

€ -88,619
€ -20,078
€ 24,607
€ -84,090
€ 47,508
€ 4,135
€ 51,643
€ -52,155
€ -512

123%
127%
86%
113%
100%

€ 387,966
€ 74,309
€ 169,959
€ 632,234
€ 1,432,995
14.6%
of total
budget

€ 476,584
€ 94,387
€ 145,352
€ 716,324
€ 1,465,617
15.0%
of total
expend.

€ -88,619
€ -20,078
€ 24,607
€ -84,090
€ -32,623

123%
127%
86%
113%
102%

€ 37,639

€ 91,639

Expenditures

Balance

€ 91,127

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

16%
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Final Report by Sector

South Sudan Joint Humanitarian Response

Food security and Livelihoods

Health

Budget Lines
Budget
I

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Personnel
International Staff - Programme
National Staff - Programme
International Staff - Support
National Staff - Support
Total Personnel

€ 366,834
€ 232,827
€ 10,829
€ -00
€ 610,491

€ 443,998
€ 248,259
€ 31,060
€ -00
€ 723,318

€ -77,164
€ -15,432
€ -20,231
€ -00
€ -112,827

121%
107%
287%

II Fringe Benefits
1 International Staff - Programme
2 National Staff - Programme
3 International Staff - Support
4 National Staff - Support
Total Fringe Benefits

€ 73,979
€ 57,581
€ -00
€ -00
€ 131,560

€ 65,742
€ 48,929
€ -00
€ -00
€ 114,670

€ 8,238
€ 8,652
€ -00
€ -00
€ 16,890

89%
85%

€ 1,275,469
€ 95,711
€ 202,819
€ 159,695
€ 28,014
€ 1,761,709

€ 1,287,792
€ 80,988
€ 177,186
€ 180,853
€ 14,971
€ 1,741,789

€ 15,664
€ -00
€ 15,664

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 2,519,423
25.7%
of total
budget

1
2
3
4

III
1
2
3
4
5

Program implementation
Direct program activities
Program travel
Program logistics
Local partner costs
Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEAL)
Total Programme implementation

IV Assets & Equipment
1 Assets and Equipment - Program
2 Assets and Equipment - Support
Total Assets & Equipment
V
1
2
3

Other Direct Costs
Office Costs
Security
Other costs
Total Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs
ICR @ 6-8%
SubTotal
SSJR Management and Added Value
Grand Total
Remaining funds

Budget

Expenditures

NFIs and shelter
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

€ 60,337
€ 47,181
€ -00
€ -00
€ 107,518

€ 43,230
€ 101,718
€ -00
€ -00
€ 144,948

€ 17,108
€ -54,537
€ -00
€ -00
€ -37,430

72%
216%

€ 1,446
€ 5,213
€ -00
€ -00
€ 6,659

€ 1,080
€ -2,296
€ -00
€ -00
€ -1,216

57%
179%

87%

€ 2,526
€ 2,917
€ -00
€ -00
€ 5,443

€ -12,323
€ 14,724
€ 25,634
€ -21,158
€ 13,043
€ 19,920

101%
85%
87%
113%
53%
99%

€ 345,281
€ 43,807
€ 103,750
€ 18,200
€ 70,642
€ 581,680

€ 493,865
€ 32,602
€ 98,113
€ 23,344
€ 32,036
€ 679,961

€ 5,690
€ -00
€ 5,690

€ 9,974
€ -00
€ 9,974

36%

€ 26,669
€ -00
€ 26,669

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 2,585,467
26.5%
of total
expend.

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -66,044

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 721,310
7.4%
of total
budget

118%

36%

103%

Budget

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

€ 5,372
€ 13,075
€ -00
€ -00
€ 18,447

€ 9,138
€ 16,957
€ -00
€ -00
€ 26,095

€ -3,766
€ -3,882
€ -00
€ -00
€ -7,648

122%

€ 1,759
€ 2,969
€ -00
€ -00
€ 4,728

€ 1,392
€ 5,568
€ -00
€ -00
€ 6,959

€ 367
€ -2,599
€ -00
€ -00
€ -2,231

147%

€ -148,585
€ 11,205
€ 5,637
€ -5,144
€ 38,606
€ -98,282

143%
74%
95%
128%
45%
117%

€ 327,960
€ 6,925
€ 13,813
€ 30,450
€ 8,550
€ 387,697

€ 338,304
€ 10,052
€ 10,830
€ 34,283
€ 9,645
€ 403,113

€ -10,344
€ -3,127
€ 2,983
€ -3,833
€ -1,095
€ -15,416

103%
145%
78%
113%
113%
104%

€ 34,461
€ -00
€ 34,461

€ -7,792
€ -00
€ -7,792

129%

€ 5,380
€ -00
€ 5,380

€ 1,343
€ -00
€ 1,343

€ 4,037
€ -00
€ 4,037

25%

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 866,029
8.9%
of total
expend.

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -144,718

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 416,253
4.2%
of total
budget

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 437,510
4.5%
of total
expend.

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -21,258

135%

129%

120%

170%
130%

141%

79%
188%

25%

105%
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Nutrition

South Sudan Joint Humanitarian Response

Protection

Budget Lines
Budget
I

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Personnel
International Staff - Programme
National Staff - Programme
International Staff - Support
National Staff - Support
Total Personnel

€ 12,176
€ 49,438
€ -00
€ -00
€ 61,614

€ 7,658
€ 43,362
€ -00
€ -00
€ 51,020

€ 4,518
€ 6,076
€ -00
€ -00
€ 10,594

63%
88%

II Fringe Benefits
1 International Staff - Programme
2 National Staff - Programme
3 International Staff - Support
4 National Staff - Support
Total Fringe Benefits

€ 2,502
€ 15,820
€ -00
€ -00
€ 18,322

€ 1,473
€ 39,860
€ -00
€ -00
€ 41,333

€ 1,030
€ -24,040
€ -00
€ -00
€ -23,010

59%
252%

€ 324,070
€ 13,915
€ 22,591
€ 8,600
€ 31,518
€ 400,694

€ 352,711
€ 14,928
€ 37,406
€ 9,479
€ 16,161
€ 430,685

€ 10,720
€ -00
€ 10,720

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 491,350
5.0%
of total
budget

1
2
3
4

III
1
2
3
4
5

Program implementation
Direct program activities
Program travel
Program logistics
Local partner costs
Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEAL)
Total Programme implementation

IV Assets & Equipment
1 Assets and Equipment - Program
2 Assets and Equipment - Support
Total Assets & Equipment
V
1
2
3

Other Direct Costs
Office Costs
Security
Other costs
Total Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs
ICR @ 6-8%
SubTotal
SSJR Management and Added Value
Grand Total
Remaining funds

Budget

Expenditures

WASH
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

€ 320,585
€ 193,224
€ -00
€ -00
€ 513,808

€ 268,005
€ 174,575
€ -00
€ -00
€ 442,580

€ 52,580
€ 18,649
€ -00
€ -00
€ 71,229

84%
90%

€ 687
€ 12,563
€ -00
€ -00
€ 13,250

€ 12,000
€ 3,637
€ -00
€ -00
€ 15,638

5%
78%

226%

€ 12,687
€ 16,200
€ -00
€ -00
€ 28,888

€ -28,641
€ -1,014
€ -14,815
€ -879
€ 15,357
€ -29,991

109%
107%
166%
110%
51%
107%

€ 807,656
€ 94,281
€ 25,537
€ 48,100
€ 59,128
€ 1,034,702

€ 694,046
€ 90,124
€ 201,212
€ 48,551
€ 15,889
€ 1,049,822

€ 2,745
€ -00
€ 2,745

€ 7,975
€ -00
€ 7,975

26%

€ 120,317
€ -00
€ 120,317

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 525,783
5.4%
of total
expend.

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -34,433

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 1,697,715
17.3%
of total
budget

83%

26%

107%

Budget

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

€ 208,801
€ 262,506
€ 34,864
€ -00
€ 506,172

€ 96,261
€ 156,018
€ 9,648
€ -00
€ 261,926

€ 112,540
€ 106,489
€ 25,217
€ -00
€ 244,246

46%
59%
28%

€ 9,891
€ 29,628
€ -00
€ -00
€ 39,519

€ 10,955
€ 31,592
€ -00
€ -00
€ 42,547

47%
48%

46%

€ 20,846
€ 61,221
€ -00
€ -00
€ 82,067

€ 113,610
€ 4,158
€ -175,675
€ -451
€ 43,239
€ -15,120

86%
96%
788%
101%
27%
101%

€ 1,247,948
€ 88,396
€ 68,717
€ 421,983
€ 57,771
€ 1,884,815

€ 1,142,018
€ 84,882
€ 243,991
€ 369,814
€ 26,925
€ 1,867,630

€ 105,930
€ 3,514
€ -175,274
€ 52,169
€ 30,846
€ 17,185

92%
96%
355%
88%
47%
99%

€ 145,442
€ -00
€ 145,442

€ -25,125
€ -00
€ -25,125

121%

€ 46,957
€ -00
€ 46,957

€ 50,973
€ -00
€ 50,973

€ -4,016
€ -00
€ -4,016

109%
109%

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 1,651,093
16.9%
of total
expend.

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 46,622

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 2,520,010
25.7%
of total
budget

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 2,220,048
22.8%
of total
expend.

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ 299,962

88%

86%

121%

97%

52%

48%
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Final Report by Member

South Sudan Joint Humanitarian
Response
Budget Lines
I

CARE
Budget

Expenditures

CORDAID
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

Expenditures

DORCAS
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

Expenditures

HNTPO
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Personnel
International Staff - Programme
National Staff - Programme
International Staff - Support
National Staff - Support
Total Personnel

€ 115,775
€ 70,000
€ 25,111
€ 70,440
€ 281,325

€ 131,599
€ 83,530
€ 20,912
€ 90,072
€ 326,113

€ -15,824
€ -13,530
€ 4,199
€ -19,632
€ -44,787

114%
119%
83%
128%
116%

€ 11,928
€ 32,160
€ 5,964
€ 8,085
€ 58,137

€ 15,336
€ 42,165
€ 5,108
€ 5,409
€ 68,019

€ -3,408
€ -10,005
€ 856
€ 2,676
€ -9,881

129%
131%
86%
67%
117%

€ 34,440
€ 144,409
€ -00
€ 14,989
€ 193,838

€ 11,951
€ 127,483
€ -00
€ 13,637
€ 153,071

€ 22,489
€ 16,926
€ -00
€ 1,352
€ 40,767

II Fringe Benefits
1 International Staff - Programme
2 National Staff - Programme
3 International Staff - Support
4 National Staff - Support
Total Fringe Benefits

€ 12,540
€ 12,554
€ 9,240
€ 12,554
€ 46,887

€ 9,184
€ 12,828
€ 4,150
€ 12,828
€ 38,990

€ 3,356
€ -274
€ 5,090
€ -274
€ 7,897

73%
102%
45%
102%
83%

€ 4,872
€ 8,040
€ 2,436
€ 1,427
€ 16,775

€ 2,517
€ 12,701
€ 2,189
€ 2,144
€ 19,551

€ 2,355
€ -4,661
€ 247
€ -717
€ -2,776

52%
158%
90%
150%
117%

€ 7,560
€ 26,688
€ -00
€ 3,008
€ 37,256

€ 2,276
€ 24,282
€ -00
€ 2,598
€ 29,156

€ 5,284
€ 2,406
€ -00
€ 410
€ 8,100

30%
91%

Program implementation
Direct program activities
€ 184,753
Program travel
€ 37,500
Program logistics
€ 84,583
Local partner costs
€ -00
Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEAL) € 15,417
Total Programme implementation
€ 322,253

€ 204,446
€ 16,483
€ 75,410
€ -00
€ 8,262
€ 304,601

€ -19,693
€ 21,017
€ 9,174
€ -00
€ 7,155
€ 17,652

111%
44%
89%
54%
95%

€ 624,366
€ 15,000
€ 42,190
€ 38,048
€ 8,500
€ 728,104

€ 614,060
€ 20,085
€ 27,395
€ 56,499
€ 5,060
€ 723,099

€ 10,306
€ -5,085
€ 14,795
€ -18,451
€ 3,440
€ 5,005

98%
134%
65%
148%
60%
99%

€ 546,913
€ 27,250
€ 117,991
€ 36,000
€ 84,155
€ 812,309

€ 642,026
€ 14,668
€ 125,068
€ 25,049
€ 42,315
€ 849,126

€ -00
€ 11,667
€ 11,667

€ -00
€ 10,145
€ 10,145

€ -00
€ 1,521
€ 1,521

€ 12,500
€ -00
€ 12,500

€ 356
€ -00
€ 356

€ 12,144
€ -00
€ 12,144

3%

87%
87%

€ 35,000
€ 7,185
€ 42,185

€ 50,673
€ 14,000
€ 13,279
€ 77,953

€ 39,057
€ 8,131
€ 10,520
€ 57,708

€ 11,616
€ 5,869
€ 2,760
€ 20,245

77%
58%
79%
74%

€ 10,000
€ -00
€ 4,163
€ 14,163

€ 7,848
€ -00
€ 4,318
€ 12,166

€ 2,152
€ -00
€ -155
€ 1,997

78%

€ 740,085
€ 59,207
€ 799,292
8%
of total

€ 737,557
€ 59,005
€ 796,562
8%
of total

€ 2,528
€ 202
€ 2,730

100%

€ 829,679
€ 66,374
€ 896,054
8%
of total

€ 823,191
€ 65,855
€ 889,046
8%
of total

€ 6,489
€ 519
€ 7,008

1
2
3
4

III
1
2
3
4
5

IV Assets & Equipment
1 Assets and Equipment - Program
2 Assets and Equipment - Support
Total Assets & Equipment
V
1
2
3

