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Executive Summary
1.0   This real time evaluation was commissioned by the UN O#ce for the Coordination of Hu-
manitarian A"airs (OCHA) on behalf of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), as one part of 
a wider evaluation of the international response to the drought crisis in the Horn of Africa in 2011. It 
considers the question of how well the component parts of the international humanitarian system 
worked together and with others to address the drought crisis in Somalia. The security context dic-
tated the evaluation methods, with heavy reliance on key informant interviews and documentary 
review and relatively little on !eld visits and community consultation. Field visits were limited to 
Mogadishu, Hargeisa in Somaliland, and the refugee camps of Dadaab in Kenya.

2.0  Though labelled a ‘drought crisis’, the crisis in Somalia that began in late 2010 has a number of 
causes. The immediate factors were the (La Niña-related) failure of two consecutive rains and the es-
calation of food prices relative to the value of livestock and wages. These combined with the e"ect 
of successive shocks in recent years to overwhelm people’s already fragile livelihoods and purchas-
ing power, particularly among the agro-pastoralist communities of South Central Somalia.
 
3.0  Within the overall crisis, several distinct but related crises can be identi!ed: of food security 
and livelihoods, of access to water, of nutrition and health, of forced displacement and violent 
insecurity. While crisis conditions have existed for many years, 2011 saw a major escalation and 
large scale distress migration. Above all, this was an acute crisis of food access and (to some extent) 
availability, culminating in famine conditions in parts of South Central in mid-late 2011. The ongoing 
armed con$ict, including its regional aspects, had a strong in$uence both on the nature of the crisis 
and the response to it. 

4.0  Amongst the many constraints facing humanitarian assistance has been the limitation of 
secure access to the areas worst a"ected in the crisis, the culmination of several years of deteriorat-
ing access to South Central Somalia. This has limited the availability and quality of information as 
well as the ability to provide direct assistance. Heavy reliance on remote operations and untested 
partnerships has raised issues of e"ectiveness, quality and accountability. The absence of the UN 
World Food Programme (WFP) from these areas (forced to withdraw in 2010) left a major gap in 
the assistance chain, one that could only partly be !lled by the International Committee of the Red 
Cross (ICRC), the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and others.

5.0  This (Real Time Evaluation) RTE draws three ‘top line’ conclusions about the international  
crisis response:

■	 Famine was not inevitable, nor was the scale of human su"ering caused by the drought crisis. 
The political and military actors (Somali and international), whose conduct restricted people’s ac-
cess to humanitarian assistance, bear primary responsibility for the failure to respond earlier and 
more decisively. Early action could have prevented, or at least substantially mitigated, the worst 
aspects of the crisis, but this did not happen on the scale required. The reasons are largely political, 
but the international humanitarian system – including the donors – itself bears some responsibility 
for this failure. While some important early action was taken using available pooled funds, it was 
not on the scale required by the situation. 
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■	 The famine response when it came was proportionate and appropriate, though the extent of ef-
fective implementation is still uncertain, as is the impact of the response on the overall situation. 
Scaled-up implementation came well after the crisis had peaked in mid-2011 (see diagram be-
low) but it appears to have had at least a substantial mitigating e!ect on the scale and intensity 
of the food and livelihoods crisis, and to have prevented the spread of famine to Gedo region.

■	 Though famine conditions have passed the situation remains critical for hundreds of thou-
sands of Somalis. The potential for rapid deterioration remains and delivery capacity of the 
international system has been seriously compromised by the Al Shabaab ban on leading 
international agencies: UN, ICRC and non-governmental organisations (NGOs). Humanitarian 
agencies and donors need to take urgent action to plan for the potential contingencies in 
2012 and beyond.

Figure: Illustrating the evolution of the 2011 crisis and of the related humanitarian response (indicative only)

6.0  The evaluation team found much to admire in the way the system scaled up collectively 
in response to famine in the second half of 2011. This included examples of innovative and bold 
programme approaches, notably in market-based interventions such as the use of cash and food 
vouchers. Throughout the year, considerable "exibility and initiative was shown by agencies like 
UNICEF and FAO, and by NGOs like Concern and ACF, in adapting their approaches to the rapidly 
changing situation and attempting to #ll the gaps left by the absence of WFP and other agencies 
from Al Shabaab controlled areas. But the team also found a number of systemic problems, some of 
which contributed to the severe lag in response illustrated above. This report highlights the follow-
ing issues in particular:

■	 A systemic failure of early action – prevention and early relief – in response to early warning 
■	 Lack of contingency plans for a major scaled-up drought crisis response
■	 A lack of strategic leadership from the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) at crucial moments
■	 Postponement of crucial decisions about alternative food security response options
■	 Underperformance of some clusters and lack of joined-up analysis
■	 Lack of accountability of agencies and clusters for performance in relation to the collective   

 goals set by the Consolidated Appeal (CAP) and the Emergency Revision of the CAP.
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7.0  These problems have to be seen in context. The failure of early action was as much a function 
of donor reluctance to fund as it was of failings of the UN-led humanitarian system. Contingency 
plans only have value if there is some prospect of their being resourced. Problems of e"ective 
capacity, secure access and limited response options also severely restricted the room for manoeu-
vre. Nevertheless the RTE team concludes that the coordinating bodies of the humanitarian system, 
together with their donor colleagues, could and should have done more to push for early action. 
This was in the face of the evidence from early warning systems and knowledge of critical risk fac-
tors, including the absence of WFP and the potentially catastrophic failure of two successive rainy 
seasons. E"ective risk management demanded planning for the worst case scenario in this case.

8.0  The report makes a number of recommendations for action based on the !ndings of the RTE 
team and on discussion of provisional !ndings at a stakeholder workshop in Nairobi. These include 
a proposed requirement for contingency planning in the face of certain critical variables, with pre-
agreed criteria for activating the plan and donor agreement in principle to fund where those criteria 
are met. Related recommendations are made concerning needs assessment and surveillance, 
and the need for better understanding of what is happening to vulnerable households over time. 
Further proposals are made concerning the need for quicker funding decisions, more decentralised 
(less Nairobi-centric) coordination, more investment in monitoring and work to improve account-
ability both to donors and a"ected communities.

Key recommendations

■	 The mandates and working practices of the HCT and ICWG should be reviewed, 
particularly with regard to strategic decision making, planning and cross-sector 
analysis, in the light of the !ndings of the RTE.

■	 Clearer lines of accountability and decision making need to be established  
between HCT, ICWG and clusters – and within these bodies themselves.

■	 ICWG and Clusters should be formally tasked with needs assessment and cross-
sector analysis in response to major crises, facilitated by OCHA and reporting to the 
HCT. Field-level surveillance systems should be established in health, food security, 
nutrition and WASH as the basis for this.

■	 The HTC should require that costed, cross-sector contingency plans be drawn up as 
a matter of priority for both a large scale ‘preventive’ package of livelihood support, 
and a major Somalia-wide relief response, to be considered for implementation 
against agreed criteria in the event of a prospective food security crisis.

■	 In light of the growing dependence on local capacities, the HCT should task the 
clusters through the ICWG with conducting a local capacity review and drawing  
up a related investment plan.

■	 Urgent attention should be given to strengthening output reporting if the most 
basic accountability standards are to be met. More investment is also needed in  
assessing outcomes, linked to goals established through the CAP and other  
planning documents.
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Section 1. 
Background & Context

1.1.0 Overview: a crisis within a crisis

1.1.1  The causes of the recent crisis in Somalia are complex. The drought that hit between late  
2010 and mid 2011 was the trigger for the crisis, yet it is potentially misleading to call this a ‘drought 
crisis’. There have been many contributory factors. Some of these are chronic or structural: the 
cumulative e"ects of con$ict, successive droughts, eroded livelihoods, resource scarcity, the absence 
of essential services and e"ective governance. Others are more immediate: the failure of two 
successive (Deyr and Gu) rains and subsequent harvests, related loss of income and assets, and the 
steep rise in staple food prices relative to livestock and wage labour. Many of the factors concerned 
remain in place to date (March 2012) and the state of crisis continues even though famine conditions 
have passed. Lack of humanitarian access, sometimes overstated as a causal factor, is crucial in this 
case, particularly given the absence of state services and the high levels of economic dependence 
on regular food aid distribution in the years up to 2010. The absence of WFP and US-based NGOs 
like CARE from Al Shabaab-controlled areas of South Central is particularly important in this respect; 
and the more recent bans of many leading UN and International Non-Governmental Organisations 
(INGOs) leaves the delivery capacity of international assistance substantially depleted. Even the ICRC, 
which has played a vital role in !lling the void left by WFP, remains formally banned. The con$ict, 
meanwhile, continues to evolve rapidly and the prospects for humanitarian assistance are uncertain.

1.1.2   While the causes are complex, even to describe this crisis in terms of its symptoms is not 
simple. The crisis of food insecurity, and speci!cally of access to food, has been the dominant 
concern together with the related crisis of acute malnutrition, particularly since the declaration of 
famine in parts of southern Somalia in July 2011. Yet this can also be described as a livelihoods crisis; 
a health crisis; a water access crisis; and a protection crisis. These, together with food security, have 
been issues of on-going humanitarian concern for many years; but the rain failures of 2010/11 and 
the distress migration that these triggered saw an escalation of human su"ering and death that 
has been extreme even by Somalia’s standards. The number of excess deaths is uncertain, put at 
‘tens of thousands’ by the UN and FSNAU/FEWS Net and ‘between 50-100,000 people’ by others.1  
The numbers of people displaced from their homes (internally and externally) primarily as a result 
of drought and food insecurity in 2011 was around half a million.2  Meanwhile the armed con$ict, 
including its regional aspects, has shaped both the nature of the crisis and the response to it.

1.1.3   Part of the concern of this RTE has been with how well the international humanitarian system 
‘read’ the evolving ‘crisis within a crisis’. This topic, including early warning and needs assessment,  
is covered in section two below. Section three is concerned with joint strategy, policy and planning, 
section four with issues of implementation and information management. The remaining sections 
consider the following speci!c aspects of the crisis response: How well did the system engage with 
communities and with non-system actors: local, national, international? How well was the response 
!nanced and how accountable was it? How well were issues of risk, security and access managed? 
The focus throughout is on coordination and collective performance across the component parts of 



12 13

the system. While much of this is about processes, we take the question of collective e"ectiveness 
and impact as the essential backdrop to the evaluation.

1.2.0   The RTE – purpose, scope, criteria, method  
 
1.2.1 The full generic terms of reference for the Horn of Africa drought real time evaluations are 
included in the Annex. For purposes of clarity and focus, the RTE team established a simpli!ed 
framework of enquiry based on the Terms of Reference (ToR), revolving around the overarching 
question: How well did the component parts of the international humanitarian system3 work together 
and with others to address the drought crisis in Somalia 2010-2012? Under this heading various sub-
questions were considered: 

■	 Was the response timely? In terms of (i) preventive action, (ii) relief action? 
■	 Was the response proportionate to the scale and evolution of the crisis?  

What level of coverage of needs was achieved over time?
■	 How appropriate was the response to the priority needs of those worst a"ected?  

Including gender, age, socio-economic factors. 
■	 How accountable was the response to aid recipients and to donors? How accountable were 

the various humanitarian bodies to each other?
■	 How e!cient was the response, in terms of cost of delivery and net value transfer,  

to a"ected households?
■	 How e"ective was the response in tackling priority needs? How do we know?

1.2.2 In relation to these criteria the evaluation asked: to the extent that the response was lacking, 
what were the main constraints and what e"orts were made to overcome them? What has been 
learned from this?

1.2.3 In order to answer the above a series of process-related questions formed the substantive   
basis of enquiry for the RTE:

1.  How e"ectively did the international system ‘read’ the developing situation? 
2. How well coordinated was the international response in terms of joint analysis,  

strategy, policy, planning and implementation – including information management?
3. How well did the international system work with others? 
4. How well !nanced has the international response been? 
5. How has the international response been accountable to aid recipients and donors?
6. How well have risks and operational constraints been managed?
7. What lessons have been learned from the drought response?  

How should these change future practice?

This report is largely structured around these questions.

1.2.4 As with other Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluations, the primary purpose of this RTE was a 
learning one, though it also serves an accountability purpose. Given the emphasis on (collective) 
learning, the RTE is not as judgmental in performance terms as other forms of evaluation might 
be. It is suggested that where issues of performance and accountability are raised, these may 
require further investigation through other evaluation processes, whether conducted by individual 
agencies or otherwise. 
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1.2.5 A particular issue in this regard concerns the performance and accountability of the Clusters. 
It has not been possible within the scope of this RTE to evaluate individual Cluster performance; but 
given the concerns raised by many of those interviewed over Cluster performance, it is suggested 
that this requires further examination – including the basis on which performance is assessed. 
In particular the question of what the Clusters are accountable for, who within the Cluster is 
accountable for what, and to whom they are accountable, appears to need urgent clari!cation from 
a management perspective.4  See further section 4 below.

1.2.6 The team was not tasked with evaluating the performance of individual agencies, nor was 
it asked to attempt to establish the impact of the collective response. Where reference is made 
to impact and e"ectiveness, it is largely with regard to the adequacy of existing mechanisms for 
determining impact and monitoring progress. The issues of programme quality and compliance 
with standards were also largely beyond the scope of the evaluation, given the lack of access  
to programmes.

1.2.7 It should be noted that the current evaluation was ‘real time’ only in the sense that the 
drought crisis and the response to it were continuing at the time of the RTE. Though conducted in 
February 2012, much of the subject matter of the RTE concerns what happened in 2011 and the RTE 
is therefore both a retrospective and forward-looking exercise.  Understanding what happened in 
the run up to the 2011 crisis and during the subsequent response seems to the RTE team to provide 
an essential basis for reviewing the performance of the response system for Somalia and taking 
remedial action in order to better address current and future crises. The need to do so is pressing 
given the seriousness of the prevailing situation in the country.

1.3.0  Method and limitations  
 
1.3.1 The RTE team was severely limited in its ability to travel in Somalia, for the same reasons of 
secure access that continue to hamper the assistance programme. The questions listed above were 
pursued mainly through (i) a series of key informant interviews, largely in Nairobi; and (ii) through 
documentary review, including the minutes of the HCT (and earlier IASC) and of the Inter-Cluster 
Working Group (ICWG). This was supplemented by desk analysis5 and by !eld visits to Mogadishu, 
Hargeisa and the Dadaab refugee camp in Kenya. Here it was possible to talk directly with drought-
a"ected communities about the situation from which they had #ed. This included (in Dadaab) 
separate focus group discussions with men and women. 

1.3.2 Given the RTE team’s limited ability to access a"ected communities, a concerted e"ort was 
made to speak with local NGOs and local authorities in Mogadishu, Hargeisa and Nairobi. The 
presence on the team of a Somali-origin consultant allowed both greater freedom of movement 
and contact in Mogadishu and for interviews to be conducted in Somali. In total around 20 local 
organisations were consulted along with a number of local authorities. The team considered the 
response to the crises in Somaliland and Puntland (where the drought emergency was largely over 
by mid-2011) as well as in South Central Somalia. However the main focus is on the latter given the 
extremity of the situation there and the issues raised in attempting to respond to need in such  
a challenging environment.

1.3.3 The provisional !ndings of the RTE team were presented and discussed at a participatory 
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workshop in Nairobi on February 27 2012, attended by UN agencies, international and national 
NGOs and donor representatives.6  This was used in part to validate and re!ne the conclusions  
and recommendations that now appear in the current report.

1.3.4 The RTE team’s brief was to review the drought response, not humanitarian response in 
general. Given the recent retrospective evaluation of humanitarian action in South Central Somalia 
2005-10 undertaken by DARA,7 the current RTE attempted to avoid duplication, although inevitably 
there is some overlap. This report does not rely on the !ndings of the DARA report in reaching  
its conclusions.

1.3.5 Some topics of general humanitarian concern are given relatively little coverage in the RTE 
because they relate only indirectly to the drought response. This includes protection of civilians, 
though some consideration is given to forced displacement and the denial of access to assistance 
as protection concerns. The related issue of ‘humanitarian space’ has been much debated and 
analysed elsewhere8 and the topic is not revisited here except in relation to speci!c problems of 
access. Other limits were set by the ToR and by the time and resources available to the RTE team. 

1.3.6 One !nal limitation should be mentioned. It is characteristic of the humanitarian response in 
Somalia that is it based on relatively little hard assessment data. While reference is made to the data 
available from sources such as FSNAU and FEWS Net, this evaluation is less grounded in quantitative 
data than might be expected in other contexts. Most of the available quantitative data concerns the 
question of outputs and of ‘Who does What Where / When’ (3/4W) – though even that was found  
to be often out of date or missing. 

 
1.4.0 Response to the drought crisis: context and evolution  
 
1.4.1 Evaluating the collective international response to the drought crisis requires some analysis  
of the historical, political and socio-economic background. We have space here to mention only  
a few of the relevant factors. 

1.4.2 First is the history of international, and speci!cally UN, involvement in Somalia since the fall 
of Siad Barre in 1991. The failed international intervention in the early 1990s began as a response 
to another humanitarian crisis. But the history of that time and of the failed political agenda 
of UNOSOM II have left a legacy of local mistrust and a bunker mentality still characterised UN 
operations in Mogadishu during the current crisis. From the pursuit of General Aideed to the pursuit 
of Al Shabaab by a Security Council -mandated African Union Mission in Somali (AMISOM) force  
on behalf of the Transitional Federal Government (TFG), the UN has found itself involved in political-
military agendas which have sometimes been in tension with its humanitarian role. Certainly 
it makes it di#cult for UN humanitarian agencies to maintain the perception of neutrality and 
impartiality, and has been a primary cause of a rift in relations between international NGOs (fearful 
of association) and UN agencies. The involvement of the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) 
member states and NGOs from Turkey and elsewhere in response to the recent crisis has been an 
interesting and signi!cant development that partly re$ects the perceived compromised position of 
the UN, its agencies and traditional partners.
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1.4.3 The counter-terrorist agenda has had an impact on humanitarian action in other ways. Recent 
UN Security Council (UNSC) resolutions on Somalia (1844, 1972, etc.) and the counter-terrorist 
legislation of the US and other key donor governments have laid tight conditions on the provision 
of aid as well as prohibiting engagement with Al Shabaab. The Monitoring Group on Somalia (SMG), 
established by the UNSC as a watchdog on the issue of compliance with sanctions, stated in its 
report in March 2010 inter alia that large quantities of WFP food had been diverted and that WFP 
had been working through contractors with direct terrorist links. Though WFP strongly contested 
this, the climate created by the SMG report was a powerful shaping force on donors’ and agencies’ 
thinking and action in 2010 and 2011. International donors themselves reported being highly risk-
averse throughout 2010 and the !rst half of 2011, with their aid departments under considerable 
political pressure in this regard.9  Perhaps inevitably given its reliance on these funding sources, this 
risk aversion permeated the humanitarian system more generally. The CAP 2011 process explicitly 
re$ected this attitude,10 with the CAP being tailored to match expectations of what the donors 
would wear. Overall there were some powerful external disincentives on the humanitarian system 
to ‘call’ a major crisis. 

1.4.4 In Resolution 1972 (March 2011) the UNSC decided that the asset freeze established by 
Resolution 1844 (2008) should not apply (for a period of 16 months) to “the payment of funds,  
other !nancial assets or economic resources” necessary for the timely delivery of humanitarian 
assistance by UN agencies and designated NGO partners. Meanwhile, the HC was required to report 
to the UNSC every 120 days under Resolution 1916 about the protection of urgent humanitarian 
assistance under the sanctions regime. The major shift in the funding picture came in July 2011 with 
the easing of the restrictions imposed by the US Treasury’s O#ce of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) 
since 2009, which had seen US aid drop by 88%, from USD $237 million in 2008 to USD $20 million 
in 2011.11  Since the US contribution had previously made up nearly 40% of all assistance to Somalia, 
these restrictions had had a dramatic e"ect on programme budgets. Despite the ambiguity 
surrounding the OFAC declaration that it ‘would not pursue’ cases of unintended material bene!t to 
terrorist groups resulting from humanitarian assistance, the easing of US restrictions helped unlock 
funding on the scale required to respond to the famine crisis.12

1.4.5 The current situation in Somalia sees pressure being brought to bear on the humanitarian 
system from a number of directions. From the perspective of the TFG and AMISOM, such assistance 
is an essential element in consolidating their territorial gains made and securing local support 
following the ‘clearance’ of formerly Al Shabaab controlled areas in Mogadishu, Beletweyn and 
elsewhere. More broadly there has been political pressure from the TFG and others for assistance 
to be delivered as part of a ‘peace dividend’.13 The Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) has had to resist 
such pressure and maintain the principle of delivery of aid on the basis of need alone.14  
The international humanitarian community has been united in its concern to prevent the 
politicisation of relief to Somalia, though many feel it has been swimming against the tide over the 
past decade. The approach to the current crisis has been a pragmatic one, taking opportunities 
to deliver assistance as access has allowed, while attempting to establish ‘bottom lines’ for the 
principled negotiation and the conduct of relief assistance programmes.15

1.4.6 The crisis of food access in particular is in part a function of the role that humanitarian 
assistance has played in the Somali food economy – and the impact of withdrawing that assistance. 
When WFP was forced to leave South Central Somalia it left a substantial hole. Even in a good 
year Somalia as a whole is in food de!cit, producing only around 40% of its cereal needs. Around 
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20-30% of the remaining de!cit is made up through commercial imports. But it is reckoned that 
the remainder (around 30%) had, prior to 2010, been provided through the aid system and the WFP 
pipeline.16  The withdrawal of such an essential component of the food economy had consequences 
that were probably underestimated, masked by the good rains of late 2009 and !rst half of 2010.

1.4.7 In this context it should also be said that even in better years rates of malnutrition well above 
agreed international emergency limits are common in parts of South Central Somalia and accepted 
as ‘normal’.17 This may in part explain why conditions in Somalia have to become so extreme before 
the international community responds with scaled-up assistance.
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Section 2.  
Reading the situation:
Early warning, needs assessment  
and joint analysis
2.1.0 Working with uncertainty: 
  The problem of access and information

2.1.1   Any analysis of humanitarian responses in Somalia has to begin by recognising both the 
complexity of the context and the extreme challenge of the operating environment. This is not  
an easy environment to understand or to work in. Nothing can replace detailed local knowledge; 
but reliable and up to date local information is hard to come by in large parts of Somalia, 
particularly in those highly insecure areas of South and Central Somalia that are contested or which 
are controlled by Al Shabaab or local militia. The restrictions on agency access and consequent lack 
of !eld presence compound the problem. Among the limitations is a lack of reliable baseline data: 
even in relatively stable Somaliland, population estimates vary from 1.8 to 3.5 million depending 
on the source.18 Insecurity means both a constantly changing context and limited access for 
international agencies, which in turn means limited ability to gather or to verify data even through 
local sta" or partners. There is no in-country system for health information or nutrition surveillance.  
 
2.1.2   Various things follow from this:

■	 A high degree of uncertainty pervades much of the central (Nairobi-based) discussion and 
decision making by agencies, clusters and the HCT. This in turn makes generating consensus 
di#cult. Even at local level information sharing is weak.

■ Where reliable information is available it often refers to a period weeks or months in the past, 
so there is a signi!cant time lag built into the picture under consideration. 

■	 Sources are limited and heavy reliance is placed on a few sources (particularly FSNAU and 
FEWS NET), which are based on periodic surveys and are primarily food-security related.

 
2.1.3   This is a context where needs assessment cannot be undertaken at will. But as we argue below 
the whole question of needs assessment has received too little attention. 

