
GUIDANCE & VETTING CRITERIA FOR PROJECTS FOR THE HRP 2022
IMPORTANT REMINDERS

· The oPt 2022 Project upload is to be undertaken from 3 October through 15 October.

· Partners should ensure that they upload to the correct year and country portfolio (2022 oPt).

· Clusters to share the dates of their vetting meetings with OCHA (Alicia: moore23@un.org) by 27 September.

· Cluster project vetting to be undertaken from 17 October through 31 October. Clusters should organize their vetting panel meetings sufficiently in advance of the deadlines to allow for partners, whose projects are returned for amendments/additional information, to be revised and re-submitted for final review by 31 October, in order to enable their ability to appeal the decision on their project by 1 November.

· Clusters  to approve projects by 5 November.

· Clusters may organize their vetting process as they see fit (i.e. separate panels for Gaza Strip and West Bank, or one national-level joint panel).

· The vetting panel chair will record the vetting outcome for each project including the agreed feedback from the vetting committee in the excel sheet along with the final score.

· Vetting panels should be established by the Clusters in advance, and include, as a minimum: the Cluster Coordinator, an INGO, a local/national NGO, a UN agency and, the Cluster Protection and Gender Focal Points. A line-ministry representative may act as an advisor (non-voting member) to the vetting panel, to ensure consistency with policies and standards and promote synergies with national programmes where appropriate. OCHA focal points will support each Cluster vetting panel as active advisors. (Please contact OCHA if you need clarification on who is your focal point).

· [bookmark: _Hlk83131620]Vetting panels will review all projects against the criteria outlined below.  Unless a project is completely out of the scope of the HNO and HRP, all projects will be either fully approved or sent back for revision following the first round of review giving the implementing partner the opportunity to address the vetting panel’s feedback. Only after this first round of review the updated project proposal will be reviewed again by the vetting panel to determine whether it has addressed the panel’s concerns and thus if or not the project meets the criteria to be included in the HRP.

· For projects with activities that span more than one Cluster (for example, multi-sectoral projects), the following will be undertaken:

· Cluster Coordinators should inform implementing partners before the upload of projects period that, if they are submitting a multi-sectorial project, they need to identify the relevant Clusters  in advance of the project submission to facilitate the process.
· OCHA will extract all the multi-sectorial projects from the system and channel these to the relevant clusters at the conclusion of the project upload period.
· OCHA will chair an ICCG vetting meeting whereby the relevant cluster coordinators (National and at the Sub-National level) will review the multi-sectorial projects against the vetting criteria.
· The process in which the project is reviewed will follow the same approach as a regular project, i.e. following the first round of review no project shall be rejected.  At the second round of review the vetting panel shall determine whether a project has addressed all the panel’s concerns and meets the criteria t be included in the HRP.
· The outcome of the review of multi-sectorial projects will be fed back to the appealing agency through OCHA copying all relevant clusters.

For any technical support, please contact:
· (English and Arabic) Firas Qaimary, OCHA oPt, Email: qaimary@un.org  for West Bank projects
· [bookmark: _Hlk52465859](English and Arabic) Mohanad AL DIRAWI, OCHA oPt, Email: mohanad.aldirawi1@un.org  for Gaza projects
· Majed Abuqubu, OCHA oPt Jerusalem, 054-717-8950, Email: abukubi@un.org for back-up.
 







[bookmark: _Hlk52442792]KEY DATES 

27 September			Clusters to share dates of vetting panel meetings with OCHA.

29 September	Project Module clinic (9 am – 11 am) covering Protection mainstreaming & PSEA, GAM and CVA

30 September	Project Module clinic  (2 pm – 4pm) covering Protection mainstreaming & PSEA, GAM and CVA

3 October – 15 October	Project upload period by organizations. 

17 October – 31 October		Cluster vetting panels.

31 October 	Vetting panels must ensure that organizations receive a confirmation on the outcome of their project/s.

1 November			Deadline for an organization to submit appeal against the panel’s decision.

5 November 			Deadline for final approval of all projects by Clusters 

VETTING CRITERIA EXPLAINED

The following vetting criteria guidance accompanies the matrix provided for the vetting panels (the Excel spreadsheet).  At the end of the vetting process, the Cluster vetting panel will need to provide a summary of the outcome of the vetting process using the template provided at the end of the document.  The HC a.i. will have ultimate decision over any organisation wishing to appeal against the decision of the vetting panel.

Step 1: Review the new project’s overall relevance to the 2022 HRP and its strategic relevance to the Cluster
In order to be considered for inclusion in the HRP 2022, a project must meet the below criteria (i.e. answers must be YES). 

