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INTRODUCTION 

Context of the study

Linking relief, rehabilitation and development is an issue that the European Commission and numerous donors and operational agencies have been working on for many years. 

At the European Commission, major interest in issues related to LRRD is regularly underlined by the two Commissioners in charge respectively of development and humanitarian aid. The Commission’s policy is very clear (Agenda for Change,, Cotonou Agreement) and has been repeated in a variety of Commission Communications and Council conclusions (Linking Fragility and Development, Food Security, Resilience, DRR…).

The difficulties encountered are the result of a complex mixture of factors including:

· Issues to do with the principles to which States have committed themselves, and particularly the difficult cohabitation and the numerous contradictions between the Paris Principles (related to the OECD declaration), humanitarian actors’ Geneva Principles (related to International Humanitarian Law), the Stockholm Principles of the Good Humanitarian Donorship Initiative and, finally, the different normative initiatives on Fragile States (Accra Principles, the Busan New Deal, etc.). Central to these difficulties are two objectives. The first of these is building state capacity and improving governance and the second is providing people with basic services (health, water, food security, etc.) as well as protection and respect for their human rights;
· Administrative difficulties related to the different timeframes of response mechanisms, different project cycles, contractual methods, the difficulty of adapting to change and implementing agile systems which include flexibility in mechanisms which, having attempted to be “accountable” and “efficient”, have become cumbersome;
· Differences in institutional culture, between actors involved in development cooperation for whom support for the state is central to their practices and economic and social sustainability is the primary objective, and humanitarian actors, who work principally with the population whose immediate survival is their main goal. 
Within the Commission, the inter-service group focuses on LRRD issues as part of a wider ‘transition’ framework. This group, made up of staff from DG DEVCO, ECHO, FPIand the EEAS work together on the basis of an internal action plan which has three components:
· The development of policies and the updating of the conceptual framework (work which has been completed to a large extent with the adoption of the Resilience Communication of October 2012).
· The development of tools adapted to the LRRD approach, particularly at the level of financial instruments – linked to the new multi-annual funding framework (in discussion in the Parliament and the Council), including the drawing up of guidelines (LRRD operational guidance, the updated version of PPCM guidance where LRRD is a cross-cutting theme as well as having its own specific chapter, etc.).
· The collection of good practices at the country/regional level and support for the field. 

The crucial question concerns the strategic articulation between the Commission’s Humanitarian and Development actions.
An LRRD taskforce was set up within the inter-service group to focus more specifically on the drawing up of LRRD operational guidelines. 

The Commission has built up a certain level of experience which has revealed dead ends, but also innovations and useful practices. The latter, some of which may become “good practices” once they have been repeated in several contexts, are the central focus of this document. 

Objectives

The present study carried out by Groupe URD aims to bring support to the European Commission in the drawing up of LRRD operational guidelines aimed at the Development and Humanitarian practitioners, at headquarters and especially in the field.

The objectives of the study are as follows:

· To analyse and document good practices and processes implemented as well as opportunities and factors which favour improved links between humanitarian and development operations.
· To identify blockages and constraints encountered in the field and the alternatives to overcome these,
· To make recommendations (which can be used in writing the LRRD Operational Guidelines)

Methodology

To achieve these objectives, the study is based primarily on:
· A review of the European Commission communications related to LRRD as well as complementary documents describing certain experiences discussed during telephone interviews.
· 14 full telephone interviews. The people interviewed were essentially field staff from European Union and ECHO delegations (a few people from ECHO and DEVCO at headquarters were also interviewed) with current or relatively recent experience related to LRRD in the field. The countries and regions covered by the telephone interviews are Haiti, the Horn of Africa (Ethiopia), Chad, Ivory Coast, Democratic Republic of Congo, the Sahel (mainly Niger), Liberia, Sri Lanka, Vietnam and Bangladesh. 

For the telephone interviews, the list of people to be interviewed was supplied by the European Commission. The list mainly included people involved in LRRD initiatives which had been recently launched. We also interviewed a representative from USAID involved in reflections on LRRD within their organisation. During these interviews, the obstacles and constraints of LRRD initiatives were discussed. However, no relatively negative experiences were encountered and therefore were not analysed.

In addition, the study is principally based on experiences in chronic crisis or post-crisis situations. The study does not cover in detail pre-crisis situations or disaster risk reduction or disaster preparedness programmes. 

This report is a summary of the main lessons and proposals from the study. In the first part, a summary of the main cases analysed is presented by type of operation. Parts 2 and 3, present respectively the factors favouring LRRD and the difficulties and challenges of implementing LRRD. Part 4 outlines an approach based on the two preceding chapters to reinforce the articulation of humanitarian and development operations within the European Commission.



1. [bookmark: _Toc343512193][bookmark: _Toc343512229]
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2. [bookmark: _Toc347233093]BRIEF PRESENTATION OF THE LRRD CASES ANALYSED

The following is a presentation of the most significant cases about which the telephone interviews and the complementary documents provided sufficient information to describe the contexts and LRRD processes. Based on the dominant characteristics of the cases, they have been grouped into three main categories (coordinated programming, sequenced planning, common partners and other specific LRRD features).
2.1. [bookmark: _Toc343512199][bookmark: _Toc343512235][bookmark: _Toc347233094]Coordinated programming

Coordinated programming refers to operations by the EUD and ECHO which are the result of concerted design and are implemented simultaneously in the same areas.
2.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc343512201][bookmark: _Toc343512237][bookmark: _Toc347233095] Ethiopia: shared strategy definition

In 2011, the drought affecting more than 13 millions of people in the HoA (730 million Euros, EU and EU member States) created an opportunity to raise the Resilience agenda, which is now fully recognised by the EU, US and other humanitarian and development actors (DFID, UN...). Today, the EU’s approach aims at reducing the risk of recurrent shocks and tackling structural vulnerability, by better linking the relief, recovery and long term development efforts (LRRD).

In 2012, the EC launched the SHARE initiative (Supporting the Horn of Africa’s Resilience), which contains 270 million Euros for HoA countries (Ethiopia, Somalia, Kenya and Djibouti and IGAD countries). In Ethiopia, the overall objective of SHARE-ARC programme (Accelerating Resilience Capacity) is to enhance drought resilience and food security of vulnerable populations in the Southern and Eastern Ethiopia. This is a multi-sector approach, searching for synergies and complementarities (with development perspectives) and durable impact on vulnerable pastoralist and agro-pastoralist communities.

On the part of the government of Ethiopia (GoE, 2005) and other development actors, there was also a big shift from humanitarian towards development responses. Under the GTP (Growth and Transformation Plan, 2010-2015), the Government of Ethiopia is committed to achieve national food sufficiency by 2015 (agricultural production has doubled in the last 10 years and is expected to double in 5 time according to governmental plan).
In terms of strategic analysis, the SHARE-ARC program is an opportunity to build synergies and complementarities with ECHO interventions, including the scaling-up and geographical concentration of best practices under DRR initiatives. In parallel, the EU-US strategic framework is built around: a common view on the orientations of aid support in pastoralist areas and shared principles; a joint action plan and dialogue with GoE and CSOs; the creation of synergies and complementarities.
In Ethiopia, ECHO works along a medium term, integrated and multi-sectorial (wash, health, nutrition, food aid, etc) strategy focusing on cluster areas, covering all agro-ecological regions in close collaboration with the EU EUD, EC SHARE programme and the 11th EDF programming exercise.
The ECHO strategy for 2013 covering 3 types of interventions (Rapid response to rapid crises; Refugee Programme and Drought response and resilience building) is closely linked to medium and longer term perspectives since it is aligned financially with development funding and uses an integrated approach of resilience building. It also defines the comparative advantage of humanitarian vs. development approaches in terms of mode and timing of intervention, target groups and focus of intervention (community vs. system).