2.1.4   As a result of the above, the information available to the various component parts of the 
international system (including donors) about the humanitarian situation in Somalia – particularly  
in the South Central area – tends to be patchy, out of date and often of doubtful reliability. Much  
of the information is historic and output-based and therefore of limited utility in making decisions 
about future responses. However there is also systematic collection of real time food price and 
other ‘trend’ data, including the changing terms of trade between livestock and cereals. Most of 
those interviewed for the RTE felt that existing data sources in 2011 gave an adequate information 
basis for early warning purposes, if not for programming purposes.
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2.2.0  Early warning and the response to alerts

2.2.1   Despite the di!culties of obtaining information, Somalia has one of the most sophisticated 
early warning systems in Africa. The outputs from the independent FSNAU and FEWS NET, based  
on surveys and surveillance, constitute a food security and general humanitarian alert system  
that is able to monitor changes in crucial variables (including weather and production trends, 
nutritional status, market prices) and to map the trends so as to provide both a current/historic 
picture of human stress and a predictive map of how that picture is likely to develop in the short  
to medium term.

THE CHANGING NARRATIVE OF CRISIS 2010"12

It is instructive to consider the way the crisis in Somalia was characterised and how this 
changed over time. Reviewing the minutes of the HCT and ICWG provides a picture of 
shifting attitudes to the problem.

Early in 2011, this was seen largely as a distress migration crisis, with unseasonal 
movements noted and rising numbers of internally displaced people. This was related 
to a water access crisis, with people moving in search of water for themselves and their 
animals. 

As 2011 progressed, the crisis came increasingly to be seen as a food security crisis, and 
speci#cally a food access crisis. The e$ect of escalating food prices was noted, and the 
worsening of terms of trade for livestock and manual labour. 

From the end of June 2011, the situation became characterised as a nutrition crisis as the 
results of the FSNAU surveys were reported. By July 20th, this was o!cially de#ned as a 
full blown famine in two regions of southern Somalia. The e$ect of this on international 
opinion, combined with the images emerging from the refugee camps in Dadaab 
(Kenya) and Dollo Ado (Ethiopia), was dramatic. In the words of one respondent ‘it is hard 
to overstate the impact of the ‘F’ word’.

The period since November 2011 is characterised by some as ‘post-famine’, and there 
is some evidence that the donors see the crisis as having passed.  But most believe the 
situation remains critical in spite of good Deyr rains in late 2011 – particularly since the 
delivery capacity of the international system is substantially depleted by the Al Shabaab 
agency bans.

Source: HCT/ICWG meeting minutes 2011; interviews

2.2.2   In the case of the current crisis early warnings were #rst given in August 2010. From August to 
December 2010 FEWS NET in its La Niña briefs and Somalia alerts, and FSNAU in its press releases, 
were warning of an impending food security crisis. Thus in August 2010 FEWS NET was reporting 
that despite good Gu rains the situation remained critical. ‘Very high levels of acute malnutrition 
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continue, and the forecasts for the October-December Deyr season are below average. Poor Deyr rains 
could push a higher number of pastoral and agro-pastoral households into crisis. Contingency planning 
and additional support to the 2010 CAP are needed.’  In November it reported that, based on analysis 
of likely La Niña e"ects, poor rains were likely to result in a ‘worse than usual January-March lean 
season, o"setting the modest recovery in household food security which occurred during 2009/10 
following three years of drought’. Over the course of the !rst half of 2011 these warnings became 
more urgent as ‘extreme food insecurity’ was predicted following the failure of the Deyr rains 
(20% of normal) threatened to be compounded by poor Gu rains. In March, FSNAU and FEWS NET 
issue joint statements warning that if the Gu rains fail there may be large-scale crisis migration and 
localised famine. They call for ‘additional contingency planning given the possibility of a major crisis’ 
and note the likely impact of restrictions to humanitarian access. 19 

2.2.3   From the IASC/HCT minutes and the 2011 CAP, it seems that these warnings registered only 
to a limited extent. The CAP was put together before the failure of the 2010 Deyr rains became 
apparent – and there had been good rains in 2009 (Deyr) and 2010 (Gu). The 2011 CAP notes  
the threat posed by the predicted La Niña event in 2011 but gives no real sense of impending 
crisis. Rather it was assumed that the previous good harvests had helped establish a degree of 
resilience 20 and the !nancial request in the CAP was actually lower than the previous year based 
less on anticipated needs that on what was felt to be a ‘realistic’ expectation of donor response at 
the time.21 That said, the HC declared drought in December 2010 and allocated some Emergency 
Reserve resources from the Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF). The Food and Agriculture/
Livelihoods Clusters had also highlighted in December the need for concerted planning in response 
to the impending drought crisis. 22 

2.2.4   Analysis by the FSNAU following the failure of the 2010 Deyr rains led to a 20% upward revision 
of people in need of humanitarian assistance, from 2 million to 2.4 million. The brie!ng given to 
the HCT and ICWG by FSNAU and Somalia Water and Land Information Management 23 on April 28 
2011 indicated a very poor if not yet catastrophic situation in southern regions. Early optimism that 
the Gu rains would be reasonable was subsequently dashed. When the nutritional data from the 
subsequent June assessment by FSNAU was shown to the OCHA head of o#ce she recalls being 
‘shocked’. 24 That sense of surprise seems to have been widely shared with some describing how it 
had ‘come out of the blue’. 25 Even FSNAU sta" were surprised at the extent of the increase in levels 
of acute malnutrition – with the ‘global’ !gure (GAM) now averaging over 40% in southern regions 
and the ‘severe’ !gure (SAM) nearly 20%, with correspondingly high mortality rates. 26  Yet a reading 
of the early warning outputs suggests that this was an outcome whose possibility was already 
foreseen, and rising GAM rates had been reported by FSNAU from early in the year.

2.2.5   The formal early warning mechanisms were the main but not the only source of early warning. 
Evidence from admissions from health units and out-patient therapeutic feeding centres did not 
appear to show a marked upward trend in early 2011.27 However anecdotal reports coming from the 
!eld, particularly from international and their local NGO partners, suggested a rapidly deteriorating 
picture in the early part of 2011. The early drying up of the Lower Shabelle River was noted with 
alarm, as were the pictures of thousands of cattle and other livestock that had died through lack 
of access to water and pasture. Unseasonal migration patterns were also noted, including unusual 
migration to Mogadishu in January 2011.28 Yet this evidence was largely discounted. As one UN 
o#cial put it, ‘many were saying this is part of the annual cycle of drought’.29 There was considerable 
distrust of the piecemeal evidence coming from agencies relating to particular projects or villages. 
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As a UN cluster o#cial said ‘we thought it might be deliberately exaggerated, but we were not able 
to go and cross check the reports. We just didn’t know if we could trust the data’.30 

2.2.6  The early warning mechanisms are generally agreed to have produced detailed and high 
quality data that was widely relied upon by decision makers. Arguably the message sometimes 
got lost in the sheer detail of the presentations and could have been more clearly distilled for 
managers.31 Some of those interviewed raised questions about the methods used, and noted that 
FSNAU relied too heavily on twice-yearly surveys.32 There was little ongoing surveillance (food 
prices being an exception), with the consequence that results re$ected a historical rather than a real 
time picture. Some also questioned the ‘post famine’ analysis that showed what they took to be 
an implausible improvement over a short space of time; but admitted they lacked alternative data 
sources to challenge this.33 The RTE team was not in a position to make a judgement on this issue.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ‘FAMINE’

Although famine tends to be treated as a distinct situational category, the distinction 
between ‘famine’ and ‘humanitarian emergency’ in the UN classi!cation system (or ‘ex-
treme food insecurity’ in the terms of FEWS NET) is a technical one and a matter of degree 
rather than type. Based on the Integrated Phase Classi!cation (IPC) scale, famine exists 
when at least 20 per cent of the population cannot access to basic food requirements, 
global acute malnutrition exceeds 30 %, and the death rate exceeds 2/10,000/ day for the 
entire population.

The humanitarian imperative to act in the face of a developing crisis on this scale remains 
the same, whether or not it may otherwise lead to full-blown famine. Yet the term ‘fam-
ine’ has particular resonance in the public mind. That being so, the earlier use of terms 
like ‘pre-famine’ may be appropriate and justi!ed in contexts like this one – though only 
in cases where the risk factors are exceptionally high. In this case, FEWS NET, FSNAU and 
others were warning in March 2011 of possible ‘localised famine’ if the ‘worst case scenario 
assumptions’ were realised.  Given the signi!cant likelihood of those scenarios developing 
and the catastrophic consequences that would follow, the risk management imperative 
was to plan for these scenarios.

2.3 Needs assessment 

2.3.1 Early warning of the kind described above is not the same as humanitarian needs assessment. 
This demands both situational and response analysis, takes account of capacities and priority needs 
among di"erent sectors in society and of di"erent livelihood groups in di"erent locations. It also 
requires a multi-sectoral approach. The early warning mechanisms, although they incorporate 
some non-food related data (health etc.), are essentially food security focused. The technical 
director of FSNAU said when interviewed ‘we are not a needs assessment mechanism’. 34 Yet to 
a great extent these mechanisms have been taken to de!ne needs and to substitute for broader 
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needs assessment. Though the clusters have made some attempts to establish a picture of needs 
for their respective sectors, for the most part they are operated on the basis of planned outputs  
and gaps in geographic coverage. 

2.3.2 The standard process by which the humanitarian system assesses the requirement for 
international response is through more or less formal processes of needs assessment. Much of the 
global e"ort to standardise needs assessment has related to rapid onset disasters 35 but some well-
established mechanisms exist for food security assessment. These include baseline assessment 
tools (WFP’s Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis and Vulnerability Analysis  
and Mapping), crop and food supply assessment processes (the joint FAO-WFP Crop and Food 
Supply Assessment Missions), WFP’s Emergency Food Security Assessment and Joint Assessment 
Missions (WFP/HCR). These were not able to be deployed in the Somalia case and the work 
of FSNAU and FEWS NET was only partially able to substitute. United Nations Development 
Programme population baseline !gures from 2005 provided an uncertain (and out of date) 
set of denominators for calculating numbers in need. 
 
2.3.3 The adoption of a multi-sector assessment tool as recommended in the DARA evaluation36 
is mentioned in the HCT and ICWG meeting minutes but at the time of this RTE this had yet to be 
!nalised. While the development of such common tools is important, it is only a means to an end. 
The more important questions concern the use and requirement for information by decision-
makers, and the process by which both ‘technical’ and more context-based analysis can be better 
informed across the sectors. The adoption of tools also pre-supposes the capacity of agencies to 
use them. Concern about the lack of technical capacity of partners was expressed by some UN 
agencies and clusters, who noted that assessments received often did not conform to acceptable 
levels of quality. 37

2.3.4 The relative absence of needs assessment can only partly be explained by problems of access, 
though the access constraints are very substantial.38 It featured very little in discussions at the 
ICWG, though an Assessment and Information Management group was formed and tasked with 
agreeing a common tool for assessment. For their part, INGOs reported reasonable access, mostly 
through national sta", up until mid-late 2011. Yet there seems to have been a lack of investment 
by NGOs in basic data collection and analysis, a gap which clusters were not able to !ll. Given the 
crucial role that NGOs have traditionally played in this area, this was a major gap. One senior NGO 
representative described the situation as follows: ‘We have become dependent on FSNAU, that’s 
why NGOs don’t have independent assessments or monitoring’. 

2.3.5 A number of suggestions were made on this topic at the workshop held in Nairobi to discuss 
the provisional !ndings of this RTE.39 These linked with the joint planning and operations topics 
covered in the next sections and included: 

■	 Establishing criteria for vetting individual agency assessments to contribute  
to the overall analysis.

■	 Setting up sub-working group from within the ICWG in order to establish broad  
consensus on situational and response analysis. This should report to (and be tasked by) 

 the HCT, helping the community to speak with one authoritative voice on a given  
situation. INGOs and UN agencies would need to dedicate senior level experts  
to participate in this process.

■	 Inviting external experts to balance the group and provide independent perspectives. 
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2.3.6 The second of these proposals in particular seems to the RTE team to be an essential  
step towards progress.

2.3.7 Needs assessment is as much about understanding people’s priorities, coping mechanisms 
and normal practices as it is about data collection and technical analysis. The relative lack of 
proximity of international agencies to people in Somalia makes this aspect of assessment very hard 
to achieve. ‘Remote management’ and working through unfamiliar partners creates a considerable 
distance, making the changing situation of households hard to read. Nor do local perceptions of 
priorities always tally with international perceptions. For example, as one respondent noted, ‘nobody 
in Somalia thinks of assistance as being based on needs: it is about fair shares’.40 Establishing a 
needs basis for interventions has evidently proved di#cult for many sectors. Re-establishing closer 
engagement with communities over time will be a necessary step towards this.

2.4 Main "ndings 

■	 The early warning mechanisms largely performed as they were designed to, giving detailed 
and accurate early warning advice – and urging appropriate contingency planning.

■	 The warnings were not responded to by the humanitarian agencies or the donors in such  
a way as to allow timely and proportionate preparedness, planning and early response.

■	 Needs assessment has been largely neglected, with undue reliance on early warning systems 
that are not designed to provide an assessment of needs.

■	 The ICWG did not provide a ‘joined up’ analysis of the evolving crisis in late 2010/early 2011  
and should have been tasked to do so by the HCT.

■	 The current outlook for early warning is poor. With FSNAU enumerators now banned,  
nutritional surveys are currently not possible. It is urgent to try to !ll this gap.

■	 There is also an urgent need for establishment of health (disease) and Water, Sanitation and 
Hygiene (WASH) surveillance. The 3-5 year plan developed by the WASH Strategic Advisory 
Group identi!ed the lack of needs assessment as a key gap and includes the priority action of 
having a “live map” of water sources across Somalia.
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Section 3.  
Coordinated action (1):
Joint strategy, policy and planning

3.1.0 Overview

3.1.1 The CAP of 2011 provided the framework for the response to the drought crisis, even after  
the declaration of famine in July. The basic rationale of the CAP was taken to remain valid,  
although the strategic priorities were revised mid-year. On this basis, the decision was made 
not to issue a Flash Appeal but rather to make an ‘emergency revision’ of the CAP. The mid-year 
Emergency Revision provided a somewhat revised strategic framework, and individual clusters 
(and groups of clusters) designed their own strategies. There was no one overall response strategy 
for the crisis response even after famine was declared, though inter-cluster coordination resulted 
in ‘sub-strategies’ – notably that between the WASH, Agriculture and Livelihoods, Nutrition 
and Health Clusters.41 A number of contingency plans were also prepared, although again no 
overarching contingency plan existed for the kind of massively scaled-up response that was 
eventually mounted in reaction to the famine.42

3.1.2 As noted above agencies and donors were slow to wake up to the full implications of the early 
warning information. Various factors were at work here. The funding climate was poor, donors were 
highly risk averse in the light of the Monitoring Group’s report,43 and full US OFAC restrictions were 
still in place – meaning in e"ect that the US was out of the picture as a donor until the middle of 2011.

3.1.3 Another factor concerns apparent inertia around the CAP 2011. This had taken a considerable 
collective e"ort to achieve consensus and appears to have led to unwillingness to contemplate  
a radical change of direction or priorities. Indeed the minutes of the HCT indicate that the steps 
taken in terms of releasing CHF money and reviewing contingency plans were considered at the 
time to be adequate to the task. The focus on how to spend the relatively small CHF appeared  
to divert attention from the revised scale of response that was urgently required. At this stage  
in late 2010/early 2011, the contingency of a full blown famine was not on the HCT’s or ICWG’s radar 
– perhaps because it was simply too big to contemplate.

3.1.4 In addition to the lack of willing donors and systemic inertia, the in-country context at 
the time has to be taken into account. Response options were limited in South Central Somalia. 
Access was limited in the worst a"ected areas, as was delivery capacity in the absence of WFP and 
an Al Shabaab ban on food distributions. The protracted debate over alternative food security 
interventions – particularly market interventions through cash and vouchers – was not resolved until 
the issue was forced by the July famine declaration and the demand for greatly scaled-up response. 

3.1.5 Not all agencies were severely hampered by lack of access. Many INGOs continued to work in 
South Central areas through local sta" and local partners throughout 2011. Among the UN agencies 
UNICEF and FAO continued to have good access for most of the year. UNICEF in particular played 
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an essential gap-!lling role, even resorting to general food distribution – with all the attendant 
logistical problems of establishing food pipelines – in order to ensure that those receiving 
nutritional support were getting a basic ration (without which the rationale for nutritional support 
is undermined). For their part, FAO took on a crucial role in short and medium term food security 
in the second half of 2011, particularly with cash/voucher schemes and by helping farmers plantin 
time to take advantage of what turned out to be a very good Deyr rainy season.

3.2.0  Contingency planning

3.2.1 The minutes of the HCT and ICWG show that considerable e"orts went into contingency 
planning at the cluster level. In late 2010 these were largely concerned with the potential for 
increased con#ict in South Central Somalia. 44  But at the November 2010 HCT meeting, FAO noted 
the need for a contingency plan for La Niña. 45  WFP at this stage was warning about potential 
breaks in the food pipeline after February 2011, and was doubtful considering the incompressible 
delivery time (3-5 months) that it could deliver food quickly in South Central even if the operational 
environment changed dramatically. 46 No answer was given to the HC when he asked about plans 
for addressing the food gap. 47

3.2.2 Even by January 27 the following year much of the requested work on contingency plans 
remained outstanding. 48 No response was made to the calls for an overall La Niña contingency 
plan, though FEWS NET and FSNAU repeated the call in relation to central regions in February 49 
and plans were being made for Mogadishu. 50 Most of the concern at this time was with potential 
developments in Mogadishu, the nearby Afgooye corridor, and the Gedo border regions. 

3.2.3 The inadequacy of existing scenario planning was raised at a joint HCT/ICWG meeting  
in March 2011. 51 Not until September 2011 were overarching Somalia scenarios presented by OCHA  
in relation to the preparation of the 2012 CAP.

3.2.4 One signi!cant gap in contingency planning concerned the eventuality that WFP having 
withdrawn from Al Shabaab-controlled areas might not be able to resume its operations in those 
areas. There appears to have been a lack of concerted planning for the likely scenario that others 
would have to try to substitute for WFP’s role. The on-going evaluation of WFP’s country portfolio 
highlights this lack of joint contingency planning and the fact that it took many months for WFP’s 
supplementary food resources to be handed over to UNICEF. 52 

3.3.0  Joint strategy and response planning

3.3.1 The purpose of a strategy in this context is largely to ensure that programme decisions  
tend towards the same goals, ensuring consistency and complementarity of approach. In the case  
of the Somalia drought response the strategic priorities for humanitarian assistance were set by  
the CAP 2011:

■	 Provide life-saving assistance to 380,000 people living in HE, the most vulnerable of the  
1.46 million IDPs and those a"ected by new crises.

■	 Increase livelihoods and livelihood assets to protect populations from future shocks (p26>)
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A FAILURE OF EARLY RESPONSE

The factors noted above led in the view of the RTE team to a systemic failure of early response. This has  

two aspects:

■	 A failure of prevention action, tackling the proximate causes of vulnerability through urgent livelihoods inter-

vention, so building short-term resilience and reducing the need for relief

■	 A failure of scaled-up early relief, tackling the most acute symptoms of the crisis at the time when such assis-

tance was most needed in early to mid-2011

The absence of an overall contingency plan for major crisis response meant that planning for a massively scaled 

up response only really took place in July 2011. Given the lead times involved, this needed to have happened in 

January/February at the latest if the preventive and relief agendas were to be addressed at the time required. The 

following diagram illustrates the problem. It is indicative only – precise data on implementation are not available 

and these are in any case incommensurable quantities. But it shows what we believe to be an essentially ‘true’ 

picture of the relationship between the ‘crisis curve’, the funding curve and the response curve during 2011.53  The 

most striking feature of this is the gap between crisis severity and funding availability, and then between funding 

and response implementation.

 

The call for earlier relief is self-explanatory, but prevention is rather less so. What kinds of intervention, at what 

stage, might have had a preventive e!ect such as to ‘"atten’ the crisis curve and reduce its duration? Various opin-

ions on this were expressed by those consulted for the RTE.  Much of what was proposed lay within the domain of 

scaled-up livelihood support such as to prevent catastrophic livelihood failure e.g. provision of fodder, de-stocking 

programmes etc. to prevent loss of herds. Some felt that earlier intervention with cash support, including cash for 

work, could have relieved some of the extreme pressure on household incomes. Other forms of market interven-

tion, particularly with a view to price-stabilisation, were also suggested. 

The distinction between ‘relief’ and ‘prevention’ is clearly not absolute here, though a distinction can be drawn 

between longer-term resilience or disaster risk reduction measures and shorter-term (‘acute’) preventive action. 

The RTE team was not able to draw speci#c conclusions as to the appropriate forms of early intervention for di!er-

ent livelihood groups in this case; but notes that such intervention is likely to be dependent on the ability to adapt 

pre-existing programmes to new circumstances.
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and prevent those in  acute food and livelihoods crisis from deteriorating into HE , capitalising  
on the 2009 Deyr and 2010 Gu rains where possible.

■	 Provide vulnerable populations with a minimum package of life-sustaining basic services
■	 Strengthen the protective environment for civilian populations through advocacy, including 

with local authorities, community mobilisation, and access to services

3.3.2 To these are added ‘response strategies’ to improve the quality of response, concerning 
respect for humanitarian principles, access, preparedness, transparency, accountability and  
gender awareness.

3.3.3 The conceptual shift from a ‘straight’ relief approach based on food aid, to an approach 
based equally on livelihood support and ‘resilience’, had occurred some two years earlier.54 CAP 
2011 built on this shift of emphasis with a major increase in the funds requested for agriculture and 
livelihoods. To some extent this re"ected the reality of WFP’s absence from South Central Somalia, 
but it marked a more general strategic shift – and was accompanied by a shift of emphasis from 
food distribution to food access. As the drought crisis deepened in 2011 it forced a re-appraisal 
of priorities. The basic template remained the CAP 2011; but a new ‘three-pronged approach’ 
to humanitarian action is de#ned in the Emergency Revision relating to the prevention of new 
displacement and assistance to those already displaced.55

3.3.4 By this stage (July 2011) the population described as being ‘in crisis’ nationwide has risen  
to 3.7 million, of whom around 2.8 million were thought to be in the south of the country. In 
total, 3.2 million are said to need life-saving assistance, up from 2 million in the 2011 CAP. ‘Tens 
of thousands’ are said to have already died ‘in the last few months’, of whom the majority were 
children. Under-#ve’s death rates were catastrophic: more than 4/10,000/day in all areas of the 
south. Over 184,000 had "ed the e!ects of the crisis to neighbouring Kenya and Ethiopia and 
167,000 were said to be internally displaced (most to Mogadishu) by ‘con"ict and drought’.56 

3.3.5 It is important to distinguish joint strategies from those of individual agencies, whose 
mandates and established working practices may all dictate a certain course of action. It was 
suggested to the RTE team that agencies often appear to have made individual programme 
decisions and then rationalised these within the context of the CAP, cluster, CHF or other 
framework.57  Much of the e!ort towards common strategy in this case took place in the clusters, 
with the process of agreeing criteria for CHF proposals acting as a catalyst. One cluster coordinator 
noted the di$culty clusters had in engaging partners around an agreed strategy without a 
sound funding base.58 Another respondent put it thus: ‘our strategy is just the sum total of cluster 
strategies’.59 That said, as noted above, some clusters agreed mutual strategies and responsibility 
frameworks, such as that agreed between WASH and Health clusters for prevention and response 
to outbreaks of cholera and acute watery diarrhoea.

