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The special feature of this issue of Humanitarian Exchange, co-edited with
HPG Research Fellow Simon Levine, focuses on the crisis in the Horn of Africa.
Although predicted more than a year in advance, the response to the crisis in
many areas of the Horn has again come far too late. As Debbie Hillier argues
in the lead article, the aid system overall needs to be reviewed, focusing on
longer-term programmes which build resilience, reducing the risk of crisis and
the need for short-term life-saving interventions. We also need to rethink how
assistance is delivered in the Horn. As Breanna Ridsdel outlines in her article,
humanitarian organisations are increasingly using cash and vouchers, raising
particular issues of coordination.

Turning to specific country cases, Matt Hobson and Laura Campbell review
how the Risk Financing Mechanism of the Ethiopian Productive Safety Net
Programme has been used to expand the caseload in time of transitory crisis
and enable households to receive assistance before the crisis hits. Adrian
Cullis highlights positive developments in the management of drought in
Ethiopia, with particular reference to the drylands. Based on experience from
Northern Kenya, Andreas Jenet and Eunice Obala discuss how reciprocal
grazing agreements can contribute to increasing the resilience of pastoralists,
and Wendy Erasmus argues that longer-term risk reduction approaches
enhanced the resilience of pastoralists in Moyale district in Northern Kenya.
Riccardo Polastro highlights the key findings from the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee (IASC) evaluation of the humanitarian response in South Central
Somalia. Sara Pantuliano and Victoria Metcalfe analyse the operational
impact of counter-terrorism legislation on humanitarian action in the country,
while Samir Elhawary explores the impact of UN integration arrangements.
Finally, Damien Mc Sweeney highlights how drought, conflict and insecurity
have led to a massive deterioration in security in the Dadaab camps.

Articles in the policy and practice section of this issue include an analysis
of how Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF) has adapted its approach to
providing emergency medical care in the Middle East; an update on

major changes in the 2011 edition of the Sphere Handbook; reflections on
the activities and potential impact of the Nepal Disaster Risk Reduction
Consortium; military and humanitarian cooperation in managing Haiti’s
air operations following the 2010 earthquake; and AidLink’s experience of
using text messaging to help streamline humanitarian aid delivery.



THE CRISIS IN THE HORN OF AFRICA

Managing the risk, not the crisis
Debbie Hillier, Oxfam

Why is the response to drought almost always too little
too late? Evaluations find the same failures and make the
same recommendations again and again, and the response
to the Horn crisis is no exception. The draft Disasters
Emergency Committee (DEC) evaluation classified it as ‘a
qualified success’, and highlights the general failure of
preventive action from late 2010. Much the same was said in
evaluations from the Sahel in 2005 and 2010, and in Kenya
in 2005/6 and 2008/9.

Whilst humanitarian response is improving in many areas,
drought is not one of them. Paradoxically, we are better
at responding to fast-onset crises. This means that lives,
livelihoods and dignity are lost, with greater impacts
on women who generally eat last and least. Drought
can also permanently retard children’s development,
and thus damage future generations. This is a failure
of the international system — both ‘humanitarian’ and
‘development’. Late response also appears to contravene
the principles of Good Humanitarian Donorship, which
commit donors to ‘prevent and strengthen preparedness’
for disasters, and the Sphere Standards, which commit us
to ‘preventing the significant loss of livelihood assets’. So
where is our accountability?

Late response is also costly financially. One estimate from
a previous drought in West Africa put the cost of preventing
a child from suffering malnutrition at $1 per day, compared
to $80 per day for treating acute malnutrition and saving
that child’s life.

The UN’s appeal for the Horn crisis was $2.4 billion. That
such a large sum was needed is not in doubt, but what
is also not in doubt is that at least part of this cost was
incurred because the international response to the crisis
was so late. Figure 1 shows that major funding was only
received from July onwards, after major media coverage of
the suffering and when the UN had declared a famine in two
areas of South Central Somalia.

What went wrong?

Did the early warning system (EWS) fail? The simple answer
is no. The early warning systems in the Horn of Africa are now
highly sophisticated. FEWSNET was born out of the Ethiopia
famine of 1984, but it has come a long way since then;
FSNAU is one of the most respected systems in the region,
with a huge amount of information and analysis, producing
high-quality output. And the Integrated Food Security Phase
Classification (IPC) system has been a major step forward in

Figure 1: Humanitarian funding for Ethiopia, Somalia and Kenya, May 2010 to October 2011
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regional early warning, developing
standardised criteria and boosting
understanding of the food security
situation.

Ultimately, the early warning
systems performed, but decision-
makers chose not to respond. The
scale (numbers of people) and
depth (severity) of the crisis still
caught many by surprise. There
is perhaps some fine-tuning to
be done to the EWS — experience
suggests that the system is more
likely to be used appropriately if
decision-makers have a stake in
it — but the fundamental problem
is not the early warning system,
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but the lack of response from
decision-makers. They need to
be challenged to develop early
warning systems which they will
respond to —or perhaps the money
is better spent elsewhere.

So it was only when the crisis

reached a tipping-point — when the March-May rains
had definitively failed and the only possible trajectory
was down — that the humanitarian system began to
respond at scale. Arguably, the system then responded
adequately, but how can we do better next time? Clearly,
it is ultimately national governments that bear the
responsibility for food security, and there is much work to
be done in developing institutions, policies and practices
to respond better to impending crises and to build
resilience for the long term. In Somalia, more support
needs to be provided to traditional leadership in the
communities to bear this responsibility.

