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1. The MERF regional model provides useful insights into the added value of regional and 

context- or thematic-specific teams  

RECOMMENDATION 1 

Document lessons learned through an internal consultation process with the MERF team, as part of 

wider planning processes for decentralised fund management and hub set up. The internal 

consultation process should include a focus on, at minimum: 

1. The levels of investment that were made by the MERF team to raise awareness and 

promote understanding of the MERF as an available funding source amongst members  

2. The time and resources required internally to adapt processes, templates and procedures 

to MERF requirements  

3. The capacity required to meet inward/outward facing language requirements as performed 

by the MERF hub  

4. The broader roles regional presence can play – in certain contexts – in external 

coordination structures.  

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The MERF has allowed the Start Network to test different approaches to managing a regional and 

crisis-specific contingency fund, including adaptations to the alert cycle process and a 

reconfiguration of the team to ensure regional presence and contextual understanding. This was 

informed by learning from MERF 1 and Heloise Ruaudel’s research piece ‘The Migration 

Emergency Response Fund and Mixed Migration Flows Along the Mediterranean’. The MERF team 

will capture this learning to ensure that it informs future Start Funds approaches and hub 

development, particularly around Start Network’s ambitions for decentralisation and growth, while 

recognising that that application of learning in other geographical contexts should avoid a copy and 

paste approach as they may be quite context-specific. 

We would note that the working of “MERF hub” in the recommendation is a bit confusing as it is not 

considered a hub per Start Network’s definition. Rather the above should be reframed as “MERF 

decentralised team”. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- MERF team to develop a lessons learned document recording its experience raising 

awareness on the MERF, adapting the mechanism, and setting up a regional presence to 

support Funds growth and hub development strategies.  

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

High Agree MERF team Q3-4 2020 

 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

Consider keeping all funding instruments more clearly under the Start Fund brand / identity to avoid 

having to re-familiarise or re-publicise them amongst members, particularly if they are decentralised 

to country or regional levels. This will likely still require additional engagement amongst non-UK / 

non-traditional members, and possibly even with existing UK-based members given the extent to 

which member participation in Start processes to date tends to sit with members’ HQ staff rather 

than at region or country. 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

In future, the Start Financing Facility (SFF) will represent the “family of funds” that the Start Fund is 

a part of. Furthermore, the SFF will take an impact before instruments approach, focusing on the 

humanitarian impact rather than the instrument selected for delivery of the impact. This would allow 

for more flexibility than is possible under any ‘one’ funding instrument such as the Start Fund.  

However, part of this recommendation is accepted following recent experience with Start Fund 

COVID-19, and the ease with which members were able to adapt to a new financing mechanism 

that used many Start Fund processes and systems. It would be beneficial for instruments to have a 

shared set of principles and a framework within which they all operate. Special attention will have to 

be made so that this approach does not confuse the Start Fund brand and our members’ 

understanding of the Start Fund.  

KEY ACTIONS 

- The Start Financing Facility (SFF), Start Funds, and hubs will take this recommendation 

around shared principles, framework of funding instruments, and branding/identity into 

account during their discussions and design.  

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Low Partially agree Start Programmes 

leadership team 

Ongoing 

 

RECOMMENDATION 3 

In planning for regional or country-based mechanisms, Start Network should actively plan for 

additional capacity and resources for Start Network structures (regional / country) to be able to 

participate in and even initiate INGO / member coordination where humanitarian coordination 

structures are not already present. This capacity should include linguistic capacity.  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Partially agree with this point. Typically, the Start Network relies on part-time or full-time advisors 

(MERF regional coordinator, Start Fund regional advisors, FOREWARN coordinators, 

Communications advisors, etc.) embedded within member agencies in key countries to lead on 

country or regional level coordination. As such, these advisors have a good understanding of the 

humanitarian structures in place and often speak local languages, though a working knowledge of 

English is still necessary to interact with most of the Start team.  