3.3.6 One of the tendencies described to the RTE team was for lead agency strategies to dominate 
over collective strategies in the clusters and common fora (HCT, ICWG).60 The lack of clear common 
strategy in response to the drought crisis may have been both a cause and e!ect of that tendency.

3.3.7 The earlier strategic discussions in the HCT concern the need to prevent the movement of 
people due to drought. 61 The Agriculture and Livelihoods Cluster, together with the WASH Cluster, 
presented a position paper on drought response to the HCT and ICWG at a joint meeting on 
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December 25 2010. At the same meeting the WFP representative argued the need ‘to look at the 
whole picture (a strategic overview) of the impending drought crisis and the impact it will have on the 
population’. The overall strategic priorities of the 2011 CAP remained in place until a strategic re-
assessment in June 2011 as part of the mid-year review of the CAP. 62 As part of this the Agriculture 
and Livelihoods Cluster was to ‘increase their activities in the southern regions, particularly where food 
distributions are not taking place. This is to demonstrate clearly how Agriculture and Livelihoods can 
assist in covering the gap left by the absence of food distributions and how their activities can help reduce 
malnutrition. The cluster should indicate activities planned to take advantage of the next expected 
normal Deyr rains’. This they subsequently did. 

3.3.8 Other strategies emerged following famine declaration, including a tri-cluster strategy 
from the Nutrition, Food, and Agriculture/Livelihoods Clusters. Even then the HCT/ICWG minutes 
record that ‘members were concerned that the strategy does not respond to the new developments of 
the situation. The strategy should be more comprehensive [and] indicate speci!c objectives…’63 The 
minutes note the comment that ‘given that the situation on the ground is changing rapidly a multi-
cluster strategy would be useful, outlining a comprehensive response plan by region for all c clusters’. This 
never emerged in practice. At the same meeting it was agreed that the HC would meet with WFP 
and ICRC to discuss a broader food strategy framework. In the view of the RTE team such a meeting 
should have taken place several months earlier, given the likely implications of the WFP absence 
from southern areas since January 2010.

3.3.9 The loss of food aid as a major response option in South Central Somalia raised the di$cult 
question of how to scale up response to the crisis as its full magnitude became apparent in 
mid-2011. The Agriculture/Livelihoods and WASH position paper had argued the need for pre-
emptive action back in December 2010, which it said was needed ‘to protect livelihoods and avoid 
costly lifesaving emergency interventions’. In practice this was not done on any scale.64 What was 
clear from a relatively early date was that scaled up food aid was not going to be an option; yet 
the question of what might replace it took months, was delayed 65 and took months to resolve. 
The issue was rather obscured by WFP’s continued assertion that it intended to resume food 
distributions in the worst a!ected areas, and its stated opposition to cash-based alternatives. 66

3.3.10 The role of NGOs in both implementing and promoting cash-based alternatives to food aid 
was signi#cant. The cash-based response working group was one of the more impressive examples 
of NGO coordination during the crisis response and it played a signi#cant advocacy role. In April 
2011 a request was made to the HC and HCT to issue a statement supporting the use of large-scale 
cash transfer programmes as a viable and e!ective means of addressing critical food and livelihood 
insecurity in South Central Somalia. Speci#cally, it was requested that the donor community be 
urged to support the scaling up of cash responses. The request was not acted upon but an inter-
cluster working group on cash transfers was subsequently established.

3.3.11 When the possibility of scaled up cash-based interventions was directly addressed by the 
HCT on July 14 2011, there was still a feeling that not enough was known about its likely impact. 
Feasibility studies had left the ideological issues unresolved, and there were debates about the 
extent to which the market supply was elastic enough to meet increased demand for food. It took 
the subsequent famine declaration, and huge external pressure from agency headquarters and 
donors to scale up, to force the issue – though it remained for many a high risk strategy. In particular 
there were fears, expressed most vocally by WFP, that such interventions would cause in"ationary 
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On strategic leadership and accountability

One of the general !ndings of the RTE was that there was a lack of strategic leadership from the key coordinating 

bodies at crucial moments in the crisis response. The performance of individuals is beyond the scope of the RTE, but 

this is an important related question – though one that appears hard to evaluate. In this context, it is worth noting 

the content of the IASC Transformative Agenda, which emphasises ‘enhanced accountability of the Humanitar-

ian Coordinator (HC) and members of the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) for the achievement of collective re-

sults’.69  It also stresses that ‘the HCT and IASC organizations will act on speci!c early warning indicators to engage 

in inter-agency contingency planning and coordinated preparedness to improve collective response readiness’.70 

Part of the problem in the Somalia case seems to be structural, relating to unclear lines of responsibility and ac-

countability between (inter alia) the HC and HCT, the ICWG and HCT, and between the clusters, cluster lead agen-

cies and the HCT. The fact that management reporting lines are mainly vertical (through agency hierarchies) rather 

than horizontal through country-based coordination mechanisms poses a challenge in terms of accountability. But 

this in itself should not prevent establishing stronger lines of mutual accountability between the relevant bodies 

and individuals within them. Establishing clearer task management relationships is one part of this, along with 

stronger individual ‘ownership’ of joint decisions and analysis.

In 2011, it appears from the relevant meeting minutes that a decision to change direction was never presented for 

decision by the HCT. It is suggested that strategic decisions of this kind may need to be ‘forced’ onto the agenda 

for consideration by the HCT when certain situational criteria are met, including the failure of a single rainy sea-

son. Without such a mechanism there is a danger that institutional inertia and ‘business as usual’ will continue to 

dominate the agenda. This is linked to the need for contingency plans that are considered for activation against 

pre-agreed criteria.

The ICWG is not currently con!gured to play the strategic role that it could and should. The role of the OCHA-

based Inter-Cluster Coordinator could be strengthened by upgrading the post and appointing a senior person with 

strong leadership and facilitation skills.

e"ects, taking food in the markets even further out of reach of those who needed it. Interventions 
to increase the supply of locally produced cereals through markets along with demand-side 
interventions (e.g. cash and vouchers) that improve purchasing power of the a"ected households 
were proposed to counter this e"ect.67 In the end, the question became not whether to use cash 
and vouchers but how to manage the associated risks.68 

3.3.12 The need for an annual ICWG Somalia contingency plan was discussed and agreed at the 
ICWG meeting of January 18 2012, alongside the need for an annual ICWG strategy and work plan. 71 

This is a positive step, as is the suggestion that this should constitute the basis for preparedness and 
prioritisation of resource allocation, particularly the CHF. But it is essential that it include the possible 
requirement for a more radical re-alignment of strategic priorities and resource requirements, and 
that the donors be closely involved in this discussion. It is also essential that the HCT (including 
thereby the main agencies) should ultimately ‘own’ the process and be committed to it. Given the 
regional aspects of drought response and mitigation planning, links should be made to the IASC 
plan of action for the Horn of Africa and related processes.72
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3.3.13 Responding to needs in urban and peri-urban areas appears to be have been a relative 
weakness in the crisis response. Such responses raise particular problems, not least to do with 
shifting or ‘hidden’ displaced populations and uncertain population !gures, as well as major 
problems of operational security in con$ict-a"ected areas. One issue raised at the workshop held 
in Nairobi to discuss the provisional !ndings of this RTE was the need to distinguish more clearly 
between the demands of responding in urban and in rural settings. This a"ected both the kinds of 
needs involved and the modes of responding. The RTE team agrees with this analysis and suggests 
that meeting the speci!c needs of displaced and host communities in urban settings in Somalia be 
the subject of a commissioned study. It is notable that two of the populations that were declared 
to be in famine in 2011 were the displaced populations in Mogadishu and Afgooye; and these have 
proved among the most di#cult communities to provide with the necessary assistance.

3.3.14 The question of agreeing common policy positions and messages came into sharp focus 
following the mid-year scale up in response to famine. The HC in particular was insistent on the 
need for common positions ‘given the expected close scrutiny from the media and the international 
community at large’. 73 While common positions had previously been agreed on a number of issues 
such as civil-military distinction and the need to prevent politicisation of the humanitarian agenda, 
from this point on they take on a more formal character and are described as ‘HCT positions’.  
OCHA was requested to set up a joint UN-NGO communication meeting with the aim to agree 
common messages, and agencies ‘should be persuading their headquarters and donors on using 
common messaging’. 74

3.4.0 Main "ndings 

■	 There was a systemic failure of early response by agencies and donors, both in terms  
of preventive action and early relief.

■	 The failure of the implementing agencies to make joint contingency plans (at an early stage  
of the crisis) for major scale up in response to drought was a serious omission, given the 
foreseeable consequences of the failure of the 2011 Gu rains. The issue was raised on several 
occasions in HCT but not acted on. Having actionable plans in place, with donor agreement  
on funding criteria, could in theory have brought action forward by several months.  
That said, many factors may have combined to prevent this, including donor unwillingness 
and access issues.

■	 In relation to the drought crisis, neither the HCT nor the ICWG showed the strategic leader-
ship required to change course in a way that would have allowed timely response to the crisis. 
Decisions about a scaled-up response were delayed until the extremity of the crisis became 
undeniable and the external pressure to act became intense. 

■	 The ICWG was dominated by operational issues and brie!ngs which left little space for  
inter-cluster strategic planning in response to the crisis. It is not currently con!gured to play 
the strategic role that it could and should.

■	 Ideological battles contributed to a failure to resolve issues about programme approach 
 – and speci!cally about the use of cash and vouchers – until the famine declaration forced 
the issue. This prevented earlier use of such approaches at a time when they might have had 
more preventive e"ect.

■	 Over-focus on the use of available resources – in particular the CHF – contributed to a failure  
to anticipate and react to the scale of the impending crisis, which was of a di"erent order  
of magnitude to the resources then available.
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■	 Following the famine declaration and release of new funds the HCT became noticeably 
more focused and business-like. The revision of the CAP, coordinated by OCHA, was achieved 
swiftly and e"ectively once the decision to do so was taken. 

■	 The lack of overarching strategy and the increasingly bilateral approach of donors and major 
agencies led to some fragmentation of response plans and the by-passing of c clusters  
as the scale up proceeded in the second half of 2011.

■	 It is essential that the ICWG annual contingency plan include the possible requirement for a 
radical re-alignment of strategic priorities and resource requirements and that the donors be 
closely involved in this discussion. It is also essential that the HCT (including thereby the main 
agencies) should ultimately ‘own’ the contingency planning process and be committed to it.

■	 Responding to needs in urban areas appears to have been a relative weakness in the crisis 
response. The speci!c demands of meeting the needs of displaced and host communities  
in urban settings should be reviewed by the ICWG.

The system diagram on Page 31 illustrates the main elements of the international 
system as it operated in Somalia during most of 2011. It shows many of the main 
actors and relationships involved but is not intended to be comprehensive.

A number of things should be noted:

(i) Funding $owed mainly from ‘traditional’ donors through the CAP and (related) CHF mechanism, 
either directly to implementing agencies or through UN and INGO intermediaries. But as the year 
progressed, two phenomena became apparent. One was the large but unquanti!ed scale of ‘non-
traditional’ donor funding, particularly from OIC member states like Turkey and Saudi Arabia. Most 
of this by-passed the CAP, though the large Saudi contribution was an exception to this. The second 
was that much of the scaled-up funding even from traditional donors by-passed the CAP from 
July 2011 onwards, as bilateral contributions became the norm. In total around $500 million of the 
$1.3billion passed outside the CAP process.

(ii) As 2011 progressed, the system relied increasingly heavily on local implementing agencies in 
South/Central areas – particularly after the Al Shabaab ban on many international agencies in late 
2011. By the end of 2011, only FAO among the UN agencies shown was still permitted to operate 
directly in Shabaab-controlled areas of South Central Somalia. The ICRC, itself ‘banned’ in January 
2012, has worked with and through the Somali Red Crescent Society (SRCS).

(iii) A number of key implementing agencies operated essentially outside the UN-led coordination 
system (HCT/clusters). These included the ICRC and SRCS, MSF, and a number of INGOs from OIC 
member states (notably Turkey) whose funding came largely from ‘non-traditional’ donor sources.

(iv) Coordination of international action with local authorities depended very much on location. 
In Somaliland and Puntland, coordination was mainly with government entities. In South/ Central 
Somalia, it was with a range of actors including TFG, District Commissioners and community level 
structures – including the village drought committees established by Al Shabaab. Depending on 
time and place, the operating restrictions imposed on international actors were more or less oner-
ous, and the degree of access and accountability to local people highly variable.

(v) The relationship between the implementing and coordination wings of the ‘system’ is problematic. 
In theory, the coordination wing sets the collective strategic parameters within which responses are 
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designed and implemented. In practice, the big agencies and their agendas dominate both sides of 
the picture. From the feedback received by the RTE team, the policies and programmes of cluster 
lead agencies tended to dominate cluster decisions, adding to uncertainty about the status and 
accountability of clusters themselves as distinct from lead agency partners. Similarly, the HC’s role 
often involved mediating between the interests of the various agencies, while the ability of theHCT 
to act as a strategic decision-making body was inevitably limited by the need to reconcile those 
interests as well as agencies’ own independent decision-making processes.
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Section 4.  
Coordinated action (2):
Joint operational structures
and processes

4.1.0   Overview: Adapting to the changing environment 2010-12

4.1.1 This section is concerned with operational coordination and the structures and processes by 
which it was pursued in relation to the drought crisis response. This includes the coordination of 
agency programmes, implementation of cluster plans, the operational function of the ICWG, the 
management of operational information within the system (including the production of ‘Who does 
What, Where and When’ information) and the coordination of programme monitoring.

4.1.2 Much of this lies within the mandate of OCHA, but this is primarily a review of the collective 
performance under these headings. One common theme is the relationship and sometimes 
tension between the implementation and coordination wings of the system as illustrated in the 
humanitarian system diagram (see Annex). There is also a strong connection with the previous 
section on joint strategy and planning, and some of the issues concerned with inter-cluster 
strategies are considered here.

4.1.3 One general comment on coordination in the Somalia context is worth quoting: ‘People 
started to create parallel systems of meetings because nothing useful was discussed in the 
main meetings’. 75 The observations of the RTE team suggest that a number of parallel systems 
of meetings were indeed created, which raises questions about the utility of the ‘mainstream’ 
coordination processes. Some of the related issues are discussed below.

4.2.0   The cluster system and !eld-level coordination

4.2.1 Coordination of humanitarian action in Somalia is largely dominated by the cluster structure 
based in Nairobi. Apart from its role in joint sectoral planning, the cluster plays a key role in deciding 
what goes into the CAP and how CHF funds should be allocated. As the in full  architecture is mainly 
made up of cluster plans, response to the drought in the second half of 2011 essentially resulted in 
a scaling up cluster plans within the framework of the CAP Emergency Revision. The work pace and 
number of meetings held by OCHA and the clusters sharply increased following the declaration  
of famine. 

4.2.2 In addition to the Nairobi-based  clusters, OCHA and the clusters made e"orts to ensure  
the functioning of a !eld coordination structure, essentially made up of three regional coordination 
hubs (Galkayo, Gedo/Mandera and Mogadishu) and, more recently, in Beletweyn. Although 
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attempts were made over the period under review to hold inter-cluster meetings within Al Shabaab 
controlled areas, real coordination proved impossible. O#cially-announced coordination meetings 
would often imply in full presence to these meetings, resulting in di#culties linked to imposed 
agenda or instructions diverging from good practice. Conversely, unannounced meetings would 
involve too many risks for the organisers. As a result, between meetings of !eld  clusters were 
held outside of these areas, mainly in neighbouring Kenya (Mandera, Liboi) or in Galkayo and 
Mogadishu. While this dealt with one problem, it created others, including the risk of less reliable 
information and logistical di#culties for local partners. OCHA facilitated these meetings.

4.2.3 OCHA tried to ensure meetings of ICWGs at the above-mentioned hubs. The Clusters 
themselves had variable degrees of organisation at !eld level. Some, like WASH, established strong 
regional clusters early in 2011, facilitated by regional ‘focal points’ (local NGOs). The weaker  clusters 
often failed to get established: !nding experienced sta" to chair meetings proved to be a challenge 
and some cluster focal points failed to attend or were not appointed. It is therefore di#cult to 
gauge what part these regional  clusters and ICWGs played in the overall response and how far the 
national  clusters align their strategic response to address needs assessed at !eld level. Although 
telephone support from national to !eld  clusters on technical issues was frequent, !eld  clusters 
inputs appeared to have been limited to local information exchange. Discussions about needs 
assessments, for example, appeared not to have been frequent.

4.2.4 Reinforcement of !eld  clusters may also have been hampered by the strong top-down  
clusters’ and ICWG’s approach (Nairobi to the !eld). Although decision-making level is likely to 
remain in Nairobi in the future,  clusters should consider ways to reinforce !eld cluster’s role in the 
collection and consolidation of information without over-burdening them in the process.76

4.2.5 OCHA itself struggled to place experienced sta" in regional posts, including Mogadishu and 
Hargeisa. Many of those interviewed in the !eld and in Nairobi commented on the weakness this 
created in overall coordination. 77 Senior OCHA sta" also expressed the view that they were under-
resourced in this respect. 78 The lack of consistent senior OCHA presence in Mogadishu is mentioned 
as a particular problem, though the OCHA head of o#ce did her best to compensate by spending 
around half of her time travelling to Mogadishu and other regional centres. This was commendable 
but was not a substitute for a dedicated OCHA presence at a time when the situation of drought-
related IDPs in and around Mogadishu was particularly serious. 79 In Hargeisa, the absence of an 
experienced OCHA sta" member in the middle of 2011 meant that OCHA essentially ‘missed the boat’ 
according to one respondent, 80 since the drought crisis was essentially over by May. While Hargeisa is 
arguably not a top priority for OCHA presence, not least because the Government of Somaliland has 
its own disaster response coordination mechanism, it certainly diminished OCHA’s in$uence and led 
to a more disjointed international support role than would otherwise have been the case. 

4.2.6 The question of a regional hub or hubs for South Central Somalia deserves particular 
attention. Until now Mogadishu has played the role of a regional hub for the coordination of Lower 
and Middle Shabelle and for the protection and assistance of IDPs in the area. However several 
factors suggest the possibility of an upgraded role of Mogadishu as a hub for the whole South 
Central zone. Firstly, security and accommodation conditions have improved, allowing  clusters to 
meet more regularly. Secondly, the presence of a deputy HC in Mogadishu provides the hub with 
senior leadership. 81 Thirdly, Somali NGOs appear to have improved access to Mogadishu,82 which 
allows a better collection of information on South Central needs and response than in the past. 
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4.2.7 Having said that, the pace at which military events are proceeding in South Central mean that 
other options may be opening up for regional hubs – including the option of a network of sub-
regional hubs. This was discussed at the workshop to look at the provisional results of the RTE, and 
the following four hub con!guration was suggested, reporting back to  clusters in Nairobi:

■	 Mogadishu (covering Banadir and the Shabelles)
■	 Baidoa (covering Bay, Bakool and Gedo)
■	 Kismayo or Jilib (covering Jubas) 
■	 Beletweyn (covering Hiraan and Galguduud)

4.2.8 In any case, the hub(s) for the region should be located in such a way as to facilitate a 
decentralisation of information sharing and decision making.

4.3.0   Performance of the clusters 

4.3.1 When looking at the overall cluster response to the drought, most of those consulted 
agreed that it was lacking in a number of respects. The !rst was at the strategic level, where the 
development of cluster and inter-cluster response strategies was patchy – and no integrated multi-
cluster strategy existed. In the Somalia context, strong links in particular between Food, Agriculture 
and Livelihoods, Nutrition, Health and WASH clusters are absolutely necessary. The most radical way 
to ensure those links is to merge  clusters, as was done recently with the Food and Agriculture and 
Livelihoods  clusters. But this should be done only in particular circumstances 83 and strong bilateral 
inter-cluster relations and establishment of convergence criteria should usually su#ce. 

4.3.2 A further option to explore, with regard to cross-cluster coherence, is the development-
integrated geographic-based multi-cluster plans – by region, multi-region or zone. By way of 
comparison it is worth noting that the CAP response in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 
is organised on such a basis (in that case through regional plans). Although problems of access in 
many areas appear much greater in Somalia than in Eastern DRC, it is an option worth considering. 
This would allow the adoption of a series of multi-cluster regional plans responding more closely 
to locally-de!ned needs. This approach, although di#cult in view of the still fragile structure of 
regional hubs, might stimulate re$ection at !eld level, motivate local partners and increase a sense 
of local ownership of the humanitarian response. An alternative, less ambitious option, would be to 
move towards sector-speci!c plans for each region.

4.3.3 The performance of individual clusters has been variable. For example, many of those 
consulted cited WASH and Agriculture and Livelihoods as good examples, while Health was felt to 
be problematic.84 The di#cult relationship between cluster coordinator and lead agency was felt by 
some to be at the root of the problem, along with ambiguity about the accountability of  clusters 
and cluster leads. The matrix of responsibilities de!ned at the ICWG retreat in December 2011 
should go some way to resolving this, though it had yet to be endorsed at the time the RTE team 
was in Nairobi.

4.3.4 Other issues were raised in relation to cluster performance during the crisis. Some felt that 
the role of  clusters as the gatekeepers for funding submissions was problematic, both because it 
changed the dynamics of coordination (‘it becomes all about the money’ as one respondent put 
it) and because it places a great burden on cluster coordinators when their time might be better 
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spent on more strategic issues. However, the majority opinion of those consulted appeared to be in 
favour of retaining the role of clusters in reviewing and !ltering CHF, Emergency Reserve and CAP 
proposals for submission to the formal approval processes.85  This was felt by OCHA sta" consulted 
to be essential to getting participation in the  clusters, though some also noted that the sheer 
numbers of participants (around one hundred in some cases) made it di#cult for the cluster to 
function e"ectively as a strategic body. To deal with this problem, the WASH cluster had appointed 
a strategic advisory group whose remit explicitly excluded fund mobilisation.

4.3.5 As with so many processes, the performance of individual  clusters appears to have been 
in$uenced heavily by the qualities of the coordinator. Some interviewees suggested that, given the 
signi!cance of this function, cluster coordinators should be selected with particular care, chosen in 
part for their ability to chair a group e"ectively and (once proven in post) then mandated for  
a substantial period of time. In the past, performance appears to have been a"ected by frequent 
absence or turnover of sta", and the weak performance of the cluster co-chairs. Some of the 
reasons suggested for this poor performance included the lack of adequate remuneration for 
such positions, lack of clear responsibilities for Cluster Coordinators, and work overload due to the 
combination of programme and coordination responsibilities including fund mobilisation. 86 These 
and related issues need to be addressed.

4.3.6 The relative lack of engagement in the  clusters by the major INGOs is of particular concern. 
This is a conundrum. NGOs expressed a reluctance to attend dysfunctional cluster meetings – 
one o#cial even going so far as to say that ‘ clusters have been a disaster here and should be 
scrapped’.87 Yet the lack of quality is in part a re$ection of the non-engagement of the major NGOs. 
The lack of technical capacity in the  clusters was noted by some as a major problem,88 and this is 
another reason for attempting to ensure the participation of the larger INGOs. A frank exchange 
on this is called for between cluster lead agencies, cluster coordinators and INGOs – mediated by 
OCHA and the Inter-Cluster Coordinator. It is essential that the issues are resolved and the INGOs 
persuaded to re-engage if the cluster model is to work in the Somalia context.

