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Inter-Agency Standing Committee
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LRRD
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Sustainable Development Goals
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1. Introduction
Danida has commissioned a study to examine reasons why humanitarian and development aid actors often provide assistance in the same contexts but work separately and often with different immediate objectives and strategies. The study seeks to identify opportunities for developing greater complementarity between the two types of assistance, with special focus on conflict-affected and fragile contexts. This draft inception report describes how the research team will fulfil the Terms of Reference (ToR) provided by Danida for the study. It is based on an initial document review and is intended to form the basis for consultations with Danida and key stakeholders. 

This report begins by laying out the background to the study, its objectives, and its governance and management. The introductory section also describes the main activities that the team undertook during the inception phase.

Section 2 focuses on methodology and lists the research questions and describes how the team will operationalise them. It also identifies potential challenges and how the team will address these.

Section 3 of the report outlines the study process and methodology, the tools that the team will use for data collection, the outputs that the team will deliver, and how the study findings will be disseminated.
1.1 Background
Between 30 and 51 countries are considered conflict-affected and fragile (World Bank, 2015; OECD, 2014a).
 Many of these countries are trapped in complex, protracted, and repeated crises, often of a cross-border nature. As the nature of conflict and fragility changes and multiple stresses increase the vulnerability of communities, institutions, states, and entire regions, the donor community continues to respond in the same fragmented and uncoordinated way (OECD, 2014a), albeit with growing volumes of aid designated for conflict-affected and fragile environments.
 
There is a growing acknowledgement among development actors that poverty reduction efforts will increasingly need to focus on the most fragile and difficult environments and that this requires new approaches.
 Among humanitarian actors, there are growing calls to increase development investments in addressing the root causes of vulnerability and to identify more sustainable approaches to meeting needs in long-term protracted crises.
 These converging agendas are evident in high-level political dialogues including the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) process, where goals focussing on investing in resilience and managing risk are emerging, and the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) consultations. This suggests that the time is right to re-examine this agenda in order to make a practical contribution to improve synergies between humanitarian and development work.  

The efforts to bring together humanitarian and development aid streams and programmes have been going on since the 1980s and have produced a wide range of policies, approaches and operational guidance. These include approaches such as: 
· Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD) (Buchanan-Smith and Maxwell 1994; European Commission 1996; Harmer and Macrae 2004) 
· Early recovery (Bailey et al 2009) 
· Various approaches to stabilisation (which includes the setting-up of cross-department units and funds) (Lindley-French, 2009) 
· Efforts to put displacement on the developmental agenda (since the 1980s).

· Integrated missions (Metcalfe et. al. 2011) 
· Country specific initiatives.
 
In the context of growing global attention to managing risk following the International Decade for Disaster Reduction from 1990 and the agreement of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) in 2005, the debate on bringing together different forms of assistance has focused on resilience (DFID 2011; Mitchell and Harris 2012; Levine and Mosel 2014).
 
Research and policy work have looked at how to align the various aid instruments better and ensure their greater flexibility and adaptability to country contexts. An example is the Guidance on Transition Financing developed by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD 2012). A practical application of this guidance has been the increasing use of multi-partner trust funds, i.e., instruments that aim to bring together different funding streams to enable a coherent and coordinated response to needs and priorities identified at country level. Such instruments are often based on joint, multi-partner and multi-sector analysis and assessments in crisis affected contexts (e.g. Post Conflict Needs Assessment and Post-Disaster Needs Assessment processes) and have attempted to identify and propose coherent interventions in response to a broad range of identified priorities (the Afghanistan and Iraq multi-partner trust funds are examples).
 Other analytical/assessment tools and approaches have focused on assessing risks such as the recent resilience systems analysis developed by the OECD (see section 2.3 and figure 2) and the Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s (IASC) common framework for preparedness.
 
In addition, principles for aid and development effectiveness, including the International principles for engagement in fragile states, call for coherent and coordinated action by the donor community tailored to the country context, and in response to priorities identified at country level and under the leadership of national actors, when possible. 

Overall, these efforts have led to improvements in approaches and interventions by international aid actors but have failed to yield results in bridging the gap between humanitarian and development responses. As a result, national governments, humanitarian and development aid actors, and donors continue to make different programming choices in protracted and recurrent crisis contexts that rarely work in a complementary manner and may even undermine each other. The reasons include political considerations in-country and within donors capitals (e.g. high visibility humanitarian aid versus low visibility development), different mandates, policies, rules and approaches that govern the different funding streams and communities (e.g. analytical/assessment approaches, risk tolerance, the layers of society on which interventions are meant to focus), the prevalence of country based programming whilst crises and their consequences often cut across national borders, and limitations to the capacities and incentives of staff to work differently. 