Pilot hub countries were selected to ensure a diversity of humanitarian contexts and actors. Each 

hub will develop a model that is appropriate to its own context, needs, and theory of change, which 

could include innovation labs, a bespoke fund, and/or a humanitarian forum. 

One of the pillars of the network vision is the creation of national and regional hubs. A hub is a 

collective of humanitarian organisations that collaborates on programmes, policy and decision 

making. In the future, Start Network national and regional hubs would oversee their own 

membership, programming, funding and decision making, whilst being connected in a global 

network and serviced by the Start Platform.  

To prove the concept of hubs, and answer fundamental design questions for this network model, 

Start Network launched an 18-month ‘Hubs proof of Concept phase’ in March 2020.  A portfolio of 
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five ‘founding hubs’ were selected so that the network would be able to learn about the future 

network model across a variety of contexts, operating models and constituencies.  

The five hubs have articulated their Theories of Change based on the vision of their collaborations 

which meet the minimum expectations of alignment between the hubs and Start Network during the 

proof of concept phase. It was agreed that every hub would not just be a forum or vehicle for 

delivering programmes but would be a collaboration that would work on its governance, 

membership, infrastructure and will test / design a financing and/or on innovation solution(s) as a 

hub. It is also envisioned that there will be a partnership agreement in place that governs some 

shared principles and ways of working. 

 

Start Network has also created resources in the form of funding (incubation funds) and support 

(tools, external expertise etc.) to incubate the five founding hubs and to better understand what 

initial investments are required should the model and strategy scale in the future. Incubation funds 

are still in the initial stage, so this recommendation is particularly pertinent.  

 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Relevant members from the Start Funds, Anticipation and Risk Financing, Hubs solution 

group, and the Membership Engagement Advisor to meet to discuss the various regional 

advisor models that have been implemented and give more thought to how we work with 

team members based outside of the UK. This can feed into the hub development work. 

- Building on recommendation 6, on top on planning for additional capacity and resources, 

any new regional or country structure supported by the Start Network will first build on an 

in-depth contextual analysis and knowledge. 

- As per recommendation 1, the MERF team will develop an internal learning piece, which 

feed into hubs development. These can build on the resources and tools already developed 

or in development by the Start Network. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Medium Partially agree This is a cross-cutting 

area of work, however 

discussions could be 

initiated by the Hubs 

solutions group 

Q3-4 2020 

 

RECOMMENDATION 4 

Linked to the above, data gathering, alerts and CICAs could provide content on which to build 

effective collective advocacy. The potential for this should be taken into account when planning for 

Start Network regional or country capacity.   

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Collaborative Information Collection and Analysis (CICA) grants and other Start-led learning and 

analysis grants (such as the Start Fund analysis for action grants and learning grants) do not 

necessarily need to lead to alerts, but can be used for further fundraising or to inform policies. 

However, in these cases, the Start team typically relies on its members to lead on such initiatives.  

The Start Network is developing a ‘call for support’ option to communicate unmet needs to donors 

when alerts are not activated. The objective is primarily to raise awareness of a crisis and fundraise, 
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not necessarily advocacy. Though this was initially meant to focus on Start Fund alerts, the scope 

could be expanded to ensure that it is used to data gathered through various Start Funds.  

However, to date, Start has played a limited role in terms of advocacy (both at the global and 

country levels), though advocacy capacity in London is increasing. Initiating member coordination 

has depended on the needs and context in each region as well as Start’s advisor’s capacity and 

hub development. Where relevant, the Start team will explore how alerts and other data gathered 

through the CICA and other sources can be used for collective advocacy, though this would have to 

be better defined by the Start Network and its members, particularly since Start Network advocacy 

will be global in scope. 

Advocacy around migration has been more challenging for the Start Network given the fact that this 

is a much more distinct thematic and not all Start Network members implement mixed migration 

responses. This will likely continue to be the case. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Start team to continue to develop its “call for support” initiative, drawing on information 

from alert notes, to be piloted by the Start Fund initially, though could be expanded to other 

Funds. 

- Start team to reflect on its various learning and analysis grants and consider a more 

harmonised approach for implementing these and using the findings.  