From an international perspective, we need to move
away from standalone, quick in-and-out humanitarian
interventions, which keep people alive but do little to
protect livelihoods. We need to change our long-term
programmes, and ensure that our humanitarian work is
more preventative.

Long-term programmes must be flexible to
crises and reduce risk

It is clear that, where agencies already have long-term
programming, where they are already working with
communities and understand their vulnerabilities, their
emergency response is better — this was one of the
outcomes of the DEC evaluation. So is it not better to
explicitly combine our development and humanitarian
work? Can we work to one programme with both
development and emergency elements, to deal with
both the acute/transitory food crisis phase, whilst also
reducing risk and building resilience?

Drought cycle management is one practical tool that can
be used to prompt a different suite of interventions in
the different phases of ‘normal, alert/alarm, emergency,
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Collecting water in Turkana, Kenya

recovery’. However, donors rarely fund in this holistic way
and often prefer to support work in just one of these phases.
This inevitably means that work is less well connected,
and also requires greater administration. There is a clear
need for more advocacy with donors to break this down,
to encourage the use of ‘crisis modifiers’, pioneered by
USAID/OFDA in Ethiopia, thus enabling a more integrated,
agile and flexible approach.

Self-evidently and empirically, prevention is better
than cure. However, in practice, too often long-term
programmes are not disaster-proofed and their monitoring
and evaluation do not consider risk reduction. Disaster
risk reduction is abysmally funded — according to the
Global Humanitarian Assistance Report, DRR represents
a mere 0.5% of total ODA. We do not have figures for
government expenditure, but there are no indications that
spending is much higher. No one argues with the principle
of insurance or vaccination — paying upfront to prevent
high losses — but for some reason there is less support for
disaster prophylaxis.

Humanitarian work must be preventative
Currently, the humanitarian system is not finely tuned for
preparedness and early response. This is partly due to
overstretch — there are competing demands from crises
happening today that will be given more weight over any
crisis in the future, no matter how robust the prediction
—and partly due to a lack of prioritisation and funding. This
must change.

A major shift is required to manage food security risk
responsibly through disaster risk reduction and early
response,ratherthantransferringthisburdentovulnerable
people who are least able to cope. An organisational
stance of risk management rather than risk aversion
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is essential in order to stimulate early response to the
crisis and thereby save livelihoods as well as lives. Key is
the recognition amongst practitioners, governments and
donors that sometimes the predictions may be wrong,
but that overall this is better risk management, and that
governments and the international community, rather
than poor people, should absorb this risk.

Practically, we need to work together to develop triggers
for early action and an associated suite of measures that
can be undertaken on the basis of forecasts, rather than
certainty. Developing this together will improve donor
confidence — just as the IPC has improved confidence
in food security information. We need to develop ‘no
regrets’ measures that build capacity and disaster
preparedness but have no negative effect even if the
worst forecasts are not realised — either because the
cost is very low or because they build resilience. This
would include activities such as putting human resource
systems in place, developing proposals and talking to
donors, building links with private sector partners and a
range of practical measures such as assessing borehole
operations, prepositioning stocks, market assessments
and mapping the capacity and coverage of traders.

Figure 2: Organisational development model

Organisational change

Most of these ideas have been around before, and
certainly the problem is well known, so why are we still
struggling with these issues? Perhaps previous attempts
to address this problem have only looked at certain
aspects when what we actually need to do is look at
the whole system; we need to take an organisational
development approach.

Figure 2 shows Oxfam’s approach to organisational develop-
ment; all six aspects must be addressed in order to achieve
sustainable change. Currently, we are not systematically
implementing integrated programming, disaster risk
reduction and early response, and we need to consider
what changes need to be made, in all these spheres, to
make this happen.

Certainly people skills are key. In terms of capability,
do we have staff and partners who are able to build
risk analysis into their work and are thus able to adapt
what they do, and how they do it, as the situation and
the needs change? Have our teams developed a state
of readiness or preparedness, so that they can be more
dynamic in their approach to risk management and
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adaptable to whatever crisis occurs? Just as managing
security risks is a key element of day-to-day work in
insecure environments, so should be discussing and
managing other types of risks.

Leadership is of course important. Very few senior
managers have strong experience in both emergency and
development contexts. Have we even developed a clear
understanding of the competences required for senior
managers in contexts with recurrent disasters? They and
others may need significant ongoing training and mentoring
to maximise their skills and understanding, as well as
appropriate systems in place to support them.

Structures can also be a major block: typically,
organisations separate development and humanitarian
work. What can be done to overcome the silo approach?
Humanitarian and development strategies are often
developed separately, whereas a risk management
approach requires common thinking and planning.
Practically, physical proximity (yes, it does actually make
a difference where people sit!) and being part of one team
matter. An effective coordinationandintegration approach
with various mechanisms for direct cooperation, joint
programming and implementation, in combination with
shared learning cycles, can help to merge development
and response.

Where now?