The current level of interest in the issue of complementarity between humanitarian and development programming is an indication of the need for a new approach. This was recognised by the Resilience Experts Group at its meeting in Paris in January 2015 (see box 1 below). This study can contribute to the development of such an approach by identifying when and how humanitarian and development actors make use of shared analyses, whether their staff have the requisite skills and capacities for collaborative work and why lessons from previous attempts to ensure the complementarity of humanitarian and development programmes have not been applied. 
Box 1: Risk and Resilience: 4th Experts Group Meeting January 2015

	Closing the gap between humanitarian and development programming will require greater understanding of the differences in planning and funding cycles, and proposals for aligning the different measures of success. Shared analysis is also essential in order to break down silos. The skill sets of staff working in humanitarian and development programmes should be reviewed, as should the power dynamics between the different sets of actors. Organizational change processes should be put in place. Lessons should be derived from why historical theories that seek to link humanitarian and development have not worked, to better understand the main challenges. Good practices, where investments in resilience at different layers of society have been combined, should be documented. 
(Meeting final report, OECD, January 2015)


Recent promising developments that seem to be moving in this direction include work to support stabilisation efforts
 and peace-building and state-building in conflict affected and fragile environments. These include the New Deal for engagement in fragile states. The New Deal proposes focusing partnerships and aid interventions on a set of peace- and state-building goals that cover a broad range of priorities in order to help countries transition from fragility towards resilience and peace. It identifies the fragility assessment, joint approaches to managing risks, and the need for flexible and adaptable funding mechanisms as key to ensuring a coordinated and effective response. While the New Deal approach has been powerful for galvanising political will in specific contexts, at present it lacks tools and mechanisms to help different actors prioritise and programme better. Therefore, the OECD-DAC is working with relevant actors to use resilience systems analysis as a tool to help countries under the New Deal develop better programming.
Risk and resilience work is also gaining momentum, with its focus on identifying the risks and responses where they are more relevant and need to be addressed (e.g. house-hold, community, institutional, local, sub-national, national, regional). 
1.2
Study objectives 
As noted in the background section, there has been, and continues to be, great interest in the discussion around the issue of linking humanitarian and development assistance. The debate so far has tended to focus on aid architecture, financing mechanisms and the systemic level. This study proposes to support a fresh approach by focusing on decision-making processes and incentives within two country case studies (although it will draw on global policies, approaches and trends in developments aid investments). It seeks to capture recent operational experiences, difficulties and successes in an effort to identify practical barriers to coherence and the critical ingredients of more successful approaches. The study’s key objectives are to: 
· Examine how and why different actors make different programming choices in these contexts;

· Identify opportunities for improving complementarity and building synergies; and

· Make recommendations for policies and actions that can promote greater complementarity between humanitarian and development programming.

1.3
Inception process

The inception phase began with a teleconference between the research team and Danida to clarify expectations and the scope of the study. Following this the team undertook a brief review of literature on the issue of linking humanitarian and development assistance, as well as current discussions, to inform the background section. It also discussed methodological issues with the quality assurance adviser for the study. The team then prepared this draft inception report as the basis for discussion with key actors at the global level. The team will finalise the inception report on the basis of feedback from the interlocutors during the inception phase.
As part of the dissemination strategy for the study, Danida and the team have shared information about it in relevant fora. The aim is to generate buy-in and input into the study from key stakeholders and to identify others undertaking related work so that the team can work with them and avoid duplication. A team member introduced the study at the Resilience Expert Group’s meeting in Paris on 13-14 January 2015, Danida representatives raised awareness about the study at the Europe and Others Group regional consultation for World Humanitarian Summit in Budapest on 3-4 February 2015 and the Danish Ambassador for Fragile States presented the study at the World Bank’s Fragility Forum in Washington DC on 11-13 February. The Terms of Reference have also been shared with partners within the Solutions Alliance.  
1.4
Peer Review Panel 

A small peer review panel will guide the study, comprising representatives of the IASC, the World Humanitarian Summit secretariat, the World Bank, UNDP, and Danida as the research commissioning body. The panel will also include an individual outside of the donor and aid agency community. The panel’s role will be to:

· Provide input into the study’s methodology and quality assure outputs,

· Facilitate contacts with relevant stakeholders in the case study countries and globally, and

· Support the dissemination of study findings.