- Start Network’s advocacy strategy is currently under development. The Start Funds team 

will highlight the various analysis and learning grants as potential sources of information for 

advocacy when relevant.  

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Medium Partially agree Start Funds team Q4 2020 – Q1 2021 

 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

The Start Network should explore how, going forward, local partners can be explicitly invited into in 

the alert and allocation process both as part of Start Network’s commitments to localisation and in 

support of informed analysis and decision making. 

  

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Local and national partners have successfully been integrated into the alert and allocation process 

in Start Fund Bangladesh. At the global level, though localisation has been a key cornerstone of the 

Start Network, it has only significantly picked up steam in the past year. The operational plan is to 

be developed once the hubs and SFF design, tiered due diligence pilot, and Start Fund decision 

making review are finalised in 2020-2021. 

       

Although they are full Start Network members rather than local partners, new local members who 

have recently joined in Pakistan, India and DRC are currently being involved in all stages of the 

decision-making Start Fund alert cycle. They are also able to directly access funding through Start 

Network’s Tier 2 sub pot pilot. As the network grows and decentralises through its hubs, more 

national and local NGOs will be involved in the alert cycle either for the Start Fund or for other Start 

Network initiatives. 

 

KEY ACTIONS 
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- Learning from the hubs proof of concept phase, SFF design, and Start Fund decision making 

review will be used to further explore this area of work. 

- Ongoing monitoring of the tiered due diligence pilot by Start Network’s Evidence team to ensure 

that local and national partners feel empowered and included in the Start Network. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

High Partially Agree Start Programmes 

team (cross-cutting 

initiative) 

Ongoing 

 

2. Decisions on financing mechanisms are not systematically embedded in relevant 

contextual analysis  

 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

New dedicated funds targeting specific regions or themes must be developed solely in response to 

identified needs. Any decision to target or earmark funding for migration should be based on a clear 

Theory of Change underpinned by assumptions based on evidence and the experience of 

members to ensure parameters and decision-making criteria are adapted to the context.  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Partially agree as this is already the approach used by the Start Funds and the MERF. The Start 

Network has traditionally relied on inputs from members to guide an understanding of the context 

and identify needs. For example, the MERF conducted a member survey with both strategic and 

country-specific questions to inform the design and appropriateness of MERF 2 and their overall 

support in the initiative. A similar participatory approach was used in the development of Start Fund 

COVID-19. 

However, it is well noted that more contextual analysis conducted internally is required in addition 

to member steer to guide the design of a new financing mechanism. For example, the MERF theory 

of change focused more on the fact the migration programming is slow to adjust to new trends and 

that the context is highly complex and constantly changing. A longer design period could have 

ensured a more thorough review of these assumptions in the targeted regions of the MERF. 

Finally, it is worth noting that contexts evolve over time and need identified during the design phase 

of a programme may no longer be relevant. This may be particularly the case for thematic or crisis-

specific funds. Context analysis made at the design phase needs to be continued throughout the 

programme and remain adaptable. This is particularly (though not exclusively) true for mixed 

migration. Indeed, the topic of migration, and human mobility more generally, is quite dynamic and 

varied. It includes people with a diverse range of experiences and diverse statuses (refugees, IDPs, 

forced versus voluntary migration, etc.). Security and humanitarian contexts, legal frameworks, and 

vulnerable groups can change over time.  

Each hub has a theory of change and each proposed fund will be based on what they want to 

achieve and how. Less focus on earmarking funds. There is likely to be an inherent tension when 

accepting funds from donors, particularly from those who may want to earmark funds.  

Looking at the wider SFF strategy, a key feature is national, first-mile preparedness and planning. 
That would ensure localised understanding of risk (local NGO-led) and pre-identified plans in 
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place, in line with the recommendation. Start Network, through the SFF, will build principles and 

parameters for accepting donor funding. This will also be done at the hub level. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- New funds and initiatives must continue to be driven by Start Network member 

prioritisation of needs, which will increasingly be defined locally with the support of Start.  