In Ethiopia, the utilization of IfS, EC SHARE ARC and flexible procedures offered an incredible window opportunity to really implement and move on the EU LRRD agenda. It was also facilitated by the complete revision of ECHO strategy following a 5-year activity evaluation (2007-2011). It benefited from an excellent collaboration and share of information between EUD and ECHO offices.

One of the major problem encountered, was the lack of predictability and influence on Budget Lines, Concept notes, full proposals as two-thirds of funding and projects managed by the EUD were outside the EDF National Indicative program.
USAID and DFID are also moving very fast on LRRD practices and flexibility. UN is making some efforts but much more is needed from WFP in particular and there have been some problems with UNDP. 
Finally, the continuum between political, development and humanitarian activities is very important and needed in the Ethiopia context. In particular, attention must be paid to the continuum between Humanitarian Requirement Document, Risk Financing Mechanism of the PSNP (Productive Safety Net Program) and future Social Protection Scheme and policy.
2.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc343512196][bookmark: _Toc343512232][bookmark: _Toc347233096] Democratic Republic of Congo

EU operations in DRC have been marked by the interruption in programmable aid between 1995 and 2005-2006. When the EUD’s operations were re-started, the state institutions had been weakened due to the effects of the war. As a result, substitution programmes were initially run in the fields of health and infrastructure to help in the reconstruction.

In DRC there are contrasting areas in terms of stability and vulnerability, with some completely stable, some in the process of stabilization and others unstable or in acute conflict.

Several collaborations between the EUD and ECHO have taken place in the Eastern parts of DRC, which were in a process of stabilization and/or transition towards development. Of these, two significant examples were mentioned during the interviews:

· A food security component within the FSTP 2001/12, provided a follow-up to an emergency action of ECHO against chronic malnutrition in two regions of Eastern Kasai, as well as longer-term strategies for agricultural development: food resources and productive circuits. 

· . A program in the health sector, which was launched within the 8th, 9th & 10th EDF, aimed at establishing the foundations for a better health system after ECHO’s withdrawal in the geographic areas of previous ECHO involvement. The current programming process in the sector of health (11th EDF) is to plan a better hand-over of activities in these areas where ECHO intervened.

The main positive points of the LRRD initiatives in DRC are the following: 

· Joint analysis. All the LRRD initiatives in DRC were based on a joint analysis of the situation. Regarding operations in the field of Health, the two bodies used the same tools, such as the MICS (“Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys”) [footnoteRef:1] which allowed a joint analysis of the situation. [1:  A Unicef tool which measures health and malnutrition problems] 

· Joint delimitation of geographical areas, within which the transition between humanitarian and development operations can take place, as well as the geographic concentration of joint actions by the EUD and ECHO (regarding Health). 
· Joint determination (ECHO and EUD) of EUD programme guidelines.
· Efforts to make ECHO and EUD operations complementary.

The above points are the result of a good information exchange and sharing mechanism between the two bodies (regular meetings, sharing of documents, involvement of ECHO in the definition of EUD operational guidelines and in the preparation of the 11th EDF, etc.). 

However, the LRRD initiatives in DRC did come up against differences of approach and vision (between humanitarian and development actors) in trying to develop medium/long-term solutions/responses (e.g. cost recovery system, Health sector). The breakdown of state institutions and the inability of local institutional partners to take over relief operations in the medium to long term were also a serious constraint for LRRD initiatives carried out by the EUD and ECHO.
2.1.3. [bookmark: _Toc343512198][bookmark: _Toc343512234][bookmark: _Toc347233097] Niger

In Niger, following the exchange of information between the EUD and ECHO which led to the same understanding of the crisis, the EUD funded projects to combat malnutrition which, up till then, was an area in which the EUD did not carry out operations and in which it did not have any expertise. This transfer of interest (from ECHO to the EUD) made it possible to trigger long-term funding which will focus both on the treatment and the prevention of malnutrition. Also, the EUD has now become the “convening donor” for the coordination of operations which are part of the “Scaling of Nutrition Initiative – SUN” in Niger. The EUD complements ECHO’s efforts by helping to gain recognition of the need for malnutrition operations at a political level where ECHO does not have a mandate.

In the specific context of the political crisis in Niger (end of the Tanja government, 2009), the early warning system indicated that a food crisis was emerging, while aid was suspended (Canada and the USA froze their development funds also). 
Following the announcement of a coup at the beginning of 2010, the EUD invoked article 96 ( Cotonou Partnership Agreement), which permitted the re-programming of development funds towards an action against malnutrition and allowed the UN to act as the National Authorising Authority.

One of the main points which contributed to this evolution of the EUD is ECHO’s active advocacy for needs and knowledge to be recognized and targeting priorities and possibilities to be taken into account. Several discussions with the EUD and the sharing of documents and technical studies (HAE), etc. also made it possible to establish a shared initial assessment.

At a more regional level, Niger is an active player in the current evolving approach of the European Commission to trans-border crises. The AGIR Sahel Initiative tries to develop synergies in each country of the Sahel (Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, and Chad) with the regional institutions (ECOWAS, CILSE, etc.). It is well supported by DG ECHO, the EU delegations and several donors (USAID, OFDA...). However, the AGIR initiative still needs some clarity on how regional institutions, each participant country and the donors will interact. The definition of “ground rules” among the different stakeholders remains still a challenge ahead.   
2.1.4. [bookmark: _Toc347233098] Ivory Coast: a partnership for the transition
To urgently address the immediate effects of the political crisis (November 2010), ECHO has allocated a five-million emergency envelope, which quickly rose to 30 million Euros at the peak of hostilities (March-April). The context was characterized by massive population displacements (1 million IDPs), the shutdown of state services and of the economic life. 

From July-August 2011, all emergency programs ECHO were underway when a certain return to normality was noticeable, in the form of massive return of IDPs and a recovery led by the government.
In such a situation considered as an exit to the crisis, ECHO made a programming and financial decision (HIP 2011, 30 million Euros, mid-2011 – mid-2012) to revitalize public services (access to care) and to boost agricultural production (support to the livelihoods of returnees). Such programs were aimed at restarting and stabilizing the areas of return.

In November 2011, at a meeting between President Ouatara, the Commissioner Georgiva and representatives of the DUE and DG ECHO, ECHO support was proposed until the end of 2013, to fill the time lag between the 10th and 11th EDF.
The dual objective of ECHO in supporting the transition was to maintain direct assistance to people in the most affected areas, until the government and donors can again provide institutional support to national development policies.
That's how was born the Partnership for transition (April-May 2012 to the end of 2013, 29 million), which functioned through established steering committees and thematic areas of intervention.