OVERALL 2022 HNO/HRP RELEVANCE

1. The project is responding to needs identified in the 2022 HNO.
Under the “Needs” section of the project sheet, the organization submitting the project is required to reference the narrative and data from the HNO 2022, as evidence of the needs and vulnerable people the project is targeting, to be included in the 2022 HRP. 

2. The project must contribute to one of the 2022 Strategic Objectives.
In selecting the Cluster pre-defined activities and indicators in the Projects Module, partners will be linking the project to the Cluster Objectives, which in turn should be linked to the 2022 Strategic Objectives. 

3. The project must be humanitarian in nature.
While the narrative of the HRP document will provide information on linkages and synergies with development, HRP projects must remain humanitarian, i.e. the primary goal of the project must be to save lives (and/or remedy, mitigate or avert an immediate and direct humanitarian risk faced by a community (e.g. displacement; food insecurity; waterborne disease; etc.) or population group (e.g. children, girls with disabilities, adolescent boys, women). Early recovery or development projects will thus not be accepted in the HRP 2022. 

4. The project’s geographical scope must be within the HRP parameters
The project’s geographical area of implementation (i.e where the project will be implemented) must be in the following areas: 
Project location is: 
· Gaza Strip, 
· West Bank (EJ, H2, Area C, with Areas A&B based on needs analysis/MSNA key findings) 

NEEDS BASED

5. The project must be based on identified humanitarian needs
Projects should be based on a relevant and recent needs assessment. Projects based on needs assessments, which are older than 12 months and/or for which the methodology is questionable, should not be considered, unless assessments are unavailable for a target group or for addressing needs that have been identified as priority in the HNO 2022. This should have been highlighted as an information gap by the relevant Cluster, to be addressed prior to the HNO 2022. Projects should target the vulnerable group(s) identified and prioritized in the HNO 2022, while not duplicating existing activities and/or targeting communities whose needs are already completely addressed by ongoing or recent programmes.

6. Project targets vulnerable group(s) identified in the HNO/MSNA
Projects should demonstrate their activities are targeting the vulnerable groups identified in the 2022 HNO informed by MSNA analysis.

STRATEGIC RELEVANCE TO CLUSTER

7. The project must contribute to the Cluster response plan through its activities/indicators 
Through a feature in the Project Module, partners will have to select in their project sheets the relevant activities and indicators provided by the Clusters in a pre-defined drop-down list. 
8. The partner must be an active Cluster/sector member
The appealing organization must be an active member of the oPt Cluster/sector coordination structures. A few markers of active Cluster/sector membership include: 
· The partner demonstrates an understanding of the duties and responsibilities associated with membership in a Cluster and commits to consistently engage in the Cluster’s collective work as well as the Cluster’s plan and activities.
· The partner attends Cluster meetings regularly. 
· The partner reports to the Cluster when required (including data for monitoring reports, 4Ws information), and reports its humanitarian funding information to the Financial Tracking Service (FTS).
· This year, 5Ws plus was emphasized by a separate colomn. Appealing organization should activily report their activities/projections in the 5W Plus. 


9. The project must demonstrate that it includes a sound M&E framework
Activities and indicators selected through the drop-down lists will be linked to the Cluster logframes for the HRP, to which partners are committed to report through their Cluster. In addition to the drop-down feature, partners have space in the narrative sections, as usual, to provide a description of their “activities” and “indicators”; this narrative should provide more evidence and details of the M&E framework for the project, including the role in this regard of other organisation(s) co-implementing the project, as well as mention of any relevant mechanism intended to facilitate the involvement of beneficiaries within the M&E process. 

Step 2: Reviewing programming quality of the project design, along the below areas.  
 Scores shaded in grey indicate that the project meets the targeted quality threshold, which equals a score of 31, or above, out of 44 points (70% or above). Scoring and comments should be recorded in the excel sheet provided. (Projects scoring below this threshold should be returned to organizations for improvement). 
10. The project must have taken the Gender and Age Marker code survey
Projects should include information on gender in their narrative on needs analysis, activities and indicators. Clusters have been provided with gender guidance documents, which partners should have consulted and followed. The guidance includes information on the Gender and Age Marker code, which partners will have self-assessed in their Project’s Module project sheet application. The Gender and Age Marker code is a self-improvement tool for the partners to understand and access the level of gender and age mainstreaming in their projects.. The score range is: 
· 8 points for Gender and Age Marker code 4(M) or 4(T); 
· 6 points for Gender and Age Marker code 3(M) or 3(T); 
· 4 points for Gender and Age Marker code 2(M) or 2(T); 
· 2 points for Gender and Age Marker code 1(M) or 1(T); 
· 0 points for Gender and Age Marker code 0;
· No scoring applicable for Gender and Age Marker code N/A. 