Other Direct Costs
Office Costs
Security
Other costs
Total Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs
ICR @ 6-8%
SubTotal
SSJR Management and Added Value
Grand Total

3%

104%
86%
99%

Budget

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

€ 95,511
€ 57,360
€ 35,575
€ 10,274
€ 198,720

€ 63,862
€ 100,820
€ 36,698
€ 19,422
€ 220,802

€ 31,649
€ -43,460
€ -1,123
€ -9,148
€ -22,082

86%
78%

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -95,113
€ 12,582
€ -7,077
€ 10,951
€ 41,840
€ -36,817

117%
54%
106%
70%
50%
105%

€ 302,035
€ 60,242
€ -00
€ -00
€ 75,670
€ 437,947

€ 387,010
€ 41,900
€ -00
€ -00
€ 15,249
€ 444,159

€ -84,975
€ 18,342
€ -00
€ -00
€ 60,421
€ -6,212

128%
70%

€ 32,478
€ 7,575
€ 40,053

€ 2,522
€ -390
€ 2,133

93%
105%
95%

€ 46,385
€ -00
€ 46,385

€ 67,062
€ -00
€ 67,062

€ -20,677
€ -00
€ -20,677

145%

€ 32,723
€ -00
€ -00
€ 32,723

€ 47,135
€ -00
€ -00
€ 47,135

€ -14,413
€ -00
€ -00
€ -14,413

144%

€ 54,218
€ -00
€ 8,199
€ 62,417

€ 80,709
€ -00
€ 1,483
€ 82,192

€ -26,491
€ -00
€ 6,716
€ -19,775

149%

€ 1,118,311
€ 89,465
€ 1,207,775
11%
of total

€ 1,118,541
€ 89,483
€ 1,208,024
11%
of total

€ -230
€ -18
€ -249

100%

€ 745,470
€ 59,638
€ 805,107
8%
of total

€ 814,215
€ 65,137
€ 879,352
8%
of total

€ -68,745
€ -5,500
€ -74,245

109%

35%
88%
91%
79%

144%

67%
176%
103%
189%
111%

20%
101%

145%

18%
132%
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South Sudan Joint Humanitarian
Response
Budget Lines
I

ICCO
Budget

Expenditures

OXFAM
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

Expenditures

PLAN
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

Expenditures

SC
Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Personnel
International Staff - Programme
National Staff - Programme
International Staff - Support
National Staff - Support
Total Personnel

€ 13,740
€ 30,000
€ 7,382
€ 15,000
€ 66,122

€ 13,740
€ 25,754
€ 7,382
€ 12,875
€ 59,751

€ -00
€ 4,246
€ -00
€ 2,125
€ 6,371

100%
86%
100%
86%
90%

€ 28,706
€ 21,021
€ 29,612
€ 38,128
€ 117,466

€ 24,329
€ 25,271
€ 29,409
€ 45,160
€ 124,169

€ 4,377
€ -4,250
€ 203
€ -7,033
€ -6,703

85%
120%
99%
118%
106%

€ 20,363
€ 126,873
€ 25,406
€ 59,516
€ 232,158

€ 17,679
€ 57,701
€ 17,011
€ 31,321
€ 123,712

€ 2,684
€ 69,172
€ 8,395
€ 28,194
€ 108,446

87%
45%
67%
53%
53%

€ 257,984
€ 124,076
€ 61,679
€ 30,200
€ 473,939

€ 229,784
€ 137,128
€ 61,666
€ 32,718
€ 461,296

€ 28,200
€ -13,052
€ 13
€ -2,518
€ 12,644

II Fringe Benefits
1 International Staff - Programme
2 National Staff - Programme
3 International Staff - Support
4 National Staff - Support
Total Fringe Benefits

€ 3,437
€ 6,000
€ 1,843
€ 2,400
€ 13,680

€ 3,436
€ 5,829
€ 1,843
€ 2,331
€ 13,439

€1
€ 171
€ -00
€ 69
€ 241

100%
97%
100%
97%
98%

€ 7,631
€ 4,305
€ 7,778
€ 7,734
€ 27,449

€ 4,031
€ 5,194
€ 1,792
€ 7,735
€ 18,752

€ 3,599
€ -889
€ 5,987
€ -0
€ 8,697

53%
121%
23%
100%
68%

€ 18,743
€ 43,463
€ 15,403
€ 21,906
€ 99,514

€ 542
€ 53,538
€ 4,181
€ 17,866
€ 76,126

€ 18,201
€ -10,075
€ 11,222
€ 4,040
€ 23,388

3%
123%
27%
82%
76%

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ 759,336
€ 19,625
€ 20,761
€ 81,934
€ 30,000
€ 911,656

€ 745,611
€ 23,145
€ 22,873
€ 93,407
€ 35,575
€ 920,611

€ 13,725
€ -3,520
€ -2,112
€ -11,473
€ -5,575
€ -8,955

98%
118%
110%
114%
119%
101%

€ 206,637
€ 1,250
€ 25,000
€ 66,000
€ 2,500
€ 301,387

€ 200,396
€ 4,152
€ 22,296
€ 70,852
€ 2,990
€ 300,685

€ 6,241
€ -2,902
€ 2,704
€ -4,852
€ -490
€ 702

97%
332%
89%
107%
120%
100%

€ 591,342
€ 33,000
€ 25,312
€ 25,000
€ 19,500
€ 694,154

€ 397,332
€ 25,660
€ 347,238
€ 11,854
€ 644
€ 782,727

€ 194,010
€ 7,340
€ -321,926
€ 13,146
€ 18,856
€ -88,573

67%
78%
1372%
47%
3%
113%

€ 247,937
€ 43,563
€ 4,762
€ -00
€ 2,381
€ 298,643

€ 204,227
€ 62,688
€ 23,449
€ -00
€ 3,975
€ 294,338

€ 43,710
€ -19,125
€ -18,687
€ -00
€ -1,594
€ 4,304

82%
144%
492%

€ 14,400
€ 1,578
€ 15,978

€ 9,670
€ 1,953
€ 11,623

€ 4,730
€ -375
€ 4,355

67%
124%
73%

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ 50,000
€ 16,254
€ 66,254

€ 74,915
€ 16,798
€ 91,713

€ -24,915
€ -544
€ -25,459

150%
103%
138%

€ 59,841
€ 2,190
€ 62,032

€ 49,974
€ 864
€ 50,838

€ 9,867
€ 1,327
€ 11,193

84%
39%
82%

€ 11,348
€ 15,282
€ 10,188
€ 36,818
€ 1,044,254
€ 83,540
€ 1,127,794
11%
of total

€ 12,744
€ 16,584
€ 9,502
€ 38,830
€ 1,044,254
€ 83,540
€ 1,127,794
11%
of total

€ -1,396
€ -1,302
€ 686
€ -2,012
€ -0
€ -0
€ -0

112%
109%
93%
105%

€ 27,000
€ -00
€ 1,500
€ 28,500
€ 474,802
€ 37,984
€ 512,786
5%
of total

€ 29,026
€ -00
€ 2,164
€ 31,190
€ 474,796
€ 37,984
€ 512,779
5%
of total

€ -2,026
€ -00
€ -664
€ -2,690
€6
€0
€7

€ 39,196
€ 10,000
€ 18,040
€ 67,236
€ 1,159,316
€ 69,559
€ 1,228,875
12%
of total

€ 43,973
€ 39,995
€ 5,249
€ 89,217
€ 1,163,495
€ 69,559
€ 1,233,054
12%
of total

€ -4,777
€ -29,995
€ 12,791
€ -21,981
€ -4,179
€ -00
€ -4,179

112%
400%
29%
133%

€ 54,323
€ 22,222
€ 14,766
€ 91,312
€ 925,926
€ 74,074
€ 1,000,000
9%
of total

€ 71,428
€ 20,549
€ 27,151
€ 119,128
€ 925,601
€ 74,048
€ 999,649
10%
of total

€ -17,105
€ 1,673
€ -12,385
€ -27,817
€ 325
€ 26
€ 351

131%
92%
184%
130%

1
2
3
4

III
1
2
3
4
5

Program implementation
Direct program activities
Program travel
Program logistics
Local partner costs
Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEAL)
Total Programme implementation

IV Assets & Equipment
1 Assets and Equipment - Program
2 Assets and Equipment - Support
Total Assets & Equipment
V
1
2
3

Other Direct Costs
Office Costs
Security
Other costs
Total Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs
ICR @ 6-8%
SubTotal
SSJR Management and Added Value
Grand Total

100%

108%
144%
109%
100%

100.4%

89%
111%
100%
108%
97%

167%
99%

100%
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Annex 5

South Sudan Joint Humanitarian
Response
Budget Lines
I

SV
Budget

WV

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

ZOA

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Budget

Expenditures

Balance

Exp.
/Budget

Personnel
International Staff - Programme
National Staff - Programme
International Staff - Support
National Staff - Support
Total Personnel

€ 158,306
€ 61,871
€ 19,600
€ 11,610
€ 251,387

€ 172,021
€ 54,769
€ 7,848
€ 16,370
€ 251,008

€ -13,715
€ 7,102
€ 11,752
€ -4,760
€ 380

109%
89%
40%
141%
100%

€ 167,882
€ 94,780
€ 73,026
€ 9,236
€ 344,925

€ 139,802
€ 49,225
€ 68,206
€ 9,485
€ 266,718

€ 28,080
€ 45,555
€ 4,820
€ -249
€ 78,207

83%
52%
93%
103%
77%

€ 69,470
€ 35,700
€ 68,000
€ 46,915
€ 220,085

€ 48,187
€ 37,043
€ 65,179
€ 51,322
€ 201,731

€ 21,283
€ -1,343
€ 2,821
€ -4,407
€ 18,354

69%
104%
96%
109%
92%

II Fringe Benefits
1 International Staff - Programme
2 National Staff - Programme
3 International Staff - Support
4 National Staff - Support
Total Fringe Benefits

€ 45,221
€ 22,016
€ 24,893
€ 3,695
€ 95,824

€ 46,419
€ 17,662
€ 21,419
€ 5,560
€ 91,060

€ -1,198
€ 4,354
€ 3,473
€ -1,865
€ 4,764

103%
80%
86%
150%
95%

€ 9,698
€ 29,142
€ 4,091
€ 2,213
€ 45,144

€ 9,545
€ 6,501
€ 4,160
€ 939
€ 21,145

€ 152
€ 22,641
€ -69
€ 1,274
€ 23,999

98%
22%
102%
42%
47%

€ 4,600
€ 4,500
€ -00
€ 4,800
€ 13,900

€ 2,678
€ 3,226
€ -00
€ 4,941
€ 10,846

€ 1,922
€ 1,274
€ -00
€ -141
€ 3,054

58%
72%
103%
78%

€ 329,369
€ 29,770
€ 28,663
€ -00
€ -00
€ 387,803

€ 322,805
€ 28,721
€ 35,640
€ -00
€ -00
€ 387,166

€ 6,564
€ 1,049
€ -6,977
€ -00
€ -00
€ 636

98%
96%
124%

€ 432,608
€ 39,952
€ 62,378
€ -00
€ 1,558
€ 536,495

€ -33,863
€ -3,267
€ -6,894
€ -00
€ 15,942
€ -28,081

108%
109%
112%

100%

€ 398,744
€ 36,685
€ 55,485
€ -00
€ 17,500
€ 508,414

9%
106%

€ 136,951
€ 44,250
€ 32,480
€ 440,047
€ 7,500
€ 661,227

€ 158,215
€ 36,925
€ 26,992
€ 408,663
€ 7,354
€ 638,149

€ -21,265
€ 7,325
€ 5,488
€ 31,384
€ 146
€ 23,078

116%
83%
83%
93%
98%
97%

€ 3,747
€ 3,063
€ 6,810

€ 2,970
€ -00
€ 2,970

€ 777
€ 3,063
€ 3,840

79%
0%
44%

€ 3,833
€ 750
€ 4,583

€ 3,228
€ 625
€ 3,853

€ 605
€ 125
€ 730

84%
83%
84%

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ -00
€ -00
€ -00

€ 21,028
€ -00
€ 41,749
€ 62,777
€ 804,601
€ 64,368
€ 868,969
8%
of total

€ 33,567
€ -00
€ 38,830
€ 72,397
€ 804,601
€ 64,368
€ 868,969
8%
of total

€ -12,539
€ -00
€ 2,919
€ -9,620
€ -0
€ -0
€ -0

160%

€ 31,716
€ 5,555
€ 35,725
€ 72,996
€ 976,062
€ 78,085
€ 1,054,147
10%
of total

€ 33,215
€ 3,771
€ 32,950
€ 69,937
€ 898,148
€ 71,852
€ 970,000
9%
of total

€ -1,499
€ 1,784
€ 2,775
€ 3,059
€ 77,914
€ 6,233
€ 84,147

105%
68%
92%
96%

€ 55,740
€ 7,250
€ 22,350
€ 85,340
€ 980,552
€ 78,444
€ 1,058,997
10%
of total

€ 77,882
€ 5,356
€ 13,186
€ 96,424
€ 947,150
€ 75,772
€ 1,022,922
10%
of total

€ -22,142
€ 1,894
€ 9,164
€ -11,084
€ 33,402
€ 2,672
€ 36,074

1
2
3
4

III
1
2
3
4
5

Program implementation
Direct program activities
Program travel
Program logistics
Local partner costs
Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEAL)
Total Programme implementation