A central steering committee (whose backbone was the Ministry of Foreign Affairs), gathered ECHO, DUE and Ivorian Ministries. There were also some technical steering committees in three thematic areas: Access to healthcare for vulnerable groups; Food Security / Livelihoods; Social cohesion and protection of populations. For every Technical Committee, were meeting the representatives of ministries, operational actors and donors of both the emergency and development sectors.
The process has been open and cooperative with all parties. It has linked the government's objectives (National Development Plan) and the views and objectives of development donors (while promoting the continuity of ECHO actions towards development).
The main points in this case are as follows:

· Genuine political will on the part of the Ivory Coast government who recognized their problems and the challenge of providing basic services to the population;
· Clear political will of the EC. The Humanitarian and Development Commissioners sent a letter to the President which clarified the objectives of the partnership (a kind of commitment). In the field, there was complete support from the head of the EU delegation of the European Union and the Section Heads. 
· Good communication, good collaboration and sharing of the same vision and interest for the partnership between the EUD and ECHO. ECHO was fully involved in the definition of the focal sectors for the 11th EDF and in the reorientation of the EUD instruments in order to adapt to the transition situation (IfS, remainder of envelope B from the 10th EDF, etc.).
· Good collaboration and coordination with state institutions (ministries) and an effort to take into account the objectives of the government. The country had a minimum of structures despite the crisis and a lack of investment for 10 years. In terms of the transition, as the idea was to work with the state services, it would be impossible to run a programme of this kind in a country where there were no longer any public services.
· Coordination with the other humanitarian and development donors (e.g. OFDA/USAID, AFD, etc.)

The transition process implemented as part of this partnership between the EUD and ECHO came up against the relative inertia of certain humanitarian actors from the Cluster system that had difficulty changing from their usual operational methods and to move towards the transition. 

2.2. [bookmark: _Toc347233099]Sequenced planning

Sequencing operations are situations in which the country’s EU Delegation’s operation follows that of ECHO which has run a fast triggered emergency response. These situations were observed in Chad, Haiti and DRC. 
2.2.1. [bookmark: _Toc343512195][bookmark: _Toc343512231][bookmark: _Toc347233100] Chad 

The situation which was analysed mostly was the situation of the refugees from the Central African Republic in the Nya Pendé department in southern Chad where three camps were set up. 
After several years of emergency operations (refugees completely taken care of through aid) it was decided to re-orientate operations towards support for agricultural recovery and capacity building to encourage the self-sufficiency of the refugees as they were able to take up economic activities (agriculture, livestock farming, etc.) in the area where they were settled. The financial instrument which was used in this case was the FSTP.

The main successes have been: 
· The EUD conducted a joint mission with ECHO in southern Chad (August 2008, department of Nya Pendée, Gore prefecture) to assess the situation and see how the FSTP could take over the ECHO action (planned withdrawal in 2009).
· There was also a shared analysis of the situation with different actors. For example, joint assessment missions were held with WFP and UNHCR, which brought about concurrent findings,
However, the EUD failed to put in phase the food needs with WFP. While the EUD aimed at increasing resilience and self-sufficiency of the populations, some of them benefited from WFP support. This well illustrated some divergences of approach.
· The active participation of ECHO in the definition of guidelines for calls for proposals. ECHO contributed important points to the definition of types of post-crisis operations.
· Joint analysis also with other actors (HCR, PAM). 
· Anticipation of ECHO’s withdrawal. The EUD and ECHO managed to reduce the gap between ECHO’s operations and those of the EUD thanks to the fact that ECHO had enough funds to prolong its activities until those of the EUD were in place. 

The main challenges have been:
· The difficulty of working directly with ECHO’s partners. “In the areas where emergency projects were implemented, the EUD had difficulty finding partners with the necessary competencies for projects aiming to reinforce resilience”. A way round this difficulty was found by means of a mutual agreement with the HCR which then contracted NGOs.
· The lack of interest in the issue of LRRD from certain United Nations agencies (WFP, HCR, who pursued their activities on the basis of their usual mandate and practices, which tends to slow down the effects of LRRD initiatives.
· The modest institutional reinforcement section which aims to increase the capacity of local institutions (health centre, hospital management, national rural development office) to respond to the needs of the refugees. 
· The lack of human resources available at the delegation to work on LRRD approaches, which are particularly time-consuming (meetings and information sharing, field visits, etc.). 

2.2.2. [bookmark: _Toc347233101] Bangladesh 

Bangladesh is situated in a cyclone prone area. The LRRD experiences in this country are based on the responses to cyclones SIDR (November 2007) and AILA (May 2009).
Following the major cyclone of 2007, the EU financed a Post Disaster Needs Assessment for disaster recovery and reconstruction (a joint EU-WB-UN study) from the Instrument for Stability (IfS). While ECHO funded early recovery activities, rehabilitation activities were funded under the IfS.
A Joint Damage Loss and Needs Assessment, financed through the Instrument for Stability, estimated the total amount of damages and losses caused by the cyclone at over €1.1 billion. ECHO focused on early recovery efforts, which consisted of: food, shelter, water and sanitation, livelihood support, in the form of livestock and income generating activity.
On its sides, the European Commission provided €13 million to support the sustainable recovery and rehabilitation of agriculture-based and non-agriculture-based livelihoods in coastal areas severely affected by cyclone SIDR. This action helped to link the relief phase, for which ECHO had already provided €20.425 million, and the longer term reconstruction and development of the affected areas.

In Bangladesh, the Instrument for Stability is seen as a very suitable instrument to link short term relief operations (ECHO) with long term development programs. It is easier and faster to mobilize funds under the IfS than under the EUD budget or DCI (Development Cooperation Instrument). 

In this experience, the enabling factors were:
· Joint assessments (including with the government), in order to identify and make a proper assessment of needs. It is also important to use the existing tools and analyses done by others (secondary data, diagnostic studies and initial assessments), either from implementing organisations or from state levels.
· Joint selection of the geographical areas of intervention, ECHO doing the relief and early recovery work and EUD dedicating itself to rehabilitation and development tasks.
· Regular meetings and discussions between ECHO and EUD. The fact that ECHO is based in the same offices as EUD is a clear and practical advantage.

However, some difficulties were encountered:
· ECHO cannot intervene beyond a certain period of recovery efforts.
· Donor coordination was limited to information sharing. Genuine alignment of strategy or approach was difficult to achieve. One big constraint to improving donor coordination was the pressure to disburse funds.
· More knowledge-sharing or training on methodologies related to the appropriate interventions in the ‘in-between’ or grey zone would be useful. 
· As Bangladesh is a disaster-prone country, DRR interventions are needed to prevent the impact of disasters. 
2.2.3. [bookmark: _Toc347233102] Sri Lanka

Sri Lanka presents two types of crisis situations (conflict and tsunami), which could give rise to some LRRD-type responses.