- Beyond thinking solely of the possible “niche” of the various financing mechanisms 

proposed, clear theories of change should be developed that take into account the context 

of the crisis, when these financing mechanisms be crisis or hazard specific. As per the SFF 

design work, the Start Network will continue to look at impact before instruments. 

- Hubs will be designing their financing programmes which will be embedded in their 

contexts. The hubs are being intentional in their design processes of the programmes to 

ensure that they are moving towards the outcome of ‘Connected to the Frontline’ which 

stipulates that affected communities directly influence response, and hubs are accountable 

to them for results. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

High Partially agree Start Network 

leadership, including 

the hubs  

Ongoing 

 

RECOMMENDATION 7 

Meaningfully engagement and financial support for local partners, particularly in the absence of 

international humanitarian capacity, should be prioritised as it is crucial to ensuring programming is 

effective and relevant to needs, particularly in contexts where international humanitarian capacity is 

limited.  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

As mentioned in Recommendation 5, this recommendation will be taken forward through hubs 

proof of concept, SFF design, tiered due diligence pilot, and Start Fund decision making review. 

However, we disagree with the wording of the recommendation which focuses on “international 

humanitarian capacity” as this overlooks the existing local and national capacity that should be 

supported and included in every context. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Finalisation of the hubs proof of concept phase, SFF design, and Start Fund decision making 

review in 2020-2021. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

High Agree Start Network (cross-

cutting initiative) 

Ongoing 
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RECOMMENDATION 8 

Start Network should aim to source and pool donor money that can be available for migration-

related emergencies in non-DAC listed countries (i.e. Europe) as well as other regions, because of 

the particular nature of migration-related emergencies and where they occur. 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

As part of the wider Start Financing Facility strategy, in the future there could be a geographic or 

hazard specific pooled fund developed under the facility for Europe, for example. However, this will 

depend on how highly these needs are prioritised by Start Network members. There may be a UK 

or other European hubs at some point, though it has not been fleshed out in terms of the 

implications of funding for humanitarian responses either internationally or within their own 

countries. However, it is well noted that members in the MERF research piece have highlighted key 

needs in non-DAC listed countries that are currently being unmet. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Start Fund to review why non-DAC listed countries are not eligible in the current Handbook 

and if there are gaps, though the underlying rationale will continue to be to prioritise 

countries where power and resources are more constrained. Based on these findings, the 

Start Fund team can consider whether to bring this issue to the Start Fund Committee. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Medium Partially agree Start Fund Programme 

Manager 

Q4 2020 

 

RECOMMENDATION 9 

Maintaining independence of action while leveraging funding opportunities and exploring funding 

flows is critical, particularly when themes or regions are perceived to be highly politicised and 

instrumentalised. Any decision to accept funding should be based on existing Start Network 

strategic priorities and ethical review and fit within Start Network’s broader humanitarian principles 

– including independence - as an NGO network.  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

See response to Recommendation 6 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Start Network,  will build principles and parameters for accepting donor funding to ensure 

that core Start Network values and direction of travel are not compromised in consultation 

with members. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 



9 

 

High Agree Start Network Strategy 

group (including 

Resource Mobilisation 

team) 

Ongoing 

 

 

3. Mixed migration is expected to continue to require flexible humanitarian response 

capacity globally 

 

RECOMMENDATION 10 

Start Network should draw on its internal learning and expertise gathered through ERR, MERF 1 

and MERF 2 to inform continued engagement in the issues of mixed migration globally with the full 

expectation that new migration-related emergencies will arise and possibly increase in the future. 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Without a dedicated MERF team after the end of the grant, migration expertise within the Start 

Network team will be limited. Building on recommendation 1, the MERF team will focus on 

consolidating its learning and communicating impact in the final months of the programme. Start 

will also continue to draw on the expertise of its members when looking to engage on mixed 

migration discussions and responses either in country or globally. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- MERF team to develop a lessons learned document recording its experience raising 

awareness on the MERF, adapting the mechanism, and setting up a regional presence.  