4.4.0 Information management  
 
4.4.1 This is a big topic in its own right and, as with the subject of clusters, many of the issues are 
generic to the Somalia programme as a whole rather than drought-crisis speci!c. However, the 
way information has been managed during the crisis response demands some analysis, and this 
inevitably raises questions of more general relevance to the system. 
 
4.4.2 One basic function overseen by OCHA is to keep track of who is doing what, where and 
when – using the so-called ‘3W’ or ‘4W’ matrixes generated by the clusters. Many of those consulted 
commented that the information from the 3W/4W mechanism was patchy and unreliable. Even 
where the relevant matrices were !lled out, the suspicion was voiced by one OCHA o#cial that 
‘agencies may not be delivering what they say they are delivering’. As one commentator put it 
‘we seem to be able to be more accurate about the food security situation than about what we 
are actually doing about it’. 89  More than one donor expressed considerable frustration about 
this apparent inability of the system to account for its own basic activities.90  Where information 
was provided, it was often in a form too vague as to time, place and quantities to be useful 
for operational purposes. That said, a considerable investment has been made in information 
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management capacity. The WASH cluster, for example, appointed a dedicated information 
management specialist in March 2011 with the result that the quality and depth of information 
presented in the 4W matrix improved significantly. Most other clusters also engaged an information 
management specialist during the course of the year.

4.4.3 With respect to the information function of the  clusters, various views were expressed.  
One ICRC official complained that it was hard to get accurate information from the Food and 
Agriculture and Livelihoods  clusters and that their reporting was misleading: ‘They just add up 
the number of beneficiaries, regardless of what was actually distributed’. 91 The same official added 
more generally: ‘We don’t know when, where and what others are distributing’, making it very hard 
to coordinate activities.

4.4.4 On the other hand, those charged with providing the information were not always clear why 
it was being asked for and whose purpose it served – particularly with regard to what some saw 
as unrealistic information demands from OCHA. As one respondent said ‘OCHA think their job is 
sitreps – but it makes no difference to what we do, it is a waste of time. Information needs to be 
related to decision making or accountability. The constant argument over numbers is pointless’. 92  
Another noted ‘OCHA requested weekly reporting of a large excel spread sheet, with response 
split per region, during the key part of the famine response.   Cluster Coordinators opposed this 
on numerous occasions, but were informed that at global level were insisting on this frequency of 
reporting.  So we did our best to provide information.’ 93  A simpler format that could be shared with 
others was recommended, along with a summary of information requirements provided at an early 
stage of a crisis response. 94

4.4.5 Almost equal frustration was expressed by OCHA staff in their attempts to get accurate 
information from  clusters. They felt, with some justification, that information demands from 
headquarters level and decision makers in the wider humanitarian community (donors included) 
were simply not understood by the  clusters. These demands and their own coordination role 
required them to collect information to feed into the dashboard, sitreps and so on.95 Providing this 
information was, they pointed out, a core function of the  clusters; though they acknowledged that 
collecting and checking information from field clusters and local partners was a very difficult task.

4.4.6 It is clear that there are widely divergent views on the use and production of information. It is 
hard not to sympathise with all parties, given the various demands and competing pressures they 
face. The OCHA website is widely agreed to be an excellent resource, and much useful information 
is certainly recorded there for both ‘internal’ and ‘external’ audiences. Yet there does appear to be a 
disproportionate amount of time spent recording, communicating and correcting information that 
is often of doubtful use and even more doubtful credibility. This suggests the need for a review of 
information needs and information management, in order to try and streamline demands and get 
greater buy-in for the essential processes of information and communication.

4.5.0  Monitoring performance 

4.5.1 At the ‘top line’ level, collective performance is measured in relation to progress against 
strategic goals in the CAP and the related targets set by sector/cluster. Thus the CAP for 2012 has 
a section reviewing the year 2011 and achievements against the strategic objectives set in the 
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2011 CAP. These targets had been revised sharply upwards in the mid-year Emergency Revision of 
the CAP. The basic metric of performance here is ‘target bene!ciary numbers (by sector/cluster)’ 
versus ‘numbers of people actually reached’ – sometimes expressed as a percentage (e.g. in the 
dashboard). This ‘coverage’ approach to performance measurement has some merits, not least that 
it appears to allow for fairly precise quanti!cation. Yet it is also problematic in a number of ways. 

4.5.2 First, ‘bene!ciaries reached’ is a vague quantity, prompting the further questions: reached 
where, when, with what? In this regard it was suggested by a number of those interviewed that 
agencies were ’generous’ in their estimates of coverage. Second, the targets themselves appear  
to have been set in part at least on the basis of available resources rather than assessed need. Third, 
programme coverage is only one aspect of performance. It tells us nothing about quality of delivery, 
relevance of programmes to changing needs or indeed the e#ect of the interventions concerned. 
This re$ects the highly output-driven (rather than outcome-driven) nature of performance 
monitoring in Somalia. 

4.5.3 In some ways the current approach is a reasonable one. From a review of previous CAPs  
one sees that the objective of setting clear outputs and monitoring them is still relatively new to 
the Somalia CAP system and is already a quite di"cult task to achieve.96 Monitoring and evaluation 
based on outcome indicators may appear a bridge too far at present. Yet, as suggested by some 
interviewees, increased attention to impact appears essential, especially within the framework of 
a more strategic approach by clusters, ICWG and HCT. This requires thinking about both the short 
and medium term impacts on populations of humanitarian action, essential in a context where 
shocks are recurrent and where building resilience is an acknowledged priority. Some way of 
measuring the contribution of a given intervention to resilience to future shocks is essential  
if the strategic ambitions re$ected in the CAP 2012 are to be met.

4.5.4 Reviewing this issue in relation to the drought crisis, it is clear that the major increase in 
livelihoods programming during the drought response falls squarely within this category of ‘dual 
purpose’ intervention. It is beyond the scope of this RTE to consider the issue of ‘impact indicators’ 
in any depth. One route worth exploring is the use of risk reduction indicators, based on the 
demonstrable reduction of known risk factors and thus exposure to harm in the face of future 
shocks. These would need to be correlated against ‘global’ outcome indicators such as those 
relating to household income, food security, nutrition and health.

4.5.5 At a more practical, operational level, new and innovative thinking is required to get a better 
understanding of the impact of programmes on households and communities. This is especially 
important for those programmes operated through ‘remote management’ and local partnerships, 
where the international system is largely ‘$ying blind’. This is partly a matter of accountability, but 
also more practically of being able to make more rational strategic and operational decisions about 
whether a given approach is working as intended, or whether an alternative approach is called for. 97

4.6.0 Main !ndings

■	 The issue of establishing a decentralised humanitarian hub or hubs for South Central Somalia 
needs to be addressed in the near future. Two basic alternatives are proposed.

■	 A frank exchange is called for between cluster lead agencies, cluster coordinators and NGOs 
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concerning the working of  clusters and the participation of INGOs. It is essential that the issue 
of participation is resolved if the cluster model is to work in the Somalia context.

■	 A review of information needs and information management is needed, in order to try and 
streamline information demands and achieve greater buy-in for the essential processes  
of information collection and communication.

■	 Current performance evaluation is heavily oriented towards coverage and output indicators. 
In a context where shocks are recurrent and where building resilience is an acknowledged  
priority, increased attention to the question of both short and medium-term impact of  
interventions appears essential, in the context of a more strategic approach by  clusters,  
ICWG and HCT. 
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Section 5.  
Working with others:
Communities, local agencies
and government bodies

5.1.0 Views of the a"ected communities

5.1.1 The response by the international humanitarian system is just one part of the response 
to the crisis. Communities, including diaspora members, helped each other. Local government 
and businesses have played an important role in many areas of the country; and members of 
the international OIC have played a vital role and devoted substantial resources 98 to assisting 
drought victims. In spite of the absence of e"ective national government services, the 
established international humanitarian system is by no means operating in a ‘relief vacuum’; nor 
are government donors the only funders. Indeed OCHA’s !nancial tracking service lists private 
individual and organisations as making up the largest single !nancial contribution to the crisis 
response at USD 148.6 million or nearly 11% of total funding.99  

5.1.2 In short, it is important to understand and support the role played by other (‘non-system’) 
actors, who are often able to react more quickly and to operate where international  
agencies cannot.

5.1.3 Local authorities, local NGOs, and drought victims interviewed in Somaliland, Mogadishu and 
in Dadaab described the 2011 drought as one of the ‘worst and deadliest’ ever to hit Somalia.100 

It has severely a"ected large numbers of pastoralists, agro-pastoralists and the rural poor 
population in South and Central Somalia, Puntland and Somaliland. 

5.1.4 Interviews and discussions with displaced people in Mogadishu, Dadaab refugee camps  
and Hargeisa described the losses that pastoralists su"ered in terms of losing their entire herds101  
to the drought – meaning for them loss of livelihood and overall purchasing power. The failure  
of the rains has led to shortages of water and pasture and put pastoralists and agro-pastoralists in  
a highly vulnerable position where they were unable to grow their own subsistence food. For many, 
these losses have led to their displacement from their rural homes to various cities and towns  
in Puntland, Somaliland and Mogadishu as well as to refugee camps in Kenya and Ethiopia.102

5.1.5 Local NGOs,103 businesses, members of Somali diaspora104 and local people105 were the 
!rst groups to respond to the drought in a"ected areas, collecting funds106 to assist the drought-
a"ected population. Funds collected by local businesses and members of the diaspora were used 
to deliver water trucking, purchase non-perishable food, clothing and non-food items for drought-
a"ected populations in larger cities and towns. The people of Somaliland collected and donated 
USD $700,000 to the drought victims in Somalia, which was delivered by Hadrawi, a famous poet, 
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to Mogadishu. Interviews with district commissioners and members of local NGOs highlighted the 
importance of such intervention by the local businesses and members of the diaspora as providing 
a ‘timely response to immediate needs’.   

5.1.6 In many areas of South Central Somalia, international humanitarian aid agencies have not 
been able to access and engage directly with drought-a"ected communities. The ban imposed by 
Al Shabaab and the e"ects of insecurity not only restricted international aid agencies and their local 
partners from accessing the a"ected populations; it also denied the people concerned the ability to 
access humanitarian assistance in their own home areas. Discussion with drought-a"ected people 
who were displaced from Al Shabaab controlled areas highlighted the e"ects of Al Shabaab’s 
ban on aid agencies in terms of people’s ability to access both humanitarian and developmental 
assistance.107 As the situation got worse and there was no assistance available, many women, 
children and elderly people left to seek help outside Al Shabaab controlled areas - something that 
Al Shabaab were unable to prevent. As one woman living in Ifo II East (Dadaab, Kenya) put it “there 
was nothing Al Shabaab could do for the drought victims to stop them from migrating to other 
areas for assistance”. Those who left and gained access to humanitarian assistance were able to 
send some of the assistance they received from aid agencies to family members left behind in  
Al Shabaab controlled areas. 

5.1.7 In interviews three main reasons were given to explain why more women and children 
than men left their home areas and sought refuge in the camps in Dadaab and elsewhere. First, 
Al Shabaab restricted the migration of men and older boys to TFG controlled areas, Kenya and 
Ethiopia. Second, migrating from one’s village or town to areas controlled by TFG and outside 
Somalia required resources. It was too costly for all members of the family to migrate together, 
and most of the refugees who came to Dadaab borrowed money from individuals in their former 
villages and towns. Men and older boys stayed behind to pay o" the debts, which facilitated the 
migration of other family members to non-Shabaab areas where they could access assistance. Third, 
men and older boys stayed behind to keep an eye on their family farms and homes. In discussions 
with women who were a"ected by the drought in Dadaab and Mogadishu, it was stated that “all of 
us could not leave at the same time and abandon our family properties. Men and older boys were 
left behind to safeguard the land and other assets belonging to the family”. 

5.1.8 In interviews with local NGOs in Mogadishu and Nairobi, the view was expressed that the 
Nairobi-based humanitarian system missed a number of opportunities to intervene much earlier 
with disaster risk reduction programmes to reduce the e"ects of the crisis. Because of this, the 
drought-a"ected population became desperate for immediate assistance and many left their 
villages, towns and regions to search for such assistance. According to a leader of a local NGO 
interviewed in Mogadishu, as early as May 2011 “drought-a"ected people from Lower and Middle 
Shabelles, Bay and Bakol were coming in large numbers to the city and were setting up temporary 
shelters in any empty spaces they could !nd”. A leader of one of local NGO stated “when we 
informed the UN about the imminent drought, they did not listen to us. When the famine hit, then 
they came too late”.108 

5.1.9 The lack of early intervention and lack of access to immediate humanitarian assistance in 
the droughta"ected areas compounded the e"ect of eroded coping mechanisms. The stress on 
families and communities not only led to deaths, malnutrition and disease109  but also to massive 
drought-related displacement from Bay, Bakol, Gedo, Middle and Lower Shabelle, Middle and  
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Patterns of distress migration to Dadaab, Dolo Ado and Mogadishu during 2011

The following graphs, based on data collected by the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)  
and its population movement tracking project, illustrate the pattern of mainly drought-related distress migration  

from areas of South Central Somalia. A clear peak of movement between May and July is evident in each case.

Lower Jubas110 to Kenya, Ethiopia, and TFG-controlled areas including Mogadishu. According to a 
male pastoralist who lost all of his animals “I lost all of my herd one by one. The few that survived 
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were too skinny to be sold and they died later. Had we had access to food, water and assistance  
to save the few emaciated animals that survived, I would not have left to Dadaab camp”.  A female 
drought victim interviewed in Dadaab refugee camps in Kenya also states “we exhausted all our 
ways of coping to remain in Somalia. Leaving for Kenya [Dadaab] became the only option for us to 
look for access to immediate assistance and survive”. A male farmer from Hudur explained “if we 
could !nd earlier assistance in my town, we would not have left for Dadaab. Coming to Dadaab cost 
us money which we borrowed from someone. I lost two young children on the way to Dadaab”.111

5.1.10 The drought also a"ected and displaced large numbers of pastoralists and rural poor in Sool, 
Sanaag, Sahil and the Awdal areas of Somaliland, who ended up in IDP camps in Hargeisa and Burco. 
International humanitarian interventions came late to Somaliland, according to local authorities. Like 
other governments in Somalia and Puntland, the Somaliland government also lacked the resources 
to respond to the drought. But due to pressures from clan leaders they mobilised resources and 
carried out water trucking to various villages through the National Environment Research and 
Disaster Preparedness and Management Authority in Somaliland (NERAD).112

5.1.11 The e"ects of drought and famine had distinct gender dimensions. It placed an enormous 
burden on women to !nd food and other essentials for their families and forced them to migrate 
with their small children without their husbands. This placed them in a vulnerable position where 
they become exposed to gender-based violence. An IDP mother from Gedo said “when the drought 
got worse, it became extremely di#cult for mothers like me to keep our children fed. As children 
got weaker and sick due to malnutrition and other illnesses, we mothers witnessed the death of 
our young ones and took care of our malnourished and sick children in di#cult circumstances”. 
The prevailing insecurity in border areas posed a lot of risks for the migrants, including exposure to 
violence. Discussion with community leaders in Dadaab noted that “drought-a"ected women who 
came to Dadaab informed us that they encountered a number of dangers, including robbery and 
rape. Unknown armed groups attacked them and robbed them of the little money and the meagre 
possessions they had with them in order to get to Dadaab”. Interviews with IDP women in Dadaab 
underlined that “even drought-a"ected women with malnourished and sick children were not 
spared from robbery and rape”. 

5.1.12 According to those interviewed, the humanitarian response to drought-a"ected population’s 
needs in Mogadishu came late. A large number of children and adults died or became critically ill 
while waiting for assistance. Where assistance was provided it saved lives and had a major impact 
on su"ering. Drought victims reported receiving various forms of assistance: cash relief, food 
vouchers, WASH, basic healthcare, non-food items and nutrition programmes for children that 
needed special nutritional support. Vulnerable host communities were also assisted and received 
food rations, nutritional support and non-food items. One of the drought victims interviewed in 
Dadaab stressed that “if we had not left Bay and Bakol and come to Mogadishu, we could have all 
been dead by now”. Such assistance enabled them to recover and regain their strength to return to 
their places of origin and resume their previous livelihoods. 

5.1.13 Discussion with UNHCR sta" in Dadaab, international and local NGOs and local authorities, 
including the Somalia National Disaster Management Authority (SNDMA) in Mogadishu, noted 
that some farmers who were a"ected and displaced by the drought after recovering from it have 
returned to their villages and towns when the rains returned.113 Some former drought refugees 
have also voluntarily returned from Dadaab and some drought victims in Dadaab and Mogadishu 
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have sought the support of aid agencies to return to their original places, though mass return is not 
expected. A number of aid agencies in Mogadishu assisted families that were willing to return with 
food rations, shelter material and pocket money ranging from USD 100 to 150 per household. There 
remains a need to establish a comprehensive resettlement programme that will provide assistance 
to the drought displaced that are ready and willing to return to their places of origin. The TFG, 
particularly together with the SNDMA, Puntland’s Humanitarian A"airs and Disaster Management 
Agency and Somaliland’s NERAD need to play active roles in working with aid agencies to 
implement appropriate resettlement programmes.

5.2.0 Working with local and community-based organisations 
 
5.2.1 Due to insecurity and lack of access to South and Central regions, many international aid 
agencies (UN and INGO) have relied on their local sta" and local NGOs to implement projects 
in drought-a"ected areas. Local partners’ capacities were assessed before they were chosen 
as partners by UN and INGOs. Discussion with leaders of local actors noted that they received 
trainings on !nancial management, project reporting and ways of meeting standards and principles 
including ‘do no harm’. Local NGOs have close contact with drought-a"ected communities and 
were able to operate in areas controlled by Al Shabaab.

5.2.2 Interviews with drought-displaced people in Dadaab and Mogadishu suggested that local 
NGOs shared information about their projects in an accessible manner, including them in the 
selection of bene!ciaries for emergency assistance. The majority of international aid agencies, 
together with their local partners, established feedback mechanisms to ensure accountability  
to targeted communities. Such mechanisms enabled the recipient communities to voice their  
own concerns and submit complaints on the quality of service they received, selection criteria  
and so on. That said, the agency focus on outputs rather than outcomes may mean that wider 
e"ects of aid interventions (positive and negative) are not adequately accounted for in the  
feedback mechanisms. 

5.2.3 A"ected communities expressed a desire to be included in the decision-making processes 
for the coordination mechanisms. Local NGOs and international aid agencies highlighted that they 
work directly with community leaders114 in all receiving communities in the implementation of their 
projects. However some community leaders in Dadaab and in Mogadishu stated that they are not 
included and consulted when programs are designed, planned or implemented. It is essential  
to promote the participation of men and women in all stages of the project cycle. 

5.3.0 Working with local authorities  
 
5.3.1 The protracted armed con$ict in Somalia destroyed all previously existing state institutions 
including early warning and disaster response systems. In response to the 2011 drought, the TFG 
partially recognised its role and responsibility to contribute to the relief response. It established the 
SNDMA in August 2011 to coordinate national drought response; but this body lacks the resources 
and planning capacities to coordinate humanitarian responses. In spite of these challenges the 
TFG, through its SNDMA-sponsored water-trucking, distributed food aid from OIC and other Islamic 
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organisations. Interviews with local NGOs con!rmed that when operating in TFG controlled areas 
they cooperate and coordinate well with TFG and local governors, including district commissioners. 
The SNDMA deserves to be given support and to be included in coordination e"orts.

5.4.0   Main "ndings

■	 Many of the drought responses in South and Central regions were concentrated in Mogadi-
shu and the Afgooye corridor. Yet the large numbers of drought IDPs in these areas did not 
receive assistance at the time they most needed it in 2011. When famine came it hit these 
groups particularly hard.

■	 Access to newly ‘liberated’ areas including Baidoa and Beletweyn is still limited  
and remains a challenge to both local and international aid agencies. 

■	 The humanitarian aid delivered by various actors has helped drought victims in Dadaab, 
Mogadishu and Hargeisa to recover some of the immediate impacts of the food crisis.  
Famine may be ‘over’ in South and Central Somalia, but many displaced drought victims  
in Dadaab refugee camps, Mogadishu, Hargeisa and Puntland, are still dependent  
on humanitarian assistance. They will need substantial help if they are to return to settle  
in their home areas.

■	 Local agencies have a number of comparative advantages over international actors.  
Those that lack technical and administrative capacity need support from international 
sources to build that capacity. This should pay long term dividends.

■	 Likewise, local authorities deserve support in ful!lling their mandates. Capacity at present 
is low, but it is essential that legitimate authorities be enabled to take on a primary role in 
service provision and assistance, and that they are able to be held to account for this role.
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Section 6.  
Funding, accountability and 
programme e#ciency 

6.1.0   Overview of funding issues  
 
6.1.1 This aspect of the RTE was informed by asking to what extent the timing and scale of avail-
able funding enabled – or was a constraint – on e"ective response to the drought crisis.  
This involved a consideration of international donor policy in relation to Somalia as well as of the 
use of the CHF and Emergency Reserve facility. It also involved some consideration of the CAP  
as a planning tool.

6.1.2 Some of the background to donor attitudes to funding in Somalia is described in section 1 
above. Certainly the climate was sceptical and risk averse in 2010, and the CAP 2011 had deliberately 
been kept modest for that reason. This remained the situation until the declaration of famine in 
mid-2011. At that point political pressure to respond saw a dramatic shift in both the volume of 
funding made available and the terms on which it was disbursed. 

6.1.3 Funding for the CAP had been slow up until July 2011 and the point at which famine was 
declared. 115 Rather than issue a Flash Appeal for the crisis response, the decision was taken to 
produce an emergency revision of the CAP, in place of the normal mid-year revision. This had 
the advantage of ensuring consistency of approach, but the revision came much later than was 
required. One respondent suggested that the humanitarian system might be ‘trapped’ by the CAP, 
and that it needed to be seen as an evolving plan rather than being set in stone. 

6.1.4 The Emergency Revision of the CAP contained a request for double the amount of the 
original CAP (USD 1.06 million). Agencies expressed concerns about their capacity to absorb such a 
large increase in funds in the remaining !ve months of the year.116 Donors responded quickly and 
generously, though of the USD 1.3 billion eventually raised only USD 800 million went through 
the CAP, the rest being given bilaterally to agencies. This relative shift from multilateral to bilateral 
donations re$ected both a desire for swift implementation and perhaps for greater individual 
donor visibility.117 The re-emergence of the US as a donor was a major factor in the rapid scale 
up. As one o#cial put it “once famine was declared, everyone treated it like a rapid onset”.118 This 
organisational change of gear was felt both in donor and agency headquarters, with Somalia 
rapidly becoming a corporate priority for resourcing. Yet the donors interviewed also recognised 
that their response came late. As one put it “We have to acknowledge that we missed the crisis”. Yet 
the same respondent felt that even if more compelling data had been available earlier “we would 
not have responded until we saw the pictures on the television”.

6.1.5 The CHF was widely felt to have been crucial in allowing some early action in response to the 
emerging crisis – although as noted above it may also have diverted attention from the necessary 
scale of response. For the donors, the CHF allows them to transfer risk to the fund administrator. 
For the agencies, the CHF is a crucial source of funding. Many of those consulted believed that the 
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CHF had enhanced coordination and widened participation since it was open to local as well as 
international NGOs. It was closely tied to the CAP, with only projects in the CAP being eligible for 
CHF funding (though funds allocated from the Emergency Reserve within the CHF are free of this 
requirement). Many also felt that the approval process for the CHF was too heavy, involving a two 
month review process through the  clusters.119 Indeed some of the cluster coordinators reported 
spending a large proportion of their time reviewing CHF proposals. As one reported of approval 
processes generally: ‘I estimate with CAP, CHF and ER, I spent approximately 40% of my time in 
2011 on fund mobilisation’. It was suggested by one respondent that pre-screening of short form 
proposals (two to three pages) would speed the CHF process, with only those substantive proposals 
being reviewed that passed this stage. This seems sensible, though other options should also be 
considered.

