Livelihoods and Resilience Sector Working Group
Coordination Meeting – 16 June 2020 via Zoom

Agenda
1. Co-chair update (20 minutes)
0. Standards update
0. Updates from coordination forums (e.g. Inter-sector and Inter-agency)
0. Updates from other related sector WG
0. Other topics of coordination
1. Presentation and discussion: Results of FAO’s 2020 RIMA (30 minutes)
1. Presentation 
1. Q&A
1. Presentation and discussion: Refugee Response Plan 2020-2021 update (40 minutes)
2. Introduction and overview of the process
2. Priorities
2. Additions
2. Targets
1. Partner announcements (5 minutes)

1. 	Co-chair update
3. Standards update
UNHCR has officially started the process to revise the current RRP. Initially was covering 2019-2020, but the decision was made to also cover 2021. Our sector has to review and update the targets.
3. Updates from coordination forums (e.g. Inter-sector and Inter-agency)
3. Updates from other related sector WG
3. Other topics of coordination

2.	Presentation and discussion: Results of FAO’s 2020 RIMA
a) [bookmark: _Hlk43303370]Presentation
· See presentation 
b) Questions & Answers

· Was there any intervention along the survey period that would have contributed to the food consumption score in the refugee population during the data collection? And why does the host community remain the same?

The key are the assets: host communities from the beginning had very high resilience capacity comparing to the refugees. They also had more assets. From an accumulative perspective they started from an advantaged position.

· From the analysis and thinking about some of the assistance modalities you presented, were there any kind of key contributing factors on the host communities that helped to increase the RCI?

The analysis conducted on the assistance type was for the full sample, including both refugees and host communities together. The percentages in the assistance tables shown in the presentation are not disaggregated. However, we can include this in future analysis to understand the impact on each population for the different kind of assistance. 

· Thinking about the access to inputs and components of the resilience capacity, are there any specific assets that more notably seem to be contributing toward the resilience capacity of households?

The analysis considers all the different types of inputs at the same time, they are not disaggregated, this means they could be tools, seeds or livestock. But it is unsure whether we have enough statistical power to allow this disaggregation with the sample we have. This could be an interesting extension of the analysis in the future.

· Kiryandongo appears to have a low RCI as compared to other settlements, yet it’s one of the oldest settlements and it hasn’t received refugees in the last two years. Are there any possible explanations to this?

The report presents detailed indicators for each district. Eventually, we could look at all the different components of assets pillars, social safety nets in order to understand where the gaps are. But we also observed that districts that constantly receive refugees managed to increase their resilience. Kiryandongo has not received refugees, so assistance might have had ana effect on this. Another thing that has been observed is how the programmatic priorities have changed, and while we can’t give concrete explanations of explicit projects and how they contribute, we can at least see trends in the types and their impact on resilience. 

· On the tropical livestock unit, is it per household or per capita?

Per household. It harmonizes the different livestock types into one unique kind of animal at household level.

· Was there any analysis looking at multiple interventions? Specifically, was there any influence in a combination of training and inputs, or food and cash, etc.?

We know this has been a request in the past, but we don’t have enough statistical representativeness of households receiving a package of intervention to make this kind of analysis. The data we have now available does not allow to make this kind of analysis. But it is our intention to make another data collection in December 2020, and that will continue to build this evidence overtime monitoring the same HH, further developing the recommendations about what package of intervention might be more useful.

· In terms of assistance, food seems to contribute more than cash in enhancing the adaptive capacities. However, I thought cash would be a more flexible factor on increasing adaptive capacities of a household. Is there any explanation to that?

We have different pillars: the adaptive capacity pillar is composed of only a set of indicators, and the role of cash could be more important in a different pillar; when you observe a positive effect of one kind of assistance, for example of cash on resilience capacity, it doesn’t mean that it will have the same effect in all the resilience pillars. In the case of adaptive capacity, we didn’t find this, but this could be valid for others.

Note: Should there be any follow up questions, please send to co-chairs who will share them with Rebecca to provide feedback.

3.	Presentation and discussion: Refugee Response Plan 2020-2021 update (40 minutes)
a) Presentation
· See presentation 
· Introduction and overview of the process
· Priority outcomes have been extended, from six to eight, having added infrastructure and security. Previously existing points have also been more elaborated.
· Livelihoods name has been changed to “Livelihoods, with focus on market-based and longer-term approaches”. Is there anything missing?
· Modalities: how will labor-intense activities be implemented considering the COVID19 situation 
· Need to review and revise the sector needs 
· Need to review and revise sector response. Drafts will be shared asking for feedbacks
· Priorities
· Additions
· Targets

Outcome priorities modalities:

· Comment:  The three priorities of the NDP, agriculture, tourism and mining sectors, do not necessarily meet the needs of urban refugees, they have specific needs different from the settlements
· Response: Advocate that outcome area. Add specific aspects for the urban refugees, including market relevant skill development.

· Comment:  In terms of how we can reframe the current outline of livelihoods, why are we dropping the resilience approach? This encompasses both the market and long term. 
· Response: The word resilience will be brought back. 

· Comment:  We need to add a private-public partnership. 
· Response:  RRP is jointly launched with public sector, having a key ownership rule in the response plan.

· Question from co-chair: Do we see labor intensive public works as a priority modality? If so, are we confident that it can be adapted to ensure we will reduce the COVID-19 transmission?

· Comment: it is still relevant, it is an opportunity and the communities can benefit out of the cash for work activities. Also, there are guidelines to follow in order to reduce the covid19 risk.
· Comment from the co-chair: The Government has insisted on the maintenance of cash for work, and has been opposed to unconditional cash. The Government’s priorities and standards are to be considered.
· Response: We will continue to support labor intensive public works with high standards, as always, and nobody should be pursuing any activity that won’t be covid19 sensitive

Comment from co-chair: Training has been added as a priority modality. Based on the evidence from RIMA, trainings build more resilience overall, reducing dependency on services and building HH capacities. We see this positive effect on both resilience and food security from any kind of training. It has a lot of potential if brought from the beginning.

· Comment: what will be the link between our trainings and the Ugandan training institutes in terms of recognizing certifications?
· Response: As a sector we always encourage as much as possible to include in our standards recognized qualifications. 

Programmatic actions:
Amendments made on the results framework:

· Objective 2: Social protection assistance for vulnerable households unable to participate in formal livelihoods has been included.
· Objective 3: Support to businesses hiring refugees on refugee rights to employment and inclusion in NSSF has been included. 
· Joint targeting with protection sector, particularly aligning at the level of beneficiary selection, vulnerable populations, PSN, with livelihoods programming.
· COVID-19 considerations have to be made until the end of the RRP 2021.

· Comment: Under objective 3, could we also include interventions that address barriers to refugees starting and expanding their businesses around registration and the discrimination related to that?
· Response: This point is already in the results framework.

· Comment: The new proposed wording under O3 is not clear, what is the “support” word referring to? Any specific activity?
· Response: We have to leave an open enough wording to capture the work of all the many partners with much more specific activities and make sure they all fit.

Updated Targets:
No additional changes have been made to what was proposed in April.

Next meeting: Tuesday, 21 July 2020 (2:00 – 4:00pm) via Zoom