There seems to be significant momentum on these issues
now. Already we are seeing a much more timely response to
the possible crisis in West Africa from national governments,
the UN, NGOs and some donors — although funding has only
just topped $100,000 and needs to increase significantly if a

crisis is really to be averted.
Three issues then remain:

e How can we make the most of this momentum and
embed some significant changes in our organisations?
Whilst West Africa is indeed showing us what early
response might look like, we should not be complacent
— there is still much to do to institutionalise this
learning, adapt our structures and systems and invest
in our staff.

e How can we get political commitment that the Horn of
Africa will be the world’s last famine? The Charter to
End Extreme Hunger offers an opportunity to garner
political and financial support.

e And finally what happens if we are successful in West
Africa? If this early action does indeed avert a crisis,
will we be accused of crying wolf? Aid detractors will
say that we exaggerated the problem and suggest that
we are not to be trusted, and thus funding for the next
potential crisis will not be so forthcoming. We need to
do more work on the counterfactual — we need to be
able to show clearly to funders and decision-makers
that the early response did prevent a crisis, otherwise
we risk losing our moral standing and financial support.
This is perhaps the greatest danger of getting it ‘right’
in West Africa.

Debbie Hillier is Humanitarian Policy Adviser at Oxfam. The
Oxfam/Save the Children report A Dangerous Delay: The
Cost of Late Response to Early Warnings in the 2011 Drought
in the Horn of Africa is available at http://policy-practice.
oxfam.org.uk/publications.

Coordinating cash transfers in the Horn of Africa

Breanna Ridsdel, CalLP

Humanitarian organisations in the Horn of Africa are
increasingly using cash and vouchertransfers, particularly
in areas of insecurity where access problems have led
to a rethink of traditional ways of delivering aid. An
estimated four million people in the region are now
receiving assistance via cash or voucher programmes
from a wide range of national and international NGOs, UN
agencies and other humanitarian actors.

The sheer scale of the response and the number of agencies
involved has brought coordination to the forefront of the
discussion around cash transfer programming in the region.
While technical coordination groups in the region are
functioning well, these remain ad hoc and are not linked
to the broader humanitarian coordination system. This
article explores the need for coordination of cash transfer
programming, examines what is working and what gaps
remain and calls for high-level engagement and leadership
to integrate cash transfer programming into humanitarian
information systems and coordination frameworks.

HUMANITARIAN
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What’s so special about cash?

Cash transfers are not a type of programming — they are a
tool to achieve programme objectives. So why is there a
need to pay special attention to coordinating cash-based
responses?

First, cash transfers or vouchers allow beneficiaries
to meet multiple objectives (food, shelter hygiene...)
in one intervention. This makes it difficult to fit cash-
based responses into existing sector-based coordination
mechanisms, such as the Clusters. Second, cash
transfer values in emergency responses often are not
standardised, since they are calculated according to
different, often agency-specific criteria and to meet
various objectives. While this has been dealt with to
some degree through the cluster system and technical
coordination groups, this coordination is voluntary
and rarely extends between sectors. When agencies
implement different sector-based responses in the same
community, the modality (e.g. in-kind, cash-for-work,
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A cash distribution in Wajir, Kenya, in July 2011

vouchers or cash transfers), transfer amounts, frequency
and targeting criteria are often radically different. This
has the potential to cause tension within communities,
in particular with those who are excluded from the
programme — an issue that is probably exacerbated by
the desirability of cash. If not properly addressed, this
could reduce the effectiveness of programmes and even
create security risks for beneficiaries and agency staff or
partners. In these cases, inter-sector coordination and
transparency are critical in order to maintain the ‘do no
harm’ principle and respect the dignity of beneficiaries.

Third, cash-based programming emphasises the need to
gather and analyse information in new ways, particularly
information about markets. Agencies and donors are
also increasingly regarding coordinated information
analysis as a measure to mitigate risk, by ensuring
that programmes can adapt to market fluctuations and
do not have a detrimental impact on prices or the
functioning of markets. Fourth, coordination provides
a joint platform for negotiation and advocacy. In many
contexts, cash is perceived to be more politically
sensitive and higher-risk than in-kind assistance. This
requires careful coordination with national governments,
local authorities and implementing partners. Where key
stakeholders, in particular governments, are sceptical
about the use of cash transfers, harmonised messages
and joint representation are generally more effective
and have greater impact. Cash transfer programming
also requires humanitarian stakeholders to enter into
negotiations with new partners, for example private
sector providers such as banks, mobile phone companies
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and remittance agents. Joint negotiations usually give
better rates on transfer costs and other services, as well
as enabling agencies to share learning and experiences.

Coordination in the Horn of Africa

The scale of cash transfer programming in the Horn
response has pushed humanitarian actors to look for
new ways of coordinating both within and across sectors.
There is arguably more coordination around cash transfers
in the Horn of Africa than in any other previous disaster.
There are technical working groups for the response in
Kenya, Somalia, Ethiopia and South Sudan, along with
government-level policy groups, inter-cluster coordination
mechanisms and consortia of organisations implementing
joint cash-based responses. While this article cannot go
into detail about all of these, a few emerging trends arising
out of the response are discussed below.

On a technical level, aid agencies in two consortia
implementing cash transfers in Somalia are using a
common monitoring and evaluation plan and tools in
order to gather data on whether cash and vouchers
provide a viable, effective and accountable large-scale
response to the humanitarian crisis. While working in
consortia is not new to large-scale emergency responses,
this forum is unique in that it is the first time a joint
monitoring framework for data collection has been put in
place for cash transfer programming.’