6.1.6 The Emergency Reserve facility within the CHF was also felt to have played a valuable role, 
although again some felt that the approval process was much too lengthy at six weeks. ‘It should 
only take 3 days’ one o#cial remarked.120 

6.1.7 Many of those consulted felt that the one year planning cycle of the CAP was unhelpful in 
the context of Somalia and that a longer timeframe for planning was required, despite the volatility 
of the context.121 Certainly in relation to the resilience and risk reduction agendas, the necessary 
interventions need to be conceived over at least two to three years. Whether donor budget cycles 
would allow such a change to be re$ected in budgetary terms is another matter. While some (like 
DfID in the UK) plan over a three year timeframe, most operate within the standard one year cycle 
and would struggle to make forward commitments beyond that.122 This should not, however, 
prevent medium-term planning by the humanitarian community in order to locate the annual CAP 
within a broader timeframe.

6.2.0 Financial accountability  
 
6.2.1 Accountability has been and continues to be a major issue for donors. Fears about lack 
of accountability, particularly with regard to counter-terrorism legislation, coloured attitudes in 
2010 and the !rst half of 2011. Among individual donors the UK Department for International 
Development and the European Commission for Humanitarian Aid were singled out for praise by 
agencies for their relative $exibility in this regard. But it was not until July 2011 that things really 
changed. From this point there was a noticeable loosening of accountability requirements, re$ected 
also in the licence given by OFAC in the US. ‘Famine is di"erent’ as one donor representative said. 
‘Our political masters want us to make it go away by Christmas’.123 Once famine was declared there 
was pressure to spend quickly. Many worried about this, particularly given the reliance on ‘remote 
control’ and the high level of dependence on untried local partners. ’Where was the capacity, 
where was the accountability?’124 Donors were sceptical about claims by agencies to be monitoring 
through third parties, particularly as some seemed to struggle even to report against outputs. Some 
worried that the most basic operating principles were being sacri!ced.125

6.2.2 The accountability agenda also had a bearing on the types of programme funded. For 
example one major donor o#cial remarked ‘We could and should have allowed partners to switch 
earlier to cash – but there was extreme pressure on accountability and great scepticism about 
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remote control’.126 Cash distribution was acknowledged to be risky though using the hawala system 
was felt in part to mitigate the risk. The main trigger for cash intervention was the lack of access for 
food distribution and the need for a rapidly scale-able form of programming. 

6.2.3 The ‘post-famine‘ period since December 2011 has seen a noticeable change of attitude if not 
an immediate change of policy by the donors. As one put it ‘We can’t any longer justify the aid risks  
we took last year’. The same o#cial felt that his government was likely to get tougher on reporting  
in 2012.

6.2.4 Current accountability expectations are based on reporting against outputs. This is a modest 
requirement, although one that is not currently being met consistently. Agencies ought to be 
able to account for what they and their partners have delivered in a given place at a given time to 
a de!ned recipient population. But this is not to say that output reporting is su#cient: the goal 
should remain accountability for outcomes. While this is di#cult to achieve in the current operating 
environment, some aspects of it should be practically achievable. As a minimum, agencies should 
take steps to !nd out what role their assistance is playing in the lives of recipients and how the 
particular input is used and valued by households; for example, what proportion of the household 
economy is made up by cash or commodities distributed. Knowing this and how such aid is used is 
the !rst step to allowing more needs-responsive programming.

6.3.0  Donor coordination

6.3.1  Coordination among donors was reported to have worked well on an informal basis, 
though many of the donors consulted felt that the formal HCT donor meetings were not useful or 
strategic.127 One of the striking features of the Somalia drought response has been the involvement 
of donors from outside the normal group of humanitarian donors. The contributions of OIC 
members have been very signi!cant, though hard to quantify since they were not coordinated 
through the mainstream system. Saudi Arabia was a notable exception to this pattern, being the 
third largest single contributor to the CAP in 2011.

6.4.0  Programme e#ciency and the transfer of value 
 
6.4.1  The e#ciency of the drought crisis response has been di#cult to evaluate in the absence 
of data on costs. Some of the donors consulted were concerned at the costs associated with 
long delivery chains involved in providing assistance in South Central Somalia. Some were also 
concerned at the high cost of maintaining international NGO o#ces in Nairobi.128 One donor o#cial 
worried at the costs of delivery being budgeted by local partners. ‘We know it costs money to 
provide assistance safely but some of the costs seem in$ated’.129 The sheer number of individual 
projects in each cluster was raised by one respondent as an indication of ine#ciency, since each 
had its own related costs. ’We should be funding fewer, larger projects’.130

6.4.2 A more general worry expressed by a number of donors concerned the amount of value 
actually being transferred to the intended bene!ciary given the costs of delivery through a chain 
of agencies, each of which took a share, adding to transaction costs.131 Some suspected the value 
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transferred to be worryingly low, but with limited monitoring it was hard to make the judgement. 
This deserves much closer investigation.

6.4.3 One aspect of e!ciency that was more visible was the level of carry forward of funds and 
stock, which gave an indication of the extent to which agencies had been able to deliver on their 
commitments. Precise "gures were not available to the RTE team. But donor representatives 
indicated that obstacles to implementation and limited absorptive capacity had meant that there 
was a higher than usual level of carry forward into 2012. In some cases it was suggested that project 
budgets were underspent by as much as 20-30%.132

6.5 Main "ndings

■	 The lack of available funding in the period August 2010 to June 2011 was a major constraint 
on early action in response to the crisis.

■	 Funding made available in July 2011 allowed rapid scale up of the international response on 
terms that were #exible and appropriate in the circumstances.

■	 The CHF played a valuable role, although it was not of the size necessary to fund early action 
on the necessary scale. Over-focus on the CHF distracted attention from the true  
funding requirements.

■	 The process of the CHF could still be improved in terms of bureaucracy and speed  
of proposal review, and options to streamline the process should be considered.

■	 The one year planning timeframe of the CAP is unduly restrictive. The HCT and other coordi-
nation bodies should consider planning on a two-year rolling basis in order to locate the CAP 
in a wider timeframe.

■	 Agencies cannot expect to continue to be allowed such latitude in terms of accountability in 
2012 as in 2011. Basic standards of monitoring and reporting need to be re-established,  
if necessary using new methods of oversight.

■	 Accountability for outputs is currently weak and urgently needs strengthening. The goal 
should remain accountability against outcomes. As a minimum agencies should take steps to 
better understand what role their assistance is playing in the lives of recipients.

■	 The question of e!ciency and ‘value added’ of current approaches to implementation is un-
der scrutiny. Agencies should review their operating costs and ensure that these are justi"ed 
and comparable to those of their peers.



48 49

Section 7.  
Managing aid risks, insecurity 
and restricted access 

 
7.1.0 Managing aid risks in Somalia

7.1.1  The extreme risk aversion of donors in 2010 and 2011 was noted in earlier sections, relating 
primarily to fears about diversion of aid and providing ‘material bene!t’ to terrorist organisations. 
Inevitably that risk aversion a"ected the humanitarian system more generally, compounding 
fears about sta" and operational security. In the end, it took a declaration of famine for concerns 
about aid-related risks to be outweighed by external considerations – essentially the prospect of 
mass starvation. The strategic logic may have been $awed, since the risk had already been largely 
‘realised’ at that point: it was too late to avert famine, and the only hope was to stop it spreading 
and reduce its intensity and duration. But the risk management logic is understandable: however 
great the risk of diversion or loss of aid, the prospect of continued famine is worse.

7.1.2 This raises a more general point about risk management in a context like Somalia: that 
institutional risk management has to be understood against the backdrop of contextual risks that 
aid interventions are designed to tackle.133 While !duciary risk (e.g. of loss or diversion of aid) is 
a necessary concern, the parameters within which it is managed have to be set in a way that is 
appropriate to the context. In this case, many felt that those parameters were too narrow in 2010 
and the !rst half of 2011.134  Having been greatly widened in the second half of 2011, including 
reduced expectations on aid accountability, the expectation is that they will be narrowed again in 
what is generally seen as a ‘post-famine’ phase, even though the contextual risks remain high.

7.1.3 The operational humanitarian agencies face multiple risk management challenges, including 
those related to security and accountability. But the aspect of perhaps greatest signi!cance for this 
RTE concerns contingency planning. As described in earlier sections, the known external risk factors 
in late 2010 and early 2011 were such as to signal an exceptionally high risk of a major food security 
crisis. Given the relatively high probability of that scenario and the catastrophic consequences that 
would follow if it developed, the imperative in risk management terms was to plan for this worst 
case scenario. The failure to do so, while understandable given the extreme problems of access and 
funding, appears in retrospect to represent a failure of appropriate risk management.

7.2.0 Risk management and the role of  
    the Risk Management Unit (RMU)

7.2.1 Following the events of 2010 concerning the withdrawal of WFP and the report of the SMG 
alleging wide scale diversion of aid and use of contractors with terrorist links (see section 1),  
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a review of risk management practice in the humanitarian sector was instigated by the in full/HC’s 
o#ce. Pressure from donors, themselves under scrutiny from domestic bodies under counter-
terrorist legislation, became intense and a general atmosphere of risk aversion prevailed.135

7.2.2 Against this backdrop the RMU was established in the RC’s o#ce in Nairobi. The agenda of the 
RMU concerns the management of aid risks, particularly the !duciary risks that go with receiving 
donor funding and being accountable for its proper use. Apart from playing a general advisory 
role and providing training on risk management, the RMU maintains a database of implementing 
partners and contractors used by the international system. The main purpose is to allow contracting 
agencies to share their experience of working with a given partner, thereby (it is hoped) preventing 
new partnerships from being formed with unreliable or otherwise undesirable partners. Given the 
extent to which reliance has been placed on these partnerships, and risk essentially transferred to 
local partners, the database is potentially of great signi!cance.

7.2.3 To date the database is not fully operational and there are considerable data gaps, perhaps 
because of unwillingness on the part of some agencies to share the relevant information. Some felt 
that the RMU did not play the role it should have done in the earlier stages of the crisis in providing 
support and advice to agencies faced with di#cult risk management judgements concerning 
programme choice, including the scaling up of cash-based approaches.136 Nevertheless, the 
initiative is widely agreed to be valuable and is appreciated by the donors, who expressed a desire 
to receive more feedback on the use of the database and the work of the RMU more generally.137  
As donor accountability requirements tighten, as they are likely to do, the question of due diligence 
in partnerships is likely to become more signi!cant.

7.3.0 Security management and the role of the United Nations   
    Department of Safety and Security (UN DSS)

7.3.1 Somalia has become the most dangerous operating environment in the world for aid 
agencies over the past few years.138 Security management has therefore become one of the most 
pressing concerns for implementing agencies, including those operating by ‘remote control’, since 
their local sta" face considerable danger through association. The business of security management 
has become notably more professional in recent years. For UN agencies, the responsible body 
on security is UN DSS which inter alia is responsible for setting Minimum Operational Security 
Standards (MOSS) for a given country and !eld location. The HC is the designated o#cial for 
Somalia, and the working relationship between HC and UN DSS appears to be a good one. There is 
also reported to be good cooperation between UN and NGOs through the Saving Lives Together 
initiative.139

7.3.2 Having visited Mogadishu and seen the security apparatus at !rst hand, and having discussed 
security arrangements elsewhere in Somalia, the RTE team concluded that every e"ort was being 
made by DSS Somalia to create an enabling environment for the humanitarian mission, despite the 
di#culties of the operating environment. This has not always been the team’s experience in other 
country contexts. Many of the di#culties encountered by sta" in Mogadishu e.g. in travelling out 
from the UN compound, were related to reliance on infrequent AMISOM escorts. The security of 
humanitarian personnel appears not to have been a priority for AMISOM, and for too long sta" have 
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largely been con!ned to their compound – with signi!cant impact on their ability to address the 
urgent needs of IDPs and others in and around Mogadishu. Active steps are being taken to reduce 
dependence on this force.140 In parallel with this, civil-military coordination is being strengthened  
on the humanitarian side both with respect to AMISOM and other forces operating in Somalia.

7.3.3 For their part NGOs organise their own security, where necessary contracting local militia.  
In the HCT they expressed the need to coordinate with AMISOM but wanted OCHA to act as  
a ‘!rewall’.141 One of the concerns is the encroachment of AMISOM into the humanitarian arena. The 
UN and NGOs are united in insisting the IASC guidelines on the use of military assets be respected.

7.4.0 Securing access 

7.4.1 Lack of secure access was by far the greatest operational constraint facing the humanitarian 
response to the crisis. Opinion was divided among those consulted on whether the HC and OCHA 
could have done more to negotiate safe access to South Central Somalia during this time. Some felt 
the HC could have done more to facilitate access both with TFG/AMISOM and with other political 
and military actors. Others felt that he and the OCHA head of o#ce had done all they reasonably 
could in this respect; and some (particularly the INGOs) said they did not want to have UN o#cials 
negotiating on their behalf.142 At the HCT meeting of July 14 2011, a twin track approach was agreed 
with regard to negotiating access: the HC would lead dialogue at the central level, while agencies 
would continue to carry out humanitarian negotiations at regional and local level. Both would use 
the established ground rules.143 This followed the statement by Al Shabaab on July 6 that ‘Muslim 
and non-Muslim’ agencies ‘whose objective is only humanitarian relief are free to operate’ in Al 
Shabaab territory in liaison with the Al Shabaab drought committee. The statement appeared to be 
rescinded after the UN declaration of famine and subsequent lifting of US funding restrictions.144 

7.4.2 On the question of the extent of access at di"erent times, this was a matter of surprising 
divergence of views145 – perhaps because of di"erences as to what is meant by ‘access’. The views 
expressed also di"ered by agency type and the mode of aid engagement. INGOs tended to 
be more optimistic about being able to access areas including those controlled by Al Shabaab, 
although they were subject to serious restrictions and repeated attempts to tax aid deliveries. 
Indeed, some expressed the view that working in Al Shabaab-controlled areas was more secure and 
predictable than working in some other contested areas of Somalia, including those supposed to 
be controlled by the TFG.146 For the most part, only local sta" were able to operate in these areas 
throughout the crisis period; though following the agency bans in November 2011, even these sta" 
were unable to operate. 

 
7.4.3 The lasting e"ect of the multi-agency ban by Al Shabaab in November 2011 remained 
uncertain at the time at which the RTE was being conducted (February 2012). The ban has not 
been uniformly enforced and some agencies appear to be able to work through local a#liates. 
Others have had to stop or relocate their programmes.147 The ban on the ICRC in January 2012 has 
potentially far reaching consequences, though the nature and extent of the ban remains unclear.148 
Just as signi!cant for access may be the e"ect of the current military o"ensives, the capture of 
territory by AMISOM and Ethiopian forces and a resulting change of tactics by Al Shabaab. Some 
indeed fear a return to the ‘warlordism’ of the past decade and renewed clan-based feuding.149
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7.5.0  Main "ndings

■	 The failure to plan for the worst case scenario in late 2010 and early 2011 was  
a serious risk management failure.

■	 The establishment of the RMU and its database of partners is an important initiative,  
not least for its potential to establish greater con!dence in the due diligence process  
in partner selection. It has yet to fully prove its worth in practice.

■	 UNDSS has played a constructive role in seeking to enable humanitarian action in Somalia 
during the crisis response and in designing appropriate MOSS. It has some way to go in  
helping establish alternative security arrangements in Mogadishu and elsewhere to the  
previous AMISOM-dependent arrangements.

■	 Responsibility for negotiating access has been a sensitive subject. The RTE team conclude 
that the role played by the HC and OCHA head of o#ce in this regard was an appropriate  
one, and that division of responsibilities between HC, OCHA and agencies has been  
pragmatic if not always clearly understood.

■	 The e"ect of the agency bans remains uncertain, but puts an even greater signi!cance  
on e"ective contingency planning, given the range of possible scenarios in 2012 and  
beyond. The signi!cant absence of WFP from much of South Central Somalia is now  
compounded by the banning of most UN agencies and many INGOs, creating a potentially 
disastrous capacity gap.
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Section 8. 
Conclusions & Recommendations

8.1.1 General conclusions

General conclusion 1: 
Famine was not inevitable, nor was the scale of human su"ering caused by the drought crisis. The 
political and military actors (Somali and international) whose conduct restricted people’s access 
to humanitarian assistance bear primary responsibility for the failure to respond earlier and more 
decisively. Earlier action could have prevented or at least substantially mitigated the worst aspects 
of the crisis, but this did not happen on the scale required. The reasons are largely political, but the 
international humanitarian system (including the donors) itself shares some responsibility for this 
failure. While some important early action was taken using available pooled funds, it was not on the 
scale required by the situation. 
 
August 2010 and June 2011  
There was a systemic failure of contingency planning and early action in response to the emergent 
crisis in Somalia in late 2010 and early 2011. This was a failure both of preventive action and of 
early relief, the combination of which could have mitigated some of the worst aspects of the crisis. 
While many external factors made early action di#cult, including major constraints on funding and 
access, the responsible mechanisms of the humanitarian system – including the HCT and ICWG – 
did not function as well as they should have done to ensure the necessary change of strategy at 
the time required, in spite of the weight of early warning evidence available to them. In particular, 
the absence of WFP from South Central Somalia and the lack of any compensating food security 
mechanism were underestimated as critical risk factors.

General conclusion 2: 
The famine response when it came was proportionate and appropriate, though the extent of 
e"ective implementation is still uncertain, as is the impact of the response on the overall situation. 
Scaled-up implementation came well after the crisis had peaked in mid-2011 but it appears to have 
had at least a substantial mitigating e"ect on the scale and intensity of the food and livelihoods 
crisis, and to have prevented the spread of famine to Gedo region. 

July to November 2011
Declaring famine in July 2011 was the right decision. The subsequent planning (CAP revision) and 
scale up by HCT and clusters, in close discussion with donors, was impressive. The change of food 
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security strategy, particularly use of market-based interventions like cash and vouchers, appears to 
have been appropriate and fears of major in$ationary e"ects proved unfounded. Nevertheless by 
the time a scaled up response was mounted (September – November), the peak of the crisis had 
passed. While the interventions provided essential relief to populations in South Central Somalia, it 
is hard to judge on the available evidence whether they had a more profound impact on the course 
of famine. More work is required to determine this.

General conclusion 3: 
Though famine conditions have passed, the situation remains critical for hundreds of thousands 
of Somalis. The potential for rapid deterioration remains, and delivery capacity has been seriously 
compromised by the Al Shabaab bans. The humanitarian agencies and donors need to take urgent 
action to plan for the potential contingencies in 2012 and beyond.

January 2012 to date, and the outlook for 2012
Despite good Deyr rains in late 2011, the situation remains volatile and dangerous for many com-
munities particularly in South Central Somalia. The political and security situation is in $ux. This, 
together with the agency bans imposed by Al Shabaab in late 2011, render the capacity of the inter-
national humanitarian system to operate e"ectively even more uncertain than in 2011. To date (end 
of February 2012) there do not appear to be e"ective ‘global’ contingency plans in place nor a clear 
plan to deal with the e"ect of agency bans in Al Shabaab areas. 

8.1.2 Conclusions against the evaluation criteria
Timeliness: The initial response was not timely: there was a major failure of early response. The 
subsequent scale up in response to the famine situation was swift, but the lag in implementation 
meant that the peak of the crisis was missed by some months.

Proportionality: Early responses were clearly not proportionate to need. The response to the post-
July situation was much more so, although operational constraints meant patchy coverage.

Appropriateness: The switch to market-based food security interventions appears to have been 
warranted. Considerable innovation was shown in the post-July response. The medium-term 
resilience agenda is crucial but needs better con!guration with relief modes. 

E!ciency: The cost of delivery through local partners appears to have been very high in some 
cases. The actual value transferred to a"ected communities and individual households is uncertain 
due to lack of follow-up. A large under-spend on many 2011 budgets and unused stocks re$ects the 
challenge of absorption capacity in the prevailing environment in South Central Somalia.

Accountability: Accountability standards (‘up’ and ‘down’) were met only to a limited extent in 
South Central areas. This is one of weakest aspects of the response and this cannot all be attributed 
to operational constraints. With heavy dependence on local partner delivery and reporting, 
signi!cant quality control and monitoring issues were reported. Donors showed $exibility but there 
is growing pressure to improve this aspect of programming.

E#ectiveness: De!nite conclusions about impact e.g. of cash and voucher interventions cannot be 
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drawn from the available evidence150 – although there was substantial and demonstrable reduction 
in known risk factors in the main areas of focus. Little evidence is available on outcomes, and even 
outputs remain uncertain.

8.2.0  Thematic conclusions and recommendations

8.2.1 Early warning and needs assessment

Overall conclusion: Formal early warning information systems worked largely as intended, though 
the response was weak. These systems are only one part of what is required. Needs assessment 
generally is the responsibility of humanitarian agencies,  clusters and related coordination 
mechanisms (including OCHA). Joint needs assessment and cross-Cluster analysis is weak.

Recommendations: 

1.  A joint needs assessment process (situation and response analysis) should be established 
independently of FSNAU and FEWS NET, coordinated through a designated sub-group of the 
ICWG. A light review by the ICWG of existing needs assessment and information gathering 
mechanisms and requirements is suggested as  
a basis for this. 

2.  ICWG and  clusters should be formally tasked with needs assessment and cross-sector analysis 
in response to major crises, facilitated by OCHA and reporting to HCT. INGOs and UN agencies 
should dedicate senior experts (including external experts as appropriate) to participate in 
this process.

3.  Urgent priority should be given to establishing surveillance systems for nutrition, health and 
WASH in Somalia. This should be considered in tandem with the recommendation to es-
tablish decentralised cluster hubs. For WASH, the proposed ‘live map’ of water sources is an 
important initiative that should be funded.

8.2.2  Joint strategy, policy and planning 
Overall conclusion: There was a systemic failure of early response by agencies and donors in terms 
of preventive action and early relief. Neither the HCT nor the ICWG showed the strategic leadership 
required to change course to allow a timely and proportionate response to the crisis. It is suggested 
that strategic decisions of this kind may need to be ‘forced’ onto the agenda for consideration by 
the HCT when certain situational criteria are met.

This is related to the lack of contingency planning for early action. Over-emphasis on the CHF risks 
diverting attention from the necessary scale of planning and funding needed both for early action 
in response to major county-wide crises as well as for the essential resilience agenda. In a context as 
vulnerable as that of South Central Somalia, the failure of one rainy season, together with other risk 
factors should put the whole system on high alert. Speci!cally:

■	 It should trigger immediate consideration by the HCT of the need to implement a short-term 
livelihood support package, based on existing programmes and prepared in advance (costed 
and agreed with donors).

■	 It should be the subject of a detailed (costed) contingency plan for a major scale up of lifesav-
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ing activities, to be be adapted and activated against certain criteria – worked out in collabo-
ration with donors – including failure of subsequent second rains.

Recommendations: 

1.  Costed contingency plans should, as a matter of priority, be drawn up for:
 (i) A large scale ‘preventive’ package of livelihood support to be implemented against  

agreed criteria, including the failure of a single rainy season.
 (ii) A major relief response to be triggered against agreed criteria, including the  

failure of a second consecutive rainy season. This is a matter for both the HCT, ICWG and  
clusters in close collaboration with the major donors.