In addition, Rachel Scott, Senior Policy Advisor at the OECD-DAC, will act as a quality assurance advisor and engage with the consultants throughout the study process. The consultants will also work closely with Danida throughout the study.
2. Methodology
This section describes the methodology that the team will use to conduct the research. It begins by providing an overview of the research process before going on to describe the case study approach and the data collection tools that the team will use. The section then outlines how the team will operationalise the research questions and concludes by discussing how the team proposes to address challenges.
2.1
Study process
Figure 1 below outlines the process for the study, identifying four phases – the inception phase, global level research, case studies and data analysis and dissemination of research findings. It also lists the key activities that the team will undertake in each phase.
Figure 1: Study process
2.2
Case study approach

As noted earlier, this study is different from previous literature and studies on the subject in seeking to capture field and organisational realities that may hinder, or provide opportunities for, achieving greater complementarity between humanitarian and development programming in fragile and conflict-affected contexts. Therefore, it is adopting a case study approach, focusing on two cases. As outlined in the ToR, Danida and the research team took into consideration a number of criteria to identify the case study contexts. By selecting two contrasting case studies (Somalia and Myanmar), the team aims to be able to identify findings and draw conclusions that will enable it to make recommendations that will be relevant at the global level.

Within each case study, the team will consult the following actors – government representatives, multilateral agencies (such as United Nations agencies, the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank), bilateral donors, and international and national NGOs. To keep data collection and analysis manageable within the time available, the team proposes to consult up to a maximum of 10 organisations per case study in-depth and complement these with additional interviews, if necessary (for example, with regional bodies such as the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)). 
The two case studies have been selected to help explore the research questions in relation to particular sets of challenges and opportunities as follows: 

Somalia represents an opportunity to study the experience, influence and impact of the New Deal approach and how this links with the humanitarian assistance that has been provided for decades. At a side event during the High Level Partnership Forum in Copenhagen in November 2014, participants argued for short-term humanitarian efforts to be combined with longer-term development activities to address structural issues such as displacement. Subsequently, the government of Somalia has requested the establishment of a working group on displacement issues under Peace and State-building Goal 4 (Economic Foundations). Currently, the country is also a candidate for the OECD DAC’s resilience systems analysis, which will take place in February 2015 and help to inform the study. 
Somalia represents a context in which international actors have had major involvement and investment in security and stability and have trialled approaches and mechanisms seeking coherence across security, stabilisation and development approaches, including an integrated UN Mission that also encompasses humanitarian engagement. While government capacity may be very limited, in recent years the government of Somalia has demonstrated significant political will and commitment to work in partnership with international actors towards common goals. 
Myanmar represents a very different context in which there is a limited history of international engagement and where political reforms since 2010 have substantially expanded the scope for international development engagement, including the establishment of relations with the World Bank and Asian Development Bank. While government capacity may be limited at the technical level, the possibility that international actors will substitute for, and influence, government capacity remains limited. Due to Myanmar’s formerly isolated international position and the early stages of engagement for many international actors, the country has not been subject to any major attempts at policy coherence. This offers an opportunity to study early patterns of engagement by development actors and their interaction with on-going humanitarian assistance.
2.3
Data collection tools
The study will use five main tools to collect data – document review, interviews (individual and group), analysis of aid flows, and mapping of aid programmes in the case study contexts. Each of these is described in turn below. Annex 1 presents an analytical framework that shows how the team will use the different data collection tools to answer the research questions.
Document review

There is a very large amount of existing literature on linking humanitarian and development assistance, as alluded to in the background section. The team will ensure that it reviews this literature sufficiently so that it can build on previous findings and also avoid duplication. The team will also review relevant policy documents, media reports and reports from the Security Council, United Nations Secretary General and other bodies for information on decision-making processes. 
In addition, to understand decision-making processes at the case study level, the team will review programme documents as part of the preparation for visits to the case study countries. The team will request the organisations participating in the study to make available these documents immediately after the inception phase so that the team can review them and tailor interview questions.
Interviews