IV Assets & Equipment
1 Assets and Equipment - Program
2 Assets and Equipment - Support
Total Assets & Equipment
V
1
2
3

Other Direct Costs
Office Costs
Security
Other costs
Total Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs
ICR @ 6-8%
SubTotal
SSJR Management and Added Value
Grand Total

93%
115%
100%

92%

140%
74%
59%
113%
97%
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CONSOLIDATED LOGFRAME
FINAL Consolidated Logframe South Sudan Joint Response 1 (SSJR1)
Lead Save the Children
Program Dutch NGO Joint Humanitarian Response for South Sudan
Goal Save lives, Prevent famine, Avert the loss of a generation HRP South Sudan 2015)
Period 12 months (1 January 2015 - 31 December 2015)

COVERAGE

Total
Individuals
Planned Target in Individuals

Direct services

Results (SRP 2015)

Female

527,665

214,337

6,148

3,281

1,666

Training
Campaign messages

Reached Male

864,279

131,240

160,284

70,262

1,001,667

691,230

286,265

Output indicator (SRP 2015)

Target

Key activities

313,328

TOTAL NUMBER OF DIRECT
1,615 BENEFICIARIES REACHED (without
90,022
double counting)

404,965

Implementing

Location

organization

(State)

384,391

Male

Female

203,324

181,067

(Partner projects)
SO1 Effective implementation of humanitarian aid projects in priority sectors and locations after 12 months

FOOD SECURITY AND LIVELIHOODS

FSL.O1 % of selected target

85%

households reporting improved food
security through crop production
by the end of the project
27,718 Households reached
2,908 Individuals trained
FSL.R1 Access to food ensured for the
population in the IPC emergency

FSL.I1: Number of HHs assisted with

1,935 CARE, SV/IRC,

food and (un)conditional cash

ZOA

Total

% of

Planned target

Individuals

planned

in Individuals

Reached

Male

Female

target

166,308

115,434

51,441

63,993

69.4

2,908

1,085

687

398

37.3

11,610

13,712

6,005

7,707

118.1

154,698

101,722

45,436

56,286

65.8

2,908

1,085

687

398

37.3

34,350

66,287

26,365

39,922

193.0

21

43

34

9

204.8

33,150

64,204

25,532

38,672

193.7

13

28

23

5

215.4

1,200

2,083

833

1,250

173.6

8

15

11

4

187.5

Unity
Jonglei

phase (Phase 4) and a portion of those transfer
in the crisis phase (Phase 3)

FSL.A1.1

Provision of direct cash grants, cash for work, cash transfers, food vouchers to vulnerable families

FSL.R2 Food production supported of the
population in the IPC crisis phase and

FSL.I2: Number of HHs assisted with

25,783 CARE, OXFAM,

emergency livelihoods support

SV/IRC, WV,

a portion of the population in

Jonglei
Abyei Area

ZOA, CORDAID Unity

emergency and stressed phases, while

Upper Nile

improving access to nutritious foods
and overall food availability.
FSL.I3: Number of individuals trained

2,908 SV/IRC, WV

Unity
Upper Nile
Jonglei

FSL.A2.1

Provision of fishing gear and agricultural (staple) seeds, crop kits and tools / kitchen garden to vulnerable households, including

FSL.A2.2

Implement trainings for fisherpeople, farmers, Community animal health workers (CAHWs), Agriculture Extension Officers

required training / support
(AEOs), Farmer Field Schools, and other vocations
FSL.A2.3

Provision of vaccinations and treatment; and re-stocking to strengthen community veterinary services and prevent livestock
diseases and loss

HEALTH

H.O1 % of selected target individuals

85%

reporting increased use of health
services, including awareness
sessions by the end of the project

34,350 Individuals reached
21 Staff trained
H.R1 Emergency primary health care

H.I1: Number of individuals receiving

services and the Minimum Initial

primary health care consultations, MISP

Service Package (MISP) provided for

and drug and medical supplies

33,150 DORCAS, ICCO

Warrap
Upper Nile

vulnerable people with limited or no
access to health services

H.I2: Number of health workers trained

13

H.A1.1

Set up of pre-stocked emergency (mobile) clinics, provide emergency transport, supply basic drugs to IDP camp health centers

H.A1.2

Train community health workers

H.A1.3

Organise health awareness sessions
H.R2 Continuum of care and community
based psychosocial support (CBPSS)
provided to distressed and vulnerable
communities

H.I3: Number of individuals receiving

1,200 HNTPO

CBPSS
H.I4: Number of agency staff trained

Upper Nile
West BeG

8

North BeG

H.A2.1

Psychological first aid (PFA) & psychosocial support (i.e. psycho-education; peer support): Setting up a service point based on

H.A2.2

Train agency staff

baseline assessments to provide PFA and support groups.
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NON FOOD ITEMS / EMERGENCY

NF.O1 % of selected target HHs

SHELTER

(the most vulnerable) reporting

85%

effectively improved living conditions
through distribution of non-food
items and constuction of shelter by
the end of the project

8,425 Households reached
NFI.R1 Delivery of basic NFI and emergency
shelter materials ensured (timely,

NFI.I1: Number of HHs receiving NFI

% of

Individuals

planned

in Individuals

Reached

Male

Female

target

50,550

38,897

13,713

25,184

76.9

48,150

38,411

13,567

24,844

79.8

2,400

486

146

340

20.3

Total

% of

Planned target

Individuals

planned

in Individuals

Reached

Male

Female

target

65,500

50,955

22,848

28,107

77.8

160

130

28

102

81.3

25,000

25,814

10,292

15,522

103.3

4,500

8,145

4,362

3,783

181.0

130

60

20

40

46.2

36,000

16,996

8,194

8,802

47.2

30

70

8

62

233.3

8,025 CORDAID, ICCO Unity

kits and emergency shelter materials

Abyei area

targeted, and accountable) in acute

Upper Nile

emergency (assessment, distribution

C. Equatoria

and post-distribution monitoring)
NFI.A1.1

Total
Planned target

Distribution of NFI (kits) (tarpaulins, mosquito nets ( including required sensitization), water purification tablets, plastic sheeting,
blankets, mats, plates, cups, jerrycans)

NFI.R2 Locally appropriate emergency and

NFI.I2: Number of HHs in need

400 CORDAID

transitional shelter solutions delivered supported with transitional or
(including site planning, construction

Unity
Abyei Area

emergency shelter

support and shelter maintenance
where appropriate)
NFI.A2.1

Construction of improved shelter for most vulnerable households

NUTRITION

N.O1 % decline of moderate and

50%

severe acute malnutrition among
taget group (children and
pregnant/lactating mothers) by the
end of the project
6,000 Households reached
29,500 Individuals reached
160 Individuals trained
N.R1 Quality, life-saving, management of
acute malnutrition delivered for at

N.I1: Number of MAM, PLM cases

25,000 DORCAS, ICCO, Jonglei

admitted for treatment

PLAN

least 75 per cent of SAM cases and at
least 60 per cent of MAM cases in all
vulnerable groups

Upper Nile
Warrap

N.I2: Number of SAM cases admitted /

4,500

referred for treatment

N.I3: Number of CNVs and Health

130

Workers trained
N.A1.1

Deliver supplementary feeding programme and de-worming tablets to children with Moderate Acute Malnutrition (MAM) and
pregnant and lactating mothers (PLMs)

N.A1.2

Treat children with severe acute malnutrition (SAM) or refer medical complications to clinics/other NGO programmes

N.A1.3

Train CNVs and health workers on MAM management and early identification, management and referral of SAM cases
N.R2 Diet quality and diversity improved

N.I4: Number of HHs reached by

6,000 ICCO, PLAN

nutrition education and demonstrations
N.I5: Number of individuals trained

N.A2.1

Jonglei,
Eastern Equatoria

30

Conduct nutrition education and infant and young child feeding (IYCF) campaigns in IDP camps and host communities to prevent
malnutrition

N.A2.2

Establish home gardens

N.A2.3

Conduct training on infant and young child feeding (IYCF), nutrition and hygiene, and weekly food cooking demonstrations
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PROTECTION

P.O1 % of selected target individuals

85%

reporting improved awareness of
child protection trough trainings and
campaigns by the end of the project

45,000 Households reached

response scaled up (including rapid
assessment/ response mechanisms) to

P.I1: Number of people reached

planned

in Individuals

Reached

Male

Female

target

104.7

indirect reach
28,701

30,052

13,643

16,409

2,229 Individuals trained

2,229

960

488

472

43.1

88,000

85,533

41,473

44,060

97.2

38,000

45,294

21,422

23,872

119.2

325

365

230

135

112.3

28,701

30,052

13,643

16,409

104.7

1,904

595

258

337

31.3

50,000

40,239

20,051

20,188

80.5

270,000

400,000

240,000

160,000

148.1

3,500

3435

1,519

1,916

98.1

38,000 ICCO, PLAN

through awareness campaigns
P.I2: Number of individuals trained

% of

Individuals

28,701 Individuals reached
88,000 Campaign reach
P.R1 Protection monitoring, advocacy and

Total
Planned target

E. Equatoria, C
Equatoria,
Jonglei

325

mitigate the effects of the rise in
violence and increased protection
concerns for IDPs, host communities

P.A1.1

Raise awareness on child protection in IDP camps, communities and schools

P.A1.2

Improve the capacity of CPC members, community animators, child rights clubs

P.A1.3

Strengthen the collaboration between local, state and national child protection and GBV mechanisms, develop referral system, set
up child protection committees
P.R2 Protection of children, adolescents and P.I3: Number of children reunified

28,701 ICCO, HNTPO,

and/or receiving alternative care

crisis enhanced (incl. children

(including through temporary learning

Jonglei

associated with armed forces and

spaces) and other vulnerable individuals

WBeG

armed groups) with an emphasis on

reached

NBeG

identification of separated,
unaccompanied or missing children

P.I4: Number of individuals trained

PLAN, SAVE

1,904

and family tracing, reunification and/or
alternative care

C. Equatoria

Upper Nile
(Save has nation
wide mandate

P.1.5 Number of people reached

50,000

through awareness

P.A2.1

E. Equatoria

other vulnerable groups affected by

because of lead
UASC-WG in SS)

Establish and furnish child protection structures and provide direct support to groups of vulnerable children with psychosocial
support (ie setting up Child Friendly Spaces), provide reintegration services, UASC tracing, psychoeducation on GBV

P.A2.2

Recruitment and training of psychosocial support facilitators, FTR training, PS support training, Community based child protection
committees, and child rights clubs

P.A2.3

Conduct awareness raising campaigns on child protection, including the prevention of separation (for both partners and
communities

P.A2.4

Coordinate national Family Tracing and Reunification (FTR) efforts, coordination meetings, development of SOPs for FTR partners
P.R3 Psychosocial wellbeing of children and P.I6: Number of households organised

45,000 HNTPO

Upper Nile

GBV survivors promoted through

and self reliant in referring more severe

WBeG

community based support (indirect

cases for further counselling

NBeG

and direct reach)
3,500

P.A3.1

Community based interventions on increased cohesion and collaboration across sectors thus extending protection
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WASH

W.O1 % of selected target HHs that

50%

report increased hygiene awareness
and proper use of WASH facilities
(safe water and sanitation) by the
end of the project

Total

% of

Planned target

Individuals

planned

in Individuals

Reached

Male

Female

248,870

226,040

86,327

139,713

90.8

830

1,063

429

634

128.1

43,240

74,751

28,789

45,962

172.9

100,150

76,392

37,115

39,277

76.3

43,500

47,226

19,564

27,662

108.6

502

461

172

289

91.8

54,100

49,160

18,430

30,730

90.9

51,120

53,262

11,218

42,044

104.2

328

602

257

345

183.5

43,240

74,751

28,789

45,962

172.9

target

15,770 Households reached
154,250 Individuals reached
830 Individuals trained
43,240 Campaign reach
W.R1 Access secured to emergency water

