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Remarks (e.g. any constraints or limitations…):
The interviewer will fill in this template during the interview. Each Chapter should be documented during each interview. However the list of points for each chapter is just indicative. This list is neither exhaustive nor compulsory to be filled in entirely. The information will not be asked in a linear manner.
	THE MAIN LRRD EXPERIENCE(S) DISCUSSED:

Describe the geographic situation of the LRRD experience (country, region, etc.)

Describe the context:

· The crises: natural disaster (rapid onset, slow onset), conflict situation, protracted crisis, complex emergency, scale of the crisis, etc.

· The main Stakeholders involved in the LRRD experience (DG ECHO, EU DEL, UN agencies, government bodies, other donors, NGOs, etc.
Describe the response: Why do you define it as an LRRD experience (what does it mean in this particular case), what were the particular features of the approach?
· Main phases (emergency response, rehabilitation, combination of several types of response)
· Operational sectors (Food Security, Disaster Response, Livelihood support, Water and Sanitation, Health, Migration (IDPs, Refugees), Housing, etc.)

· Period covered 

· Main figures (Budget, Number of beneficiaries, etc.)       

	The LRRD experience to be discussed is the response to cyclone SIDR of November 2007 and cyclone AILA of May 2009 in Bangladesh. In both cases, 
Emergency response: ECHO responded quite quickly, since it has the ability to mobilise funds within 24 hours following the disaster.

Rehabilitation: Following the big cyclone of 2007, the EU financed from the Instrument for Stability the Post Disaster Needs Assessment for disaster recovery and reconstruction (a joint EU-WB-UN study). ECHO funded early recovery activities and the Instrument for Stability funded rehabilitation activities.
Lien hypertexte : http://gfdrr.org/docs/AssessmentReport_Cyclone%20Sidr_Bangladesh_2008.pdf


	THE MAIN EU INSTRUMENTS USED:

· Describe the LRRD/resilience strategic framework used-if any (SHARE, Transition Partnership, etc). Indicate whether there had been any joint strategy or objective set between ECHO and DEVCO staff.
· Indicate financial instruments used (Instrument for Humanitarian Aid, Development Cooperation Instrument, Instrument for Stability, EDF- Envelopes A and B, Water Facility, Food Facility, Food Security Thematic Programme,  etc.). 
· Mention the specific chapter or article used to foster the LRRD response.
· Explain if there were any adjustments or particular interpretations of some chapter or article.
· Explain if there were particular conditions (favourable or unfavourable) which influenced the LRRD response.
· Indicate whether the crisis declaration was used. Explain contractual procedures used.

	In Bangladesh, the IFS (Instrument for Stability) was favoured to address the post-cyclones situation for the following reasons:
· Very suitable instrument to link short term relief operations (ECHO) with long term development programs (Budget-DCI)
· As there were no unremarked funds remaining under the National Indicative Programme, IFS allowed for a reasonably rapid intervention with funds mobilised directly by EU Headquarters.
· Easier and faster to mobilize funds than under Budget-DCI. With minor disasters, IFS is not a solution as the country is not sufficiently destabilized to be eligible for IFS. For the IFS to be used, the situation must be significant at national level. 

What would have been the financial alternatives if IFS was refused?

None. Budget-DCI Financing Decisions have to go through a long approval process at EU Headquarters; it takes around 2 years to mobilize funds. Accidentally, the EU Food Facility was launched around the same time as the cyclones. Two of the 8 Food Facility actions in Bangladesh targeted the cyclone affected areas and focused on post-cyclone livelihood rehabilitation. 

Later on, within the Budget-DCI (Development Coordination Instrument) in Bangladesh, a few food security and environment related projects targeted the same area and benefited from the recovery work completed with IFS and Food Facility funds.
DCI is targeted according to sectors of intervention (education, food security, natural resources management...) and within it; certain geographical areas are usually pre-determined (so less flexible to mobilise in case of disaster). 
In Bangladesh, the main problem is usually the size of the needs (rather huge) and of the population, in comparison with the available grant funds (relatively small). This forces EUD and other development partners to prioritise among the needs and make compromises. However, the EUD has always the possibility to discuss with ECHO and Headquarters about the type of program which should be priority according to the needs.



	METHODOLOGICAL TOOLS:

· Mention the methodological tools used: JHDF, Global needs assessment, Forgotten crises, Political Economy Analysis and Stakeholder Analysis, IPC, CHB, CFSVA, HEA, CHB, CVCA, CRISTAL, etc.)

· Explain the usefulness and the added value of the tools used in the LRRD response. 

	Which types of analytical tools were useful? 
Only the PDNA was used, although several others could have been useful as well.

Some harmonization on which methodology to be used in specific sectors is required.

People need time to get trained on methodologies. Generally, people don’t have the time, neither to get updated on the recent tools/methodologies, nor to hire others to use the tools.

There may be a need for a wider methodology which could accommodate the 2 distinct approaches of DEVCO (planning on long-term) and ECHO (short-term).

What is particularly practical is to run joint assessments (including with 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 (2ndary data), either from implementing organisations or from state levels.