In the Eastern regions, hardest hit by the tsunami, ECHO has funded temporary shelters and toilets for displaced (IDPs) and returned persons. Following the interventions of ECHO, DUE financed homes within the North East Housing Reconstruction Programme (NEHRP) managed by the World Bank. Thus, the DUE participated in the effort to ensure the link between emergency and medium-term rehabilitation, notably through the program funded by the Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM, later replaced by the current IfS)

This experience was marked by:
· A joint assessment of damage performed by the DUE and other agencies present: World Bank, Asian Development Bank, Japanese Cooperation and the governmental agency in charge of aid coordination.
· Good coordination between ECHO and DUE (from 2005 to 2008) through real-time exchanges, joint missions, meetings with partners, regular updating of an LRRD matrix (a practical tool which listed all the projects and provided a quick overview of actions). From 2009, this coordination was less spontaneous.

In the Northern part of the country after the war ended, the government put thousands of Tamil survivors in camps where humanitarian access was strictly limited. A Task Force (Presidential Task Force, PTF) was established by the Sri Lankan government to oversee the reconstruction. This led to harassment of some NGOs and sometimes pressure or interference in the preparation of lists of beneficiaries. Relations between Sri Lanka and the international community (with the EU in particular) have deteriorated, because of the shutdown of generalized trade preferences "GSP +" (August 2010), as well as the release of a UN report denouncing severe violations of Human Rights.

Some lessons can be learned from Sri Lanka. It is important:
· That the various organs of the EC (DUE, ECHO) work together from the programming phase and continue during identification, which includes participation in joint missions;
· That the Commission colleagues regularly exchange information during the implementation and speak with one voice to government counterparts. It is essential that this dialogue takes place on the ground, but also at headquarters.
· That structured and clear instructions govern the coordination between ECHO and DUE.
· That the coordination for reconstruction is ensured by the recipient or partner country throughout the project cycle. In situations of "conflict" between donors and recipient countries, it is essential that donors are united and speak with one voice.

2.2.4. [bookmark: _Toc347233103] Liberia 

In Liberia, the 2010 National Health Strategy (NHS) was built around the LRRD concept to support the country in moving from emergency and humanitarian response towards development.
In the health sector, one LRRD intervention was the handover of projects from ECHO and the delegation (EUD) towards the Ministry of Health. In 2010, ECHO interventions were already in line with the NHS and implemented in close coordination with the Ministry of Health (MoH). ECHO projects were taken over by the delegation (EUD), in fact by the government of Liberia as it is the contracting authority within the EDF program. Thus, the criteria for selecting projects were: continuity with ECHO interventions and full alignment with the NHS. 

Under the Country Strategy (2008-13), LRRD was picked as one sector of concentration in the development-cooperation section , especially in the health sector for building capacity through technical support),.

One of the significant conditions to allow this LRRD experience was the capacity of the MoH, which considerably improved and the existence of a credible strategy and of an action plan (based on NHS). There has also been good dialogue between the EUD and ECHO (e.g. participation of ECHO in the preparation and design of the programme) and good coordination among the donors. For instance, the EUD has not been covering the whole country because there was a clear division of labour between the UE, USAID. Besides, most donor funds are channelled through the Trust Fund, which is managed by the MoH.

In the agricultural sector, food security interventions have been funded under the FSTP through corporate entities and the Liberian government. As in the health sector, there has been good coordination between donors, civil society and the Ministry of Agriculture. 
2.3. [bookmark: _Toc347233104]Common partners
2.3.1. [bookmark: _Toc343512197][bookmark: _Toc343512233][bookmark: _Toc347233105] Haiti: neighbourhood rehabilitation programme by EUD with ECHO partners

Operations in the housing sector in Haiti following the earthquake of 2010 had a first phase of emergency operations focused on the construction of temporary shelters and the building of camps. This approach revealed itself to be inappropriate in that urban approaches were not taken into account whatsoever. 

In parallel to ECHO’s emergency operations in the neighbourhoods, the EUD put in place a integrated urban development programme (including access to basic services, shops, schools, water, sanitation, etc.) with funds from envelope A and B of the 10th EDF. This programme was implemented on the basis of a joint ECHO field office and EUD analysis. The main positive points are:

· Common implementing partners. On the basis of a fruitful exchange between ECHO and the EUD, an exchange process with some of the ECHO partners during the emergency phase was launched. This made it possible to take advantage of the knowledge that these partners had acquired during the emergency operations as wells as the relations already established between the partners and the population. The time course of the development approach (a 9-month period between preparation of the action fiche and its signature) has been utilized for consultation with NGOs, including an individual interview with each NGO with development projects in its pipeline. 
· In-depth understanding and reflection about situations thanks to the collection of data from the NGOs present in the field
· Concertation with ECHO’s operational partners before the programme guidelines were defined.
· Flexibility: an external programme monitoring/support mechanism and studies on social transformation in the city districts to orientate the programme on the basis of the changes observed.
· The creation by the authorities of the Unité de reconstruction made it possible to take a clear direction in terms of development support. A lack of a clear strategy and policy line from the government in this sector made it impossible to have a programme on integrated urban development and housing for more than 1.5 years after the earthquake. Afterwards the implementation of projects was able to take advantage of a clear strategy developed by the government.
· Common approach used by the different donors in terms of the rehabilitation of the different neighbourhoods. 

The main challenges for the LRRD initiatives in Haiti are related to the fragility and very weak capacity of the state, further weakened by the earthquake.
The relief efforts have the tendency to weaken an already decomposed state administration, although the delegation has been trying to involve the state structures and services. Most of the answers to current problems are still provided by NGOs, too often of emergency-type.
This is partly due to the fact that the state is not able to take over, to provide answers to the needs and services to the people. Generally speaking, the state is relatively weak and too dependent on international aid. 
Thus, institutional strengthening and the role of the state are major components of any LRRD initiative. Ideally, the state would become the central pivot, framing and coordinating the variety of actions undertaken by all aid actors, including the UN agencies. Beyond the LRRD approach, this is a governance issue and a fundamental aim of development policy, i.e. rebuilding administrative capacity that was previously spoiled.

On top of that, a rather weak coordination between donors, in particular the lack of sharing of information and knowledge, did not allow a joint advocacy vis-à-vis the state.

Lastly, the long process to sign a contract (around a year) meant that partners had to wait and created a gap between ECHO’s operations and those of the EUD. 

2.4. [bookmark: _Toc347233106]Other specific LRRD features
2.4.1. [bookmark: _Toc347233107] Vietnam

Vietnam is one of the most disaster-prone countries in South East Asia. It is a coastal country which is much exposed to typhoons. More than 70% of the population is estimated to be exposed to these risks.
During the last 17 years, DIPECHO’s focus has been to improve the resilience of the most risk-exposed and vulnerable communities of the country with a combined strategy at community and national levels. 
At the national level, ECHO worked through the “Joint Advocate Network Initiative”, an advocacy platform which aims at strengthening the DRR legal and institutional framework. 
This strategy has proved to be successful since the national strategy called the “National Program for Community Based Disaster Risk Management” (CBDRM), was established in 2009.
DIPECHO also has a very specific and limited purpose, essentially to pilot and institutionalize the CBDRM Programme and to advocate with development donors to replicate and ensure its scaling-up. 

Vietnam is the first Southeast Asian country to have established such a Programme. Despite the considerable efforts made by Vietnam in recent years, needs are still huge in terms of building capacity to properly roll out this National CBDRM Programme at the country level.