PROTECTION MAINSTREAMING and PSEA
Partners should demonstrate a commitment to mainstreaming protection in their programme delivery, and the project sheet should have evidence of protection mainstreaming, including in the narrative sections on needs analysis, activities, M&E, and indicators, as appropriate. Partners should address all four key elements of protection mainstreaming: Do no harm; Meaningful access; Participation; and Accountability to Affected Population.:

11. Participation / Community Engagement & Accountability to Affected Populations
Projects should also adhere to the principles of Do No Harm and Accountability to Affected Population. Evidence of Community Engagement (CE) should be considered as having an added value by vetting panels. (CE, often referred to as Communication with Communities (CwC), includes three components: participation, feedback and complaints, and providing information.  It is the process by which Accountability to Affected Populations (AAP) is achieved.) Community Engagement should be reflected in the project design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation phases of a project to the extent possible. Partners should provide evidence that community engagement and AAP tools take into account meaningful access to all groups. Partners will answer a number of questions through drop-down options to identify their level of Community Engagement. The score range is: 
· 8 points for full reflection of Community Engagement throughout the project narrative and in the drop-down answers to Participation/AAP questions; 
· 5 points for reflection of Community Engagement elements in most sections/answers; 
· 3 points for partial reflection of Community Engagement; 
· 0 points if no evidence of Community Engagement in the project sheet. 

Please refer to the following when vetting for protection mainstreaming: Protection Mainstreaming Tip Sheet and Disability Mainstreaming Checklist. For technical assistance in this connection you may reach out directly to  connie.pedersen@un.org and to the Disability Focal Point focal point respectively.

12. Do No Harm and Meaningful Access 
Partners should address the principle of Do No Harm, including an analysis of the protection context, identification and mitigation of risks to people’s safety and wellbeing that the project might inadvertently exacerbate. There should also be evidence that the project will ensure meaningful access to aid.  This includes considering all age, gender and disability groups and context-specific population groups in the needs assesments and project design; addressing access barriers faced by different population groups;   Partners will also answer two narrative questions to identify their level of Protection mainstreaming. The score range is: 
· 8 points for full protection mainstreaming throughout the project narrative and answers to the two Protection mainstreaming questions; 
· 5 points for mainstreaming in most sections/answers; 
· 3 points for partial reflection of mainstreaming; 
· 0 points if no protection mainstreaming in the project sheet. 

13. Prevention of Sexual Exploitation and Abuse (PSEA) 
According to IASC committements, all projects must consider assurances to prevent misconduct from humanitarian workers towards beneficiaries. Projects must address mandatory activites for PSEA as reflected below:
· (MANDATORY) Project has adopted a safe complaint channel(s) for beneficiaries based on consultations with the beneficiaries and accessible to different groups (Number of beneficiaries and percentage against your target group). 
· (MANDATORY) Project has built in activities involving development and dissemination of PSEA awareness raising material including information on rights and safe complaint channels available to beneficiaries and that awareness raising targets all project sites. (Number of beneficiaries and percentage against your target group).  
· (MANDATORY) Project has built-in clear process for receipt and referral of complaints of PSEA, in accordance with the oPt PSEA SOPs on Inter Agency Referrals.
Addtionaly, projects that will include PSEA optinal activities should be considered having an added value by vetting panels:
· Project staff are required to attend a minimum of one PSEA training.
· Project-related contracts include standard clause on PSEA in accordance with IASC principles and guidance.
· Project staff will directly or indirectly engage in the HCT oPt PSEA Network.
· Project will carry out other PSEA-related activities.
Partners will answer a question through drop-down options in the projects’ module to identify their level of intergration of PSEA activities into their projects, noting that failure to commit to the mandatory activities will be grounds for rejection[footnoteRef:1]. For technical assistance in this connection you may reach out directly to magosti@unicef.org.  [1:  Note that mandatory activities are aligned to the reporting olibations on PSEA as reflected in the Strategic Objective 3 and cluster frameworks. Mandatory reporting on PSEA indicators is subject to consider a project proposal. These are:
Number and Percentage of children and adults who have access to a reporting mechanism that can handle SEA complaints
Percentage of the affected population (disaggregated by sex and age) reached through consultation in the establishment of community-based complaint mechanisms (CBCMs), awareness activities and community mobilisation interventions on PSEA including how to report SEA-related complaints (disaggregated by type of PSEA communication materials developed for each population group identified).
Percentage of sites reached with communications materials on PSEA, how to report on SEA and how to access victim/survivor-centred assistance (disaggregated by type of PSEA communication] 

The score range for the question is the following: 
· 8 points for full reflection of PSEA throughout the project narrative and in the drop-down answers to PSEA; 
· 5 points for reflection of PSEA elements in most sections/answers and committing to mandatory activities; 
· 3 points for only selecting PSEA mandatory activities; 
· Project exclusion if mandatory activities are not selected 
14. Partnerships with local NGOs
Wherever possible, projects shall include partnerships with local NGOs and other national partners, such as CBOs, as implementing partners. Projects submitted directly by local NGOs will receive the highest score in this field. The score range is: 
· 8 points if project is submitted by a local NGO;
· 5 points if there is evidence of a full partnership with a local NGO (each of the partners provide substantial inputs/implementation);
· 3 points if the partnership is partial (e.g. the local NGO will receive a small grant for implementation of one activity);
· 0 points if there is no partnership.