2.  The HCT and ICWG should review their respective mandates and working practices, particu-
larly with regard to strategic decision making and cross-sector analysis, in the light of the 
!ndings of the RTE.

3. The role of the OCHA-based Inter-Cluster Coordinator should be strengthened by  
upgrading the post and appointing a senior person with strong leadership and  
facilitation skills.

4. The speci!c demands of meeting the needs of displaced and host communities in urban  
settings should be reviewed by the ICWG. A commissioned cross-sectoral study might 
assist in this analysis.

8.2.3  Joint operational structures and processes 

Overall conclusion: Coordination mechanisms have strengthened since 2009, but neither the HCT, 
ICWG nor the  clusters play the strategic role they should. Individual agency agendas dominate 
and strategic decisions are being avoided. The INGOs are semi-detached. Field level coordination 
is weak and cluster coordination is top-down. A review of information needs and information 
management is needed in order to try to rationalise current overwhelming information demands.
The basis of performance evaluation also needs to be reviewed. 

Recommendations:

1.  A shift of gravity is required towards !eld-level coordination. Either Mogadishu  
should be established as a full zonal hub for South Central Somalia, or else  
a network of !eld-based sub-regional hubs should be established as soon as practicable. 

2. Clusters and Cluster Coordinators should devote more time to joint planning and less  
to proposal vetting for the CAP, CHF and ER. 

3.  Clearer lines of accountability and decision making need to be established between HCT,   
 ICWG and  clusters Clusters – and within the clusters themselves. The matrix drawn up by  
the ICWG should be either endorsed by the HCT or revised.

4.  The issue of INGO participation in  clusters should be addressed as part of a more  
general review of cluster performance. OCHA should initiate a process of consultation on this.

5.  A light independent review of information needs and processes should be undertaken with 
a review to resolving the current system overload. The HCT should request OCHA to commis-
sion this.



56 57

8.2.4 Working with others

Overall conclusion: A closer working relationship with local agencies and local authorities will 
be necessary to deliver on both relief and resilience agendas. Where local capacity (technical and 
administrative) is weak, partnerships should allow for practical steps to be taken to strengthen 
capacity over time. More can also be done to build relationships with OIC bodies. Most importantly, 
new ways of engaging with communities over time and establishing trust is a prerequisite for 
successful intervention in the longer term.

Many of the drought responses in South and Central regions were concentrated in Mogadishu 
and the Afgooye corridor. Yet the large numbers of drought IDPs in these areas did not receive 
assistance at the time they most needed it in 2011. When famine came it hit these groups 
particularly hard.

Recommendations

1.  Establish a harmonisation mechanism with OIC in Mogadishu, at both general  
and sectoral coordination levels.

2.  In light of the growing dependence on local capacities, the HCT should task the  clusters 
through the ICWG with conducting a local capacity review by region taking account of  
capacity in key sectors.

3.  On the basis of the above review the HCT should ask OCHA to draw up an investment plan for 
capacity strengthening in key areas in discussion with partners and donors.

8.2.5  Funding, accountability and programme e#ciency

Overall conclusion: The lack of available funding in the period August 2010 to June 2011 was 
a major constraint on early action in response to the crisis. Funding made available in July 2011 
allowed rapid scale up on terms that were $exible and appropriate in the circumstances. The 
CHF played a valuable role, although it was not of the size necessary to fund early action on the 
necessary scale and the approval process remains too cumbersome. Accountability remains very 
weak and current (weak) reporting against outputs is no substitute for reporting against outcomes. 

A general worry expressed by a number of donors concerned the amount of value actually being 
transferred to the intended bene!ciary, given the costs of delivery. Some suspected the value 
transferred to be worryingly low, but with limited monitoring it was hard to make the judgement. 
This deserves much closer investigation.

Recommendations:

1.  Output reporting is currently weak and needs urgent attention if the most basic  
accountability standards are to be met. OCHA should discuss with agencies and clusters  
the problems involved and ways of resolving them.

2.  More investment is needed in assessing outcomes, linked to e"orts to improve needs  
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assessment. As a minimum, agencies should take steps to understand what role their  
assistance is playing in the lives of recipients. Action on this could be linked to the proposed 
review of ‘value transfer’ proposed below.

3.  OCHA should be asked by the HCT to propose options for speeding up and simplifying  
the review process for CHF proposals. A ‘pre-screening’ system for proposals is suggested as 
one possible option. 

4. The HCT should instigate a study on the question of ‘value transfer’ through current pro-
gramme modalities in Somalia, to shed light on the relative e!ciency and e"ectiveness of dif-
ferent modes of programming. OCHA should be asked to propose terms of reference for such 
a study and to commission it, with due reference to existing programme evaluations such as 
that commissioned by UNICEF on the use of cash and vouchers.

5. The HCT and other coordination bodies should consider planning on a two-year rolling basis 
in order to locate the CAP in a wider timeframe.

8.2.6 Managing aid risks, insecurity and restricted access 

Overall conclusion: Risk management is at the heart of the challenges facing managers in relation 
to Somalia. A high degree of risk aversion characterised donor and agency policy in 2010 and #rst 
half 2011. The famine response represented a reversal of attitudes that came later than it should 
have done given the known risk factors. The failure to plan for the worst case scenario in late 2010 
and early 2011 was a serious risk management failure. 

The attitude of UNDSS to enabling access has been positive, but practice is often too restrictive, 
in part because of AMISOM restrictions. Mogadishu and surrounds is one example where more 
freedom of movement is warranted and urgently needed. The current division of labour access 
negotiation between the HC and agencies seems appropriate. Given the increasing reliance on local 
partners, due diligence is essential and RMU has an important role to play in this.

Recommendations:

1.  The HCT should review its approach to risk management in relation to the external  
risk environment, and should adapt its planning processes accordingly.

2.  The RMU should consult users about the database of partners concerning the  
practical utility of this resource and should take steps to adapt it accordingly. 

3.  Urgent steps are needed to ensure greater freedom of operation in Mogadishu  
and newly-cleared areas of South Central Somalia. This is likely to require security arrange-
ments that are not exclusively or mainly dependent on AMISOM.
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End Notes.
1.  Joint press release FSNAU/FEWS-NET 5th September 2011; UK DfID Aid Factsheet 28th January 2012. Such extremely broad 

estimates of mortality give an indication of the highly speculative nature of much information about Somalia.

2.  No precise distinction can be made between the ‘drought’ displaced and those displaced mainly by con$ict and other fac-
tors. It seems safe to say that a combination of primarily economic factors including loss of purchasing power and livelihood 
collapse, together with the absence of compensating relief, accounted for the majority of Somalis displaced in 2011. This es-
timate takes into account numbers of ‘drought displaced’ into Kenya (Dadaab) and Ethiopia (Dollo Ado) in 2011, as estimated 
by UNHCR; as well as the numbers of those displaced to Mogadishu and elsewhere in Somalia during the course of the year. 

3.  For the purposes of this report, the international humanitarian system is taken to include relevant international donors and 
common funds, UN agencies and o#ces, the International Red Cross/Red Crescent movement, international NGOs, and  
related coordination structures like the Humanitarian Country Team and sectoral Clusters. The question of how well these  
actors and structures engaged with the relevant national and local actors is one of the questions addressed in the RTE.

4.  Interviews Nairobi

5.  Desk analysis in support of the RTE was conducted under the supervision of Dr Hugo Slim at the Oxford Institute for Eth-
ics, Law and Armed Con$ict, part of the Department of Politics and International Relations at Oxford University. The lead 
researcher was Emma Lochery, D.Phil candidate in politics. The main topics of analysis were the patterns of forced migration 
relating to the drought crisis, and the relationship between Al Shabbab and the international humanitarian system.

6.  A report of that workshop is separately available from OCHA Evaluation and Guidance Section in New York

7.  Report commissioned by the IASC/Humanitarian Country Team for Somalia, available at the OCHA Somalia website 

8.  See for example the ODI/HPG paper ‘Humanitarian space in Somalia: a scarce commodity’ 
 (April 2012) at http://reliefweb.int/node/493457
  
9.  Interviews Nairobi
  
10.  Interviews Nairobi

11.  Source: Humanitarian funding analysis for Somalia - OCHA, March 2011 (at OCHA Online)

12.  The lifting of US restrictions was in part a response to a declaration from Al Shabaab in early July 2011 that assistance would 
now be accepted in areas under its control, even from non-Moslem actors. That declaration was subsequently rescinded 

 after the US announcement.

13.  HCT Minutes: 10 March 2011; 9 January 2012

14.  HCT 10 March 2011

15.  These include the IASC ‘Negotiation Ground Rules’, the NGO Position Paper on Operating Principles and Red Lines, and the 
UNCT Policy on Humanitarian Engagement, all drawn up in 2009. None appears to have been consistently applied (see ODI 
paper cited above.)

16.  Interview WFP Nairobi .

17.  This includes GAM rates routinely over 15% in parts of southern Somalia. During the conduct of the RTE, the FSNAU techni-
cal director warned about this tendency to ‘normalise’ such unacceptably high levels of malnutrition, disease and death. 
This is a subject point that has been forcefully repeatedly raised in the past by Mark Bradbury, the British expert on Somalia: 
see for example ‘Normalising the crisis in Africa’ - Disasters Journal, 22(4) ODI/Blackwell Publishing, 1998.

18.  Interviews in Hargeisa. Lower !gure from UNDP 2005; higher from government sources.

19.  FSNAU/FEWS NET East Africa Food Security Alert – March 15 2011

20. Interview Nairobi.

21.  This was also a re$ection of the poor donor funding climate, and a deliberate move to present a more ‘modest’ package to a 
sceptical donor audience.

22.  IASC/ICWG 21 January 2010

23. Somalia Water and Land Information Management

24.  Interview Nairobi.

25.  Interview Nairobi

26.  Monitoring, July 25 2011

27.  One respondent suggested that this was because resources in these facilities were so limited that people had  
stopped attending
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28.  In January 2011, around 24,200 IDPs arrived in Mogadishu, which was at the time still largely under Al Shabaab control with 
only limited areas controlled by the TFG. The reasons remain somewhat uncertain. After the merging of Hisbul Islam into Al 
Shabaab in December 2010, the Afgooye corridor was under Al Shabaab control. Roland Marchal writes that many people 
may have moved from the Afgooye corridor back to TFG area in Mogadishu because “While they knew how to deal with 
Hisbul Islaam militias without changing their social habits, the take-over by al-Shabaab was not a promise of compromise.”  
See Roland Marchal, “The Rise of a Jihadi Movement in a Country at War: Harakat Al-Shabaab Al Mujaheddin in Somalia”, 
March 2011, report available at http://www.ceri-sciences-po.org/ressource/shabaab.pdf, p. 

29.  Interview Nairobi.

30.  Interview Nairobi

31.  Interviews Nairobi

32.  Interviews Nairobi, Mogadishu

33.  Interview Nairobi

34.  Interview Nairobi

35.  See for example the work of the IASC Needs Assessment Task Force and the development of the MIRA tool

36.  See report referenced above in note 6 above DARA evaluation, p.65 (Recommendation 16)

37.  Interviews Nairobi; feedback on !rst draft RTE report.

38.  It should also be noted that Al Shabaab were highly suspicious of the activities of those undertaking assessments and  
collecting data, as re"ected in the letter of  28 November 2011 in which they announced the ban on sixteen agencies.

39.  See separate report of workshop.

40.  Interview Nairobi.

41.  On the background to this, see minutes of ‘Inter-Cluster Strategy Meeting on Addressing Food Crisis and Malnutrition in 
Southern Somalia’ 28th June 2011.

42.  In this context, it is worth noting the substance of the IASC Transformative Agenda, including the emphasis on improved 
strategic planning at the country level that ‘clari!es the collective results that the humanitarian community sets out to 
achieve and identi!es how clusters and organizations will contribute to them’ (Chapeau and Compendium of Actions, 19 
January 2012)

43.  Donor interviews Nairobi

44.  IASC 9th September 2010

45.  IASC/ICWG 25 November 2010

46.  ibid

47.  ibid

48.  IASC 27 January 2011

49.  HCT/ICWG February 24th 2011
 
50.  ibid

51.  HCT/ICWG March 24th 2011

52.  Draft Country Portfolio Evaluation for Somalia (May 2012) – WFP, Rome

53.  The crisis curve is based on a number of factors including distress migration !gurespatterns, malnutrition and mortality  
!gures and changes in food prices. The funding curve is essentially an accurate representation of the pattern of funding 
through the year, based on !gures from OCHA of funding "ows through the year. The response curve is an approximation 
based on evidence from interviews – reliable data on implementation was not available to the RTE team.

54. Interviews with HC and OCHA head of o#ce

55.  Consolidated Appeal Emergency Revision – August 2011 (UN OCHA)

56.  ibid

57.  Interview Nairobi
  
58.  Comment at Nairobi workshop to discuss provisional results of RTE

59.  Interview Nairobi

60.  Interviews Nairobi
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61. IASC January 13th 2011

62.   HCT ad hoc meeting June 20th 2011

63.   HCT/ICWG July 28th 2011

64.  The question of what package of interventions might have had this pre-emptive e$ect is a matter of some debate, although 
most agree that livelihood support to vulnerable agro-pastoralists, including livestock interventions, would have been a  
central component. Oddly, the discussion around the mid-year review of the CAP included a call for ‘early action’ to be 
included in the review.

65.  HCT/ICWG April 24th 2011

66.  Interviews Nairobi

67.  ‘Food Market and Supply Conditions in South Somalia’, WFP 2012

68.  HCT ad hoc meeting 25th July 2011

69.  IASC ‘Transformative Agenda - Chapeau and Compendium of Actions, 19 January 2012’

70.  ibid

71.  ICWG January 18th 2012

72. See http://oneresponse.info/GlobalClusters/Agriculture/publicdocuments/Proposal 
%20for%20Implementing%20Plan%20of%20Action%20for%20Horn%20of%20Africa.pdf
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74.  HCT/ICWG July 28th 2011

75.  Interview Nairobi

76.  See also DARA evaluation, 52 and 54.

77.  Interviews Hargeisa, Mogadishu, Nairobi 

78.  Interviews Nairobi 

79.  It should be noted that two of the three groups declared to be in famine conditions in July 2011 were the Mogadishu and  
Afgooye corridor displaced populations. That said, it should also be recognised that these areas were largely under  
Al Shabaab control until August 2011.

80.  Interview Hargeisa 

81.  For its part, the Health Cluster intends to appoint a Cluster coordinator in Mogadishu at the same level as Nairobi’s  
Cluster coordinator. 

82.  Commercial "ights to Mogadishu have increased.

83. In this context, it is interesting to note that in 2006 the health and nutrition clusters decided to merge at !eld level:  
see IASC (Nov 2, 2006) GRUNEWALD, F. & Team. Somalia: Real Time Evaluation of the 2006 Emergency Response, p. 23. 

84.  Interviews Nairobi 

85. This appeared to be the consensus view at the workshop held in Nairobi in February 2012 to review the provisional !ndings  
of the RTE.

86.  Interviews Nairobi

87.  Interview Nairobi 

88. Interview Nairobi

89.  Interview Nairobi 

90.  Interviews Nairobi 

91.  Interview Nairobi 

92.  Interview Nairobi 

93.  Feedback on draft RTE report

94.  ibid

95.  Interview Nairobi 
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96.  See DARA evaluation, p. 22. In fact, monitoring on the basis of outputs is still relatively new to the  
CAP system worldwide.

97.  Some e$orts are already underway to address these issues. UNICEF’s Humanitarian Performance Management System 
 is one such.

98.  The RTE team was not able to establish the amount of OIC-member funding, though it is known to substantial. The contribu-
tion of Saudi Arabia alone (USD 58.8 million) was the third largest individual donor contribution to the  2011 CAP.

99.  See http://fts.unocha.org/reports/daily/ocha_R24c_C193_Y2011_asof___1203291627.pdf 

100. Previous droughts have tended to a$ect speci!c regions but the 2011 drought a$ected the entire country.

101.  There is no reliable data to indicate the percentage of livestock lost in the 2011 drought. Discussion with pastoralists and 
agro-pastoralists in Dadaab estimate the percentage of livestock perished as around 90 per cent. There were no de-stocking 
programmes in Puntland, Somaliland and South and Central. Pastoralists and agro-pastoralists in drought hit areas say they 
‘helplessly watched their livestock die’.

102.   Drought victims that came to Mogadishu were settling in inhabitable and destroyed buildings in the city while others who 
could not !nd space built temporary shelters in open !elds.

103.  Local NGOs made appeals to business groups and members of Somali diaspora to assist their brothers and sisters a$ected 
by the drought.

104.  The Somali diaspora have been supporting family members left behind in Somalia for over two decades. When the drought 
crisis hit Somalia, they donated unquanti!ed additional sums for the drought victims. 

105.  This includes school children and women involved in small scale businesses.

106.  The exact amounts of resources collected by these entities are unknown and are un-documented. 

107.  WFP reports that In some areas, NGOs refused to take WFP food (feedback on RTE draft report)

108.  Interviews Mogadishu

109.  There are no o#cial statistics available that can verify the number of deaths caused by the drought and famine in Somalia. 

110.  These regions are in South and Central Somalia where the drought hit hard and access to deliver humanitarian was chal-
lenged due to AS’s ban.

111.  Interviews Dadaab

112.  NERAD is an agency established in 2004 and given a mandate to respond to humanitarian crisis occurring in Somaliland by 
then government in Somaliland. 

113.  Those who voluntarily returned are men and older boys, returning to farm while women and children are left behind in IDP 
camps.

114.  DP community committees / leaders consist of more men than women.

115.  Ref funding trends paper from OCHA

116.  HCT/ICWG July 28th 2011

117.  Donor Iinterview Nairobi

118.  Donor iInterview Nairobi

119.  This point was raised also in the DARA evaluation

120.  Interview Nairobi 

121.  Interviews Nairobi

122.  Donor interviews Nairobi

123.  Interview Nairobi 

124.  ibid

125.  Donor interview Nairobi

126.  Donor Iinterview Nairobi 

127.  Donor interviews Nairobi

128.  One senior NGO representative made the counter case as follows: ‘For us, working in AS areas, Nairobi is a safe haven. If we were in 
Mogadishu we would be associated with the TFG agenda. For the same reason we have to be careful working ‘cleared’ areas’. 
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129.  Interview Nairobi 

130.  Interview Nairobi

131.  This subject is also covered in the DARA evaluation (p.63, para 179)

132.  Donor Iinterview Nairobi 

133.  On this topic, see the 2011 OECD paper Aid Risks in Fragile and Transitional Contexts at http://www.oecd.org/
dataoecd/0/17/47672264.pdf

134.  Interviews Nairobi

135.  Donor Iinterviews Nairobi 

136.  Interviews Nairobi; feedback on draft RTE report.

137.  Donor Iinterviews Nairobi 

[138.  Ref Stoddard et al]

139. Interviews Nairobi, Mogadishu. See Saving Lives Together: A Framework for improving Security Arrangements among 
IGOs, NGOs and the UN in the Field (2010 revision) – UNDSS, New York (www.saving-lives-together.org) 

140.  HCT October 18th 2011

141.  HCT August 11th 2011

142.  Interviews Nairobi

143.  The ‘Negotiation Ground Rules’ established by the country IASC in 2009

144.  Ref Zimmerman (2011); ReliefWeb

145.  See for example HCT May 26th 2011

146.  Interviews Nairobi; Mogadishu. According to both Roland Marchal and the International Crisis Group, the presence 
of Al Shabaab in some areas quelled longstanding inter-clan !ghting. When Al Shabaab leaves those areas, these con"icts 
may re-emerge.

147.  NGO interviews Nairobi

148.  HCT February 1st 2012

[149.  Refs Marchal etc]

150.  A collaborative evaluation has been commissioned by UNICEF and its partners covering the programmes funded by the 
larger donors through nine NGOs.
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Annex 1.  Matrix of !ndings and recommendations

Topic Main !ndings  Recommendations

Early warning and assessment

Joint strategy and planning 

1.  A joint needs assessment process (situation  
& response analysis) should be established inde-
pendently of FSNAU and FEWS NET, coordinated 
through a designated sub-group of the ICWG.  
A light review by the ICWG of existing needs assess-
ment and information gathering mechanisms and 
requirements is suggested as a basis for this. 

2.  ICWG and Clusters should be formally tasked with 
needs assessment and cross-sector analysis in 
response to major crises, facilitated by OCHA and 
reporting to HCT. INGOs and UN agencies should 
dedicate senior experts (including external experts 
as appropriate) to participate in this process.

3.  Urgent priority should be given to establishing 
surveillance systems for nutrition, health and WASH 
in Somalia. This should be considered in tandem 
with the recommendation to establish decentralised 
cluster hubs.

1. Costed contingency plans should, as a matter of 
priority, be drawn up for:

 (i)  A large scale ‘preventive’ package of livelihood 
support to be implemented against agreed criteria, 
including in the event of the failure of a single  
rainy season.  

 ii) A major relief response to be triggered against 
agreed criteria, including the failure of a second 
consecutive rainy season. This is a matter for both 
the ICWG and HCT, ICWG and clusters, in close  
collaboration with the major donors.

2.  The HCT and ICWG urgently need to review their 
respective mandates and working > 

a.  The early warning mechanisms largely performed as they were designed to, giving detailed and accurate early warning 
advice – and urging appropriate contingency planning.

b.  The warnings were not responded to by the humanitarian agencies or the donors in such a way as to allow timely and 
proportionate preparedness, planning and early response.

c.  Needs assessment has been largely neglected, with undue reliance on early warning systems that are not designed  
to provide an assessment of needs

d.  The Inter-Cluster Working Group did not provide a ‘joined up’ analysis of the evolving crisis in late 2010/early 2011 and 
should have been tasked to do so by the HCT

e.  The current outlook for early warning is poor. With FSNAU enumerators now banned, nutritional surveys are currently not 
possible. It is urgent to try to !ll this gap.

f.  There is also an urgent need for establishment of health (disease) and WASH surveillance. The 3-5 year plan developed by 
the WASH Strategic Advisory Group identi!ed the lack of needs assessment as a key gap and includes the priority action  
of having a “live map” of water sources across Somalia

a.  There was a systemic failure of early response by agencies and donors, both in terms of preventive action and early relief.
b.  The failure of the implementing agencies to make joint contingency plans (at an early stage of the crisis) for major scale up 

in response to drought was a serious omission, given the foreseeable consequences of the failure of the 2011 gu rains.  
The issue was raised on several occasions in HCT but not acted on. Having actionable plans in place, with donor agree-
ment on funding criteria, could in theory have brought action forward by several months. That said, many factors may 
have combined to prevent this, including donor unwillingness and access issues.

c.  In relation to the drought crisis, neither the HCT nor the ICWG showed the strategic leadership required to change course 
in way that would have allowed timely response to the crisis. Decisions about scaled-up response were delayed until the 
extremity of the crisis became undeniable and the external pressure to act became intense. 

d.  The ICWG was dominated by operational issues and brie!ngs which left little space for inter-Cluster strategic planning  
in response to the crisis. It is not currently con!gured to play the strategic role that it could and should.

e.  Ideological battles contributed to a failure to resolve issues about programme approach – and speci!cally about the use 
of cash and vouchers – until the famine declaration forced the issue. This prevented earlier use of such approaches at a 
time when they might have had more preventive e"ect
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Joint strategy and  
planning cont’d

 practices, particularly with regard strategic decision 
making and cross-sector analysis, in the light of the 
!ndings of the RTE.