- MERF team to communicate on achievements of the MERF and previous migration 

responses during MERF impact month in August 2020. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Medium Partially agree MERF team Q3-4 2020 

 

RECOMMENDATION 11 

Where possible, geographical limitations for programmes should be avoided but if unavoidable 

Start Network should seek to offer geographical options that favour a routes-based approach (in the 

case of migration) and logic to geographical criteria. 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

This recommendation is well noted and will feed into future Funds, SFF and hubs discussions. With 

the changing realities of the humanitarian global context and the evolving humanitarian financing 

landscape, particularly in light of COVID-19, realistically some country prioritisation or earmarking 
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may be required, either for a specific geography or risk type. Hubs will also be country or regionally 

focused.  

With regards to the SFF, the ideal scenario is that donors would fund the SFF as a whole 

(unrestricted), allowing Start Network to make the decisions on how that funding is allocated across 

different contexts, risks and pre-positioned plans – with a focus on humanitarian impact. However, 

recognising that this is not possible for all donors, donors may also be given the option to fund a 

specific geographic or thematic ‘package’ of results, but parameters for this will have to be 

developed and agreed on. The ‘delegated authority’ currently awarded by donors to Start Network 

under the Start Fund will need to be maintained. 

 

KEY ACTIONS 

- The Start Network will continue to look at impact before instruments, so there may be 

instances where geographic focus may make sense. However, flexibility will have to be a 

key consideration to ensure that any Start Network initiative can adapt to a changing 

context and the Start Network will continue to advocate in this regard. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

High Partially agree Head of Crisis 

Anticipation and Risk 

Financing and Head of 

Funds 

Ongoing 

 

RECOMMENDATION 12 

Start Network should consider operating CICAs under its own direct management with/or without 

membership alerts, or through a bilateral agreement with a small number of pre-identified member 

agencies with rapid research deployment capacity (REACH, ACAPS, etc).  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

As mentioned above, the Start Network currently offers a range of different analysis and learning 

grants to its members (CICAs for the MERF, the analysis for action grants linked with anticipatory 

funding through the Start Fund, and the Start Fund learning grants). Each has a slightly different 

objective, budget amount, and request process. The experience of the MERF team has been that 

CICAs have been relatively low cost, easy to process, quite valuable to members and the 

humanitarian community more generally. In general, this recommendation has been well received 

by Start Network members and the Start team. 

Given the fact that funding decisions are meant to be member-led, the Start team will have to get 

approval from the relevant Committees before implementing this approach. 

 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Start team to reflect on its various learning and analysis grants and their purpose in order 

to consider a more harmonised approach for implementing these and using the findings. 

- The MERF and Anticipation and Risk Financing team to explore how analyses could be 

commissioned directly by the team through bilateral agreements with third parties with 
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relevant technical expertise. This could include the creation of criteria around the purpose 

and benefits of these ‘direct’ CICAs or other similar analysis grants. If considered feasible, 

this should be presented to the Start Fund Committee for approval. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Low Partially agree Start Funds and 

Anticipation and Risk 

Financing teams 

Q4 2020 

 

RECOMMENDATION 13 

Explore how recommendations made in other evaluations can be applied to simplify low value 

allocation processes (e.g. through a ‘no objections’ allocation process)  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Historically, there has been some hesitation from members on the automation of decision-making, 

who do not want to lose the spirit of Start Funds where members collectively assess the alerts and 

make decisions. At the same time, as the Start funds scales up, balancing the call on member and 

Start team’s time is an important aspect to consider. Therefore, the Start team would be open to 

considering and piloting ways to simplify decision making. 

The Start Fund decision making review may offer the opportunity to pilot simplified allocation 

decisions in certain circumstances (anticipatory or rapid response). A no objections allocation 

approach may strike an acceptable middle ground. 