The research team will conduct individual and group interviews at two levels – global and case study. At the global level, the team will interview key informants who can contribute to taking forward the debate on increasing complementarity between humanitarian and development assistance. This will include peer review panel members, other researchers and actors conducting related studies or reviews, and staff members from the headquarters of organisations involved at case study level.
At the case study level, as outlined in section 2.2, the team will conduct individual and group interviews with representatives from the government, multilateral agencies, bilateral donors, and international and national NGOs. The purpose of these interviews will be two-fold – to complete the mapping of humanitarian and development programmes and to address the main research questions. The team will also consider using focus group discussions with sets of actors to draw out perceptions and assumptions that can help or hinder collaboration between humanitarian and development actors.
Analysis of aid investments
As part of the preparation for the case studies, the team will analyse official development assistance (ODA) investments to Somalia and Myanmar (drawing on OECD DAC statistics) in order to determine the relative position, capacity and influence of actors in each setting. It will examine the investment flows against a timeline of key events to identify whether the events resulted in shifting patterns of the types of assistance provided or led to increases or decreases in assistance. To ensure a relevant and manageable timeframe, the team will examine the period 2007-2014. This analysis will provide valuable contextual information on the types of funding and programming undertaken, which will underpin the interviews that the team undertakes at country level.
Mapping of aid programmes
As part of its Resilience Systems Analysis workshops, for example in Lebanon, the DAC has used a matrix on which actors can map their programming activities (OECD 2014, 2014a). This is a useful tool for identifying gaps between humanitarian and development programmes as well as a starting point to identify opportunities for greater complementarity. Figure 2 provides a hypothetical example of how different actors might be working with different layers of society and on different types of adaptation to shocks. 
The team will use both the review of programme documents and interviews at country level to undertake the mapping exercise. The DAC is facilitating a Resilience Systems Analysis workshop for Somalia on 24-25 February 2015 in Nairobi so the team will be able to draw on the results of this workshop for the mapping exercise for Somalia.

Figure 2: Mapping aid programmes by social layer and capacity to deal with shocks

2.4
Operationalising the research questions

The Terms of Reference (ToR) identified the following research questions: 

1. Why do different actors (national governments, humanitarian and development aid actors, and donors) look at the same context and come up with different programmatic solutions? This will include examining:

· Political level decision-making and the incentives that drive this

· Programme objectives (what are the actors trying to achieve?)

· Context analyses (content and focus)

· Incentives that influence programme choices (including organisational mandates, funding/planning timeframes, career incentives, partnerships, measurement of results, etc.)

· The assumptions that underpin programming choices

· The evidence base for programming decisions

2. What is the relationship between the different actors in these contexts and what are the factors that shape these relationships? 

3. What have we learned and why are these lessons apparently not being applied? 

4. What changes are required to the current international aid architecture to promote greater complementarity between humanitarian and development programming?
The team has developed an analytical framework in order to operationalise the research questions and to facilitate analysis of the data collected (see Annex 1). The framework is organised around four main influences on decision-making and change processes:
· Political will (of both national governments and donors)
· Strategies and analysis 

· Rules, instruments and tools (including funding mechanisms)
· Characteristics of individual organisations/actors (including mandate, procedures and incentive systems)
The team has organised the research questions under these four headings and developed tentative hypotheses to help answer the research questions. The team will test the research questions in the analytical framework during the Somalia case study and then refine them, if necessary, for use in the global level interviews and Myanmar case study. The final column of the analytical framework lists the data collection tools that the team will use to help answer each question.

The team will develop interview questionnaires on the basis of the analytical framework. It will also adapt a set of questions used in a DAC online survey in 2014 for use in the mapping of aid programmes, particularly in Myanmar. These questions are listed in Annex 1 as well.

2.5
Addressing challenges

The study will need to address two main challenges. One is that there is an upsurge of interest in the issue of linking humanitarian and development work, resulting in several studies and initiatives.
 The study will need to ensure that it does not duplicate efforts but rather contributes to relevant initiatives. One way of addressing this challenge is to involve key stakeholders with good networks and information about the studies and initiatives underway in the peer review panel so that the team can stay abreast of the latest developments. The other approach is to share information about this study as widely as possible, in a range of relevant fora, such as the World Bank’s Fragility Forum, the Resilience Experts Group, the International Network on Conflict and Fragility (INCAF), the Solutions Alliance and consultation meetings for the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS). Section 3.1 below provides details of the proposed dissemination activities.
The second challenge is to ensure that the study has clear boundaries, since the subject is a vast one that has been examined and debated for decades. This will help to deliver relevant findings and practical recommendations within the limited time available. The team plans to address this challenge by staying focused on the research questions, using the case study approach to set boundaries around data collection (although the case studies will be located in the global context through the document review and key informant interviews), and by limiting the number of organisations on which it focuses in each case study.
3. Outputs and Timeframe
The outputs from this study comprise two reports (the inception report and the final study report) and presentations of research findings. Figure 3 below provides a timeframe for key activities and outputs.
Figure 3: Study work plan
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3.1
Dissemination of findings