15. Budget and timeframe
The project sheet should include a sound budget. Guidance on budgets was provided in the HRP/Project Module guidance document to partners. Administrative (indirect/overhead) costs should maximum be 11% of the overall total budget. Positive consideration is given to projects that have a lower administrative cost. Multi-year projects will not be considered this year and the projects should demonstrate that they can realistically be implemented within a 12-month timeframe, and if not - be returned for partner revision. For each per cent below 11% of administrative costs, the project will receive a point:
· 4 points if 7% overhead
· 3 points if 8% overhead
· 2 points if 9% overhead
· 1 point if 10% overhead
· 0 points if 11% overhead  
· Project excluded if overhead is 12% or higher

Following the scoring on the ‘common’ criteria above (where a maximum of 44 points can be earned), the vetting panel will review against ‘Cluster-specific’ criteria (for a maximum of 60 points). 

Step 3: Cluster-specific criteria
· Clusters need to identify  2-6 Cluster-specific criteria for the project vetting, in advance of the vetting panel, based on their Cluster response plan. 
· The criteria should be weighted between 10-30 points each, for a maximum be 60 points, out of the total 104 points. 
· In order to be considered for inclusion in the HRP 2022, a project must score 35 or above out of 60 points (60% or above). Scoring and comments should be recorded in the excel sheet provided. (Projects scoring below should be returned to organizations for reassessment). 

Cluster criteria 1


Cluster criteria 2


Cluster criteria XX, as needed

PROJECT: ACCEPTED,  RETURNED TO PARTNER FOR IMPROVEMENT, REJECTED or APPEALED
Vetting panels will review all projects against the criteria outlined below.  Unless a project is completely out of the scope of the HNO and HRP, all projects will be either fully approved or sent back for revision following the first round of review giving the partner the opportunity to address the vetting panel’s feedback. Only after this first round of review the updated project proposal will be reviewed again by the vetting panel to determine whether it has addressed the panel’s concerns and thus if or not the project meets the criteria to be included in the HRP.

Clusters must then determine the vetting outcome following the second of review (accepted, rejected or returned for partner improvement). The following provides guidance:









[bookmark: _Hlk52371112]
ACCEPTED: A project is accepted and no more changes are needed from the partner to their project, if the project has: 
1. Fulfilled the requirements in the 1st stage of the review; 
2. Met the threshold for quality for “Common” criteria in the 2nd stage of the project review (i.e. received scores that were shaded in grey); and 
3. Scored at least 60% on the “Cluster” criteria in the 3rd stage of the review.

RETURNED TO PARTNER FOR IMPROVEMENT: A  project will be returned to the partner for improvement so that partner may have the opportunity to address concerns raised by the panel on questions following first round of review.  

The Cluster panel must set a clear deadline for partners to undertake these revisions and/or address concerns raised by the panel, in order for the partner to re-submit the project in good time to allow the panel to review it a final time. The panel should note that the deadline for an organization to appeal against the panel’s decision is COB 1 November and, therefore, the panel will need to ensure the organization receives a confirmation on the outcome of their project/s by COB 31 October.

The project will be accepted if the panel deems it has addressed all the concerns and made the necessary revisions. Should the partner unsuccessfully address the feedback provided by the panel the project will be rejected.

REJECTED: The project is outright rejected following the second round of review if the project has not addressed the panel’s concerns raised during the 1st round of vetting and therefore does not meet the criteria to be included in the HRP.  

N.B.: In rare circustances will a project be completely out of the scope of the HNO and HRP and therefore can be deemed to be outright rejected. However, in this circumstance OCHA should be notified immediately following the 1st round of review before this feedback is shared with the implementing partner.

APPEALS PROCESS (for rejected projects)

Appeals against vetting panel decisions should be conveyed to OCHA oPt by COB, Monday 01 November, for onward communication to the HC a.i. Appeals received after this date will not be considered.

In their email to OCHA, the organization should outline its justification for appealing against the panel’s decision, noting the panel’s feedback and its rebuttal.  Appeals will be reviewed by the HC a.i., who holds final decision-making authority; consultation with OCHA, Cluster Coordinators, and Cluster Lead Agencies, will be carried out, as needed. 

Send appeals by email to Alicia:  moore23@un.org.


Please send appeals by email to moore23@un.org and anastasia.gorbatova@un.org.
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