 

KEY ACTIONS 

- A Start Fund decision making review started in the first quarter of 2020. It will consider the 

existing decision-making modalities and make recommendations. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Low Agree Start Funds team Q4 2020-Q1 2021 

 

 

4. Which ‘niche’ should Start Network favour regarding migration and Start Network’s 

engagement with the “nexus” questions concerning what constitutes an emergency 

response in an ambivalent context 

 

RECOMMENDATION 14 

Start Network should explore how any future earmarked funding for migration response could focus 

on the second niche only: underserved and chronic crises. This includes a dedicated instrument or 
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at regional levels as part of decentralised ‘packages’. Any emergency response to migration under 

the first niche (complementing existing humanitarian responses) would then remain under the Start 

Fund. In so doing, Start Fund should explore how to effectively mainstream relevant learning from 

MERF’s experiences into Start Fund migration responses more broadly.  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Agree that it could feasible for the “first niche” alerts to go to the Start Fund, though some work will 

have to be undertaken to effectively mainstream any learning from the MERF in their processes and 

to better understand needs in non-DAC listed countries (as per recommendation 8).  

However, it is unlikely that the Start Network would look to establish mechanisms for the “second 

niche”, i.e. responding to chronic and underserved crises (unless there are spikes). Though there 

are instances where Start may fund underserved or chronic crises as part of its anticipation or 

localisation work (as was seen during the previous el Nino and currently with the COVID-19 

pandemic), longer term responses typically remain out of the scope of the Start Funds. As outlined 

in the SFF board paper (December 2019), as the facility needs to retain a niche, some areas will not 

be covered, including:  

- Channelling funding to large crises after the event has already happened (the default ex-

post model of response, and a crowded market which CERF and others dominate) 

- Multi-year funding for chronic ongoing crises and longer large-scale recovery programmes 

(currently considered beyond the scope of Start Network) 

- Microfinance projects that aim to improve the financial resilience of individuals in advance 

of crises rather than the humanitarian system as a whole (this is currently being done by 

our membership) 

The above is also supported by the lack of alerts and activations for 4-6 months alerts in the MERF. 

Potentially some hubs in the future might chose to enter this sphere or niche, but at the moment it 

is not a priority.  

KEY ACTIONS 

The “second niche” is not currently Start Network’s area of work (unless there are spikes in chronic 

crises or in anticipation), though we are conscious that there are gaps. The Start team will continue 

to monitor this as we are aware of these tensions. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Low  Disagree (though may 

be revised in the 

future) 

Head of Start Funds, 

Head of Anticipation & 

Risk Financing 

Ongoing 

 

RECOMMENDATION 15 

Decision-making on alerts and allocations in chronic, underserved or under the radar contexts such 

as in chronic mixed migration settings must be heavily contextualized with appropriate and 

specialized representation on allocation committees. Start Network should consider whether local 

partners can participate throughout the alert process – and how to address obstacles to this –with a 

view to supporting relevant contextual analysis to inform decision-making.  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
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This is part of an ongoing discussion within the Start Network in terms of balancing local and global 

expertise. Particularly in under-the-radar and underserved contexts, it has been noted that 

triangulating information from third party information providers such as ACAPS can be limiting. For 

crisis or hazard specific funds (such as MERF, Start Fund COVID-19, etc.), it has been noted that 

relevant technical knowledge provides much more nuanced decision-making.  

FOREWARN may prove a useful model for bringing external technical expertise into decision-

making, though this currently focuses on crisis anticipation. More actionable suggestions may be 

provided in the Start Fund decision making review and the continued diversification of the Start 

Network membership will also ensure better contextual understanding. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- A Start Fund decision making review started in the first quarter of 2020. It will consider the 

existing decision-making modalities and make recommendations. The hubs model will likely 

also address some of these considerations as well. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Medium Partially agree Head of Funds 2021 

 

RECOMMENDATION 16 

Start Network should move forward with recommendations from the 2019 Study on ‘Under the 

Radar crises’, particularly with regard to (1) the creation of internal criteria, definition and 

categorisation of such crises, and (2) the internal prioritisation and balance between niches, taking 

into account learning from MERF to ensure such categorisation includes mixed migration contexts  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Internal criteria and definitions were created for these categories. We introduced the idea of 

prioritisation to the Start Fund Strategic Committee and they were not in favour of this.  