As noted in section 2.5, the team will ensure that it avoids duplication with current studies and initiatives by sharing information about it widely all the way through the study process. Section 1.3 outlined the fora in which Danida and the team presented the study during the inception phase. The table below lists the fora in which the team and Danida will present the study, together with dates.
	Dissemination forum/meeting
	Date

	Presentation of preliminary findings at Solutions Alliance meeting, Brussels
	May-June 2015

	Presentation at the DAC and at INCAF Directors’ meeting
	September 2015 

	Presentation at ODSG meeting during Denmark’s chairmanship in Geneva
	Mid-June 2015

	Danida-hosted conference in Copenhagen coinciding with ODSG High Level Annual Meeting under Denmark’s chairmanship
	22-23 June 2015

	World Humanitarian Summit Global Consultation in Geneva
	October 2015


Annex 1: Analytical framework and questions for mapping of aid programmes
The framework below organises the research questions under the four influence areas listed in section 2.4. For each research question, it lists the hypotheses that the study will test. The last column indicates the sources of evidence on which the team will draw.
	Research questions
	Hypotheses
	Sources of evidence 

	Political will 

	1.1 How do political level decision-making (within government and donors) and incentives influence the selection of programmes?
	1.1a Ensuring complementarity requires strong political leadership from the national government and donors.
	Global and case study interviews; document review

	1.2 In what ways does the political context influence engagement by different actors and programme choices? How and what type of political dialogue shapes relationships between different actors and informs their decision-making?
	1.2a Development actors require a political environment that is conducive to engagement.
1.2b Inclusive political dialogue at different levels (within and among bi/multi-lateral partners, with national actors) should enable discussion and agreement on priorities and best ways to address them.
	Case study interviews

	1.3 Which actors have the most power to influence decision-making and programme choices and how do their exercise this power?
	1.3a Certain actors have the power to influence decision-making but this is implicit and it is imperative to understand how their influence works to bring about change.
	Case study interviews

	1.3 Is there political will to promote greater complementarity between humanitarian and development programming (including by changing the current international aid architecture)?
	1.3a Coherent approaches can be created with sufficient leadership among international actors even in the absence of national-level support.
	Global and case study interviews; document review

	 Strategy and analysis

	2.1 Are there shared strategies to support programming complementarity?
	2.1a Different sets of principles and policy commitments represent a barrier to coherent approaches
	Document review

	2.2 To what extent do different actors conduct and use a shared context analysis for programme decision-making? Is there sufficient time/space/incentives for this?
	2.2a A shared understanding of the context is fundamental for enhancing programme complementarity 
2.2b Joint planning and analysis tools can create incentives and opportunities for ‘layered’ and complementary approaches
	Programme document review; case study interviews

	2.3 What evidence base are different actors using for their programme choices?
	2.3a Programme choices are influenced by factors other than evidence of ‘what works’ or what delivers the most effective outcomes for aid recipients.
	Programme document review; case study interviews

	2.4 What are the assumptions that underpin the programming choices of different actors?
	2.4a Assumptions that are not made explicit influence programming decisions as much as context analyses and the evidence base for the selection of activities.
	Case study interviews

	2.5 What objectives and what results are different actors trying to achieve and how do they choose the best instrument to do so?
	2.5a It is important to understand what response is best suited to addressing the needs and priorities at different layers of society and the state, bearing in mind that a complementarity of instruments may be necessary to enable people and institutions to cope with stresses and risks.   
2.5b Working in a disconnected way with different layers of society or to support different levels of coping with shocks hinder complementarity
	Mapping of aid programmes; programme document review; case study interviews

	Rules, instruments and tools

	3.1 How do funding and planning tools and timeframes influence programming choices? Do the programme choices change with changes in these timeframes?
	3.1a Funding and planning tools shape programme timeframes and choices.
3.1b It is possible to work flexibly with existing funding instruments if there are adequate incentives/shared interests.
	Mapping of aid investments; programme document review; case study interviews