Humanitarian actors in the Horn have also pushed for
the use of online information systems and coordination
groups. At the request of the technical working groups,
an online mapping tool has been developed to track
cash responses in Somalia. The tool tracks beneficiary
numbers, modalities and transfer amounts, and aims to
reduce overlap and identify potential risks resulting from
poor coordination.” The Inter-Agency Standing Committee
(IASQ) invited the Food and Agriculture Organisation
(FAO) to a virtual inter-agency technical reference group
for cash-for-work. At the time of writing this group is still
in the start-up phase and its membership is restricted, so
it is not yet clear what results it will produce.?

At the policy level, an inter-cluster coordination
mechanism for Somalia has been created. A full-time
cash response coordinator has been hired under FAO,
and each cluster was asked to establish a cash focal
point reporting to the coordinator.* Humanitarian actors
recommended a similar mechanism for Kenya, but it
has not yet been put in place. However, the Kenyan
government has taken an active role and has created
a sub-committee on cash-based responses under the
Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG). The aim

1The plan and tools are available online at www.cashlearning.org/
where-we-work/somalia-cash-and-voucher-monitoring-group.

2 This tool has been developed by FAO. It has not been made public
due to security concerns.

3 The Cash Learning Partnership maintains another virtual reference
group, an email-based discussion forum with more than 600 active
members from NGOs, UN agencies and academic and research institutes.
4 At the time of writing it is too early to draw lessons about the effective-
ness of this inter-cluster approach, but in 2012 CaLP will be conducting a
review of the different coordination mechanisms in the Horn.
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of the sub-committee is to improve the quality and
effectiveness of cash-based responses to food insecurity
in Kenya by coordinating information-sharing, acting as
a review and steering body and developing guidelines.
The group provides an inter-agency forum of NGOs,
UN agencies and representatives from the government,
including the Ministry of Livestock, the Ministry of
Education and the Ministry of Gender.

Too much coordination, or not enough?

While there is a great deal of coordination and
collaboration around cash transfers in the Horn, key
gaps remain. First, coordination is reactive rather than
strategic, and usually has not taken place at the decision-
making stage. Generally, coordination mechanisms arise
after agencies have separately done their response
analysis and decided to implement cash programmes,
and they are attended by technical staff, not decision-
makers. Thus, the current coordination mechanisms do
not foster harmonised programming, and fall short in
managing the potential risks caused by different transfer
amounts or the use of multiple modalities in one target
community (although they can help to mitigate the
consequences to some extent).

Second, while cash transfer coordination mechanisms are
effective and functional, they are often ad hoc and usually
sector-based. This has given rise to numerous different
coordination bodies —in Nairobi alone there are at least six
—with no clear lines of communication between them. Since
attendance by technical staff at the coordination meetings
is usually not overseen by senior managers, it often does
not result in systematic information-sharing between or
even within organisations. Additionally, it is not clear how
the technical and policy-level groups should work together.

The ad hoc nature of these groups also means that, in
most cases, their sustainability depends on individual, as
opposed to institutional, commitments. The experiences
of the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP) and other
coordination groups in this and other emergencies, for
example in Haiti, Pakistan and C6te d’Ivoire, have shown
that having a dedicated field-based coordinator or focal
point adds value and ensures the institutional knowledge
and continuity of these mechanisms; however, there is
no systematic consideration of this need by donors or
implementing agencies. Without funding for such a role,
coordination groups have collapsed.

Third, while technical coordination groups are effective
at gathering and sharing information relevant to cash
transfer programming, such as market assessments,
there is no systematic integration of that information
into humanitarian reporting frameworks. This is
further hampered by the sector-based organisation of
humanitarian information systems.

Finally, none of these forums has captured the substantial
experience of social protection programmes in the
region. This reflects the general isolation of humanitarian
coordination mechanisms from longer-term programming.
Many humanitarian stakeholders in the region are now
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calling for advocacy and dialogue with donors and
governments on how to carry over the gains achieved and
protect beneficiaries from future disasters.

Where do we go from here?

The market-based and cross-sectoral nature of
cash transfers in humanitarian response is pushing
humanitarians to find new ways of working. This has
implications not just for cash transfer programming, but
also for the way we do humanitarian response as a whole,
because cash transfers are challenging the boundaries
and sectors by which we organise ourselves. While there
is clear evidence that there are substantial advantages
in having forums for information-sharing around cash
transfers, there has been little dialogue or evidence
gathered as to the best ways of doing this. Given that
practitioners assert that current ways of working are not
adequate, where do we go from here?>

Thereis a growingrecognition that coordinated collection,
analysis and information-sharing on markets should not
be limited to cash transfer programming but needs to be
systematically integrated into humanitarian coordination
systems and information frameworks from the outset of
a disaster response. Donors and implementing agencies
must ensure that market analysis is routinely used to
inform the consideration and selection of response
options, and make greater investment in gathering
baseline market data. Moving this process forward will
require strong leadership and furtherresearch. The cluster
system may not provide the most effective solution, and
new ways of working may need to be found.