W.I1: Number of IDPs and

100,150 DORCAS, PLAN, Jonglei

and sanitation to displaced populations otherwise chronically vulnerable
and otherwise vulnerable people

WV, ZOA, ICCO W. BeG/Warrap

people accessing safe water

Upper Nile
Eastern Equatoria

W.I2:Number of HHs benefitting

7,250

from improved water purification
techniques and water storage
W.I3: Number of individuals trained

502

W.A1.1

Rehabilitate existing boreholes (including testing) and tap stands; rehabilitate solar Motorized water systems, Establish safe storage

W.A1.2

Introduce local water purification techniques in the target communities, provide water storage and collecting containers

W.A1.3

Establish and train water management committees; train hand pump mechanics

facility for WASH emergency supplies

W.R2 Quality ensured of water and

W.I4: Number of IDPs and

54,100 DORCAS, ICCO, C. Equatoria

sanitation facilities for displaced

otherwise chronically vulnerable

populations and otherwise vulnerable

people accessing an improved

PLAN, WV, ZOA Jonglei
Upper Nile

people

sanitation facility

Warrap
Easter Equatoria
W. BeG

W.A2.1
W.A2.2

Organise Community Led Total Sanitation and hygiene meetings to promote latrine construction and improved hygiene practices
Construction of (mobile/emergency/elevated communal) latrines, waste pits using particpatory approaches, provision of water
tanks, distribution of aquatabs

W.R3 Hygiene promoted among displaced
populations and otherwise vulnerable

W.I5: Number of HHs receiving

8,520 ICCO, PLAN,

basic hygiene kit

WV, ZOA

people

Jonglei
Upper Nile
Eastern Equatoria

W.I6: Number of Hygiene

328

promoters trained
W.I7: Number of individuals reached

43,240

with hygiene promotion messages

W.A3.1
W.A3.2

Distribution of Hygiene kits (the most essential components) and handsoap
Train community hygiene promoters (on participatory hygiene promotion methodologies) and school health clubs; organise
Community Led Total Sanitation (CLTS) and hygiene trainings to promote latrine construction and improved hygiene practices

W.A3.3

Hygiene awareness promotion among IDPs and returnees in town and rural settings
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COMPARISON TARGETS & ACHIEVEMENTS - MID AND END TERM
Sector
FSL

Targets SO1 ( u ber of…)

FSL.11 HH receive food & cash transfer
FSL.12 HH receive livelihoods support
FSL.13 individuals trained
Health
H.11 individuals receive consultations
H.12 Health workers trained
H.13 individuals receive CBPSS
H.14 Agency staff trained
NFI
NFI.11 HH receiving kits & material
NFI.12 HH receiving shelter
Nutrition
N.11 MAM, PLM cases admitted
N.12 SAM cases admitted/referred
N.13 CNVs and Health Workers trained
N.14 HH educated on nutrition
N.15 individuals trained
Protection P.11 people reached awareness campaigns
P.12 individuals trained
P.13 children reunified
P.14 individuals trained
P.15 people reached awareness campaigns
P.16 HH able to refer cases
W.11 IDPs access safe water
Wash
W.12 HH water purification techniques
W.13 individuals trained
W.14 IDPs access sanitation facilities
W.15 HH receive hygiene kit
W.16 Hygiene promoters trained
W.17 people reached hygiene messages

Targets
1,935
25,783
2,908
33,150
13
1,200
8
8,025
400
25,000
4,500
130
6,000
30
38,000
325
28,701
1,904
50,000
45,000
100,150
7,250
502
54,100
8,520
328
43,240

Mid Term
achievement
1,140
9,058
256
21,537
8
0
0
2,276
118
6,625
792
36
2,314
50
16,789
230
16,481
364
21,933
0
0
0
0
3,050
2,800
327
15,888

End term
% midterm results % end results of Average score
achievement of planned target planned target
per sector
2,285
16,953
1,085
64,204
28
2,083
15
6,401
81
25,814
8,145
60
2,832
70
45,294
365
30,052
595
40,239
66,666
76,392
7,871
461
49,160
8,877
602
74,751

58.9%
35.1%
8.8%
65.0%
61.5%
0.0%
0.0%
28.4%
29.5%
26.5%
17.6%
27.7%
38.6%
166.7%
44.2%
70.8%
57.4%
19.1%
43.9%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
5.6%
32.9%
99.7%
36.7%

118%
66%
37%
194%
215%
174%
188%
80%
20%
103%
181%
46%
47%
233%
119%
112%
105%
31%
80%
148%
76%
109%
92%
91%
104%
184%
173%

Average

36.1%

116%

74%

193%

80%

122%

99%

118%

ANNEX 6
PowerPoint presentation of
Learning Event

POWERPOINT PRESENTATION NOTES AND SLIDES OF LEARNING EVENT

Friday April 8th:
Objectives
 Sharing and validation of the evaluation findings
 Draw lessons from SSJR1 and make recommendations for SSJR2 and other (future) joint responses.
Workshop Agenda and notes – 08/04/2016
Time
09:00 –
09:10
09:1009:30
09:30 –
10:15

10:15 –
10:30

Topic
Welcome, introduction of agenda and
envisaged results, expectations
Agenda & presentation of evaluation
findings
Separately
 (10min) with White Hat
Thinking harvest information on
process and results of SSJR 1 and if
relevant SSJR2 (if added value has
materialised – but should be
stated)? Build on existing facts and
figures


(10min) with Red Hat Thinking
enrich the data, adding hunches,
intuition, reflection on what was
most significant and why?



(10min) Clarifying questions in
plenary

Break

Notes
Opening and short background of the event (slides)
Quick round with checking expectations: what do you want to take out of this?
a. Agenda
b. Evaluation findings
c. Quick explanation of ͆Six Hats͇ methodology and a meaning of ͆Blue
Hat͇/Facilitator.
d. Rules for White Hat (slide) - individually
Participants are asked to add facts, find relations between facts and add question about
facts they are missing. Questions to be answered here are:
 Are the evaluation findings complete? What gaps do we have?
 How can we complete it from what we know?
e. Rules for the Red Hat (slide) –individually

Participants are asked for their hunches, emotional reaction, intuition, gut feeling.
Questions to be answered here are:
 how do you feel about this project (or separate events)?
 what do you like? what do you dislike? why?
 what your gut feeling/intuition told you at certain point? why?
 what does your gut feeling/intuition tells you now (about sustainability and
effectiveness of the project results)?

Lead
Martine
Maurits/
Karen
Karen
Sticky wall
White cards

Annex 6

10:30 –
11:30

Conclusions:
 (20 min reflection) with Yellow
Hat Thinking make appreciative
inquiry (what worked?) and
provocative statements (how can
we keep / do better / more of
that?)


with Black Hat Thinking make
critical assessment of risks and
challenges



20 min – gather all groups and
feedback in plenary

11:30 –
12:15

Recommendations:
- with Green Hat Thinking
generate solutions for risk and
challenges and answer
provocative statements

12:15 –
12:30

Rounding up, plenary reflection on the
workshop. Closing

1 group Yellow Hat, 1 group Black hat
f. Rules for the Yellow Hat (slide) – 2 groups in the room and one online
Participants are asked to analyse the facts and emotional reflection together with most
positive perspective. Questions to be answered here are:
 What worked well? Give an example with a short anecdote/story.
 What made it work?
 What were the driving forces?
 Question: How can we keep / do better / more of that?
g.

Maurits

Rules for the Black Hat (slide)
Participants are asked to analyse the facts and emotional reflection from the
perspective of risks and challenges. Questions to be answered here are:
 What challenges do you see regarding effectiveness and efficiency of the SSJR
(sustainability/relevance)?
 What challenges do you see regarding sustainability of the project results?
 What challenges do you see regarding collaboration and added value of the joint
response?
 What risks and challenges do you see for SSJR 2 and other (future) joint
responses?
 Please prioritise risks/challenges

h. Rules for Green Hat – in plenary using mind mapping

Participants are asked to make recommendations based on (mix groups)
1. Identified challenges/risks and
2. Provocative statements. Among questions to be answered here are:
 What can we learn from SSJR1 for SSJR2 and other (future) joint responses?
 How can we make the joint response more effective and efficient?
 How can we make the cooperation work the same/better?

Round of reactions vis-à-vis expectations. Follow up.
- If new questions rose during event: Should we include them in the evaluation or
not? And how to get them answered?

Maurits/Karen
Green
A4/clouds

Martine
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Training & Consultancy
Evaluation
South Sudan Joint Response

Evaluation learning session SSJR1
Juba and The Hague
5th and 8th of April 2016

Agenda
Time
09:00 – 09:10

Topic
Welcome, introduction of agenda and envisaged results, expectations

10:15 – 10:30
10:30 – 11:30

Break
Conclusions:
 with Yellow Hat Thinking” make appreciative inquiry (what
worked?) and provocative statements (how can we keep / do better
/ more of that?)
 with Black Hat Thinking” make critical assessment of risks and
challenges

09:10-09:30
09:30 – 10:15

11:30 – 12:15
12:15 – 12:30

Objectives
1. Sharing and validation of the tentative
evaluation findings
2. Draw lessons from SSJR1 and make
recommendations for SSJR2 and other
(future) joint responses.

Relevance
•
•

•
•

•

HRP and (existing) needs analysis form basis of SSJR programme
making SSJR relevant to its target groups but limited to selected (6)
sectors.
SSJR shows flexibility in responding to different contexts regarding
levels of conflict (i.e. Bor & Equatoria, Melut & Warrap). In 2016 more
conflict focused states (3).
Beneficiaries are satisfied about given quality of the support.
Members go beyond emergency into recovery & sometimes
development (i.e. applying ownership, alignment, sustainability
principles) broadening its scope.
HRP and standards are taken along in SSJR plans. Use of
CHS/SPHERE and sector standards to assure quality in
implementation and monitoring is unaligned between members.

Presentation of tentative evaluation findings
Evaluation findings:
 With “White Hat Thinking” harvest information on process and
results of SSJR (efficiency, effectiveness, added value); build on
existing facts and figures
 With “Red Hat Thinking enrich the data, adding hunches,
intuition, reflection on what was most significant and why?

Recommendations:
with “Green Hat Thinking” generate solutions for risk and
challenges and answer provocative statements
Rounding up, plenary reflection on the workshop. Closing

Notes to take into account
• Exercise is part of analysis phase
• Partial data on progress (Logframes)
received on Friday April 1st. Conversation
with Programme Manager in NL.
• No end of project financial information
available as yet (efficiency)

Effectiveness (1/2)
• SSJR implementation results (on average) above planned
(>100%). Despite delayed start and challenges such as
security & inflation. Reasons given are:
– Greater influx of IDP’s
– Awareness and capacity building reached more people
than planned (how was this measured?)
– Distribution of goods/products also scores high (partly
explained by reallocation of funds, UN core pipeline).
• Beneficiaries report clear improvements towards sector
indicated outcomes.
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Effectiveness (2/2)

Coverage & Sustainability

• SSJR brings multi-sector expertise areas together but
operates by providing sector support to target groups

• SSJR targeted households and individuals aligned to HRP
needs and locations. This continued in 2016.

• Members provide support to each other and
exchange/learn on sector level (i.e. sectoral WG), the
effects on target groups are not yet seen clearly.

• Funds were relocated to most affected areas during 2015.

• Referrals to other members exist but a systematic joint
PME&L among members that could lead to a more
integrated/holistic approach providing more added value to
target groups is currently not observed.

• Limited attention is paid to system strengthening (i.e.
structures, capacity, systems in sectors) despite certain
areas allowing for it.

Harmonization

•

•
•

•

SSJR members are in general very positive about the collaboration
and secretariat support given (M&E, support in implementation,
lobby).
Examples of harmonization/collaboration are shared: value of cash
for work payments, awareness within UNOCHA and between SSJR
partners, joint lobby against extra taxation.
Indicators in the logframe are harmonized, but sometimes artificial.
Double counting and contribution of SSJR are a concern. Do SSJR
members count outputs in the same way?
Potential harmonization/collaboration gains identified: joint planning,
more integrated approach, joint lobby, sharing MEAL tools/M&E
framework, more frequent exchange in field. No signs show these
opportunities were already used during SSJR1. How is this in 2016?

Learning & Innovation
•

Real efforts have been undertaken to discuss and learn from each
other (sector meetings, kick-off, mid-term meeting, exchange visit,
learning workshop).