In order to ensure a sustainable exit strategy, ECHO started discussions with the EU Delegation in 2011 about possible ways to mainstream DRR into the next DCI and thematic priorities and offered its availability to work out concrete and practical solutions. DG ECHO's Director of Operations also paid a visit to the EUD in June 2011 to raise awareness about DRR and the importance of mainstreaming it within the development co-operation instruments. Some concrete ideas about how to mainstream DRR/CCA (Climate Change Adaptation) into development co-operation instruments have also been discussed recently. 

However for the time being, it is unsure whether DRR will be picked up among the priorities to be looked at in the future development co-operation programmes.

At the beginning of this year, the EU and Vietnam signed a Partnership Co-operation Agreement (PCA). For the 1st time DRR was among the top priorities, which means that the government of Vietnam would appreciate some support from the EU (not necessarily from the EC but also from the Member States).

2. [bookmark: _Toc343512203][bookmark: _Toc343512239][bookmark: _Toc347233108]FACTORS WHICH FAVOUR LRRD 
2.1. [bookmark: _Toc343512204][bookmark: _Toc343512240][bookmark: _Toc347233109]Human factors

· Inter-personal skills. The ability to listen, an attitude which encourages the sharing of points of view in a spirit of mutual respect, the desire to work together, etc. were described as fundamental qualities amongst the staff of both bodies (ECHO, EUD) to create an atmosphere which favoured dialogue. This was underlined in all the positive cases described during the interviews. Whether or not the offices of both organisations are set up on the same site does not seem to make a great deal of difference as long as the staff of the two institutions have these qualities. 

· Knowledge of the characteristics of the two types of operation. Exchanges between ECHO and the EUD are simpler and more constructive when each person has some knowledge of the main characteristics of their interlocutor’s operations. For example, in the case of the urbanization project in Haiti, ECHO staff demonstrated good knowledge of the characteristics and challenges of development work in the Haitian context. This favoured collaboration between the EUD and ECHO. The examples of collaboration between EUD and ECHO which went well are those when they were able to overcome mutual preconceptions (i.e. that development actors do not focus on the most important necessities and that humanitarians slow down development by not working with governments).

· Curiosity, motivation to understand the global context better (environment, major issues, actors…), desire to improve the situation beyond ones own action. The example of Niger shows that this curiosity and the motivation to refine operations and adapt them as much as possible to contextual priorities leads actors to approach other operators, to create or become part of information exchange networks, which encourages them to open up to actors of different kinds from one’s own institution.

2.2. [bookmark: _Toc343512205][bookmark: _Toc343512241][bookmark: _Toc347233110]Organisational aspects:

· Exchange of experiences on a regular basis between emergency relief organisations and development organisations (ECHO, EUD and other actors). Regular exchanges (formal work meetings, informal discussions or experience sharing), sharing of reports, analyses and secondary documents which help to make relevant and contextually appropriate decisions and the design of integrated programmes (LRRD) were very useful in Haiti, Niger, Ethiopia, DRC, etc. For example, in DRC, “Every morning, a fifteen minute meeting is held with the head of operations, the head of delegation, the head of policy section and the ECHO head of office. Thus, the EUD and ECHO exchange on a daily basis about any problems and about the programmes being implemented. ECHO is considered a full member of the delegation and there is regular dialogue and a lot of informal contacts”. In Ethiopia, the EUD took part in the evaluation of ECHO, which helped to increase its understanding of ECHO’s operations, and the constraints and challenges it faces.

· Concerted design of programme documents. In Ethiopia, DRC, Haiti, etc. the EUD’s operational guidelines for the calls for proposals following ECHO operations were jointly drawn up by the EUD and ECHO.

· Joint analysis of the context and appropriate responses. In DRC and Niger, LRRD-related operations by the EUD are based on joint analysis by the two bodies of the operational context and the priorities to be taken into consideration. When possible, joint missions to the field were organised (initial assessment, evaluation, monitoring). 

2.3. [bookmark: _Toc343512206][bookmark: _Toc343512242][bookmark: _Toc347233111]Work relations: HQ/field, policy/technical staff

· Support for field initiatives from headquarters. In Ethiopia, the support given by ECHO headquarters to the ECHO field office was described as very encouraging and constructive, in the form of validation of propositions from the team adn provision of valuable inputs. This allowed harmonizing ECHO operations with the EUD strategies and better adapting them to the context, notably by orienting the actions towards increased resilience and multi-year and multi-sector planning.

· Mutual support between staff in charge of policy issues and technical staff. In Ethiopia, there was a very good complementary relationship between staff responsible for policy issues (head of delegation and programme managers) and technical staff. Indeed, technical staff analysed technical data, but it was those who were in charge of policy who acted as mouthpieces for the European Union to propose to the government the changes/orientations necessitated by the technical data.

2.4. [bookmark: _Toc343512207][bookmark: _Toc343512243][bookmark: _Toc347233112]Methodological factors

· The importance of technical analysis and experience sharing. In Niger, ECHO ran a number of technical studies (HEA, nutritional situation analysis) to analyse the context. Discussions with external interlocutors (EUD and other donors and humanitarian and development actors) were based on technical and rigorous data. This gave a certain level of credibility to the information given and made dialogue easier. In the Sahel, ECHO initiated several pilot projects (e.g. cash transfer) to respond to the problem of malnutrition. The lessons from these pilot projects constituted a major source of inspiration for the implementation of projects funded by the Food Facility (for which there was a very short timeframe). In addition, other actors took inspiration from these projects, such as Food for Peace (cash transfer project) and the World Bank (the setting up of a social safety net).

· Analytical tools which are accepted by all stakeholders. Household Economy Analysis (HEA) (Niger and Ethiopia), CHB[footnoteRef:2] (Sahel), Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) (Ethiopia) and Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MISC) (RDC) were cited as analytical tools for contextual analysis which were recognized by several actors. Familiarity with the tools and their use favoured joint situation analysis by ECHO, the EUD and other actors. When these studies are carried out, all the partners refer to them before making decisions. [2:  Cadre Harmonisé Bonifié] 


· Support from EU technical services. In the Sahel, support from DEVCO services, the Nutritional Advisory Services (NAS) and ASiST, are very appreciated, due to their precious analytical and technical support.

· Shared methodologies within the EU (e.g. the Joint Humanitarian-Development Framework, JHDF). Though not often cited as a tool which is used by field staff, the interviewees who knew of it (Haiti, Ethiopia, Chad) recognised its potential but mentioned its complexity and the fact that they did not have the time to familiarize themselves with it properly. 

· Capacity to adapt tools and existing information for decision-making. This pragmatic approach creates healthy situations where, on the basis of shared objectives, development actors and humanitarian actors, adapt the analytical tools needed for decision-making and find ways of implementing complementary solutions, for example, by deploying development funds for crisis situations (Sahel, Niger 2009), or, on the contrary, by extending the use of relief funds for capacity building (Albania, ex-Yugoslavia, Vietnam, etc.). In Ethiopia, the analysis initiated by the teams in place (ECHO and EUD) to identify which donor had funded which operation in which area gave a clear picture of how the funds from all donors had been allocated and allowed decisions to be made to adapt funding to needs.