We have yet to see a truly multi-sector coordinated response
to a crisis, with different agencies working together across
sectors to meet the diverse needs of affected people
through a combination of resource transfers (cash, in-
kind or both) and other critical services. Yet it is not so
farfetched to imagine that this could be possible. The
effective coordination of humanitarian response, whether
in-kind, cash-based or a combination thereof, should not
be limited by agency mandates or our own habits of
working. The sector-based classification of beneficiaries’
needs is an artificial construct. In reality, people do not
categorise their needs into sectors or view them in isolation
from each other. By challenging the traditional barriers of
sector-based responses and coordination, cash transfers
are providing us with both a tool and an opportunity to
build ways of working that recognise the dynamism of local
market systems and reflect the diverse reality of people’s
needs in a crisis or after a disaster.

Breanna Ridsdel works in Communications and Advocacy
for the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP), a consortium of
international NGOs raising awareness of and promoting
best practices in the use of cash transfer programming
in humanitarian response. For more information and
resources, see www.cashlearning.org.

5 This theme came out strongly from CaLP’s Fifth Global Learning Event
on cash transfer programming, held in Nairobi in November 2011, and
again at the Cash and Risk Conference in Copenhagen the following
month.



How Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) is
responding to the current humanitarian crisis in the Horn

Matt Hobson and Laura Campbell

The Productive Safety Net Pro-
gramme (PSNP) in Ethiopia was
set up in 2005 by the government
as part of a strategy to address
chronic food insecurity. The PSNP
provides cash or food to people
who have predictable food needs
in a way that enables them to
improve their own livelihoods —
and therefore become more
resilient to the effects of shocks
in the future. However, there are
times when a shock results in
transitory food insecurity, the
scale of which is beyond the
mainstream PSNP to address.
This requires additional tempor-
ary support. In this event extra
funding comes from the PSNP’s
Contingency Budget and, when
that is exhausted, the Risk
Financing Mechanism (RFM). The
RFM allows the PSNP to scale up in times of crisis, and is
designed to reduce the ‘typical’ timeline for humanitarian
response, so that households receive assistance before a
crisis makes itself felt. As the RFM is part of the PSNP, it
can only be implemented in existing PSNP districts.

Addressing transitory food insecurity in
Ethiopia

One of the main problems with the humanitarian system is
that responses are often delayed and can be inappropriate.
Needs assessments are often conducted only once the
effects of a crisis have manifested themselves. An appeal
for funds then follows, and resources are mobilised and
delivered, usually some months after the need has been
identified and the crisis has hit. In Ethiopia, the process of
early warning, assessment, appeal and response typically
takes around eight months.

The RFM is designed to dramatically reduce the typical
humanitarian timeline by temporarily extending support
to current PSNP clients and new clients with transitory
needs. For it to function correctly, four preconditions have
to be met.

e Farly warning: effective early warning systems need to
be in place to indicate the need for a response as early
as possible.

e (Contingency plans: plans need to be put in place so
that, when a shock is indicated, key actors in the
system have already thought through how they should
respond.

e (Contingency financing: resources need to be ready and
available to avoid the major time delays associated
with the appeal process.
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Women at a water hole in Borena, Ethiopia

e Institutions and capacity: adequate institutional
arrangements and capacity need to be in place to allow
the pre-prepared plans to be implemented.

By putting in place effective early warning systems,
contingency financing, contingency plans and institutional
capacity ahead of a crisis, the ‘typical’ timeline for
humanitarian response can be significantly reduced, to as
little as two months from warning to response.

The RFM in 2011

Early indications of a drought and possible crisis began
to emerge in the highlands of Ethiopia in February 2011.
In most years, the PSNP provides transfers to chronically
food-insecure households between February and August.
In 2011, between these months, the needs of transitory
food-insecure households were met through the PSNP
Contingency Budget in the usual way. However, it became
increasingly clear that highland areas of the country would
need support in the months preceding the November
2011 harvest, after the PSNP transfers ceased in August.
Accordingly, the federal government triggered the RFM
in August 2011 to address the transitory food needs of
approximately 9.6 million people living in PSNP districts.
Of these 9.6 million people, 6.5 million were existing
PSNP clients. An additional 3.1 million people living in
PSNP areas, who in a normal year do not need additional
assistance, received up to three months’ support to
ensure that they could meet their food needs until the
harvest in November.

Figure 1 (page 10) shows how the humanitarian system
compared to the RFM system in 2011, in terms of timeliness
of assessment, appeals, financing and response.
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Table 1: Comparing the RFM and 2011 humanitarian responses
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1 In fact achieving 94% of the total requested is unusually good.
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The humanitarian appeal was launched in March 2011,
five months after the semi-annual seasonal assessment
was completed. While the March appeal resulted in some
resources being available for response, as at December
2011 (nine months after the appeal was launched and
some 13 months after the original assessment) 94% of
the funding for the humanitarian appeal was in place. By
contrast, in August 2011, when regular PSNP transfers
stopped, the RFM completed a rapid verification of needs
in highland areas within a month of the request for RFM
resources, and financing was disbursed within two weeks
of the request. From request to disbursement took six
weeks. This shows that, when the preconditions are met,
the RFM easily outperforms the humanitarian system in
terms of verifying needs and disbursing resources for
response to be delivered through government systems.
While an assessment is required to determine the impact
on livelihoods of the RFM, the RFM’s early and preventive
response to an identified need means that it has a far
higher chance of helping affected people avoid negative
coping strategies and asset depletion as a result of a
shock.