• All members wrote down lessons learned in the MTR, and in the MT
report best practices are described. If these are shared/used and
acted upon is unclear.
• The members in South Sudan are less positive about actually taking
up the issues that were discussed and make changes (on-line
alliance thermometer).
•

Potential for more learning: Work closer together (geographically),
Exchange visits, more information sharing between Juba and field
level, Joint capacity building of SSJR members (e.g. on MEAL),
Joint projects/interventions and act on crosscutting issues.

Visibility
•

Promotion and visibility of the joint response is done using the logo
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and that of the separate
organisations. A documentary is being finalised at the time of this
workshop.

•

Visibility of the JR its approach was not promoted. It was discussed,
but no agreement was reached on using a joint SSJR or broader
DRA logo.

•

The way forward regarding visibility in SSJR2 is unclear and no
agreement on the visibility focus (what to make visible) has been
made as yet. How is this in 2016?

Efficiency (1/2)

• Almost all members have spent 97% - 100% of budget (41%
at MT). No major differences in budget lines observed.
• Disbursement and management of funds through SSJR 1 has
not been more efficient compared to individual project
support. Considerable time (4+ months/33%) has been
invested in building relationships and setting up procedures to
work together that could be seen as an investment as long as
if the JR mechanism lasts.
• Efficiency gains for MoFA: all contact, management and
reporting is done by 1 lead organisation (although an
alternative, funding via UN mechanism is the same set-up).
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Efficiency (2/2)

Blue Hat Thinking - Process
Managing the thinking process

• Slow start was inefficient and expensive (i.e. logistics
were done during rainy season). For SSJR 2 (taking time
to decide on lead organisation) also resulted into a slow
start.
• Potential efficiency gains are identified: joint needs
assessments (when serving the same communities),
joint training of staff/partner organizations, joint
logistics/distribution (when working in the same areas),
joint procurement (?)

Plan, organise and
facilitate the thinking
 Manage time
 Keep egos and arguments in check
 Ensure following agreements on
roles and responsibilities

Overview, meta-cognition =>
what thinking is needed?
 Review and assess the session,
 Identify where a specific modality of thinking
needs expanding, revisiting, or balancing.

White Hat Thinking – Facts

White Hat Thinking – Facts

Data, information : known and needed

Data, information : known and needed

Add data and information
Tell what you know and what you need to
find out
Ask for other people’s views
Define the sources of information for data
you need

Objectively consider available information
Focus only on available data
Point out where gaps in existing knowledge
exist and
See what trends can be extrapolated from
the information to hand

Questions to be answered :
• Is the overview of information
complete? what gaps do we
have?
• How can we complete it from
what we know?
• What trends do we see?

Be neutral and objective

Red Hat Thinking – Feelings

Red Hat Thinking – Feelings

Hunches. Gut instinct. Intuition.

Hunches. Gut instinct. Intuition.

Invite emotional reactions
and intuitions in oneself and
others
Give the emotional point of
view
Separate this from the
objective data itself
No need to give a reason

Questions to be answered:
• How do you feel about this
statement?
• What do you like? What do you
dislike? Why?
• What your gut feeling/intuition
told you at certain point? Why?
• What does your gut
feeling/intuition tell you now
(about
relevance/effectiveness/learnin
g of the SSJR results)?
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Yellow Hat Thinking- Benefits

Yellow Hat Thinking- Benefits

The optimistic view. Plus points.

The optimistic view. Plus points.

Identify all optimistic, constructive
aspects and suggestions
Keep an eye towards building
confidence and enthusiasm
Give logical reasons: why an idea
is useful
Screen for competitive
advantage
Encourage sense of potential

Questions to be answered:
• What worked well?
• What made it work?
• What were the driving forces?
• Question: How can we keep / do
better / more of that?

Black Hat Thinking – Cautions

Black Hat Thinking – Cautions

Risk assessment. Potential problems. Difficulties.

Risk assessment. Potential problems. Difficulties.

Raise and consider any potential
flaws, risks, challenges and fears

– to preempt difficulties, weaknesses,
dangers and
– and avoid over-optimism

Give logical reasons for spotting
the risks, find errors in logic
Consider worst-case scenarios
Note ways how something does
not fit
Set out to remove difficulties with
green hat solutions

Questions to be answered:
• What challenges do you see
regarding effectiveness and
efficiency of the programme?
• What challenges do you see
regarding collaboration and added
value of the joint response?
• What risks and challenges do you
see for SSJR2 and other (future)
joint responses?
Please prioritise risks/challenges!

Green Hat Thinking – Creativity

Green Hat Thinking – Creativity

Ideas. Alternatives. Solutions. Possibilities.

Ideas. Alternatives. Solutions. Possibilities.

Brainstorm, generate ideas
from the top of the head
Solve the problems raised with
black hat thinking
Provoke yourself and others
Accept abstract thinking,
digressions, alternative
proposals, and provocative
statements
Use your imagination, dream,
have fun

Questions to be answered:
• How can we make the
cooperation work the
same/better so that SSJR
becomes:

– More effective (more effects on
beneficiaries)?
– More efficient (as a JR)?

• What can we learn from SSJR1
for SSJR2 and other (future)
joint responses?
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Agenda NL

Training & Consultancy
Evaluation
South Sudan Joint Response

Time
Description of activities
14:00 – 14:05 Introduction of participants
14:05 – 14:10 Welcoming address
14:10 - 14:40

Presentation of evaluation outcomes

14:40 – 15:00 Q&A on presentation
15:00 – 15:15 Tea break
15:15 – 16:00 Internal discussion related to
management response/ follow up
actions with SSJR2 partners

Person responsible /facilitator
Mr. Felix Hoogveld
Embassy
Mr. Jaap van der Zeeuw
Deputy Ambassador
Mr. Maurits Spoelder
Consultant
Mr. Maurits Spoelder
Consultant
SSJR team/Felix Hoogveld/
Maurits

Final Presentation
The Hague, The Netherlands, 9th June 2016
Juba, south Sudan, 7th of June 2016

Agenda SS
Time
Description of activities
14:00 – 14:10 Introduction
14:10 - 14:40
14:40 – 15:15
15:15 – 15:30
15:30 – 17:00

Presentation of evaluation outcomes
Q&A on evaluation outcomes
Tea break
Internal discussion and SSJR2 meeting

Person responsible /facilitator
Martine Bergwerff/
Eva de Ridder
Karen Reijnen
Karen Reijnen, Sjoerd Zanen
Martine Bergwerff

Focus
Strategic Objective 1: Effective implementation of multi-sector humanitarian aid
projects in priority sectors and locations after 12 months.
Strategic Objective 2: Added value generated for key stakeholders (MoFA,
SSJR members, and target populations) through the collaboration between
the partners in the Joint Response.
SO 1

SO 2

Quality and humanitarian standards
Relevance & Appropriateness
Coverage
Effectiveness
Connectedness & Sustainability
Coordination

Efficiency
Harmonisation
Visibility
Learning and innovation

1

Methodology
Qualitative forward looking and learning approach
• Semi-structured key informant interviews SS (#14) and
NL (#8)
• Desk Study
• 3 Field Visits (Bor, Akobo, Melut) with focus on 3 sectors
(WASH, CP, FSL) focus group discussions (# 282, 64%
women/girls)
• Online survey for SSJR staff in NL and SS (#23):
organisation & management arrangements
• Learning events in Juba and the Hague to validate and
add feedback on draft findings

Quality and relevance

Overall conclusion

The evaluation’s overall conclusion is that the SSJR performs
in a satisfactory way with regard to the effectiveness of its
implementation (SO1) and that its joint character generates
added value to some of its stakeholders (SO2).
It is important to note that in 2015 the SSJR was one of the first joint
responses under the Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA). The evaluation team
has taken this circumstance into account in its judgement of the
programme.

Relevance & Coverage

1. The South Sudan humanitarian response plan, humanitarian
quality standards and (existing) needs analyses formed the
basis of the SSJR programme guaranteeing the relevance for
its target groups.

2.& 3. SSJR interventions go beyond emergency into recovery &
sometimes development approaches, thereby broadening the
scope of its intervention. A strong asset of SSJR is its flexibility in
reallocating resources to those people, sectors and locations
which are most in need.

A. Integrate common and agreed upon Monitoring, Evaluation
and Learning tools, together with quality checklists based on
CHS/SPHERE to monitor programme quality.

B. It is recommended that SSJR keeps on balancing the emergency
focus in the most conflict affected parts with a more recovery and
development focus in the stabilised areas.
C. It is recommended that SSJR plays a bigger role in “filling the
gaps” of the CHF and work beyond the six HRP focus sectors
while staying aligned to its own SSJR outcomes and goals.
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Effectiveness - results (1/2)
4. Since the mid-term
evaluation, SSJR has shown
strong progress with regard
to achieving its desired
results. Beneficiaries are
satisfied about the quality of
the support given and
indicate positive changes in
their livelihood.

Effectiveness - approach (2/2)
5. & 6. SSJR members bring multi-sector expertise areas together but
largely operate by providing sector or multi-sector support to their
own target groups.

F. The combined sector expertise of SSJR provides an opportunity to
holistically support the communities in multiple sectors, thus creating
added value for beneficiaries.
E. To do this, decentralised joint programming and the creation of a
feedback/learning mechanism (on field level) are highly
recommended.

Connectedness/ Sustainability
7. Trust and cooperation has increased among SSJR members, and form
the basis of working together towards results. The SSJR intervention
structure including the role of the SSJR secretariat/lead is well
appreciated.
G. Expand the focus from cooperation between members in Juba to
cooperation in the field.
H. To enhance sustainability it is recommended that the SSJR gives more
attention to system strengthening (i.e. structures, capacity, and
systems). It is recommended that the target group definition is
broadened from individuals and households to communities and local
authorities.

Efficiency
8. Expenditure per budget line
did not differ notably from
what was envisaged.
There are however
significant differences
regarding expenditure per
budget line per member.
9. For the SSJR members,
there were no substantial
efficiency gains in the first
year of SSJR
implementation.
10./14. Possibilities for more efficiency gains are explored (joint needs analysis, joint
capacity building, and shared logistics). Different procedures and organisational set-up
of the members hamper increased harmonisation efforts.
G. Decisions are to be taken on how the SSJR can make efficiency and effectiveness
gains so as to create (financial) added value in comparison with other aid modalities.
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Visibility
11. In 2015, SSJR focused on the visibility of the individual
SSJR members and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
H. It is recommended that external communication and
visibility of the SSJR focuses on the joint response
mechanism as implemented by all its members.

Learning & Innovation
12.&13. Real efforts have been undertaken to facilitate exchange, learning and
harmonisation. Some examples of increased collaboration and exchange were
observed. However, translation of lessons learned into application in South
Sudan remains a challenge, and enhanced effects on target groups in terms of
added value were not yet observed.
I.

Focus on a selected number of feasible opportunities where added value can be
achieved and implement these on a pilot basis. Discuss before proposals are
submitted at field level where pragmatic opportunities for cooperation have
added value for the involved members and target groups.

J. SSJR secretariat and member country offices are recommended to capture and
analyse joint field learning and put up a knowledge management system so that
information is travelling between field locations.

M&E of Added Value

Q&A and thank you!

15. & 16. Monitoring & Evaluation of Added Value: the tool that has been
developed operationalised the concept of added value during the
implementation of SSJR. Experiences of the implementation of SSJR
provided valuable inputs for developing the M&E tool.
K. Jointly clarify what added value means to the collaborating organisations,
and based upon this further adapt the MEAV tool.
L. Add outcome indicators when feasible and consider taking up more openended questions to capture unexpected outcomes of the cooperation.

Maurits Spoelder (msp@mdf.nl)
Karen Reijnen
Clement Ochan Erneo
Michelle de Rijck
Sjoerd Zanen
www.mdf.nl/mdf-esa
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1. Project background
South Sudan
The Republi of “outh “uda , the orld’s you gest atio , gai ed full i depe de e i
. With an
estimated population of 8.2 million, South Sudan performs poorly across all developmental indicators,
with high levels of malnutrition and food insecurity, and weak service provision. The humanitarian
situation in South Sudan was further compounded by an outbreak of conflict in December 2013
between the SPLA in government and SPLA in Opposition (SPLA-IO). Since December 2013 the
combination under-development and the conflict has displaced 1. 46 million people, leaving an
estimated 4.6 million people in urgent need of aid, with the States of Unity, Upper Nile and Jonglei
particularly badly affected. 1
DRA context
In response to the challenges of the humanitarian system and the growing gap between humanitarian
needs and humanitarian funding, the Dutch Minister for International Trade and Development Cooperation set-up of a Dutch Relief Fund (DRF) to increase effectiveness of Dutch humanitarian aid. The
DRF is a pilot funding window for relief operations for the period 2015 – 2017, with a total budget of
€
illio of hi h €
illio has bee reser ed for Dut h NGOs.
The Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA) is an alliance of 12 Dutch NGOs which respond to chronic crises as well
as acute crises, for which they receive funding from the DRF. The DRA currently funds nine joint
responses, of which the South Sudan Joint response is one.
The specific objectives of the Dutch Relief Alliance as included in the MoU DRA are:
1. Deliver fast humanitarian aid in major crises;
2. Deliver humanitarian aid linked to needs and gaps in response to major crises in a timely,
appropriate, effective and efficient manner;
3. Generate synergies and cooperation between the Members aimed at increasing efficiency
and effectiveness in providing humanitarian aid in crisis situations;
4. Increase the visibility of this Dutch contribution towards the Dutch constituency, Parliament
and in-country.
5. Work together, also with other parties, to tackle the major bottlenecks in the humanitarian
practice through co-created innovation, joint learning and research;
Joint Response South Sudan
A one year programme beginning on the 1st January 2015 and ending on the 31st of December 2015 with
a budget of € ,
, the ““JR is a e erge y lifesa i g, hu a itaria progra targeti g both the
Internally Displaced Persons and Host communities who are chronically food insecure and affected by
ongoing conflict. The SSJR operates in the following states in South Sudan : Abyei area (disputed),
Western Bahr-el-Ghazal (WBeG), Equatoria (Eq) Central, Eq East, Eq West, Jonglei, Unity, Upper Nile,
Warrap States.