2.5. [bookmark: _Toc343512208][bookmark: _Toc343512244][bookmark: _Toc347233113]Context-related factors

· Adoption of the LRRD approach by several actors operating in the context. In Haiti, ECHO’s NGO partners accepted to modify their relief approach by incorporating new skills into their teams (urban planners, architects, etc.). They also took part in the consultation process without any guarantee that they would be selected as EUD partners.
In contrast, in Chad the attitude of certain major organisations had the potential to counteract the impact of LRRD operations: free distribution of supplies by the WFP, no support from HCR for the cost recovery mechanism (for healthcare). 

· Coordination of actors. The existence of coordination mechanisms (whether structured or not) in the country, favouring joint contextual analysis, constituted a favourable factor for the implementation of LRRD initiatives. In Haiti, all the donors (EUD, ECHO, World Bank, the French Development Agency, the American Red Cross, Canada, etc.) had a shared vision in favour of the reconstruction of Port-au-Prince based on an urban approach which meant that they were able to warn the Haitian government about the dangers of the relief approach to shelter construction notably to resolve the problem of IDPs (governmental plan launched on 11 June for the construction of 6 camps). In Niger, the EUD joined the international “Scaling of Nutrition Initiative – SUN” and is playing an important role in it as the convening donor. In Ethiopia, the EUD and ECHO are involved in the Clusters and support a long term vision and a joint monitoring and evaluation framework in their construction approach. In DRC, there is joint participation of the EU institutions in coordination meetings, whether humanitarian or development based (at least one representative from ECHO and from the EUD at each type of forum).

· Support from the government. In Ethiopia, the government is very active and is involved in long-term reflection. This creates a favourable and motivating context for EU institutions to commit themselves to LRRD. In Haiti, LRRD operations in the urban development sector became possible when the government created the Coordination Unit for Housing and Public Buildings Construction (UCLBP).

2.6. [bookmark: _Toc343512209][bookmark: _Toc343512245][bookmark: _Toc347233114]Opportunities created by certain financial procedures

· Flexibility and speed provided by certain financial procedures. The interviewees described the flexibility provided by several instruments and financial procedures to adapt to changes of the context. For example, for the whole DCI  once the contract is signed, amendments can be made to adjust the project to changes in the context (cited in Chad and Haiti)[footnoteRef:3]. In Haiti, the use of flexible procedures  made it possible to establish dialogue with pre-identified partners (who had previously worked with ECHO).. [3:  Within EDF, passing through the AON procedure is required, which is much more complicated.] 

· In Niger, EUD invoked article 96 of the Cotonou Agreement, which permitted the re-programming of development funds towards an action against malnutrition. In Ethiopia, the interviewees ordered the instruments as follows in terms of flexibility: the Instrument of Stability (even more flexible than ECHO), envelope B of the EDF, the FSTP, etc.

· The opportunities provided by the 11th EDF. Present speculation (at the time of the establishment of the 11th EDF) is that the new configuration will allow coordinated programming to take place, by consulting both development and humanitarian actors, Commission staff (DevCo, ECHO, EEAS, etc.) and all the partners involved (NGOs, national authorities, UN agencies, donors, etc.). Rooms for flexibility are also provided by the 11th EDF programming guidelines that concern both EDF and DCI exercices. They indicate the need to involve ECHO early on in the programming exercise, in countries in crisis and post-crisis. These programming guidelines also refer to LRRD. 




3. [bookmark: _Toc343512210][bookmark: _Toc343512246][bookmark: _Toc347233115]DIFFICULTIES AND CHALLENGES

3.1. [bookmark: _Toc343512211][bookmark: _Toc343512247][bookmark: _Toc347233116]Regional vs. country coverage

ECHO has 6 regional offices in different parts of the world. However, the EUD are set up by country. This weakens the construction of joint regional analysis between ECHO and the EUDs. For example, food security and malnutrition are regional issues in the Sahel. Global analysis and coordinated programming throughout the region is a challenge for the different bodies of the EC (ECHO and the different EUDs). 

3.2. [bookmark: _Toc343512212][bookmark: _Toc343512248][bookmark: _Toc347233117]Procedures and timeframe

Apart from when very flexible and rapid instruments like the Instrument of Stability are used, the average amount of time needed to sign a contract with operational partners is around 12 months minimum (e.g. Haiti).
Dure jusqu’a 12 mois, procédures EUD_ce delai relativement long merite d’etre prsi en compte dans les réflexions du LRRD dans la programmation pour éviter gap entre activité urgence et de dev. 
Ex : Cote d’ivoire, ECHO a prévu / met gde somme en jeu pour actions transition pour éviter gap.
Ex : Tchad.
3.3. [bookmark: _Toc343512213][bookmark: _Toc343512249][bookmark: _Toc347233118]Human resources

· Lack of technical competence within the delegations. Several people interviewed underlined the fact that there is a majority of administrator profiles in the delegations and few technical profiles (Food Security, Nutrition, Health, etc.). This weakens the capacity of the EUDs to conduct in-depth analyses of the context, which are indispensable to the proper implementation of LRRD operations. 
· Lack of resources (time and financial resources) for field visits and coordination. Though they recognized the importance of field visits for contextual analysis, several interviewees from the delegation mentioned that they had too much work to be able to programme a number of days for the field visits. The example of Ethiopia shows how much of the EUD’s resources are taken up by coordination. For example, 2 days of work per week are needed to co-preside the Rural Economic Development and Food Security Sectoral Working Group. 
· Mutual knowledge of development and humanitarian context. It was regularly mentioned that when the humanitarian staff knows their development colleagues (and vice versa), dialogue is smoothed and programming can be speeded up. Besides, mobility from humanitarian to development posts, but also between contexts where there are LRRD interventions, this creates links and facilitates the transfer of knowledge and experience.

“Due to the fact that it has a heavy workload (certain EUDs are understaffed), delegations do not have the time or staff to work on LRRD initiatives and approaches, which are particularly time-consuming: contextual analysis and field visits, concerted design and joint LRRD responses and coordination meetings with various actors” (Chad).

“The EUD does not necessarily have the human resources necessary to do this in an in-depth manner, due to the substantial workload we have. To invest in LRRD approaches and run projects, you have to go into the field, deal with additional funding, and manage small-scale projects (which are time-consuming compared to the usual sizes)”. 


3.4. [bookmark: _Toc347233119]The inertia of certain organisations

In Chad and Ivory Coast, the fact that certain actors operating in the same areas did not change their operational methods much was a constraint for the implementation of LRRD initiatives. 
Two factors can lead to the inertia of certain humanitarian organisations:
· The need to maintain their presence for mandate-related or political reasons; 
· Lack of operational capacity to implement long term activities to increase resilience. 
4. [bookmark: _Toc343512215][bookmark: _Toc343512251][bookmark: _Toc347233120]
PROPOSALS TO STRENGTHEN LRRD

The proposals below are based on the two previous chapters and the recommendations made by the interviewees. They have been split into two groups. The first group of proposals refer to an operational approach to LRRD for the Commission. The second group of proposals are related to the implementation of this approach. Certain important points to be taken into account to strengthen LRRD which do not appear clearly in the two groups are also presented.