Lessons and future areas of priority

Only three of the RFM’s four preconditions had been met
by August 2011, namely financing, planning and capacity.
The fourth precondition for the RFM relates to an effective
early warning system. In 2011, the decision to trigger the
RFM was made only after Regional governments requested
the release of RFM resources, based on their regional early
warning information. According to the RFM Guidelines,
early warning should be provided by the PSNP’s regular
reporting, the Livelihood Early Assessment Protection
(LEAP) system and the federal government’s Early Warning
System (specifically the Livelihood Impact Assessment
Sheets (LIAS), a predictive tool for assessing need).
At the time of writing the LEAP system remains under
development and there is a need for clarity regarding the
harmonisation of the use of the LIAS in RFM and in the
calculation of humanitarian requirements. So, while there
was a warning that people in PSNP areas would require
additional support, this warning was not provided by
the ‘official’ early warning process as set out in the RFM
Guidelines.

Although the early warning system was not as strong
as it needed to be, the first year of RFM operations
demonstrates that responses to transitory food insecurity
can beimproved. There are anumber of reasons for cautious
optimism. First, the RFM was faster than the humanitarian
response mechanism in releasing and disbursing resources
from donors through government systems to poor people
—implying that the RFM may be an appropriate instrument
outside of the current PSNP districts. Second, government
systems for implementing the RFM were tried and tested
during this period and will improve over time. Third, there
are clear accountability mechanisms in the RFM that are
absent from the emergency response facility. Finally, the
RFM contains a clear framework for evaluation and impact
assessments, which are unlikely to be completed with
comparable rigour under the emergency system, ensuring

2 The LIAS is also the basis for calculating the total number of people
in need of humanitarian assistance in Ethiopia.




that lessons can be learned and impact credibly assessed.
Looking forward, the focus should be on finalising an RFM
that is tailored to the pastoral context> and the possible
use of the RFM instrument outside of PSNP districts.

Conclusion

The RFM has proved to be an effective instrument enabling
an early and preventive intervention before a shock
becomes a crisis. The release of resources through the
RFM is likely to have prevented households from having to
engage in destructive coping strategies during the months
leading up to the November harvest.

Addressing transitory as well as chronic food insecurity is
integral to a sustainable transition from relief to develop-
ment in Ethiopia. A scalable safety net is a necessary
(but not sufficient) part of a Disaster Risk Management
strategy. As vulnerability increases as a result of climate
change, resilience will become increasingly important,
and the RFM is likely to become an even more critical
instrument in the response to transitory needs.

Although there are areas for improvement, the RFM
has shown its responsiveness and flexibility and has
successfully contributed to addressing transitory food
needs in Ethiopia. If implemented as designed, the RFM is
likely to become the backbone of Ethiopia’s fight against
transitory food insecurity. However, this implies that the

3 This may mean linking the RFM to existing government guidelines,
for emergency livestock interventions for example.

financing, plans, capacity and early warning systems for
a scalable response are in place well before the impacts
of a crisis can be felt. To achieve this, further investment
in Ethiopia’s early warning system is required. While
we cannot know the impact of the RFM response on
livelihoods this year until an independent assessment is
completed, the actual response (in terms of processes,
systems, scale and timing) was effective.

Given the events of 2011, there is also reason to suggest
thatthe RFM, as a stand-alone instrument, could be scaled
up across Ethiopia to cover areas outside of the current
PSNP. Prepositioning financing, capacity, institutions,
plans and a strong early warning system across the entire
country would lead to a faster, more effective response
than is possible under the current system. Even without
nationwide coverage, the RFM is the largest example of
risk insurance in a humanitarian context in Africa, and the
2011 experience shows us that it works. A clear precedent
has been set. The RFM can of course be improved — but
it can also be copied. This would however require a
paradigm shift in how the humanitarian community looks
at slow-onset humanitarian crises.

Matt Hobson is the Coordinator of the PSNP’s Donor
Coordination Team (DCT). Laura Campbell is a Programme
Officer in the DCT. The DCT facilitates policy and practice
agreements between donors and with the government of
Ethiopia on issues relating to PSNP, food security and DRM.
The DCT also manages the research agenda for the PSNP.

Improving drought management systems in the Horn of Africa

Adrian Cullis

The Horn of Africa is synonymous with drought and famine,
and the region returned to the media spotlight in 2011
as a result of a region-wide La Nifia drought. There was,
however, much less mention of the fact that Ethiopia has
recorded double-digit economic growth rates in recent
years and is the third fastest-growing economy in Sub-
Saharan Africa. The country has also made important
efforts to address chronic food insecurity through the
launch in 2005 of the Food Security Programme, the
largest social protection programme in sub-Saharan Africa
outside of South Africa. This article highlights positive
developments in the management of drought in Ethiopia,
with particular reference to the drylands.

Ethiopia’s drylands

Ethiopia’s drylands account for 65% of the country,
but support less than 20% of the nation’s population
of 85 million. In contrast to the highlands, which are
dominated by smallholder farming, extensive livestock-
keeping plays a central role in the livelihoods of people
living in the drylands. Livestock provide milk and are sold
to exporters to raise cash for food and clothes, to cover
health and school fees and for other general household
purposes.