1

UNOCHA Humanitarian Bulletin 18 September 2015 : http://www.unocha.org/south-sudan/
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The SSJR consortium is led by Save the Children International (SC) and includes CARE, Cordaid, Dorcas,
HealthNet-TPO, ICCO & Kerk in Actie, OXFAM-Novib, PLAN, Save the Children, Stichting Vluchteling/IRC,
World Vision, ZOA. The thematic areas of the activities of all partners are listed in Annex 2.

The SSJR is designed as an adaptive and flexible grant structure which encourages improved cooperation
across partners and enhances linkages across partners in delivering quality programming through
continuous learning, adaptive implementation and information sharing. Moreover, through the SSJR
model of inter-agency learning and coordinated action, the efficiency and effectiveness of the actions of
all agencies in the joint response are strengthened. The response modality also focuses on generating
added value for key stakeholders (MoFA, UNOCHA, SSJR members, and target populations) through
providing space for synergies between agencies and programmes
The SSJR has two Strategic Objectives (SO1 and SO2). Objective 1 is related to the effective and efficient
implementation of the actual humanitarian response activities by the individual partner organizations.
Objective 2 is geared towards the realization of added value through the collaboration that takes place
between the SSJR partners and other stakeholders.
The projects are implemented in the clusters Food Security and Livelihoods (FSL), Health, Non-food
Items and Emergency Shelter (NFI), Nutrition, Protection and Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)
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(see Annex 2 for more information). The identified results and locations are in line with the strategic
priorities of the Crisis Response Plan 2014 (CRP). To accommodate the efficient planning and monitoring
by individual agencies some flexibility vis-à-vis the CRP has been built in at the level of describing
activities and output indicators.

2. Purpose and scope of the evaluation
The SSJR has a contractual obligation towards the donor, the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to ensure
the realisation of an evaluation report. The purpose for this evaluation is twofold. On the one hand ,
the evaluation report will assess the performance of the SSJR and ensures accountability towards the
Dutch Government and public. On the other, it offers a learning aspect for all stakeholders. The findings
will be used as input for phase 2, which will already have started on 1st January 2016. Lessons learned
and recommendations for programme implementation and design should be part of the evaluation
report.
The scope of this evaluation is reflected in the following thwo objectives:
SSJR Strategic Objective 1: Effective implementation of humanitarian aid projects in priority sectors and
locations after 12 months.
SSJR Strategic Objective 2: Added value generated for key stakeholders (MoFA, UNOCHA, SSJR members,
target populations) through the collaboration between the partners in the Joint Response.

SSJR Strategic Objective 1: Effective implementation of humanitarian aid projects in
priority sectors and locations after 12 months
The first objective refers to the success and quality of the response. Success refers to whether and to
what extent the objectives of the programme have been achieved, considering any changes in context
or needs over the life of the response, while ensuring quality through globally accepted paradigms for
quality relief in humanitarian contexts, such as CHS or Sphere. The logical framework of the SSJR
programme shows activities and output indicators for each Strategic Objective set by UNOCHA SRP in
September 2014. The JRE log frame is included in Annex 1 and the thematic targets are in Annex 2.
Scope: The evaluation should assess the following OECD-DAC evaluation criteria:
I.
Quality: The evaluation should assess the quality of the response in terms of meeting
humanitarian needs, timeliness and adherence to humanitarian standards (CHS and Sphere);
II.
Appropriateness: The situation changed after the approval of the funds and over the course of
the response. Therefore, the evaluation should address to what extent the JRE was able to
adapt and provide appropriate response to changing local needs and the priorities of the
people, taking into account the specific needs of women and vulnerable groups, and to what
extent the JRE partners involved beneficiaries in project design and implementation;
III.
Relevance: to what extent does the SSJR programme connect to, and contribute to the
fulfillment of, the UN HRP 2014 and the changing environment as described in the UN HRP?
IV.
Effectiveness: The logframe for the JRE as based o UN OCHA’s O er ie of Needs a d
Requirements and included broad Strategic Objectives and set result areas. The evaluation
should assess to what extent the planned outputs were reached and to what extent the JRE
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V.

VI.

i.

VII.

activities contributed to the results and the Strategic Objectives; what were the major factors
influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the objectives of individual agencies and
the response as a whole; have there been any unexpected positive or negative side-effects on
beneficiaries as a result of the aid that was provided under the SSJR and how was this dealt with
by implementing partners?
Efficiency: How efficient was the delivery of aid within SSJR per organization and overall as a
consortium? What would be opportunities within SSJR to reach more beneficiaries with the
available budget or to reduce costs while reaching at least the same number of beneficiaries?
Concrete evaluation questions on efficiency under DRA objective 2 added value are described in
Annex 4.
Connectedness: How did SSJR work on including elements of sustainability in their program?
What are opportunities to include more sustainable elements of recovery in the next phases of
SSJR (ranging from materials and structures to participative methods and innovative ideas)?
Coverage: coverage involves determining who was supported by humanitarian action, and why?
What were the main reasons that the intervention provided or failed to provide major
population groups with assistance and protection, proportionate to their need?
Coordination: During the period of the SSJR activities, a wide range of actors was active in
responding to the crisis in the region. The evaluation should include to what extent the activities
of the SSJR organisations were complementary to the work of other stakeholders, prevented
duplication, and contributed to the larger response activities in the countries. (N.B. Annex 4
under DRA objective 3 (harmonization & complementarity) also gives attention to duplication
and joined complementarity but within the SSJR only)

SSJR Strategic objective 2: Added value generated for key stakeholders (MoFA,
UNOCHA, SSJR members, target populations) through the collaboration between the
partners in the Joint Response
The joint humanitarian response for South Sudan (SSJR) aims to contribute to more effective delivery of
humanitarian aid by Dutch government and humanitarian organisations. By implementing their own
projects while collaborating under the umbrella of the joint response, the 11 participating agencies aim
to provide added value for several actors in the Netherlands and in South Sudan. The value added
ranges from efficiency gains for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs by funding humanitarian response
through one humanitarian lead agency; to improved learning and innovation by humanitarian agencies
through exchanging resources and methodologies. We can distinguish added value on the Dutch level,
for the Ministry and at Head Quarters level of Dutch DRA member organization, as well as country level
added value for joint response partners in country. Added value on both levels need to be assessed in
this evaluation.
Scope: The evaluation should:
I.
Assess if added value targets as stated in the logframe and proposal have been met. Annex 1
shows the logframe. Annex 3 lists the targets for added value as described in the proposal for
the SSJR.
II.
Assess the added value of cooperation within this SSJR, including any opportunities which have
arisen for added value over the life of the programme. Annex 4 lists a range of evaluation
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III.
IV.
V.

questions to measure the added value of the SSJR under the DRA. As Lead of this SSJR, Save the
Children Netherlands wishes to fully use this tool that was developed by the Monitoring and
Evaluation & Added Value Working Group (DRA MEAV WG) to measure the added value of the
DRA as a new mechanism to structure Dutch emergency responses and the added value of
part eri g i a joi t respo se. That’s hy all questions need to be asked to respondents.
Perhaps not all questions can be answered yet and perhaps not all answers yield much
information; we like to receive feedback from the consultant on how applicable and feasible the
tool is.
Identify key lessons learned from SSJR cooperation and recommendations for future
cooperation within Joint Responses;
Discuss how the SSJR members perceived the added value of the Joint Response for their own
organisation.
The outcomes of this exercise can be seen as a baseline for measuring added value within the
DRA mechanism, as an innovative mechanism to fund humanitarian programmes in the
Netherlands. This baseline would give a proper insight in the inception phase of the DRA (2015 –
2017) and the added value learning curve in the next three years, which will be investigated in
the mid-term and end-term evaluation of DRA.

3. Methodology
The methodology will be developed by the consultant as well as all relevant tools and presented in the
inception report. The evaluation should be based on combined quantitative and qualitative research
methods. All Strategic Objectives under which activities are implemented should be assessed. The data
collection strategy should include the use of a number of tools to gain a deeper understanding of the
outcomes of the project, including:
- Desk review of background documents, such as programme proposal as agreed with Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, mid-term data, end report, minutes of meetings and workshops, field visit reports,
added value monitoring data, internal reports of the individual organisations if available;
- HH surveys (for the following thematic areas: food security & livelihoods, non-food items &
shelters, nutrition, WASH) with representative and preferably a statistically calculated sample size.
The total expected number of beneficiaries is about 0,5 – 0,7 million.
- Choice for geographi al area’s preferably at least 3 states, out of 8 states where SSJR is active) and
thematic areas (most programmes are in FSL, WASH and Child Protection) to be discussed with
consultant.
- Field visit to project sites (urban as well as rural areas; security permitting, UN helicopters weekly
available);
- Focus group discussions, eg. with health workers, HHs, local government authorities, psychological
first aid & support groups, community-based child protection committees, children/adolescents,
water committees.
- Key informant interviews in South-Sudan and The Netherlands. In South-Sudan with: partner
agencies, both at HQ, Juba and field implementation sites, implementing partners, beneficiaries
including children) and focus group discussions. In The Netherlands with: staff (programme
managers, MEAL officers) of the SSJR partner organisations, The Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
- Participative workshops and presentation during learning events in South-Sudan and The
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Netherlands.

4. Deliverables
The consultant is expected to lead, accomplish and submit the following deliverables within the agreed
timeframe and budget:
1. An inception report, which will serve as an agreement between parties on how the evaluation will
be conducted. Items to address:
 Understanding of the issues and questions raised in the ToR
 Data sources; how to assess the questions in the ToR
 Research methodology, including sampling procedure and suggested sample size
 Team composition
 Schedule of activities and traveling (timeline)
 Proposal for a learning event
 Detailed budget
 Appropriate validated draft data collection tools (survey questionnaire, KII/FGD guidelines)
2. A 25-50 page draft and final report (in MS Office and PDF for final), excluding annexes and in English,
in the following format at a minimum, to be submitted to Save the Children Netherlands. Preferably
as little text as possible, use of graphs, tables and a dashboard with results. The report should
consist of:
a) Executive Summary in bullets (max. 2 pages)
b) Introduction
c) Methodology, including sampling and limitations
d) Analysis and findings of the evaluation. The analysis should consist of three parts:
1. SSJR Strategic Objective 1
2. SSJR Strategic Objective 2
3. Feedback on the use of the DRA Added Value Evaluation tool
e) Address concerns, lessons learned and comments from SSJR partners
f) Some cases of success stories and quotes from respondents
g) Conclusions for each of the three parts and for all of the evaluation questions
h) Recommendations on SSJR strategic objectives and the DRA Added Value Evaluation tool
i) Annexes:
 Relevant maps and photographs of the evaluation areas
 Bibliography of consulted secondary sources
 Finalized data collection tools
 List of key informants
 Raw data of the research in MS Excel format
 Powerpoint presentation of findings and recommendations, validation and feedback
sessions with key stakeholder and SC South-Sudan
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3. Presentation of findings to SSJR partners and a Learning and evaluation meeting in Juba. The
evaluators will be required to present preliminary findings before the publication of the final report
to SSJR partners and lead a half day workshop once a final draft has been agreed in Juba. The
structure and activities of the learning and evaluation meeting will be agreed with Save the Children.
We expect attendance of 20-30 people in Juba.
4. Presentation of findings to SSJR partners (and the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs if possible) and a
Learning and evaluation meeting in The Hague. The form of this session is to be developed by the
Consultant. A presentation and some workshop sessions would be an option. Logistical support (ie.
venue) is available. We expect attendance of 15-20 people in The Hague.