	3.2 What characteristics of the current international aid architecture promote greater complementarity? What are the main barriers that need to be addressed to promote greater complementarity?
	3.2a Appropriate policies, institutional arrangements, and aid and programming instruments must be in place and must be implemented to promote complementarity of responses.
	Global and case study interviews; document review

	3.3 How and why do actors select particular funding instruments in a given context? In what ways do the aid management rules governing the use and timeframes of these different funding instruments shape programme choices? What needs to change to ensure greater complementarity?
	3.3 a Aid management guidelines and compliance with rules may influence the selection of funding instruments more than an analysis of what is most appropriate (in line with Fragile States Principle 1) 
3.3b The selection of funding instruments may be driven by habitual practice as much as or more than the stipulations in aid management guidelines.
	Global and case study interviews

	3.4 How do approaches to risk shape aid and programming choices and collaboration between humanitarian and development actors?
	3.4a Different levels of risk tolerance and political considerations in regards to risks - inhibit operational engagement by development actors in the most fragile contexts
	Global and case study interviews

	3.5 What are the key lessons from initiatives to ensure complementarity between humanitarian and development programmes? To what extent are these being applied and what are the factors that influence the level of application?
	3.5a Organisations do not identify and apply lessons unless there are clear mechanisms and incentives for doing so. 
	Document review; global and case study interviews

	Characteristics of individual organisations/ actors

	4.1 How do organisational mandates influence programming decisions?
	4.1a Institutional mandates and competition dynamics are a barrier to coherent approaches
	Case study interviews

	4.2 What policies, instruments and capacities are in place to promote complementarity of responses and better partnerships? 
	4.2a Appropriate policies, instruments and capacities must be in place to ensure complementarity of responses and partnership. 
	Global and case study interviews

	4.3 What factors influence the choice of instruments in a given context? 
	4.3a Decision making processes within institutions may be influenced by a variety of factors, some may enable greater complementarity of responses and partnership. 
	Global and case study interviews, document review

	4.4 To what extent do the cultures of humanitarian and development actors and assumptions about other actors influence collaboration and partnership?
	4.4a Humanitarian and development actors have distinct cultures and mind-sets that influence levels of partnership both across organisations and within multi-mandated organisations.

4.4b Humanitarian and development actors have assumptions about how ‘the others’ operate that hinder collaboration and partnership
	Global and case study interviews

	4.5 What organisational/career incentives are in place to promote complementarity between humanitarian and development programmes? What are the disincentives to promoting greater complementarity?
	4.5a Current organisational and incentive structures within organisations do not promote coherent approaches between humanitarian and development actors
4.5b Organisations do not reward staff for collaboration and partnerships that bridge humanitarian and development programmes 
	Case study interviews


Mapping of aid programmes
The team will use to sources of data to map aid programmes on to the matrix in Figure 2. It will use programme documents to map programmes in each case study context first and then complete the mapping exercise through interviews at case study level. For the interviews, it will use the following questions, which have been adapted from an online survey that the DAC conducted in 2014 (see:  http://webnet.oecd.org/Survey/Survey.aspx?s=b2351695ce714cf78688434668f0b9aa)
1. How would you classify the type of work you are doing?
[Suggest following options if necessary: Humanitarian, Stabilisation, Transition, Peacebuilding/statebuilding, Risk reduction/resilience, Development]

2. What layer(s) of society are you working with?
[Suggest the following options if necessary: Individual, Household/family, Community, Local authority, National institution/system, Regional institution/system]
3. What is the overall goal of your programme(s)?
[Suggest the following options if necessary: Reduce the impact of shocks that are already happening, Boost the capacity of a group or system to absorb shocks, Adapt systems so they are less exposed to shocks, and able to pick up on opportunities, Transform systems and institutions for improved economic and social well-being]
4. What factors did you consider when selecting the layer of society with which to work?
[Suggest the following options if necessary: organisational mandate, comparative advantage, urgency of the situation, International agreements, principles and/or standards, maximising impact, maximising the number of people reached, context, request from aid recipients, value for money/cost-benefit analysis, type of funding, programming timeframe, size/scale of the project, partnerships, reporting and accountability requirements, level of risk/level of certainty about the future, internal organisational issues (staffing, skills, capacities, etc.), cultural issues, learning considerations (pilot project etc.)]
5. If any of the above factors change, would you stop working with this layer of society and instead work with another layer of society?
6. If any of the above factors change, would you choose different goals for your programme?