3. The role of the OCHA-based Inter-Cluster Coordina-
tor should be strengthened by upgrading the post 
and appointing a senior person with strong leader-
ship and facilitation skills.

f.  Over-focus on the use of available resources – in particular the CHF – contributed to a failure to anticipate and react to the 
scale  of the impending crisis, which was of a di"erent order of magnitude to the resources then available.

g.  Following the famine declaration and release of new funds, the HCT became noticeably more focused and business-like. 
The revision of the CAP, coordinated by OCHA, was achieved swiftly and e"ectively once the decision to do so was taken. 

h.  The lack of overarching strategy and the increasingly bilateral approach of donors and major agencies led to some frag-
mentation of response plans and the by-passing of Clusters as the scale up proceeded in the second half of 2011.

i.  It is essential that the ICWG annual contingency plan include the possible requirement for a radical re-alignment of strate-
gic priorities and resource requirements, and that the donors be closely involved in this discussion. It is also essential that 
the HCT (including thereby the main agencies) should ultimately ‘own’ the contingency planning process and be commit-
ted to it.

j.  Responding to needs in urban areas appears to have been a relative weakness in the crisis response. The speci!c de-
mands of meeting the needs of displaced and host communities in urban settings should be reviewed by the ICWG.

Coordination structures  
and processes

1.  A shift of gravity is required towards !eld-level coor-
dination. Either Mogadishu should be established  
as full zonal hub for South Central Somalia, or else  
a network of !eld-based sub-regional hubs should 
be established as soon as practicable. 

2.  Clusters and Cluster Coordinators should devote 
more time to joint planning and less to proposal  
vetting for the CAP, CHF and ER allocations. 

3.  Clearer lines of accountability and decision mak-
ing need to be established between HCT, ICWG 
and Clusters – and within these bodies themselves. 
The matrix drawn up by the ICWG should be either 
endorsed by the HCT or revised.

4.  The issue of INGO participation in Clusters should 
be addressed as part of a more general review of 
Cluster performance. OCHA should initiate a process 
of consultation on this. 

5.  A light independent review of information needs 
and processes should be undertaken with a review 
to resolving the current system overload. The HCT 
should request OCHA to commission this.

a.  The issue of establishing a decentralised humanitarian hub or hubs for South Central Somalia needs to be addressed  
in the near future. Two basic alternatives are proposed.

b.  A frank exchange is called for between Cluster lead agencies, Cluster coordinators and NGOs concerning the working  
of Clusters and the participation of INGOs. It is essential that the issue of participation is resolved if the Cluster model  
is to work in the Somalia context.

c.  A review of information needs and information management is needed, in order to try and streamline information  
demands and achieve greater buy-in for the essential processes of information collection and communication.

d.  Current performance evaluation is heavily oriented towards coverage and output indicators. In a context where shocks 
are recurrent and where building resilience is an acknowledged priority, increased attention to the question of both short 
and medium-term impact of interventions appears essential, in the context of a more strategic approach by Clusters, 
ICWG and HCT. 

Working with others:
communities, local agencies,  
government bodies

1.  Establish a harmonisation mechanism with OIC  
in Mogadishu, at both general and sectoral  
coordination levels.

2.  In light of the growing dependence on local > 

a.  Many of the drought responses in South and Central regions were concentrated in Mogadishu and the Afgooye corridor. 
Yet the large numbers of drought IDPs in these areas did not receive assistance at the time they most needed it in 2011.  
When famine came, it hit these groups particularly hard.

b.  Access to newly ‘liberated’ areas including Baidoa, Beledweyne is still limited and remains a challenge to both local  
and international aid agencies. 
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Working with others:
communities, local agencies,  
government bodies cont’d

Funding, accountability,  
programme e!ciency 

 capacities, the HCT should task the Clusters through 
the ICWG with conducting a local capacity review by 
region taking account of capacity in key sectors.  

3.  On the basis of the above review, the HCT should ask 
OCHA to draw up an investment plan for capacity 
strengthening in key areas in discussion with part-
ners and donors.

1.  Output reporting is currently weak and needs urgent 
attention if the most basic accountability standards 
are to be met. OCHA should discuss with agencies 
and clusters the problems involved and ways of 
resolving them.

2.  More investment is needed in assessing outcomes, 
linked to e"orts to improve needs assessment. As  
a minimum, agencies should take steps to under-
stand what role their assistance is playing in the lives 
of recipients. Action on this could be linked to the 
proposed review of ‘value transfer’ proposed below.

3.  OCHA should be asked by the HCT to propose  
options for speeding up and simplifying the review 
process for CHF proposals. A ‘pre-screening’ system 
for proposals is suggested as one possible option  
to speed up and simplify the review process. 

4.  The HCT should instigate a study on the question of 
‘value transfer’ through current programme modali-
ties in Somalia, to shed light on the relative e#ciency 
and e"ectiveness of di"erent modes of program-
ming. OCHA should be asked to propose terms of 
reference for such a study and to commission it.

5.  The HCT and other coordination bodies should con-
sider planning on a two-year rolling basis in order 
to locate the CAP in a wider timeframe.

c.  The humanitarian aid delivered by various actors has helped drought victims in Dadaab, Mogadishu, and Hargeisa  
to recover some of the immediate impacts of the food crisis. Famine may be ‘over’ in South and Central Somalia, but many 
displaced drought victims in Dadaab refugee camps, Mogadishu, Hargeisa and Puntland are still dependent on  
humanitarian assistance. They will need substantial help if they are to return to settle in their home areas.

d.  Local agencies have a number of comparative advantages over international actors. Those that lack technical and admin-
istrative capacity need support from international sources to build that capacity. This should pay long-term dividends.

e.  Likewise, local authorities deserve support in ful!lling their mandates. Capacity at present is low, but it is essential that 
legitimate authorities be enabled to take on a primary role in service provision and assistance, and that they able  
to be held to account for this role.

a.  The lack of available funding in the period August 2010 to June 2011 was a major constraint on early action in response  
to the crisis.

b.  Funding made available in July 2011 allowed rapid scale up of the international response on terms that were $exible and 
appropriate in the circumstances.

c.  The CHF played a valuable role, although it was not of the size necessary to fund early action on the necessary scale. Over-
focus on the CHF distracted attention from the true funding requirements.

d.  The process of the CHF could still be improved in terms of bureaucracy and speed of proposal review. and options  
to streamline the process should be considered. 

e.  The one year planning timeframe of the CAP is unduly restrictive. The HCT and other coordination bodies should consider 
planning on a two-year rolling basis in order to locate the CAP in a wider timeframe.

f.  Agencies cannot expect to continue to be allowed such latitude in terms of accountability in 2012 as in 2011. Basic stan-
dards of monitoring and reporting need to be re-established, if necessary using new methods of oversight.

g.  Accountability for outputs is currently weak and urgently needs strengthening. The goal should remain accountability 
against outcomes. As a minimum, agencies should take steps to understand what role their assistance is playing in the 
lives of recipients.

h. The question of e#ciency and ‘value added’ of current approaches to implementation is under scrutiny. Agencies should 
review their operating costs and ensure that these are justi!ed and comparable to those of their peers.
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Managing aid risks, security  
and restricted access

1.  The HCT should review its approach to risk manage-
ment in relation to the external risk environment,  
and should adapt its planning processes accordingly.

2.  The Risk Management Unit’s should consult users 
 about the database of partners concerning the 
 practical utility of this resource and should take 
 steps to adapt it accordingly.

3.  Urgent steps are needed to ensure greater freedom 
of operation in Mogadishu and newly-cleared areas 
of South Central Somalia. This is likely to require  
security arrangements that are not exclusively  
or mainly dependent on AMISOM.

a.  The failure to plan for the worst case scenario in late 2010 and early 2011 was a serious risk management failure.
b.  The establishment of the Risk Management Unit and its database of partners is an important initiative, not least for its 

potential to establish greater con!dence in the due diligence process in partner selection. It has yet to fully prove  
its worth in practice.

c.  UN DSS has played a constructive role in seeking to enable humanitarian action in Somalia during the crisis response  
and in designing appropriate MOSS. It has some way to go in helping establish alternative security arrangements  
in Mogadishu and elsewhere to the previous AMISOM-dependent arrangements.

d.  Responsibility for negotiating access has been a sensitive subject. The RTE team conclude that the role played by the HC 
and OCHA head of o#ce in this regard was an appropriate one, and that division or responsibilities between HC, OCHA 
and agencies has been pragmatic if not always clearly understood.

e.  The e"ect of the agency bans remains uncertain, but puts an even greater signi!cance on e"ective contingency planning, 
given the range of possible scenarios in 2012 and beyond. The signi!cant absence of WFP from much of South Central 
Somalia is now compounded by the banning of most UN agencies and many INGOs, creating a potentially disastrous 
capacity gap.

 

72/73



74 75

Annex 2
IASC Real Time Evaluation (IASC RTE) of the 

Humanitarian Response to the Horn of Africa Drought Crisis
Terms of Reference Final DRAFT 13 November 2011

1. INTRODUCTION & RATIONALE

The Horn of Africa is experiencing the most severe food crisis in the world today. This is compounded 
by insecurity in Somalia and large refugee caseloads in Kenya and Ethiopia. Over 12 million people 
in Djibouti, Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia are severely a"ected and in urgent need of humanitarian 
aid, and there is no likelihood of this situation improving before the end of 2011. As the humanitarian 
emergencies in Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia meet the “automatic trigger” criteria endorsed by IASC 
Working Group in July 2010, the Emergency Relief Coordinator requested an IASC Real Time Evaluation 
(IASC RTE) in the Horn of Africa sub-region. 

The full IASC RTE of the Horn of Africa will consist of four separate assessment missions that will 
provide four sets of workshops, and four reports, plus an additional synthesis report. The four 
di"erent missions will be designed to meet the needs of four target groups; the HCTs, Clusters, 
Government, Red Cross/Red Crescent, and NGO’s involved in the humanitarian response in 1)Somalia, 
2)Kenya and 3)Ethiopia and 4)the regional response structure in Nairobi. An evaluation synthesis 
will highlight common issues and !ndings across the country and regional level assessments. This 
approach matches the response structure, and will enable country teams to receive targeted and 
timely analysis and support to facilitate actions for improved response.  A preparatory mission was 
conducted to re!ne this ToR, identify key issues and stakeholders, and develop an evaluation plan in 
consultation with decision makers. 

2. OBJECTIVES AND USE

The main objectives of IASC RTEs are to provide real-time feedback to the Humanitarian Country 
Teams, lesson learning for the future and to seek out the views of a"ected people on the quality of 
the response. 

The IASC RTE aims to be a light and self-su#cient evaluation (i.e., with a footprint that does not unduly 
burden the country team) but will nonetheless provides a clear understanding of the key issues and 
challenges of the response through rigorous evidence-based analysis (triangulation, document 
analysis, key informant interviews etc.). Based on the assessment of the current situation, the IASC 
RTE will support the three HCTs and regional fora and mechanisms to develop and agree to clear 
plans of action to address key coordination problems or operational bottlenecks with the overall 
aim of enabling a more e"ective response moving forward. Its purpose is not to substitute for other 
evaluations that IASC members may conduct for their own purposes.

3.  METHODOLOGY 

An IASC RTE is a rapid participatory assessment, conducted during the early stages of a humanitarian 
operation which almost simultaneously feeds back its !ndings for immediate use by the broader 
humanitarian community at the !eld level.  These evaluations di"er from other forms of humanitarian 
evaluation in their speed of mobilization; their narrow scope focusing on inter-agency coordination; a 
methodological approach that seeks to enhance participation and minimize evaluators’ “footprint”; and 
their emphasis on participatory end-of-mission feedback and remedial action planning by the HCTs. 
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The applied methods for the RTE shall be light and participatory, yet rigorous enough to lend credibility 
to its conclusions and recommendations. The evaluation will be carried out through analyses of 
various sources of information including desk reviews; !eld visits where possible; interviews with 
key stakeholders (a"ected population, UN, I/NGOs, donors, governments); systematic analysis of 
remotely gathered data (documentary evidence, monitoring data where available); and through 
cross-validation of data.1 The country and regional level analysis will also consider, as relevant, 
operational support to refugee and IDP camps, and the linkages with country, regional and corporate 
levels. While maintaining independence, the evaluation will seek the views of all parties, including 
the a"ected population. Evaluation teams will serve as ‘facilitators’, and as critical friends to the HCT, 
encouraging and assisting !eld personnel, both individually and collectively, to look critically at their 
operations and !nd creative solutions to problems.

The focus of analysis and learning will be on the ongoing country-level responses in Kenya, Somalia 
and Ethiopia, and the functioning of the di"erent regional fora and mechanisms in Nairobi. An 
evaluation team will be deployed to each a"ected country and facilitate a series of workshops with 
stakeholders as appropriate. These workshops will support country team learning and help initiate 
follow-up and needed corrective actions. A matrix of !ndings, conclusions and recommendations 
will be shared with the HCT prior to the workshops. 

4. FOCUS & KEY ISSUES

The major thrust of the IASC RTE will be its focus on the e"ectiveness and e!ciency of the coordination 
and management systems, and addressing critical issues related to both the provision of relief and 
to the transition to recovery. As noted above, it will broadly de!ne inter-agency collaboration to 
include established formal coordination structures (e.g., the cluster system) as well as other forms 
of coordination, such as coordination in the refugee camps, formal and informal programmatic 
coordination, coordination across HCTs in the region, communication in the early warning systems in 
this slow-onset crisis, joint needs assessments as the foundation for the response, regional coordination 
by way of the Regional Humanitarian Partnership Team (RHPT), and other areas of collaboration.  

The IASC RTE Evaluation framework displays crucial characteristics of an ‘ideal humanitarian response’, 
and is available at http://oneresponse.info/Coordination/IARTE. It serves as a communication tool 
between all stakeholders and can therefore be referred to as a means of developing relevant !ndings 
and recommendations. In-country consultations were held as part of the ToR !nalization process for 
each country, and there is also some scope to focus in on the priority areas of the framework based 
on inputs from the in-country Advisory Group. Emerging out of the IA RTE framework is a series of 
generic evaluation questions that can be tailored to address the speci!c context of the present crisis 
in the Horn of Africa subsequent to the aforementioned scoping mission.  The speci!c key issues that 
each part of this IASC RTE will address have been agreed to with the relevant HCT and stakeholders 
and are attached as separate annexes for Kenya, Somalia, Ethiopia and regional issues. 

Please note that the IASC RTE Evaluation framework has been designed to consider and assess a 
single country humanitarian response. Therefore it is not expected that the regional part of the RTE

1  In order to support the consultant team, members of the Evaluation Management Group have 
agreed to gather information relevant to the main questions: e.g. Situation Reports, description of cluster and 
camp coordination arrangements, description of agency response arrangements, main contact lists of key 
humanitarian stakeholders, any existing monitoring data or evaluative reports, key communications, etc.



76 77

will look at all of the questions listed in the framework, as these will be covered in the country speci!c 
analysis. 

The generic questions to be addressed in each national context are the following:

Situation, Context and Needs

What were the main (security or other) events which hampered the response?• 
What parts of the a!ected populations bene"tted from humanitarian assistance?• 
Have coordinated assessments of the needs of all parts of the populations, men and boys, • 
women and girls and vulnerable groups been performed?

Speci"c questions:
Has a common needs assessment and analysis been carried out and if yes / by whom, has it been • 
used in planning and response?
What proportions of the a"ected population could be assisted?  Who was excluded, and what • 
were the key barriers to full access? Has humanitarian assistance been impartial, i.e., based strictly 
according to needs?
How was the early warning system used? Did donors allocate funding, and did agencies respond • 
to take pre-emptive action?
What critical factors (e.g., security events, infrastructure, procedures, access, enabling • 
environment, etc.) help explain why the response was or was not delivered in an adequate 
and timely manner? In insecure operating environments, how has this a"ected humanitarian 
responsibilities to uphold strict neutrality, i.e., to ensure that humanitarian action does not have 
the appearance of favoring any party to a con$ict?
How far has the humanitarian response been tailored to meet national and local needs and • 
ensure ownership at these levels by, and accountability to, a"ected populations?  What measures 
are in place to ensure transparency in humanitarian action?
To what extent have the needs of all segments of the population, men and boys, women and • 
girls and vulnerable groups been assessed and the response tailored to the di"erential needs 
of the speci!c subpopulations? Do the assessment mission reports and related strategies re$ect 
such discussions with all segments of the population?
Have the identi!cation of humanitarian priorities been based on sex/age disaggregated data and • 
gender analysis of these data, and other key drivers of marginalization, including by livelihood 
system or ethnic a#liation? 
Has information about the humanitarian response been communicated in a manner that is widely • 
accessible to the a"ected people in the region of the Horn of Africa? Are feedback mechanisms 
in place that link bene!ciary concerns to adaptations in humanitarian strategies/approaches? 

Strategic and operational planning and resource mobilization

Overarching question: 
Have relevant, prioritized, inclusive and appropriate strategic and response plans been • 
developed in a timely way and based on analysis of the common needs assessment at all levels?
Were the appeals issued in a timely way and responded to?• 

Speci"c questions: 
How e"ective has the overall inter-agency planning and management process been?• 
How timely, relevant and coherently inter-linked have the various appeals, strategies and • 
operation plans been?
To what extent have these been based on an inclusive, prioritized and coordinated needs • 
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assessment and analysis that re$ects the views of various international and national stakeholders, 
including government, civil society organizations and a"ected populations (including socially 
excluded groups and groups and individuals vulnerable to human rights violations due to 
discrimination and stigma)?
How adequately has the political, economic and security dimensions of the country and regional • 
context been considered in assessments, planning and provision of assistance, protection and 
transitions to early recovery e"orts?
How su#cient have funding $ows been, both in quantity and timeliness, so as to allow • 
humanitarian actors to respond e"ectively to both humanitarian and time-critical early recovery 
needs? 
Was there any meaningful presence of gender expertise to inform the planning processes? Was • 
there funding for activities to enhance capacity for integrating gender equality in strategies and 
programs?

Coordination and Connectedness

Overarching questions: 
Has an inclusive and well-managed coordination system been established/strengthened early • 
on, including with the national (federal, provincial, district level) actors, the military and all 
other relevant stakeholders?
Were activities planned in support to pre-existing response plans, structures and capacities?• 
Have local capacities been involved, used and strengthened and have partnerships with civil • 
society organizations been built-up? 
Was the coordination system supported by an e#cient communication and information • 
management system (e.g., enhancing information $ow within the "eld, between "eld and HQs)?
How adequately have cross-cutting issues be dealt with in all aspects of the response and in all • 
clusters/ sectors? 

Speci"c questions: 
In what ways, if any, has the cluster approach led to a more strategic response in terms of • 
predictable leadership, partnership, cohesiveness and accountability?
How e"ective has inter-cluster coordination been (with speci!c focus on cross cutting issues, • 
cash/voucher transfer schemes, Protection and Early Recovery)?
How e"ectively has the humanitarian community coordinated the response with the Government • 
(at federal, provincial and district level) and the national military force?
In what ways, if any, has the government’s leadership capacity been strengthened as it has the • 
primary responsibility to respond to its people’s needs?
In what ways, if any, have national and local capacities been capitalized on and strengthened • 
(e.g., in needs assessments?)
In areas of protracted crisis, how do we ensure that the response supports, rather than undermines, • 
community resilience?
How e"ectively have cross-cutting issues been addressed in the cluster response?  Was there a • 
network to ensure information sharing and gap !lling on cross-cutting issues across programs 
and sectors
Has statistical evidence been gathered disaggregated by sex and age and other key markers of • 
social distinction in$uencing patterns of risk and vulnerability?

Response covering the needs and set standards

Overarching question: 
What were the main operational results, and the positive and negative outcomes for all • 
segments of the a!ected population, during each phase?
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Have critical gaps and issues been identi"ed and addressed in a timely way system-wide and by • 
each Cluster?
Have appropriate common standards been adapted/applied  within the coordination systems • 
(globally and for each Cluster) and to what degree have these been met?

Speci"c questions: 
How timely and successful is the humanitarian response in delivering against stated objectives/• 
indicators (as per cluster work plans at the global and the country level, individual agencies’ 
articulated benchmarks)?
Have the Clusters been instrumental in identifying and addressing critical gaps early on?• 
What segments of the a"ected population could and could not be assisted, and why?• 
What is the humanitarian system’s level of commitment and compliance to national standards as • 
well as international standards (such as SPHERE, INEE, LEGS, some subset of the Core Commitments 
for Children in Humanitarian Action, HAP 2007 Standard in Humanitarian Accountability and 
Quality Management (and as updated 2011), Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross 
and Red Crescent Movement and NGOs in Disaster Relief, guidance on civil-military relations and 
protected humanitarian space and on gender equality)?

Additional questions and key issues raised during the Evaluation Preparatory Mission are listed as 
an annex to the Terms of Reference.

5. MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS

The IASC RTE will be overseen by the evaluation Management Group (MG) established on a 
voluntary basis from members of the IASC IA RTE Steering Group.2 In-Country Advisory Groups will 
be established to provide feedback and advice to the evaluation team during the planning phase 
and the evaluation mission. Members will attend the workshops, review and provide input on draft 
reports, and help coordinate the follow up process and monitoring of action plans.

6.  EVALUATION TEAM, REPORTING REQUIREMENTS AND DELIVERABLES 

The services of independent consultant company/research institutes will be sought to undertake 
di"erent components of the evaluation. The !rst seven deliverables are relevant to the assessments in 
Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia, and the regional level, and the last deliverable highlights the evaluation 
synthesis.   

1. Field visits to the a"ected country to gather information and evidence on issues described in this 
ToR. Field visits will take place over a 3-week period.

2. A matrix of !ndings, conclusions and recommendations.

3. Presentations and lessons-learnt workshops to HCT in each a"ected country and the regional 
level, as appropriate. The workshops are considered, together with the !nal evaluation report, 
as the primary output of the evaluation. The purpose of the workshops is to present and discuss 
!ndings, conclusions and recommendations and reformulate them if necessary and to identify 
key actors and timelines to responds to these recommendations. 

4. An outcome summary (2-5 pages) of workshops (one week after workshops). 

2  The MG is chaired by OCHA and composed of evaluation managers from UNICEF, UNHCR, the Inter-
national Rescue Committee (representing the International Council of Voluntary Agencies), Oxfam, WFP, FAO 
and CARE (representing the Emergency Capacity Building Project). On an ad-hoc basis, heads of evaluation 
may join EMG meetings, as necessary. 
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5. A draft IASC RTE report (2 weeks after workshops). 

6. A !nal IASC RTE report containing an executive summary of less than 2,000 words and a main 
text of less than 10,000 words, both inclusive of clear and concise recommendations.  Annexes 
should include a list of interviewees, bibliography, a description of method(s) employed, and any 
other relevant materials.  (1 week after !nal stakeholder comments on draft report).

7.  A matrix outlining comments received to the draft evaluation report, whether they were accepted, 
partially accepted or rejected, and the rationale for that decision.

Synthesis Report

8.  A synthesis report will be prepared containing an executive summary of no more than 2,000 
words and a main text of no more than 10,000 words. The synthesis will be based on the country 
and regional level reports, and will highlight the key issues and !ndings relevant to both the 
response in the Horn of Africa and the broader humanitarian community. 

7.  DURATION OF EVALUATION AND TENTATIVE TIMEPLAN

A planning mission was conducted to Nairobi, October 31-November 6 and Addis Ababa, November6-
November 10. The mission dates for each part of the IASC RTE is included in the annexes.