The dryland year is divided into two wet seasons (one
short and one long) and two dry seasons (again, one short
and one long). Livestock are trekked between wet- and
dry-season grazing in much the same way that livestock
are moved into and out of summer Alpine pastures in
Europe. Dryland livestock systems in the Horn produce
more milk and meat per unit area than ranching systems in
areas of similar rainfall in Australia and the United States.
Domestic and export sales of livestock from the Horn of
Africa are worth an estimated $1 billion a year.

Despite high levels of efficiency and large inflows of
foreign currency, the drylands are under pressure from
population growth, the fragmentation of pastures and
conflict, and there is no coherent policy framework to
reconcile different interest groups. Dryland communities
continue to adapt to changing conditions and are now
herding fewer cattle and more drought-tolerant camels
and goats. Households are also moving to alternative, non-
livestock livelihoods. Resourceful as they are, however, an
increasing number of poorer households in the drylands
are no longer able to bounce back after the failure of
two consecutive rains. Indeed, as confirmed by the 2011
drought, some very poor households cannot support their
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Garissa cattle market, Kenya, October 2010

families through a single extended dry season. Increased
development assistance is required to help them complete
the transition to alternative livelihoods, while at the same
time continuing to ensure the long-term future of dryland
livestock production and export.

Emergency assistance to social protection
and drought management

With the support of donors, the Ethiopian government
has taken important steps to better manage drought.
The Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) was
established in 2005, considerable amounts of food are
routinely distributed to poor and very poor households,
early warning systems have been strengthened and the
government is moving beyond the ‘food first’ culture to
ensure higher levels of livelihood support. A Disaster
Risk Management Technical Working Group (DRM TWG)
has been established to coordinate sectoral Task Forces
including the Agriculture Task Force (ATF), which covers
hazard management for drought, flood, livestock disease,
crop pests and diseases and volatile food prices. The
government has also developed a draft Disaster Risk
Management Policy and an associated Strategic Policy
Investment Framework (SPIF). All of these steps meant
that Ethiopia was perhaps better prepared to manage the
2011 drought than ever before.

The National Meteorological Agency (NMA) issued
guidance on the emerging La Nifa episode in October
2010. Forecasts outlined drier conditions in the equatorial
parts of Ethiopia including the southern drylands, and
wetter than normal conditions in the western and northern
sectors of the country. In the southern drylands the
forecast was for far lower or failed ‘autumn’ 2010 and
‘spring’ 2011 rains. The forecast proved accurate. The DRM
TWG made the coordination of drought preparedness and
response a priority, as did the ATF. ATF monthly meetings
routinely featured weather, food price and agency response
presentations and updates. To coordinate and guide
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drought interventions, the ATF produced a briefing paper
on disaster preparedness, response and recovery. While
recognising that drought phases would vary from location
to location, a generic typology was outlined:

e Alert/alarm phase — November 2010 to March 2011.

e Emergency phase — April 2011.

e Alert/alarm phase — May and June 2011.

e Emergency phase — July to November 2011.

e Early recovery phase — December 2011 to December
2012.

In September 2011, the ATF released a further briefing
paper on early recovery and rehabilitation.” Anticipating
better ‘autumn’ 2011 rains, the paper recommended the
following interventions:

e Animal health.

e Restocking with local breeds.

e Rangeland management, including the safeguarding of
dry-season grazing reserves.

e Supplementary feed and support to local irrigated
fodder production.

e Stabhilisation of food prices.

e Cash transfers (direct and cash for work).

The ATF also encouraged donors to increase their support
for livelihood interventions, in particular through flexible
funding facilities along the lines of the USAID-funded
Pastoral Livelihoods Initiative (PLI)’s ‘crisis modifier’,
which had successfully supported a range of livestock
interventions including animal health, livestock feed
supplementation, commercial and slaughter destocking
and water point rehabilitation in the 2006 drought.

1 The two briefing papers are Disaster Risk Management-Agriculture
Task Force Briefing Paper 3, ‘La Nifia Related Disaster Preparedness,
Response and Recovery Road Map’ and Disaster Risk Management—
Agriculture Task Force Briefing Paper 4, ‘La Nifa Early Recovery and
Rehabilitation Road Map’.



Emerging lessons
The 2011 drought offers ATF members some useful learning
points.

In times of drought, livestock prices tend to fall and
grain prices rise, resulting in much-reduced household
purchasing power. In the drought of 2006, PLI support to
market traders resulted in the off-take of an estimated
20,000 cattle, which were transported to feedlots and
eventually exported to Egypt. Other livestock were
slaughtered, again supporting livestock prices. More
robust by the time of the 2011 drought, livestock markets
functioned well and livestock prices remained stable.
Livestock off-take was further assisted by humanitarian
agenciessupportingcommercialand slaughterdestocking.
However, grain prices rose by as much as 100% in some
market towns, requiring poorer households to sell more
animals to buy the same amount of grain as in ‘normal’
times. Clearly, the ATF has more to do to monitor grain
prices and help the government to stabilise them in
drought-prone areas during future droughts.