7. If you could change your programme to make it more effective, what would you do?
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� Whilst there is no internationally agreed definition of the term ‘fragile state’, or ‘fragility’, most development agencies define it principally as a fundamental failure of the state to perform functions necessary to meet citizens’ basic needs and expectations. Fragile states are commonly described as incapable of assuring basic security, maintaining rule of law and justice, or providing basic services and economic opportunities for their citizens (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gsdrc.org/go/fragile-states/chapter-1--understanding-fragile-states/definitions-and-typologies-of-fragile-states" �http://www.gsdrc.org/go/fragile-states/chapter-1--understanding-fragile-states/definitions-and-typologies-of-fragile-states�); World Bank Harmonised List of Fragile Situations 2015; OECD State of Fragility Report 2015, Draft. 


� Bilateral ODA to fragile states doubled in real terms between 2000 and 2009. Analysis of country-programmable aid (CPA) however indicates a fall in aid (excluding debt relief and humanitarian aid) from 2010. (OECD INCAF, 2014). 


� Under IDA17 for example, the World Bank will double its spending in fragile states. 


� The IASC’s Future Humanitarian Financing initiative for instance identified in regional consultations a strong desire among humanitarian actors to limit the scope of humanitarian action to its core ‘mission critical’ humanitarian functions and work with governments and development actors to find more appropriate sustainable solutions to underlying vulnerabilities and long-term chronic needs. Poole, forthcoming March, 2015. The joint UNHCR – UNDP ‘3RP’ appeal for Syrian refugees represents an attempt by humanitarian actors to mobilise development financing to support sustainable solutions to long-term displacement in the region. 


� Humanitarian reforms were partly initiated because of the increasing challenge of dealing with displacement related issues.  Early displacement-focused attempts include the International Conference on Central American Refugees (CIREFCA, 80’-90’s), the Comprehensive Plan of Action for Cambodian refugees (CPA, 80’-90’s), the Brookings process (late 90’s), the Framework for Durable Solutions (2003), the Transitional Solutions Initiative (TSI, 2010 onward) by UNDP and UNHCR conducted in close cooperation with the Word Bank Global Program on Forced Displacement (GPFD) and bilateral donor governments aimed at putting displacement issues at the core of recovery and development strategies by strengthening partnerships between humanitarian and development, bilateral and multilateral actors, the Solutions Alliance (2014).


� http://sclr.stabilisationunit.gov.uk/geographic.html


� Commitments to support risk reduction can be traced to the 1990s with the declaration of the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR) (A/RES/42/169) and the adoption in 1990 of the Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action for a Safer World. The Yokohama Strategy was notable in its emphasis on the importance of human action in reducing vulnerability to disasters, helping to shift policy debate away from science-driven approaches to understanding the problem. At the end of the implementation period of the Yokohama Strategy in 2004 and 2005, a review of the strategy identified a need for far greater investment in reducing the risk of disasters and informed the content of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters (HFA). The HFA was formally adopted by the World Conference on Disaster Reduction in 2005 and subsequently endorsed by the UN General Assembly (A/RES/60/1952) (UNISDR, 2011).


� International reconstruction Fund Facility for Iraq, � HYPERLINK "http://www.irffi.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/IRFFI/0,,contentMDK:20241542~menuPK:497521~pagePK:64168627~piPK:64167475~theSitePK:491458,00.html" �http://www.irffi.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/IRFFI/0,,contentMDK:20241542~menuPK:497521~pagePK:64168627~piPK:64167475~theSitePK:491458,00.html�; Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund, http://www.artf.af


� https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/ROWCA/Coordination/Common_Framework_for_Preparedness_Oct2013.pdf


� E.g. UK Stabilisation Unit, Danish Peace and Stability Fund, Dutch Stabilisation Fund, USAID various initiatives including the Transition Initiatives for Stabilisation – Somalia  (TIS-SOMALIA).


� These include research commissioned by the UN Chief Executives Board, the IASC Humanitarian Financing Task Team seeking to commission research into incentives and disincentives in bridging the gap between humanitarian and development communities, discussions about signing the Bosphorus Compact at the World Humanitarian Summit to commit humanitarian actors to working together with development actors, and a study by the Humanitarian Policy Group at the Overseas Development Institute on  ‘The Development Agency of the Future: Bridging the Humanitarian-Development Divide’ (based on a review of existing literature and global level interviews).






