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	MEETING


	Name
	Livelihoods  WG Coordination Meeting
	Meeting date
	9th of June

	Meeting location 
	UNDP
	Meeting time
	10:00

	Chair person
	Rania Hammoud/ UNDP 

	Meeting duration
	1 hr

	Minutes prepared by
	UNDP

	Participants
	[bookmark: _GoBack] ACF, IOM, SCI GVC, WFP, OXFAM, and UNDP 

	Agenda of the meeting
	· Discussion on CFW projects in Bekaa (the condition offered and the monitoring tools that are used 
· Working group priorities and next steps
· Finalize the TORs




Summary of Discussion Points


	
	1.
	· Discussion Cash for Work projects modalities in Bekaa.  
ACF pointed out that a few organizations are working in cash for work in similar areas: it would be good to share information so as to ensure that there is no harm/competition between the different projects.  
ACF proposes that organizations feel a spreadsheet to compare: Wage/Working hours/working days/payment method and date (upon completion of tasks vs. completion of days)/insurance/provision of water & food during work/equipment and clothing provided/type of activity realized.  
OXFAM does not foresee water and food in their budget but it came as a request from beneficiaries.  
ACF originally did not foresee this but a lessons learnt from last year was that this would be good to provide it.  
OXFAM pointed out that most refugees do not have access to drinkable water in the CfW location. OXFAM has two kinds of work – one is in the solid waste facility and the other ones in downtown, nearby from the where the beneficiaries live. The issue is to provide water while refugees do not have access to safe water in general.  
This should be solved at the assessment part – especially in urban areas beneficiaries tend to be scattered around town, in which case providing central access to water would be difficult.  
OXFAM suggested that partners also doing WASH activities to improve access to water in schools, in which case it could be seen  
ACF: another issue is beneficiaries’ selection: there are different tools and questionnaire to select beneficiaries – a recommendation would be to use the targeting questionnaire.  
There is no need for new tool, more for common tools that would allow comparison between partners and activities.  
OXFAM flagged the issue of the over-assessment of beneficiaries that receive multiple visits. In Ghazze especially this turned out to be an issue.  
Last year the verification questionnaire from WFP was used. Then it was revised at the end of the year. There are some small changes between targeting and verification.  
There could be a mechanism to double check the list of potential beneficiaries with targeting/multipurpose cash assistance.  
Save the Children is using the questionnaire for cash targeting. The recommendation was to target the most vulnerable with livelihoods activities – privilege the people that do not receive unconditional cash but are still very vulnerable.  
Lebanese beneficiaries – the Bekaa director of the NPTP was present at the inter-agency meeting and would be very willing to recommend beneficiaries. Organizations should contact MOSA coordinator who will then report to the NPTP.  
We should contact SDCs in villages but for the NPTP this should go through Beirut. ACF pointed out that SDC are key to reach out to vulnerable Lebanese.  
OXFAM has a problem to target the Lebanese beneficiaries – no matter how poor they are they do not want to work in the type of activities.  
This was discussed at the last meeting and flagged as a consistent, yet there is a need to try to improve involvement of Lebanese beneficiaires using the existing systems- UNDP field coordinators are compiling information on targeting and will discuss with MOSA how to make better use of NTPT and SDCs.  
Participants then debated if partners should just start using the database of NPTP or do we need to do a separate assessment?  
UNDP pointed out that a secondary assessment remain necessary since some of them might be unable/unwilling to work.  
MOSA has a questionnaire that OXFAM suggested we can use.  
Partners could do the same for NPTP as for identification of Syrian beneficiaries – receive information and then visit the Household.  
Partners could also use local contacts and institutions to also reach people that are not in the NPTP database.  
Partners need then to have access to the questionnaire that NPTP is using so that we can collect data from other HH.  
UNDP pointed out that even if we go through SDCs the municipality should be involved.  
Hussein from MOSA suggested to have a small workshop for half a day with the NPTP to explain better role of the MOSA, SDCs, NPTP in Bekaa.  
Monitoring of cash for work program – Save the Children only test the impact of cash through post-distribution monitoring (PDM) but are also trying to look at the impact of CfW on the community as a whole. ACF: would it be possible to share the PDM and FGD form? Save the Children: Will do.  


	
 2
	·  Working group priorities and next steps
Partners then discussed priorities for the next 6 months and agreed on continuing working  – harmonization/compatibility of tools and approaches such as Cash for Work and selection of beneficiaries.   
WFP update on the AlMarj fire – replacement of e-cards, distribution of food parcels. Arsal distribution: ACF resumed distribution of e-cards after a long suspension – around 1,000 e-cards distributed. Distribution site is rotating – the aim is to have an advancing of distribution by the beginning of Ramadan.  
The food security focal point is also coordinating food distribution during the Ramadan to coordinate activities – a spreadsheet has been circulated.  
GVC to start cash for work activities in Hermel with an agreement with the municipality. Around 150 beneficiaries over three months (50 per month). 
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