Despite increasing donor interest in livelihood support,
actual funding for livelihood interventions in 2011 was
estimated at between $15 million and $20m, or roughly
one-fiftieth of total international humanitarian assistance
in the country, estimated at $8oom. This is not far short
of the total donor support to the Ministry of Agriculture’s
budget for 2011. This is neither sustainable nor is it in the
long-term interests of governments in the Horn of Africa
or drought-affected communities. The ATF must promote
increased development assistance in the drylands with an
integrated ‘crisis modifier facility’. If successful, increasing
donor assistance would increase the availability of funds
for more timely support of livelihood-based drought
management interventions in Ethiopia and in the region. If
unsuccessful, drought management will continue to cost
more and achieve limited impact, even if delivered in a
more timely fashion than is currently the case.

Progress is being made to improve drought management
coordination, including by the ATF at federal and regional
levels. Whilst this is encouraging, more needs to be done
to harmonise interventions and improve geographic
coverage. For example, while the ATF harmonised prices
for livestock destocking, inadequate progress has been
made to harmonise animal health interventions, livestock
feed supplementation and water point rehabilitation. While
remaining enthusiastically supportive of innovation, the ATF
must continue to improve levels of agriculture sector drought
coordination and harmonisation amongst humanitarian
actors at federal, regional and local levels. As a number of ATF
members confirm, this is all the more important for agencies
that, in times of drought, rely on short-term emergency
‘surge’ personnel, including team members with little or no
previous experience of drought management in the region.

Conclusion

Drought is recurrent in the Horn and can be expected
to return to the region in much the same way that it
periodically returns to the drylands of western Australia and
the south-west United States. Considerably poorer than their
Australian and American counterparts, drought-affected
communities in the drylands of the Horn of Africa are more
vulnerable to drought and its effects and are more seriously
affected. This article highlights some of the progress being
made in the agriculture sector by the sector itself and local
and national government, supported by development and
humanitarian partners. This message was inadequately
reported in the international media coverage of the drought
of 2011. The recommendations for the ATF outlined above,
if appropriately supported, could further strengthen and
consolidate the progress being made to more effectively
manage drought in the drylands of Ethiopia and reduce the
costs associated with emergency drought response.

Adrian Cullis is the Co-Chair of the Disaster Risk
Management-Agriculture Task Force. This article is based
on a series of discussions including the December 2011
DRM-ATF Monthly Discussion Forum.

How reciprocal grazing agreements can increase the resilience of

pastoralists

Andreas Jenet and Eunice Obala, VSF Germany

Droughts in arid areas are caused by failed rains and
exacerbated by the strategies affected people use to
counter the depletion of resources and weakened coping
mechanisms. A VSF consortium programme is focusing
on the approaches and practices communities use to
support dialogue and negotiation as a prerequisite for
creating disaster-resilient communities. Such practices
include reciprocal resource agreements, which are a
common feature in pastoralist customary traditions.

Reciprocal resource agreements govern the use of shared
resources: resources that are under the custody of

one community, but are also open to a neighbouring
community in times of drought. These agreements
are intrinsically connected to pastoral mobility, and
thus form an essential legal basis for mobile livelihood
systems. They are also an essential part of pastoralist
coping strategies. By strengthening these agreements it
is possible to enhance climate change adaptation among
pastoral communities.

Approach
Vétérinaires Sans Frontiéres (VSF) uses a participatory
process to facilitate reflection among communities, based
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on customary knowledge
and community water and
rangeland management plans.
A VSF team supports groups
that represent the broad
community. Maps are drawn
using participatory rural app-
raisal (PRA) techniques, so
that all relevant information is
included. This is followed by
a mapping validation process.
Reciprocal grazing agreements
are one of the key milestones
in this process.

VSF’s approach is designed
to encourage communities to
make a holistic analysis of
their problems and needs
(e.g. for water and pasture)
in order to develop conflict-
sensitive solutions. The aim is
to establish mutual agreement
and understanding, and resource-sharing action plans
with a clearly described operational framework (rules and
regulations). It is worth noting that such an agreement
needs to be elaborated predominantly for times of drought,
as during normal times no resource sharing may be
necessary.

Process steps

Step 1: Mobilisation and sensitisation of communities
using a participatory approach (Community-Managed
Disaster Risk Reduction (CMDRR)).

Step 2: Establishment of core working groups consisting
of people with a clear understanding of the community
and existing resources and detailed historical
knowledge.

Step 3: Drawing of resource use maps showing boundaries,
neighbouring communities, existing resources, dry,
wet and reserve grazing areas, migration routes to
markets, water points and conflict-prone zones and
institutions.

Step 4: Community validation of resource use maps.

Step 5: Inter-community meetings. Special focus is given
to the identification of grazing areas with unused or
under-used pasture and water resources, as well as
the zoning of existing resources for potential sharing.

Step 6: Strategic planning of inter-community resource
use. The elements are put into a systematic framework
that can be monitored, and which forms the terms and
conditions under which resources are used. The plans
consist of a Reciprocal Agreement Framework Matrix
setting out what has been agreed, who is responsible
for the agreement, how it is going to be implemented
and the penalties for transgression.

Step 7: Ratification and validation of the proposed plan.

Step 8: Final signing of the Reciprocal Agreement. Once
the Reciprocal Agreement is approved or endorsed
by community members, it is then signed by the
representatives of the two communities concerned, in
an event witnessed by local leaders. The inclusion of
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A community meeting between Dasanach communities in Kenya and Ethiopia
to address cross-border security and resource sharing

government representatives is particularly important
in cross-border plans. There must also be documented
proofo