   Additional key issues for Somalia 

Risk Management1. 
 Is the current strategy for risk management adequate, and how well do agencies comply with 

the strategy?  How can risk management be better integrated into the management of the 
CHF?

Humanitarian Financing2. 
 Has the CHF for Somalia been e"ective at improving co-ordination in the sense of addressing 

gaps? How does the responsibility of the Cluster Leads to manage the CHF a"ect their role as a 
neutral broker and coordinator?

Coordination3. 
 Are the core cluster functions appropriate and are the clusters equipped to deal with them? 

How e"ectively are the clusters coping with assigned responsibilities? Are recent innovations 
and structural consolidations to the cluster system in Somalia relevant and useful? (e.g. new 
food security cluster) Is the number of clusters right?   Are current e"orts to strengthen the co-
ordination arrangements in Mogadishu adequate? How are non-traditional actors, and other 
key actors such as ICRC, and MSF integrated with the existing coordination structures?  How 
has the humanitarian community managed in kind donations from new actors?  To what extent 
is meaningful coordination conducted remotely? How top down vs bottom up are the co-
ordination systems?  Are decisions being taken at the appropriate locations and levels?

 How do common services contribute to or strengthen coordination e"orts?

Information Management4. 
 Are information $ows and co-ordination $ows around health and WASH adequate? Do 

information $ows facilitate a balanced response to the needs of the population? Do all actors 
have con!dence in the information made available? Is the HCT able to report on results and 
to support humanitarian co-ordination e"orts with credible analysis?  Are current reporting 
formats adequate and useful?  Are recent changes being introduced likely to improve IM 
functions?  Are the current periodicities of reporting appropriate?
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Humanitarian Space5. 
 How does the use of AU military assets a"ect co-ordination systems? What consequences are 

there for delivery? How does the location of the clusters within the Transitional Government 
a"ect the co-ordination arrangements, and participation of all stakeholders? How is the 
integration process in Somalia a"ecting the engagements of di"erent actors in the broader 
humanitarian co-ordination system both in Nairobi and in Somalia?

Advocacy6. 
 Is the co-ordination system doing an adequate job of communication and advocacy? Are 

common positions being developed? 

Security7. 
 How do the security coordination arrangements and security requirements a"ect the 

humanitarian response? 

Remote Management8. 
 In response to the challenges with directly accessing project areas, how e"ective are remote 

management systems operating? 

Protection9. 
 Although included in the standard terms of reference as a cross-cutting issue, due to the 

importance and challenges of protection in Somalia, the RTE will consider in greater depth the 
coordination of the protection response. 
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Annex 3

SCHEDULE OF INTERVIEWS

INGO = International NGO
SNGO = Somali NGO

Organisation Type Name Post / location Date 
interviewed

ACF INGO Shaswat SARAF
Head of 
Mission, 
Nairobi

22.02.2012

African Rescue 
Committee (AFREC) 
(Nairobi) John WANJOHI

Senior 
Program 
Manager

21.02.2012

CANDLELIGHT
SNGO Shukri. H. ISMAIL Hargeisa 08.02.2012

Abdillahi KHALIL 08.02.2012

CARE (Somaliland) INGO Abdullah IMAN Hargeisa 08.02.2012

CESVI INGO Massimiliano M. 
PALMA

Head of 
Regional 
O#ce

22.02.2012

Comprehensive 
Community Based 
Rehabilitation in 
Somaliland (CCBRS)

SNGO Fahran Abdi 
SULEMAN Hargeisa 08.02.2012

CONCERN INGO Sarah ROBINSON Country 
Director 21.02.2012

CPD SNGO Abdilkarim DAUD 15.02.2012
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DFID Donor
Simon LITTLE
Sebastian 
FOUQUET

Evaluation 
Advisory 
Group
Humanitarian 
Advisor

27.02.2012

District of Hamar Weyne, 
Mogadishu Govt.

District 
Commissioner 
of Hamar 
Weyne District, 
Mogadishu

15.02.2012

District of Hodar, 
Mogadishu Govt.

District 
Commissioner of 
Hodan District, 
Mogadishu

15.02.2012

DRC (Somaliland)
DRC (Nairobi)
DRC (Nairobi)

INGO Hassan ADNAN 08.02.2012

Abdirizak AHMED 15.02.2012

Peter KLANSOE Regional 
Director 23.02.2012

ECHO Donor Philippe ROYAN

FAO

UN Luca ALINOVI O#cer in 
charge 30.01.2012

Francesco BALDO

Agriculture & 
Livelihoods 
Cluster 
Coordinator

01.02.2012

Mohammed 
FAYAD Hargeisa 08.02.2012

FEWSNET Other Abdullahi. D. 
KHALIF

Country 
Representative 25.02.2012

FSNAU
Other Grainne 

MOLONEY
Technical 
Director 08.02.2012

Warsame FARAH Hargeisa 10.02.2012

HARD SNGO Abdi HASSAN Executive 
Director 16.02.2012
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HAVOYOCO (Somaliland) SNGO Ismail MOHAMED Hargeisa 10.02.2012

HC/RC UN
Mark BOWDEN
Killian 
KLEINSCHMIDT

HC/RC
Deputy HC

31.01.2012
14.02.2012

HC/RC’s O!ce UN Matthew LESLIE

Head of 
Security 
Management 
Unit

17.02.2012

Hijra SNGO

Mohamed Hassan 
Elmi
Amir Hassan 
Abdillahi

Health 
Coordinator
Logistic and 
Security 
O!cer

15.02.2012

ICRC INGO Olivier HUMBERT-
DROZ

Deputy Head 
of Delegation

Islamic Relief 
INGO

Abdirizak 
Mohammed 
HASSAN

15.02.2012

Jam HASHI 15.02.2012

MURDO SNGO Sheik SAEED 15.02.2012

Muslim Aid INGO Ahmed ABDI 15.02.2012

National Environment, 
Research and Disaster 
Secretariat (NERAD), 
Somaliland Government

Govt
Mohamed 
Muse 
AWALE

Commissioner 09.02.2012

NETHERLANDS EMBASSY Donor Stef DEUTEKOM Nairobi 10.02.2012

NGO Consortium for 
Somalia INGO Tanya SCHUMER Coordinator 20.02.2012

Nomadic Assistance for 
Peace and Development 
(NAPAD)

SNGO Nur Muse Abdi
Finance 
/ Admin 
Manager

21.02.2012

NRC INGO Hassan KHAIRE Regional 
Director 22.02.2012
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OCHA

UN Kiki GBEHO Head of O#ce 30.01.2012

Paul THOMAS Deputy Head 
of O#ce 30.01.2012

Pierre BRY Head of 
Funding Unit 02.02.2012

Nicolas ROST
Donor 
Relations 
O#cer / CHF

02.02.2012

Birgitte HOTZEN Humanitarian 
A"airs O#cer 06.02.2012

Kristine 
VERHOEVEN

Head of CAP 
Unit 02.02.2012

Abdirahman 
Mohamed ADJI

Humanitarian 
A"airs O#cer 08.02.2012

David WOMBLE Humanitarian 
A"airs O#cer 06.02.2012

Victor LAHAI Head of OCHA 
Bosasso O#ce 28.02.2012

Mohamud Saeed 
NOOH

Humanitarian 
A"airs Analyst 28.02.2012

David LUBARI-
LOMINYO

Humanitarian 
A"airs O#cer 14.02.2012

Mustafa 
Muhumed OMER

Humanitarian 
A"airs O#cer 27.02.2012

Organization of Islamic 
Cooperation (OIC) Donor Mohamed Gacal 

Noor 

Deputy 
Country 
Director, 
Somalia

19.02.2012

OXFAM GB (Somaliland) INGO Philimon MAJWA Hargeisa 08.02.2012

Qatar Red Crescent INGO Abdirisak Siyad Field Programs 
Manager 19.02.2012

SAACID- Somalia SNGO Abdillahi 
Mohamed Haider

Chief of 
Operations 19.02.2012



84 85

Social-Life and 
Agricultural Development 
Organization (SADO)

SNGO

Guhad 
Muhammad Adan
Abdullahi Abdulle
Abdirizak 
Mohamed Abdi

Program 
O#cer
Food Security 
and Livelihood 
Program 
O#cer
BOT Chairman

21.02.2012

Save the Children UK
INGO

Ben FOOT
Abdulkadir Ore 
AHMED
Sonya 
ZAMBAKIDES

Country 
Director 15.02.2012

SCC INGO Abdullahi 
MOHAMUD 15.02.2012

SDC Donor Clara VAN PRAAG
Evaluation 
Advisory 
Group

27.02.2012

Somali Transformation 
Group (SOMTRAG)
(Somaliland)

SNGO Ibrahim 
SAHARDID Hargeisa 08.02.2012

Somali Red Crescent 
Society (SRCS) 
(Somaliland)

SNGO Shuaib Mohoud 
AHMED Hargeisa 08.02.2012

Somali National Disaster 
Management Agency 
(TFG)

Govt. Abdilahi 
Mohamed Shirwa Chairperson 18.02.2012

Somali Women 
Development Centre SNGO Nadiya Su! Abdi, 18.02.2012

Save Somali Women and 
Children SNGO Amina Haji Elmi Director 18.02.2012

SOPHPA SNGO Abdi Ali ABDI 15.02.2012

SOS-Children’s Village - 
Somalia SNGO

Othman 
Mohamed 
Wangara 

National 
Emergency 
Coordinator

19.02.2012

SWDC SNGO Nadia SUUFI 15.02.2012
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TAKULO Somali 
community (Somaliland) SNGO Omer JAMA Hargeisa 08.02.2012

TROCAIRE INGO Aude GALLIE Country 
Director 24.02.2012

UNDP UN Alvaro 
RODRIGUEZ

Country 
Director 31.01.2012

UNDSS UN Omar 
CASTIGLIONI Representative 10.02.2012

UNHCR

UN Ali DHER
Protection 
Cluster 
Coordinator

31.01.2012

Richard EVANS

Emergency 
Shelter/
NFI cluster 
Coordinator

31.01.2012

Maurice 
AZONNANKPO

Protection 
O#cer 
Bosasso

28/02/2012
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UNICEF

UN Leo MATUNGA
Nutrition 
Cluster 
Coordinator

30.01/01.02.2012

Hannan 
SULEIMAN

Deputy 
Representative 30.01.2012

Deborah BOWERS Strategic 
Planner 30.01.2012

Kathryn HARRIS WASH Cluster 
Head 01.02.2012

Mohammed el 
FATIH

Senior WASH 
Coordinator 08.02.2012

Peter HAILEY
Head of 
Nutrition, 
UNICEF

21.02.2012

Nancy BALFOUR Head of WASH, 
UNICEF 21.02.2012

Tai Ring TEH
WASH Cluster 
Coordinator
(Somaliland)

08.02.2012

Mannfred 
WINNEFIELD

Education 
Cluster 
Coordinator 
(Somaliland)

08.02.2012

USAID Donor Sureka 
KHANDAGLE

Nairobi 
Embassy

(with Food for 
Peace colleague)

Tom RODGERS Nairobi 10.02.2012

WAMY
SNGO Mahad 

MOHAMED 15.02.2012

Warsame ALI 15.02.2012

WARDI SNGO Ahmed Ali 
OSMAN 15.02.2012
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WFP

UN Stefano PORRETTI Country 
Director 31.01.2012

Mark GORDON

Food 
Assistance 
Cluster 
Coordinator

01.02.2012

John MYRAUNET 
Logistics 
Cluster 
Coordinator

01.02.2012

Thomas 
THOMPSON

Global 
Logistics 
Cluster 
Coordinator

01.02.2012

Happygod JOHN Hargeisa 
Cluster Lead 09.02.2012

WHO

UN Kamran MASHADI Health Cluster 
Coordinator 27.02.2012

Dr. OMAR Deputy 
Representative 24.02.2012

WORLD VISION 
INTERNATIONAL
(Somaliland)

INGO Edwin Siala Hargeisa 08.02.2012

ZamZam Foundation-
Somalia SNGO Omar Jama Program 

Manager 19.02.2012
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Annex 4

List of documents consulted
Agriculture and Livelihoods & Wash Cluster Somalia (2012). Position Paper on Drought Response.

Agriculture and Livelihoods cluster (22 September 2010). Humanitarian contingency plan.

CARE International (August 2011). Somalia Drought Assessment Report.

Education cluster (22 September 2010).Humanitarian contingency plan. 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET) Early Warning Products and Brie!ngs coering Somalia in 
the 11 months leading up to the July 20, 2011 famine declaration.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(27 June, 2010). Somalia Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(August 23, 2010). Somalia Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(August 2010). Executive Brief: La Nina and Food Security 
in East Africa.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(September 2010). Executive Brief: La Nina and Food 
Security in East Africa.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(November 2, 2010). East Africa Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(January 31, 2011). East Africa Food Security Update.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(February 23, 2011). East Africa Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(March 15, 2011). East Africa Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(March 21, 2011). East Africa Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(June 7, 2011). East Africa Food Security Alert.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)(June 14, 2011). Past Year one of the driest on record in 
the eastern Horn.

Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET)/ Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia 
(FSNAU) (July 20, 2011), Famine Declaration.

FAO/FSNAU (September 2010). Concept of operations – FSNAU/FAO Somali National Sta".

FAO – Concept of operations (August 2011)– FAO National Monitoring and Planning Sta" Southern Somalia

Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia (FSNAU)  (September 17, 2010). Post Gu Report, Technical 
Series Report No VI.32.

Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia (FSNAU)  (September 27, 2010). Post Gu Report, Technical 
Series Report No VI.33.

Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia (FSNAU)  (February 25, 2011). Post Gu Report, Technical 
Series Report No VI.35.
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Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia (FSNAU)  (March 4, 2011). Post Gu Report, Technical Series 
Report No VI.36.

Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia (FSNAU)  (September 28, 2011). Post Gu Report, Technical 
Series Report No VI.41.

Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit – Somalia (FSNAU) (October 8, 2011).Post Gu Report, Technical 
Series Report No VI.42.

HEALTH cluster (22 September 2010). Humanitarian contingency plan. 

Humanitarian Country Team (2010-2011). Minutes of meetings.

IASC/DARA (2011). Evaluation of the Humanitarian Response in South Central Somalia. 

IASC (Nov 2, 2006) GRUNEWALD, F. & Team. Somalia: Real Time Evaluation of the 2006 Emergency Response 

IASC (August 2010). Guidance Note on Field Cluster Focal Points 

IASC (August 26, 2010). Guidance Note on Field Cluster Coordination.

IASC In country advisory Group Somalia (28 February 2012). Minutes of meeting.

ICRC (2011) Public reporting on Somalia

Inter-cluster (28 June 2011). Minutes of Inter-Cluster strategy (Wash, Agriculture and livelihoods, nutrition, 
health) meeting on addressing food crisis and malnutrition in south Somalia.

Inter-cluster Working Group (2010-2011). Minutes of meetings.

Inter-cluster Working Group (2011). Retreat minutes.

International Crisis Group (21 February 2011). Africa Report no 170. Somalia: the transitional Government on 
life support.

LOGISTICS Cluster Somalia (2011). Overview of the First Three Months for the response to the Somalia Famine Crisis

LOGISTICS cluster (22 September 2010). Humanitarian contingency plan.

MSF (2011). Public Reporting on Somalia 

National Environment Preparedness and management authority of Somaliland (NERAD)(april 2008). Master 
proposal for operationalizing of revised strategic plan (2008-2012).

NORWEGIAN CHURCH AID (2010). Evaluation Report of Programmes in Gedo, Mogadishu and Somaliland.

NUTRITION cluster (22 September 2010). Humanitarian contingency plan. 

OCHA MOGADISHU (15 February, 2012). Facts and !gures Afgoye Corridor-Lower Shabelle Regions Somalia.

OCHA SOMALIA (January 2010 to September 2011). Somalia Humanitarian Overview. 

OCHA SOMALIA.  CAP 2011

OCHA SOMALIA.  CAP 2012

OCHA SOMALIA. Emergency Review of CAP 2011

OCHA SOMALIA.  Mid-Term Review of CAP 2011
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OCHA (March 2, 2012). CAP End of Year Report Coordination Input.

OCHA SOMALIA (January 2012). Impact of the Al Shabaab Ban on Humanitarian operations.

OCHA SOMALIA (November 2011). Humanitarian dashboard Somalia.

OCHA SOMALIA (23 August 2011). Draft Timeline for the Somalia Cap 2012 Process.

OCHA SOMALIA (05 August 2011). Draft CAP 2012 Process Timeline.

OCHA SOMALIA. Introduction to risk management, training guide (2010 to 2013).

OCHA SOMALIA (16 September 2010). Humanitarian Contingency Plan (draft).

OCHA SOMALIA (March 2011). Humanitarian Contingency Plan (!nal).

OCHA SOMALIA (2011) End of cycle Review 2011.

O#ce for supervising the a"airs of Foreign Agencies (OSAFA, Al Shabaab)(28 November 2011). OSAFA Fact-
Finding Committee Performance Appraisal.

PANEL OF EXPERTS AND MONITORING GROUP ON SOMALIA (July 18, 2011) Report submitted in accordance 
with Resolution 1916 (2010). S/2011/433.

PROTECTION cluster. Humanitarian contingency plan (22 September 2010).

SHELTER cluster. Humanitarian contingency plan (22 September 2010).

SIDA (Dec. 2010) MOWJEE, T. & SWEENEY H. Evaluation of SIDA’s Humanitarian Assistance, Case study report 
Somalia (Dec. 2010).

SPHERE Handbook (2011).

UNDSS (7 September 2011). Options for security escorts to support UN activities in Mogadishu.

UNDSS. Security requirements for UN sta" in Somalia.

UNDSS (16 September 2011). Recommendation to the SMT-WG on 16 September 2011.

UNDSS/OCHA (07 July 2011). Joint Security and Humanitarian assessment. Mission to Dolo.

UNDSS/WFP/OCHA (26 april 2011). Mission report to Galgaduud region.

UNDSS. Enabling Humanitarian access (powerpoint presentation).

UNDSS (30 August 2010). Concept of operations, road movement in Somalia.

UNDSS (January 2011). Programme criticality. Criteria and draft Framework (powerpoint presentation).

UNHABITAT (13 April 2008). Final evaluation report of the Somalia Urban Development Programme (SUDP).

UN Security Council Resolutions: S/RES/1950 (2010); S/RES/1964 (2010); S/RES/1972 (2011); S/RES/1976 
(2011); S/RES/2002 (2011); S/RES/2010 (2011); S/RES/2015 (2011); S/RES/2020 (2011).

Wash Cluster Somalia (31 July 2011). Emergency reserve criteria.

Wash Cluster Somalia (29 July 2011). Wash Cluster 3-5 year plan.

Wash Cluster Somalia (26 April 2011). Strategic Advisory Group.
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Wash Cluster Somalia (06 January 2012). Wash/Health – AWD/Cholera Responsibilities

Wash cluster (22 September 2010). Humanitarian contingency plan.

Wash Cluster Somalia. Wash Cluster Selection criteria for CHF second allocation draft.

Wash Cluster Somalia (04 January 2010). Selection criteria for drought.

Wash Cluster Somalia: Strategic Operational Framework (SOF) 2012.

Wash Cluster (17 February 2010). Recommended activities to improve convergence with Health and Nutrition 
agencies in the area of your WASH intervention.

Wash Cluster (22 February 2010). Recommended activities to improve convergence with Education agencies 
in the area of your WASH intervention.

Wash Cluster (10 December 2010). Drought response and cluster position paper.

Wash Cluster (07 September 2011) Do no harm guide for wash programmes.
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Annex 5
ON METHODOLOGY

As described in section 1.2 of the report, the methods adopted by the evaluation team were dictated 
in part by the questions being asked and in part by practical considerations and the availability of 
data. In other circumstances, more quantitative data might have been expected to be available for 
analysis; but as described in the report, the data available for Somalia – even concerning programme 
outputs – is both limited and often of doubtful reliability. The other major constraint for the evaluation 
was the inability to access programme areas, making questions about programme quality, relevance 
and e"ectiveness impossible to assess at !rst hand, and making it di#cult to assess the e"ectiveness 
of !eld-level coordination.

Based on its understanding of the ToR, the RTE team decided to focus its enquiry on the overarching 
question: How well did the component parts of the international humanitarian system work together 
and with others to address the drought crisis in Somalia 2010-2012? This simpli!cation was suggested 
by initial interviews, and from it a series of sub-questions was developed to guide the subsequent 
interviews, group discussions and the writing of the report, as follows:

1.  How e"ectively did the international system ‘read’ the developing situation? 
2. How well coordinated was the international response in terms of joint analysis, strategy, policy, 

planning and implementation – including information management.
3  How well did the international system work with others? 
4. How well !nanced has the international response been? 
5. How has the international response been accountable to aid recipients and donors?
6. How well have risks and operational constraints been managed?
7. What lessons have been learned from the drought response? How should these change future 

practice?

Answers to these questions were sought from key informant interviews, group discussions (with 
agencies and with drought refugees), and a review of key documents (see separate Annex). In the 
circumstances, direct observation played only a small part in the enquiry. Apart from food security 
brie!ngs in Nairobi, some inter-cluster meetings and security brie!ngs were attended in Mogadishu; 
and it was possible to see a few of the IDP camps in Mogadishu and to get a sense of the exceptionally 
poor conditions in which displaced people were living and how little assistance they had received.

The evaluation team was based out of Nairobi during February 2012, travelling to Hargeisa (Somaliland) 
for four days, Mogadishu for !ve days and Dadaab for two days. Key informant interviews were held 
as shown in the following table.

INGO SNGO UN (incl clusters) Donor Govt Other

Nairobi 16 10 29 8 3

Hargeisa 3 7 5 1

Mogadishu 2 9 4 3

21 26 38 8 4 3
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Given the lack of direct access to drought-a"ected communities (other than refugees), and given the 
signi!cance of the role played by local organisations in the delivery of assistance, a particular e"ort 
was made to consult such organisations in all the locations visited. This also gave valuable alternative 
perspectives on how the international aid system for Somalia was working.

Group discussions were held as follows:

Roundtable discussions with international and Somali NGOs in Mogadishu and Hargeisa. • 

Focus group discussions with drought refugees in Dadaab camp• 

Discussions with the in-country advisory group for the RTE• 

Discussion at the one-day feedback workshop held in Nairobi review the provisional !ndings of • 
the RTE 

The focus group discussions in Dadaab involved discussion with separate groups of women and of 
men, as well as with a mixed group. This allowed some di"erent gender perspectives to emerge, as 
re$ected in section 5 of the report. A total of 59 refugees were involved in these discussions, invited 
to participate by UNHCR [check basis – names supplied] from amongst those who were displaced 
during the course of 2011 primarily by drought. Discussions were conducted in Somali language. The 
questions asked related primarily to the experience of the refugees in their home areas of Somalia, 
the factors that had caused them to leave and the factors that would a"ect their decision to return.

Finally, with regard to documentary evidence, more emphasis than usual was given to an analysis 
of the minutes of the Humanitarian Country Team and to a lesser extent the Inter-Cluster Working 
Group. While it is recognised that minutes of this kind present only a partial picture of collective 
thinking and decision-making, they nevertheless provide a valuable guide to the evolving collective 
thought process and mood as well as a record of key discussions and decisions. They also provide a 
valuable counterpart to the key informant interviews, given that subjective memory – especially of 
events that may have happened year in the past – is inevitably fallible. 

While other documents were consulted, no formal systematic review was made of data in the 
available documentation, partly because of the patchy nature of the data presented. The RTE team 
struggled to obtain documentation from the clusters in particular, suggesting that record keeping is 
at least variable between the di"erent clusters. 
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