Solutions sheet - Southern Warania
While given the general situation was dire, the communities and agencies were forced to target because the number in  need was by far more than food or cash available. The agencies also did not want to give cash away to people who were food secure. They wanted the message to be clear that the purpose of the cash/food was life saving humanitarian aid (not livelihood protection or other protection issues).  The message as also made clear that this was a high risk intervention, and that if there was any corruption or diversion of humanitarian aid to military or even civil authorities, this would jeopardize future aid. As there were very few agencies able/willing to provide aid cross-border, authorities took this very seriously. The I-NGO made it clear that it was 'their' (the authorities of SW) humanitarian intervention and they should take full responsibility for the success or failure of the intervention. Time was taken to build trust. Authorities were very willing to give the I-NGO and CSO the time to build and demonstrate this trust.
Taking advantage of an ongoing meeting that food/cash targeting could be integrated into, the decision making was done over 3 days with regional civil administration, traditional ethnic leaders, religious leaders, civil society organisations (2), and the I-NGO. Traditional ethnic leaders were important as their stakeholder group was not confined to administrative boundaries, so again allowed for some helpful debate to counter various interests.  Once allocations were made at a county level (first stage), the CSO repeated the same exercise at payam (sub-county) level. The total time to decide targeting was 1 month. Vertical and parallel governance structures were engaged at all levels ensuring mutual accountability. The process was 'time consuming and frustrating' but 'required to get buy-in at the beginning'. A separate process based on vulnerability criteria happened at village level.
At this  meeting, where untargeted counties were represented as well, it was made clear that the amounts available were 'shockingly inadequate' , not even 50% of what was needed, and that hard decisions were going to have to be made. 
To decide where to do cash and food: 
1. Some civil society organisations were not ready to do cash and preferred to distribute food. This narrowed down the areas where cash and food could be targeted. 

2. In consultation with the CSOs as well as reviewing the Fewsnet reports, geographic targeting step 1: 
· Cash was distributed in areas that were identified that had functioning markets and decent local production.
· Food was distributed in areas with good access, roads, and lower insecurity, so trucks could deliver food.
· Some areas the markets were not stable, however road/vehicle access was impossible. The only option was cash or risk significant loss of life.  Cash was delivered in backpacks
· The total amount was 3-4 million USD/yr, 200-300USD per family of 6. Roughly 20,000 families per year.  

3. Geographic targeting step 2: 
· Food security monitoring (Fewsnet) allowed for geographic targeting at county level. A  county is 100,000 people (20,000 families). Of priority counties most in need it was decided  which would take cash or food according to the above.  It helped that counties were very different (agriculture, markets, roads, insecurity). 
· There was a rough division of the cash available, (e.g. half received food, half only cash). The cash was allocated to 5 counties, according to 'relative' need.  Not all areas received the same amount, e.g. some would get 500,000USD, others 100,000USD, others nothing. 
· After allocations at the county level, the same process would occur at county level for sub-county or payam level allocations (5-10 per county with roughly 5,000 families each), e.g. of the 500,000UD, 100-50,000USD would be allocated to a payam. 
· Within the payam the allocations were made again to each village. At this point, decision-makers started to divide equally as the difference between villages was not so great. Except where there were IDPs. These villages were recognised as being in greater need (host population plus IDPs). The I-NGO noted "incredibly, moving and good leadership - some villages giving up their slice of the pie" while "others just wanted the money."

4. Household level targeting - Step 3
· At village/household level, the CSO gave them the local administration the choice, either divide it to everyone, or decide who needs it most.  There were clear and consistent "suggestions" by the CSO that the cash would only be enough food to buy food from the  market to supplement whatever households had to survive 3-4 months (hungry season) so around 200USD per family (given market prices), e.g. 200kg cereal, providing only 63% of caloric needs for the family/time period.

"Our logic" that this money was not enough to survive on. This intervention is not going to allow you to survive. Only 3-4 month food gap. The others worse off will have go to the refugee camps. Some of the leaders did and some didn't get it. If you have more than a 4 month gap, you should go to the refugee camps. Where food was distributed, the empty lorries would take people to the camps. 

Vulnerability criteria was suggested based on discussions. However most agreed that livestock was a good indicator of wealth and giving cash to someone who has more than a goat is probably not a good idea (a goat could buy enough cereal for one month). On the whole people bought in to it and said we've 200 families here - we'll give it to 100 families most in need. However some villages said even with all of  your logic, we'd rather give half the cash to 200 families.  

5. Local accountability mechanisms to reduce corruption:
· Pre-printed coupons with the amount.  So we couldn't change that. So everyone knew that what was the amount being distributed.  
· The CSOs said we can only give the fixed package. So some villages were forced to choose the 100 families but we know that they then redistributed the funds. To redistribute, the discussion would have to be transparent. 
· Village leaders make the list. "Verification committee" were established that could not by the rules include village leaders, but had to be respected citizens.  The list had to be approved by the VC. Some VSs said the lists were fine. Some the lists were disputed for days. In the latter case, if the situation could not be resolved at the village level, the CSO would bring in the next admin level (formal leaders, traditional leaders) to facilitate. They were happy to do that. The CSO had to know the chain of command and who could be trusted.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  Sheik is answerable to a Mec, who is answerable to Umda, then to Nazir (traditional tribal leadership that runs parallel to civil authorities).] 

· VC was also the appeals and complaints committee. Some villages, post-distribution, the sheik would say everyone had to pay 10% or a certain amount back to him. Or the sheiks family was on the list. Or the CSO was thought to be messing. The VC could go either to the CSO or to the next layer up, e.g. civil authorities. 
· Distribution would happen. VC and other leaders had to be there. They had to thumb print or sign against their name. The CSO had to count out the money, and the VC had to count out the money. In one day, distribute only 500 people (normally 200 people a day).  Multiple CSO teams. People waiting days to get their funds in the village. 

6. Other observations
· Security not a big deal. Very open. Crime at that level was unusual because of the war - in 'rebel held' areas. Everyone was on the 'same side'.  But there were armed police (not soldiers) sometimes soldiers. Escort for show.  Large amounts of money (few millions in sacks) kept in old containers with three padlocks.
· CSOs embedded in the communities.  Two in the end (NRRDO and CODI).  Both organisations use youth volunteers. Big networks with good communication, etc. 
· The donor, I-NGO and CSOs developed close relationships with the highest level of authority (civil, military and traditional). Frank conversations that this was a big deal, required high level of trust, if one euro went missing, it could stop the entire operation. And shame and dishonor.  
· Various monitoring mechanisms (human rights monitors were informed, everyone was informed) very unlikely that any corruption could ever be hidden. 
· Key was to develop trust. The only way this could work was to get them to decide to do it problem. Get them to make the decision to honor the programme, to protect the programme. 
· Donors meet with top guys, even one or two came to Southern Warania. Letters from donors to top guys. Made a really big deal. "What have you done to make us trust that things won't go wrong".
· Other headaches including, changing money. Traders in Southern Warania were preferred (better rate) for money changers. No e
· lectricity, no phone, no telecommunications. Protracted rural conflict. No banks. 