4.1. [bookmark: _Toc347233121]An operational approach to LRRD for the Commission

The approach proposed below (cf. figures 1 and 2) which is aimed at the Commission and its different bodies throughout the world aims to achieve the harmonious and coordinated linking of humanitarian and development operations, taking changes of context into account. The proposals cover the analysis and strategy phases as well as the implementation phase. 

4.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc347233122]The analysis and strategy elaboration phases

For the analysis and strategy phases, the authors propose a joint analysis and joint strategy elaboration. The authors propose that the European Commission and its different bodies should draw up a “single document or dossier” presenting the results of the situation analysis and the main points of the EU country strategy (including the development and humanitarian operations) for each country where operations are carried out. Other documents or specific strategies can be drawn from this single document (Country Strategy Documents, Country Indicative Programmes, Humanitarian Intervention Plan, etc.) 
The type of analysis highlighted in this single document should be comprehensive and systematic in all LRRD-type contexts. It should be more ample in its scope than the JHDF, could be usable by all staff of the European Commission, as well as by Member States and could integrate some elements and analyses brought by the JHDF analytical tool.

This single document could include the following contents (non-exhaustive list): 

· Analysis of the general context
· Political analysis
· Development indicators
· The state of infrastructures
· The main stakeholders and their interaction
· …

· Socio-economic analysis

· Analysis of current risks and dynamics 

· Analysis of the population’s livelihoods. This can be done using a variety of tools and approaches (Household Economy Analysis, Sustainable Livelihoods approaches, etc.).

It is proposed that the Commission and its different bodies should dispose of zoning maps for each country where operations take place. These maps would highlight the different areas with their characteristics (physical, human, vulnerabilities, etc.) but also, as far as possible, the different operations being implemented by EC bodies. 

This joint country analysis would lead to the joint definition of operational strategies. It is proposed that the EUD and ECHO strengthen the joint definition of focal zones and sectors, as well as operational focal zones where there is a majority of humanitarian operations or a majority of development operations.

The analysis and the basic strategy deserve to be revised at regular intervals based on the programming timetable of each country as well as evaluations and audits.

A move towards a pluri-annual strategic vision (of between 3 and 5 years) as observed in Ethiopia and the Sahel for ECHO is strongly encouraged. This would allow ECHO and the EUDs to bring their programming rhythms closer together. 

4.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc347233123]The implementation phase

It is proposed that a context surveillance mechanism should be included in the implementation phase of the different operations of the EUDs and ECHO. This context surveillance mechanism would be jointly implemented by the EUD and ECHO (cf. 4.2). 
Where such systems already exist, they should be taken in consideration. What is crucial is to ensure that a mechanism for decision-making is established, in order to make the necessary adaptations to the program according to the alerts and information stemming from the early-warning systems.

Where such early warning mechanisms do not exist, they should be put in place and programming decisions based on its proper functioning.
The goal of the surveillance mechanism would be to detect crises as early as possible to be able to launch early responses (it is generally recognised that such mechanisms are less expensive and are effective in avoiding severe damage to people’s livelihoods). 

This surveillance mechanism is based on a limited number of appropriate indicators to show signs of deterioration in people’s livelihoods. For each indicator, the alert threshold is to be defined. The context is monitored via the regular collection and analysis of the selected indicators (about every one or two months). In order to be effective, the mechanism needs to be relatively light (a reduced number of indicators, easily accessible reliable data, etc.). In contexts where similar initiatives are implemented such as the IPC in the Horn of Africa and the CHB in the Sahel, it is important to analyse these and to establish whether it is relevant to have an autonomous EU system in the country or whether to integrate existing initiatives.

The situation analysis is constantly updated and the operational strategy adapted based on the evolution of the situation as shown in figure 1. This requires a certain level of flexibility in EUD programmes (which is generally possible through amendments that are part of subsidy contracts) and a certain reactivity on the part of ECHO for the implementation of humanitarian programmes as early as possible in the development of the crisis, in order to prepare the transition and the gradual withdrawal vis-à-vis government bodies.

If the indicators raise the alert, specific in-depth context assessments can be carried out to establish whether or not the trends revealed by the indicators are confirmed.

This mechanism is adapted to slow-onset or recurrent crises.


Figure 1: Process of adapting EU operations (EUD and ECHO) to changes in the context
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Figure 2: An operational approach to LRRD for the Commission
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4.2. [bookmark: _Toc347233124]Proposals for the effective implementation of the LRRD approach

The proposals above aim to make decision-making mechanisms more fluid and make the system more reactive in implementing the proposed approach above. These proposals are oriented towards the formalization of informal initiatives which have been successful in the cases analysed. 

As is the case for the consultation process for the 11th EDF, in which ECHO field agents participate, all programming processes should involve the different Commission bodies, both in the field and at headquarters. 

In the field and at headquarters, three types of actions could be considered:

In the field:

· The creation of Country units. The creation of a country planning and programming unit including EUD and ECHO agents would institutionalise the more or less informal dialogue which takes place in the field. As has been the case in certain countries such as Chad and Ethiopia, these units would identify the areas where there was a high level of vulnerability which required operations by EC bodies. Country units in the field would work with the inter-service task-force in Brussels. 

It is important to formalise the units which exist already in certain countries such as Ethiopia, Haiti, Niger and DRC.

The “country-unit” would validate the degree of alert during the surveillance phase, would advise the Head of Delegation and would inform Brussels (ECHO, DEVCO, etc.) about observed developments in the field.

· Organisation of « Regional retreats ». These would help to strengthen regional coordination. For regions like the Sahel and the Horn of Africa, regional operational initiatives already exist (e.g. AGIR, SHARE). However, as we have seen above, only ECHO has regional offices. In order for EUDs to take regional issues into account more effectively, regional retreats would include representatives from Brussels and would be held regularly. They would provide an opportunity to carry out joint analyses, to discuss and define regional strategies and to share experiences. 

In Brussels:

· Creation of Country Task-Forces. In the same way as USAID’s Joint Planning Cells which bring together development and humanitarian experts, it would be useful to establish, for a certain number of countries in crisis or fragile situations, a Country Task-Force mechanism bringing together experts from different services (DevCO, EEAS, ECHO, etc.). This Country Task-Force would support the delegations and their country units to draw up or revise the situation assessment (joint strategic analysis) and its different related documents (Country Strategy Documents, Country Indicative Programmes, Humanitarian Intervention Plans, etc.).

The existence of Country Task-Forces would respond to the need to strengthen coordination in Brussels which was underlined by several interviewees. This would also contribute to harmonizing developments at headquarters in terms of policy and strategy with the initiatives proposed by the field staff. 




4.3. [bookmark: _Toc343512217][bookmark: _Toc343512253][bookmark: _Toc347233125]Other important points to be taken into account
4.3.1. [bookmark: _Toc347233126]Selection of partners

Operations in transition situations are characterised by two major issues, the first being the reinforcement of State institutions to take over and the second being the access of the population to basic services. The choice of operational partners should ensure that the competencies related to these two priorities for action should be covered by the actors selected to carry out operations during the transition period. What is more, the capacity of actors to make a sustained commitment and develop long term visions, as well as their level of competence should be given priority in choosing operational partners (knowledge of the context/field, capacity to interact with stakeholders, technical competencies, past experiences in humanitarian action and in development, etc.).