KEY ACTIONS 

Do not agree. The Start Fund Strategic Committee and they were not in favour of this. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

N/A Disagree N/A N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 17 

Review whether protection needs are something Start Members want to be able to support in future 

at risk of compromising Start Fund’s structure (45-day window). Similarly, explore whether the 

Crisis Anticipation window could be used to better engage with protection issues through a 

‘prevention’ approach: not prevention of migration, but prevention of choices of negative coping 

mechanism of which dangerous/illegal migration. 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

Some protection interventions may require longer term responses and support, though some 

protection interventions may be very suitable in rapid-onset contexts. Members have agreed to pilot 

under the Start Fund a 60-days window that could be used in some circumstances where it is 

deemed more appropriate by the members. The Start Funds and Committee are working to define 

what situations it would be used, which could include protection needs.  

An extension of the Start Fund timeframe beyond this would require additional analysis as it has 

been designed to be complementary to other funding mechanisms. The team are open to a review 

which would need to cover this analysis as well as potential implications on the funding available in 

the Start Fund pot. Similar discussions are ongoing with regards to Start Fund COVID-19 where 

protection is also a highlighted need, which the MERF team are feeding into.  

Many Start Network members have protection expertise and it would be important to consult with 

them on the question of protection and the role of relatively short-term, anticipation and rapid-

responses. It will also be important to build on the many resources already available. For example, 

in light of the COVID-19 pandemic, a number of tools and guidelines have already been developed 

to support humanitarian practitioners in addressing protection needs in emergency (including 

pandemic) contexts, including the Rapid Gender Analysis, IASC GBV guidelines, IASC GBV within 

COVID-19 response, ICRC inclusive programming in COVID-19 response, GPC Practical Guidance 

for Frontline Services and Workers, and many others. With regards to mixed migration, the Danish 

Refugee Council have published their evaluation report on adapting traditional protection 

programming to the mixed migration context which could also be relevant. 

However, we reject the wording that negative coping mechanisms are 'choices' and should be 

reframed in the recommendation. 

KEY ACTIONS 

- Start Funds team to take stock of what protection guidance is already available and 

organise a consultation with Start Network members with protection expertise on the 

potential role Start funds could play in protection responses (anticipatory or rapid 

response). A short guidance note could be developed following this consultation. These 

findings can then feed into the 60-day pilot design.  

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Medium Agree Start Fund Programme 

Manager 

Q4 2020 

 

RECOMMENDATION 18 

Consider how – and whether – Start Network wishes to support proactive member advocacy going 

forward as one means of straddling the ‘nexus’, beyond the operational emergency window. This is 

particularly relevant if Start Network has a regional or country presence playing a formal or informal 

coordination role, taking in to account MERF experiences in building a common narrative through 

shared analysis.   

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Start Network has not typically participated in discussions around the ‘nexus’ though this has 

been particularly evident in the implementation of the MERF and will likely be the case for Start 
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Fund COVID-19 as the pandemic evolves. Given increasing advocacy capacity within the Start 

team, this is potentially an area that can be further explored. 

The last hubs call included a discussion around how we need to connect to the SDG goals, 

particularly since humanitarian sector isn’t included and should be. It will be decided hub by hub 

and how they can use their collective strength to be included in this dialogue.  

Nexus thinking also comes up in Start’s innovation work since community defined problems and 

driven innovation also straddles both humanitarian and development spheres.  

KEY ACTIONS 

- Nexus thinking will need to be looked at programme by programme and hub by hub and 

should feed into their theory of change. 

- Nexus thinking can also be discussed in the next iteration of the Theory of Change of the 

Start Network. 

PRIORITY AGREE/ PARTIALLY 

AGREE/ DISAGREE 

RESPONSIBLE 

STAKEHOLDER 

TIMEFRAME 

Low Partially agree Start Network 

Programme Group and 

hubs 

Ongoing  

 

 