5. Indicative timescales
Phase

Deliverables

Inception phase

Draft inception report, presented
to SSJR partners (in NL) for
comment
Deliverable 1: final inception report
including budget, quantitative and
qualitative research tools,
approved by SSJR Lead
Desk review and interviews in SS
and the Netherlands
Field visits SS

Instrument
Development phase

Data collection phase

Data analysis phase
Evaluation report
phase

Learning phase

Presentation of initial findings in NL
Draft Evaluation Report, for
comment by SC-SS, SSJR partners
Deliverable 2: Final Evaluation
Report
Deliverable 3: Learning session in
The Netherlands
Deliverable 4: Learning session in
Juba

Preferred
timeframe*
21 Dec 2015

Payment

Workdays
indication
1

5 Jan 2016

30 % of total

4

5 Jan 2016

3 NL

7 Jan- 5 Feb
2016
8 Feb 2016
29 Feb 2016

30 SS
3
20

7 Mar 2016

30 % of total

5

8 Mrt 2016

40 % of total

4

100%

70 days**

10 Mrt 2016

Total

* Timetable depends on the weather, not all areas accessible in case of rain.
** Number of workdays as if for one consultant at senior rate, however lumpsum to be divided over a
team of researchers, preferably 2-3 people.

6. Roles and responsibilities
Lead Consultant

SC- South-Sudan

SCI – Netherlands
(Contract holder)

SSJR partners
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Lead Consultant

SC- South-Sudan

1. Develop an inception 1. Provide all required
report, detailing the
background
methodologymaterials to the
stakeholders to be
consultant in a
interviewed, tools to
timely manner.
be developed, time
frame for the
evaluation and
budget
2. Holds the overall
2. Read and provide
management
comments on the
responsibility of the
proposal plans
evaluation, including
submitted by the
designing and
consultant
carrying out the
(especially the
evaluation, drafting
proposed research
the final report and
methodology, the
debriefing the project
information
team and key
gathering
stakeholders.
techniques used
and the suggested
target dates);
3. Liaise with Save the
3. Provide guidance
Children staff
throughout all
throughout the
phases of
process, providing
execution,
weekly updates and
approving all
seeking their input
deliverables, and
and advice where
facilitating access to
necessary.
any documentation
(or any person)
deemed relevant to
the evaluation
process.
4. As a condition of
entering into a
consultancy
agreement the
evaluator and
research assistants
must sign the SCI
Child Safeguarding
Policy and abide by

SCI – Netherlands
(Contract holder)
1. Review Evaluation
o sulta t’s
qualifications or
specialized
knowledge or
experience
required.

2. Oversee the
service provider by
managing the
consultancy
contract; monitor
adherence to
specified
deadlines;
facilitating access
to required
information.

SSJR partners
1. Providing
data/information
for desk review

2. Arrange logistics
and planning of the
field research,
supporting the
evaluation team
during field work in
their areas, act as
guides and bring
research team to
the beneficiaries

3. Review and
comment on
analysis and draft
report submitted
by the evaluator
i.e. preliminary
reports and the
final report,

4. Providing feedback
to draft data collection
tools and reports
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Lead Consultant

SC- South-Sudan

SCI – Netherlands
(Contract holder)

SSJR partners

the terms and
conditions thereof.

7. Qualifications and experience
Required
 Academic degree in International Development Studies, Humanitarian Action or a related field;
 Demonstrated experience in humanitarian response and knowledge of humanitarian standards
(CHS, Sphere, Code of Conduct).
 Demonstrated experience of leading evaluations of humanitarian response programmes
 Demonstrated experience with quantitative and qualitative research, data base management and
statistical data analysis
 Experience of working in South Sudan/East Africa
 Experience of evaluating consortia/joined responses
 Proven record of communicating with beneficiaries, also with children using child friendly methods
 Demonstrated knowledge of Dutch development and funding streams and access to the Dutch
Ministry for an interview.
 Ability to assess and further develop a conceptual evaluation tool
 Relevant subject matter knowledge and experience regarding the thematic areas of this SSJR
 Ability to deal with hardship and remote area field work
Preferred
 Strong understanding of humanitarian and evaluation ethics and a commitment to ethical working
practices
 Advanced English writing skills Deep understanding of CHF and UN Strategic Response Plan
 Experience in/ understanding of measuring the added value of partnerships/ cooperation
 Experience of working in insecure environments in South Sudan and managing security risks
 Action-oriented and evidence based approach and strong drive for results;
 Highly developed self-management, and communication skills;
8. Guiding Principles and Values
Adherence to Save the Children Code of conduct, Child Safeguarding practices and confidentiality when
interviewing or photographing children.

9. Application process
Interested Parties are requested to submit a proposal explaining their comprehension of the proposed
consultancy, and how they would approach this assignment with a summary of their methodology
especially in terms of how the party plans to meet the objectives. Additionally, they should submit one
or two examples of a similar evaluations conducted previously. The application should include a team
composition with Lead Consultant and at least 2-3 experienced evaluators. The application should
include minimum three CVs of the persons to be involved in the assignment, relevant experience, a
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detailed budget in Euros and time availability. All proposals should be received by 15 december 09.00
(CETime) by email to Esther Ten Hoorn, MEAL Advisor of Save the Children Netherlands at
esther.ten.hoorn@savethechildren.nl

Annex 1 Logframe
See attached Excel file SSJR Consolidated Logframe 24 February 2015.

Annex 2 Programme objectives & per partner organisation
Food security and livelihoods
FSL projects aim to ensure access for populations in Jonglei, Unity, Upper Nile and Warrap in the IPC
emergency phase (Phase 4) and a portion of those in the crisis phase (Phase 3) and to support food
production for populations in the crisis phase (Phase 3) and a portion of those in emergency and
stressed phases (Phase 4 and 2), while improving access to nutritious foods and food availability. To
realize these results, several direct support activities, such as the provision of cash grants, cash transfers
and food for work. Additionally, fishing gear and agricultural tools and seeds including the required
training support is provided. A total of 41.000 households will be reached and close to 1.400
professional staff, such as animal health workers and extension officers trained.
Health
Two results are identified in the Health sector: to provide primary health care services to vulnerable
people with limited or no access to health services; and to provide a community based psychosocial
support to distressed and vulnerable communities. To realize these results, health workers and agency
staff members are trained, mobile clinics will be set up and pre-stocked, and IDP camps provided with
basic drugs, providing care to close to 35.000 individuals. Additionally, some 10.000 people will be
reached through health messages.
Non-food items and shelter
Non-food items and emergency shelter is aimed at the delivery of basic NFI and shelter materials and
the construction of improved shelters in acute emergencies. These activities aim to reach 8.425
households in Abyei area, Central and Western Equatoria, Unity, Upper Nile and Warrap states.
Nutrition
In the nutrition sector, severely and moderate acute malnutrition (SAM / MAM) will be addressed by
delivering supplementary feeding programs to some 34.500 children and pregnant and lactating
mothers in Jonglei, Upper Nile and Warrap. Community Nutrition Volunteers and Health Workers are
trained on MAM / SAM management and referral. A second result is related to the quality and diversity
of diets, by conducting Infant and Young Child Feeding campaigns and training; and the establishment of
home gardens reaching some 6.500 households and 5.000 individuals respectively in Jonglei and Upper
Nile.
Protection
The protection monitoring, advocacy and response will be scaled up to mitigate the effects of the rise in
violence and protection concerns among IDPs and host communities. Providing direct services such as
reunification of children with families, alternative care to children and other vulnerable groups, to
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29.000 individuals is a key activity towards this end. Establishing structures, ensuring increased
collaboration between national, state and local level and capacity development efforts targeting around
2.200 of these stakeholders are important activities toward these protection results. Child protection
campaigns, among other things on family separation, are estimated to reach about 88.000 individuals.
Up to 45.000 households will benefit from community based psychosocial support to children and
violence survivors.
Water and Sanitation, Hygiene
In the area of WASH, results are defined around securing access to and quality of emergency water and
sanitation facilities to 120.000 displaced individuals and otherwise vulnerable people. An additional
14.000 households benefit from improved water purification techniques, water storage and hygiene
kits. Training of pump mechanics and health promoters will reach some 14.000 individuals; and 60.000
people are targeted with WASH messages.
Gender
Individual projects funded under this Joint Response mechanism will address the distinct and separate
needs of women, girls, boys and men of the affected population into account where possible. Gender is
proposed as a potential issue to undertake additional research on as part of the Added Value generated
through the joint response.

SSJR program mapping
Partner

State

CARE

Jonglei

Unity
State

Date: 14 Oct 2015
County
Twic East

Payam
Kongor,
Liith,Nyuak

Activity
Provision of Cereal and Vegetable Seeds,
Cash for work, Food Vouchers,

Duk

Poktap, Ayuldit

Provision of Cereal and Vegetable Seeds,
Cash for work, Food Vouchers, Livestock
drug support

Uror

Yuai, Pulchol,
,Pathai, Payai

Provision of Cereal and Vegetable Seeds,
Cash for work, Food Vouchers, Livestock
drugs

Leer

Leer, Joung,
Yang, Adok &
Padeah
Rubkuacy,
Tutriyang &
Thaker
Marial Achak
and Rumamer

Emergency Shelter/NFIs

Mijak abd Lou

Provision of seeds and tools, trainings
and extensions. Provision of NFIs

Mayendit

Rumamer
CORDAID

Mijak

Emergency Shelter/NFIs

Provision of seeds and tools, trainings
and extensions. Provision of NFIs
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Abyei
area

Warrap
DORCAS

Health
Net TPO

Western
Bahr el
GH
Western
Bahr el
Ghazal

Northern
Bahr el
Ghazal
Jonglei
Central
Equatoria

Ammet
Agwet

Abyei, Abun

Provision of seeds and tools, trainings
and extensions; emergency shelters &
NFIs

Alal

Maker, Awal
Nam and Nuong

Provision of seeds and tools, trainings
and extensions; & provision of NFIs

Gogrial
West
Wau

Akon North

Health, WASH and Nutrition

Jur River
County
Wau
County

Rochrochdong;
Marial Bai
Ghisa; Farazala;
PoC (Wau
Municipality)
Malual North;
Malual East and
Malual Center
Bor
Rejaf, Bungu,
Northern Bari
Kangapo 1,
Kangapo 2 and
Liwolo
Mugali, Nimule

Aweil
North
Bor
Juba
Kajokeji

ICCO
Eastern
Equatoria

Magwi
Torit

Upper
Nile

Nasir

Maiwut
Maban
IRC (St.
Vluchteling)

Unity

Panyijiar

WASH

Kudo, Imurok
(Putumore IDP)
and Nyong
Kierwan,
Mandeng, Jikmir
and Mading
Pagak, Maiwut
Bunj, Genkota
Nyal, Kol,
Mayom, Ganyiel,
Thornhom,Tiap,
Pachar,
Pachienjok, Chuk

Psychosocial support; Psychosocial
Counseling and Protection
Psychosocial support; Protection

Psychosocial support; Psychosocial
counselling and Protection
PSS
Protection
Protection

NFIs/Shelter, Nutrition, WASH and
Protection
WASH

Health, NFIs, Nutrition, WASH, Health

Health, NFIs, Nutrition, WASH
Protection
Provision of vegetable seeds for dry
season production; Provision of
vegetable tools production (hoe,
watering can); Fishing gears for
Fishermen/ women, unconditional cash
grants; training; restocking of small
ruminates;
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Oxfam

Jonglei

Bor

Plan
International

Jonglei

Pibor

Akobo
East

Save the
Children

World
Vision

Bor urban
Konyong
Makwach
Bidit
Jalle
Anyid
Gogothin
Manydekel
Akilo
Lokilic
Bilkey
Dengjok
Gakdong
Nyandit
All

National/
All states

All

Jonglei

Bor,
Nyirol,
Akobo
Melut

All

Akobo
East

Alali; Bilkey;
Dengjock;
Nyandit;
Buaong; Dirror;
Walgak
Anyidi &
Kolnyang
Golgothin
(Pibor),
Gumuruk,
Likongole
Verteth

Upper
Nile

Jonglie
ZOA

Bor South
Pibor
(GPAA)

Palloch, Thang
Riang, Wuna
Mum

Staple field crop seeds distribution,
distribution vegetable seeds,

Emergency Nutrition (IYCF, TSFP), CP and
WASH

Water supply, sanitation and hygiene
promotion; child protection

SCI leads the coordination of the
UASC/FTR in SS to ensure and strengthen
coordination and systematic
Information sharing among all FTR
partners in South Sudan; capacity
building
FTR case management

agricultural seeds and tools; vegetable
seeds pro isio , e uip e t’s a d
trainings; Support fisher folks with tools
and fishing gear; support vaccination of
animals ; WASH
WASH and FSL