In the case of a previous operation by ECHO, continuity with the same successful partners should be a priority when this is possible (on the condition that ECHO’s operational partners have the necessary competencies for operations in transition situations). This will allow capitalizing upon the field knowledge and relations already built with the local populations and actors.

4.3.2. [bookmark: _Toc347233127]Reinforcement of institutions

The study clearly shows that in terms of LRRD, it is essential that national institutions are able to take over from humanitarian operations and coordinate operations towards increased development. This is all the more important in terms of the objective of aligning EU strategies and national plans.
Support for national institutions, when they are chronically weak or weakened by the crisis, is therefore of primary importance. There can be a variety of needs: support in rebuilding or running institutions, support in collecting and analyzing basic information, support in defining national objectives, linking transition operations with national objectives, etc.
Effective coordination between development and humanitarian actors is necessary to ensure that these aspects of institutional reinforcement are sufficiently covered by operations in transition situations. 
4.3.3. [bookmark: _Toc347233128]Coordination with other donors and other important actors

Coordinating humanitarian and development operations implemented by European Commission bodies is not enough to achieve a successful transition in contexts where other donors or other important actors like the state or United Nations agencies are present. It is therefore necessary to establish dialogue with these other actors to harmonise strategic orientations. The support of those responsible for policy in EU bodies such as Heads of Delegation plays an important role in these situations. 
4.3.4. [bookmark: _Toc347233129]Disaster Risk Reduction

In disaster-prone countries, DRR/CCA issues should be central and thus, mainstreamed in most emergency and development interventions. Any strategy of intervention should also encompass the country’s disaster risk reduction programme (cf. CBDRM in Vietnam).

Therefore in the DRR/CCA sector, dialogue and collaboration between DUE and ECHO are crucial to ensure good articulation of interventions at the community and national levels.

5. [bookmark: _Toc347233130]CONCLUSIONS AND WAYS FORWARD
[bookmark: _Toc345917451][bookmark: _Toc346778888][bookmark: _Toc347233131]Challenge 1: Holistic and systemic assessments
Post crisis situations are complex, with interplay between political, socio-economical, structural and conjonctural factors. There is a wide variety of needs, from pure survival of the population to infrastructural reconstruction and from social service reactivation to investment attraction. It is important to have a holistic view of the situation and its specific parameters analyzed through a systemic lens. Only a few existing tools offer this possibility.
[bookmark: _Toc345917452][bookmark: _Toc346778889][bookmark: _Toc347233132]Challenge 2: Rolling assessment
One of the characteristics of post crisis situations where LRRD approaches are due to be implemented is their fast changing nature. Post crisis situations are highly volatile and evolve on a daily basis. The tools that are developed by the different families of actors are systematically challenged by this fluidity. Diagnosis done at t=n will not be relevant anymore at T= n+x when the budget is allocated and activities can start in the field. A few agencies have tried to develop rolling diagnosis mechanisms centered around the regular revision of log frames through the verification of hypotheses and assumptions.
[bookmark: _Toc345917453][bookmark: _Toc346778890][bookmark: _Toc347233133]Challenge 3: Playing the collective game: coordination at stake
The Joint Declaration on Post-Crisis Assessments of 2008, promulgated by the WB, EC and UN, provided the framework for the EC to engage more proactively in joint assessment, planning and action to support recovery from disasters and conflicts. This included the development of common methodologies and joint in-country assessments and planning processes. It is worth quoting the opening vision of this declaration as it succinctly captures the over-arching joint vision of how to improve post-crisis assessments and planning. This vision from the declaration also very eloquently captures the overall goal that this project is aiming to contribute towards, and is as follows:
"The EC, UNDG and WB seek to mobilise our institutions and resources to harmonise and coordinate post-crisis response frameworks to enhance country resilience to crisis, by answering recovery needs of vulnerable populations and strengthening the capacity of national institutions for effective prevention, response and recovery. We believe in a common platform for partnership and action is central to the delivery of an effective and sustainable international response after disaster and conflict-related crises. We are engaged in significant work to reform the processes used by national and international partners to assess, plan and mobilise support for recovery to countries and populations affected by natural disasters and violent conflict." 

[bookmark: _Toc346778891][bookmark: _Toc347233134]Challenge 4: Overcoming procedural bottle necks: towards and agile and flexible response capacity. 
Most programming tools, and even more the project management tools developed by the development donors are often overly cumbersome and heavy, leaving very little space for maneuver and requiring complex and lengthy procedures to adjust to changing circumstances.
The “log frame dictatorship” should be replace by tools that bring the hypothesis and identified scenario much more upfront and ensure that the starting point is the context, which imposes the strategy, and the not the contrary.
Logical frames shall be regularly revisited and amended as part of the contractual agreements, and the recording of the updated log frames be part of the contractual monitoring and adaptation processes.
In areas of fragility and transition from humanitarian aid to development, much more fungibility is required between development money and humanitarian aid. 
[bookmark: _Toc345917456][bookmark: _Toc346778893]

[bookmark: _Toc347233135]Challenge 5: Managing contradictions
Aid architecture is based on a complex family of principles which have been signed by the same institutions despite several contradictions:
· Paris OECD/DAC Declaration of Aid Effectiveness and its principles: Ownership, Alignment, Harmonization and Results-based management
· Accra Principles for fragile states and the Busan New deal
· Stockholm Principles of the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative
· Geneva Humanitarian Principles of Humanity, Impartiality, Independence and Neutrality
[bookmark: _Toc345917457][bookmark: _Toc346778894][bookmark: _Toc347233136]Challenge 6: Managing expectations
Declarations and activities linked to LRRD (such as PDNA and PCNA followed by large donor pledging conferences, etc.), create expectations for countries and their populations as well as for aid agencies. It is critical that the EU tool box takes into account this risk and manage it properly.
[bookmark: _Toc345917458][bookmark: _Toc346778895][bookmark: _Toc347233137]Challenge 7: Managing cross-cutting issues
The guidance for most LRRD tools, including PDNA and PCNA, highlights the importance of integrating and mainstreaming a number of particularly important cross-cutting issues, such as gender, social exclusion, HIV/AIDS, the disabled, the environment and youth. Disempowered and vulnerable members of society suffer disproportionately from the consequences of conflict and disaster. The lessons that have been learnt indicate that to exclude these issues will be detrimental to the overall impact of a recovery programme. The inclusion of previously excluded groups in a conflict recovery programme has the potential to contribute to the peace building impact of the overall post-conflict recovery. The reshaping of social relations is often a critical step towards building an inclusive and comprehensive political settlement to a given conflict. Similarly, building the capacity of vulnerable groups will assist these people to be more resilient to future natural disasters as well as ensuring that the recovery programme is targeted to the needs of those who suffered the most. The analysis of the needs of disempowered and vulnerable groups and the importance given to other cross-cutting issues, such as the environment, is central to both the LRRD approaches but the ultimate priority these are given in the final recovery plan will be a political decision for the national government. 
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In the debris of the Asian countries devastated by the 2004 Tsunami, President Clinton launched the concept of BBB (Build Back Better). With the rise of the concept of resilience and the need to link pre and post crises situations, several tools are currently being designed for Build Back Safer (BBS).
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