The EUD did not yet develop a Joint Humanitarian Development Framework (JHDF). At the end of 2011, there has been an initiative by EUD to work with ECHO to set up a JHDF. The potential for success has yet to be seen.
Given the division of labour between ECHO and EUD, there is always a need for specific assessments of the area, especially on livelihoods.
EUD does not use a lot of community-based participatory methods, but its implementing partners have tested methods. However, a long-term Comprehensive Disaster Management Programme (CDMP: www.cdmp.org.bd) includes risk mapping at community level (CRA), resulting in risk reduction action plans (RRAP), with the aim that the communities better prepare themselves for disasters and thus limit the need for development partners to mobilise relief funds every time that a disaster happens. As a result of CDMP most NGOs use the same DRR tool – CRA & RRAP – which is now even officially recommended by the Bangladesh Government.



	COORDINATION
· How did the coordination between the ECHO field office and the EU DEL go? 
· Was there wider overall coordination between humanitarian and development actors (including Member States, other international actors or multilateral donors)? 
· Are there any other relevant coordination mechanisms to mention - with government, local authorities, NGOs, etc.?

	Coordination takes place within the EU organs, vis-à-vis the national authorities or towards other implementing partners and donors.

Coordination ECHO / EUD :

According to EUD, a common strategy for implementation is more a matter of complementarity and often translates into focusing the interventions (humanitarian vs. developmental) in the same geographical area.
Thus, by selecting certain geographical areas, it has been possible to work on a proper division of labour: ECHO doing the relief and early recovery work and EUD dedicating itself to rehabilitation and development tasks.

When ECHO is based in the same offices as EUD, this is a clear and practical advantage. This allows for regular meetings and discussions. This is the case in Bangladesh.

Towards implementing partners :

It is generally more difficult to work with implementing partners for EUD than for ECHO.

While ECHO is good at regular communication with its usual set of implementing partners, EUD generally has to pass through a call for proposals for field work before implementation.
EUD and other development actors find it very difficult to coordinate with UN agencies. They like to be involved in assessments and preparatory phases of actions, but like to be involved as well in the implementation of actions, so with resulting requests for funding. There is generally little discussion on alternative implementation modalities. UN does not hesitate to lobby for access to development partner funds and often substitutes government tasks, without building government capacity. 
There are lots of needs in the country; hence there is no high risk of overlapping and duplicating activities. However, it would be much more efficient to work together and in particular, to measure the impact of the whole on a community or an area, rather than the results of single programs.



	HUMAN RESSOURCES ISSUES AND OTHER RELEVENT ISSUES
· Describe how you have achieved expertise in LRRD (previous exposure to LRRD practices, useful training, personal research, etc.)

· Explain how time availability influences your LRRD experience (given the very busy workloads, do you prioritise meeting up with ECHO/DEL colleagues to discuss the set up and implementation of the LRRD approach? etc.)
· Other relevant issues regarding the LRRD experience.

	HR points to be favoured :

· People with field experience rather than bureaucrats ;
· Need for experts about the ‘in-between’ or grey zone, esp. rehabilitation ;
· Revival of regional Food Security (or other themes) seminars to bring together experts and other EUD staff would be a great idea, as many people cannot go to the headquarters in Brussels. That’s the best opportunity to share knowledge ;
· Training on methodologies is necessary.



	LESSONS LEARNT FROM LRRD EXPERIENCES:

Describe the specific characteristics of a successful LRRD response compared to other classical interventions.
What internal or external factors facilitated (opportunity) or hindered (constraints) the response?. 

What worked, what didn't work, what were the main problems and how were they overcome?


	Is it possible to conceive a common strategy for implementation?

One of the constraints encountered, in designing appropriate operational LRRD strategies, is that everybody is expert in its own field. Thus, we have to find ways to move ahead without wasting too much time given the different time-level scales of both organizations.

The type of rehabilitation (or LRRD) responses that DEVCO can implement challenges its institutional set-up, since it usually takes 2 years to formulate a project.

While reflecting on LRRD and elaborating best responses, the complementarity of actions between ECHO and DEVCO does make sense (to move from short-term to long-term support, on the same geographical areas or category of population).

Nevertheless, there should be a focus on the same (strategic) goals, so as to reach a significant impact. This combination of approaches (humanitarian vs. development) can notably be conceived in terms of livelihood & development analyses. 




	RECOMMENDATIONS:

· What would you recommend in terms of ways of linking humanitarian and development responses? 
· What changes should be made to the external environment to make the EU LRRD response more effective (relations with governments and/or local authorities, with the implementing partners, etc.)?

· Do you have any ‘out of the box’ thoughts that you would like to share with us?

	· One of the weaknesses within the system is that ECHO cannot intervene beyond a certain period of rehabilitation.

There is thus a need for a good financing modality to fund the rehabilitation phase. 
Within EDF, the B envelope can be used quicker but it is targeted only for emergencies.

In the case of Bangladesh, DEVCO had no access to a B envelope.

· Importance of working on the LRRD issue before any disaster comes. There is a lot more to work on for preparing the communities to the event of future disasters. It also costs less to prepare than to intervene later at a response stage.

· Improving donor coordination. In Bangladesh, a lot of donors share information but not much more than that. No real steps taken to align further at this stage. 

One big constraint to improve donor coordination is the predominant pressure for disbursing funds. Therefore, in the promotion of LRRD issues, it is not easy to overcome everybody’s preoccupation about fund disbursement and potentially benefit from it.



� IPC: Integrated Food Security Phase Classification; CFSVA: Comprehensive Framework for Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis; HEA: Household Economy Analysis; CHB : Cadre Harmonisé Bonifié d’analyse de la Sécurité Alimentaire ; CVCA : Cadre d'analyse de la Vulnérabilité et de la Capacité d'Adaptation, CRISTAL: Community-based Risk Screening Tool – Adaptation & Livelihoods
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