FSL and WASH
WASH

Page | 15

Annex 3 Added Value objectives
Efficiency
Efficiency gains are expected to materialize throughout the course of the 12 months implementation
timeframe and on different levels in the chain of the humanitarian response, from funding through
implementation and learning.
 The joint initiative provides MoFA with an opportunity to disburse and manage its humanitarian
funding more efficiently as channelling funds through a single Lead Agency is likely to reduce
overhead costs and workload compared to individual project support.
 Similarly, this joint response approach has the potential to provide better Value for Money
compared to funding via the Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF).
 For the partners, the focus on added value through this joint response is an incentive for the
partners to continuously consider efficiency gains, for example through sharing resources and
procedures, such as procurement of materials and humanitarian goods.
 Several other anticipated benefits, such as learning about effective targeting methods,
implementation approaches and M&E methodologies, will also produce efficiency gains for the
partners involved.
Learning and innovation
The SSJR provides a fertile soil for joint learning and innovation. A range of meetings and exchanges are
already taking place within the UNOCHA cluster system to facilitate coordination, but not always used to
their maximum potential for learning. Information sharing itself is key, as generally, many baselines and
evaluations are conducted but not shared widely across agencies, so information is lost and sometimes
efforts are duplicated.
 Partners will make a special effort to share knowledge, expertise and good practices, through
several informal and formal learning and exchange meetings within and across sectors.
E ha gi g a d usi g ea h other’s methodologies on targeting, gender and conflict sensitive
programming, post-distribution evaluation has the potential to further harmonize and improve
the quality of assessments, project delivery and evaluation.
 Those good practices that are particularly innovative and have the potential for scaling up or
replication will be promoted through the development of designated case studies.
 An evaluation will be carried out of a specific issue involved in providing humanitarian assistance
(to be identified), which should provide actionable recommendations to humanitarian agencies
and other stakeholders involved.
 The SSJR is an innovative collaborative response, providing a good pilot case for potential future
humanitarian funding by the Dutch government. If successful, this approach may be replicated
for other humanitarian crises.
Complementarity and harmonization
The collaboration taking place in process of developing and implementing this joint initiative has been
welcomed by HC Toby Lanzer and has, in itself, the potential to increase the complementarity of the
hu a itaria respo se ith the obje ti es of the Dut h go er e t’s hu a itaria poli y a d OCHA
South Sudan response strategy. The individual project plans fall squarely within the priority sectors and
areas identified in the Crisis Response Plan 2014.
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The joint SSJR partner presence at UN coordination meetings with humanitarian clusters, subclusters, working groups, Strategic Advisory Groups, country-level steering committees, and
forums consortium increases the likelihood of having consistent representation and messaging
in these different groups.
The collaboration taking place within South Sudan through additional SSJR meetings and the
presence of a designated SSJR staff will also increase the cross fertilization and complementarity
between individual projects and sectors.
The SSJR intends to organize a lunch meeting at MoFA to present and discuss challenges and
successes in regards the SSJR initiative and progress on its intended results.

Visibility
The initiative provides the participating organizations and key actors such as the Dutch government and
UNOCHA with opportunities to raise the profile of the humanitarian crisis unfolding in South Sudan and
the Dut h go er e t’s a d UNOCHA’s response among the general public, opinion makers and
politicians through joint awareness raising activities and targeted advocacy work.
 The joi t respo se ill ge erate i reased isibility of the Dut h go er e t’s o tributio s to
the international humanitarian community response to the crisis in South Sudan among Dutch
and international audiences.
 The SSJR partners intend to organize a joint public event on the South Sudan crisis and the
Dutch response, and aim to use a range of communication tools and channels such as case
studies, photos and films to be published on agency websites, newsletters etcetera.
 These communication efforts will also raise the profile of the South Sudan crisis vis-à-vis other
humanitarian crises vying for attention and funding.

Annex 4 Added Value Evaluation tool
Evaluations are part of the DRA mechanism and all joint response. Each JR carries out a mid-term review
and end-term evaluation. In these evaluations members assess the implementation of activities, as set
in proposals and logframes, as well as the added value that we create as DRA through the joint
responses in which we work together.
The Dutch Relief Alliance has the following 5 objectives:
1. Deliver fast humanitarian aid in major crises;
2. Deliver humanitarian aid linked to needs and gaps in response to major crises in a timely, appropriate,
effective and efficient manner;
3. Generate synergies and cooperation between the Members aimed at increasing efficiency and
effectiveness in providing humanitarian aid in crisis situations;
4. Work together, also with other parties, to tackle the major bottlenecks in the humanitarian practice
through co-created innovation, joint learning and research;
5. Increase the visibility of this Dutch contribution towards the Dutch constituency, Parliament and incountry.
The MoU states the following on the added value of the DRA:
͞The proposed Dutch relief Alliance structure provides added value at two levels:
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1.1 At the level of specific in-country humanitarian responses: the delivery of humanitarian aid by
Dutch NGOs will be improved. The structure is expected to generate such added value in terms of
the following areas:
A Legitimacy, Credibility
B Transparency, relevance
C Efficiency, responsiveness
D Harmonization, Complementarity
E Learning and Innovation
F Visibility
2.1 At the level of the overall funding mechanism: the process of humanitarian funding will be
strengthened.͟
We can connect the areas A – F to the goals of DRA as set in the MoU in the following way:
A/B Legitimacy, credibility and relevance: Deliver fast humanitarian aid in major crises
C Efficiency: Deliver humanitarian aid linked to needs and gaps in response to major crises in a timely,
appropriate, effective and efficient manner
D Harmonization: Generate synergies and cooperation between the Members aimed at increasing
efficiency and effectiveness in providing humanitarian aid in crisis situations
E Learning: Work together, also with other parties, to tackle the major bottlenecks in the humanitarian
practice through co-created innovation, joint learning and research
F/B Visibility and Transparency: Increase the visibility of this Dutch contribution towards the Dutch
constituency, Parliament and in-country
How do DRA and AV objectives relate to evaluations of JRs?
The aspects under A and B are not included in any of the proposals or logframes of the JRs. C is included
only in the Nigeria and Ebola JR. D, E and F are elaborated on in the JR proposals and/or logframes.
Sometimes very concrete targets are set, but not for all JR. In an attempt to come up with a coherent
M&E framework, the Monitoring and evaluation of Added Value (MEAV) Working Group has developed
a tool (an Excel sheet) where Added Value objectives, DRA objectives, indicators and some concrete
examples of added value come together.
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Figure 1: DRA Added Value Framework: creating added value by working together in the DRA trough
Joint Responses
Evaluation questions on added value of the Dutch Relief Alliance
1. In terms of legitimacy and relevance, how has this JR been able to deliver fast humanitarian aid in
major crises?
1.1 To what extent are the objectives of the JR still valid?
1.2 Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the overall goal and the
attainment of its objectives?
1.3 Were the scoring grids in place and functioning?
1.4 How many days were there between submission of full proposal to MoFA and approval from
MoFA? (relate to the agreed timeframe)
1.5 Have there been positive side effects of applying through DRA compared to emergency
applications not through DRA?
1.6 How has the creation of the DRA helped member NGOs in this JR?
1.7 How has the creation of the DRA helped beneficiaries of the JRs?
1.8 Does being part of DRA give specific challenges or issues (including negative side effects)
that need to be solved for effective and efficient implementation of emergency aid?
1.9 Has funding been reallocated during the implementation phase from one member to
another and why? If so, what has been the result of the shift in funding?
2. In terms of efficiency and responsiveness, how has this JR been able to deliver humanitarian aid
linked to needs and gaps in response to major crises in a timely, appropriate, effective and
efficient manner?
2.1 Were activities cost-efficient?
2.2 Were objectives achieved on time?
2.3 Was the programme or project implemented in the most efficient way compared to
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alternatives?
2.4 Is the allocation of funds linked to needs and gaps?
2.5 Is there a clear link between needs and capacity and expertise of all JR members?
2.6 Is there a clear link between allocated resources, high priority themes and geographical
locations as indicated in relevant UN assessments/docs?
2.7 Were UN, local government and other relevant stakeholders involved in the formulation,
implementation, events, evaluation etcetera whenever required/relevant?
2.8 Have beneficiaries been asked if they were satisfied with the emergency aid given to them?
Has that information been used to improve implementation?
2.9 Has working together in a JR had any positive effects on the speed of decision making or
speed of response?
3. In terms of harmonization and complementarity, how has this JR been able to generate synergies
and cooperation between the Members aimed at increasing efficiency and effectiveness in
providing humanitarian aid in crisis situations?
3.1 Did each individual project plan fall squarely within the priority sectors and identified in the
OCHA sitreps and ACAPS priorities?
3.2 Was the JR (Lead) present at UN coordination meetings with humanitarian clusters,
subclusters and working groups to ensure consistent representation and messaging in these
different groups to allow for effective coordination? From the perspective of UN agencies,
how does the SSJR compliment the UN structure (as SSJR is expected to operate under UN
umbrella).
3.3 Has there been any overlap or duplication of activities within this JR?
3.4 How many and what kind of collective actions have JR members taken, that would not have
happened if not part of DRA/JR, and how has this led to more effective or efficient
implementation? (e.g. meetings, events, collective purchasing or distribution of materials,
collective purchasing, collective implementation, counting beneficiaries, exchanging or
sharing of information/contacts/networks/tools/software/ guidelines/baselines and needs
assessments, joint M&E, other joi t appeals, joi t lo al apa ity buildi g…
3.5 What were bottlenecks for creating synergies and joint sharing and learning and were they
or can they be dealt with?
3.6 Has there been any joined gender programming under this JR?
3.7 Have JR members harmonized their work ways, systems or tools in any way, as a result of
working together under DRA (give examples)?
3.8 Has the JR identified best practices for replication or scaling up (give examples)?
3.9 Has there been a meeting (or several) with MoFA to discuss challenges and successes of this
JR? Has this meeting been satisfactory to all, and if so, why not?
3.10 Has DRA resulted in lower transaction costs (in terms of hours, meetings, management
costs etcetera) for your organization and/or MoFA compared to a system with multiple
contracts between MoFA and emergency aid NGOs?
3.11 Have members been able to reach more beneficiaries in relation to total costs compared
to a system without DRA (with individual contracts between MoFA and NGOs)?
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4. In terms of learning and innovation, how have Members in this JR worked together, also with
other parties, to tackle the major bottlenecks in the humanitarian practice through co-created
innovation, joint learning and research?
4.1 What kind of bottlenecks have members encountered and how were these solved?
4.2 Has working together in this JR led to innovations or other new practices (give examples)?
4.3 How open are members to peer reviews as part of an evaluation? What are opportunities
for peer review in phase 2 of this JR, if there will be a phase 2?
4.4 Have there been any joint learning events or other ways in which members were facilitated
to learn from each other? (e.g. exchange visits, sharing of methods/tools/knowledge for
implementation or research, joint trainings)
4.5 How have members facilitated each other in other ways?
4.6 Do all JR members feel like they have been sufficiently involved and been heard in the
setti g up pro ess of this JR a d i it’s i ple e tatio ?
5. In terms of visibility, how has the visibility of this Dutch contribution towards the Dutch
constituency, Parliament and in-country been increased?
5.1 Was there a communication plan (from the JR or the DRA Communication WG)?
5.2 How have JR members communicated about DRA and their JRs to the general public,
opinion makers and politicians to raise the humanitarian profile of the Dutch government?
5.3 How many publications were realized (eg. on social media, websites, newsletters,
fu draisi g efforts, ideo’s, blogs, logs, reports, arti les, press releases, flyers, ase studies,
photo’s o DRA a d ho
a y o this JR?
5.4 How many people were reached with the publications on DRA and this JR?
5.5 Has a public event been organized about the JR and the Dutch response? How did it go, how
many people attended and what is a general impression of the event?
5.6 Has the Royal Netherlands Embassy been informed on this JR or invited for a field visit?
5.7 Have results of this JR been made available in IATI?
5.8 Has being part of DRA had any effects on the reputation or brand awareness of the member
NGOs?
Evaluation questions on the process of added value creation within Joint Responses
1. How do members perceive the added value of this JR for their own organization?
2. Have the added value targets in the proposal and/or logframe(on learning,
complementarity/harmonization and visibility (and for the Nigeria and Ebola JRs also efficiency)
been achieved? Please mention examples in the report.
3. Considering the targets on added value in your proposal and/or logframe, has Added Value been
generated by working together with other NGOs in this joint response compared to a system with
individual contracts with MoFA?
4. How is the Added Value being documented and measured? Are there concrete recommendations
about monitoring and measuring Added Value?
5. Who benefited from the generated Added Value and how did they benefit?
6. How has it been generated? And why in this way? What was its relevance?
7. How is the concept of Added Value perceived by the Lead and by the members?
8. Was there an overall strategy or approach for Added Value? And was there an individual NGO
strategy for Added Value?
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9. What role can and did the Lead take facilitating Added Value?
10. Was there a designated staff deployed to facilitate and increase cross fertilization and
complementarity between individual projects and sectors?
11. What role did and can the field coordinator have in increasing added value by working together in a
JR?
12. What are the specific challenges and dilemmas encountered whilst trying to generate Added Value?
What could be said about the total reach of beneficiaries by working together in this JR? Were members
able to reach more beneficiaries, or in a better way, by working together (compared to individual
efforts)?

Page | 22

