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LEARNING LESSONS FROM THE CYCLONE
Prepared by IMM Ltd
Executive Summary
In October 1999 a super cyclone hit the coast of Orissa.  An estimated 10,000 people died and the livelihoods of many of the survivors were shattered. 
The UK government gave immediate support to the people of India in the form of relief aid provided through a diversity of NGO and UN agencies.  It was also realised that longer term support was required to rebuild the lives of the people who had suffered during the cyclone.  In response to this need, the UK government’s Department For International Development (DFID) allocated a further £25 million to target the rehabilitation of the livelihoods of the poorest affected people.  This money was administered through DFID’s India office (DFIDI) based in Delhi.  Much of this money was channelled through international NGOs and Indian national NGOs working with local partners.  DFID also provided support to assist government plan interventions through line ministries and state-supported agencies.   The projects funded under the DFID rehabilitation programme varied in duration from 10 to 24 months and are being implemented over the period from February 2000 until December 2002.
The provision of disaster rehabilitation funds through one of DFID’s country office with a focus on using a livelihoods approach that targeted the poor had not been tried before. DFID was therefore wanted to find out what could be learnt from this process.  Firstly there was a need to understand how channelling rehabilitation funds through a country office, that was designed for handling development funds, would work.  Secondly, DFID has been developing the use of the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA) as a development methodology for poverty eradication; vulnerability to disasters is an important, but poorly understood, component of this approach. DFID wanted to understand what lessons could be learnt about the use of the SLA  in disaster situations and what an understanding of a disaster situation could contribute to evolving the SLA.  Thirdly, DFID wanted to know what could be learnt about wider responses to a disaster by looking at it from a livelihood perspective.  
In December 2000 and January 2001 a team of UK and Indian consultants carried out a study of the partnership between DFID, the NGO and government agencies it worked with, and some of the communities that were supported with rehabilitation funds, to identify lessons that emerged from the work. These lessons are summarised below under three headings:  
	Lessons specific to DFIDI’s involvement in livelihoods rehabilitation

Lessons concerning the value of the SLA in rehabilitation situations
Lessons concerning support for the rehabilitation of livelihoods generally
These three sets of lessons are summarised below. 
Lessons Specific to DFIDI
The following points relate specifically to the intervention by DFID using a livelihoods focus to the Orissa cyclone rehabilitation. 
Whilst the SLA itself was not rigorously applied in the implementation of the rehabilitation work, its broad principles were adopted by both DFIDI and its partner agencies. DFIDI adopted a  flexible and adaptive approach to project identification, and also accepted the need to be able to evolve the detail of projects as they progressed and as knowledge of the situation improved.  This not only reflected the dynamic realities of the situation, but was also much appreciated by the partner institutions.  It also facilitated the incorporation of the needs, aspirations and capacities of the poor in the planning of interventions that were carried out under the rehabilitation programme.
The speed of response from DFID to NGO requests was regarded, in the main as excellent when compared with development project procedures. However, when compared with the urgency of the need of communities undergoing rehabilitation, the procedures were considered to be slower than ideal.  In most cases timing was not a major issue as the INGOs (international NGOs) could cover expenditure from their own resources.  However, some projects have suffered from significant delays that has affected their work.  Under relief situations there are internal DFID procedures for rapid response but these do not extend to rehabilitation.  There is a need to review current procedures to assess ways of facilitating faster responses under a rehabilitation situation. 
Qualitatively, the support from DFIDI was considered excellent but there was general agreement amongst the NGOs that a greater level of continuous, localised (i.e. in Orissa) support, with decision-making powers, in the early stages of project planning and approval would have been beneficial. This may also have been enhanced by systematically taking a two-phase approach to bigger projects where some funds could have been released before approval for the second larger component had been approved. 
The SLA’s holistic nature and the sectoral focus of government do not always fit easily together and no project submitted by government line ministries was funded under the programme. This needs to be considered carefully for future interventions in Orissa and elsewhere. However, there are facets of both systems where some harmony could have been achieved and built upon. For instance, taking a geographical approach, which brought a range of line ministries together through the district or block administrations, could have provided an opportunity to build on the strengths of government. If the SLA is to be used more widely as a development approach within the state, then this issue will be crucial to both the success of proposed interventions and their sustainability.  Had the government projects gone ahead under the rehabilitation programme they would have provided an opportunity to acquaint government with the approach and to set the foundation for SL development activities in the future.  They would also have been useful to start informing and influencing policy to move in a more poverty-focussed and integrated direction. 
The close link that was established between the livelihoods approach and NGO activities may influence the approach’s future uptake by government.  Whilst there has been good cooperation between government and NGOs at the district level, there are indications that, at a more political level, the access that NGOs had to outside funds is seen less favourably.  This feeling may influence the process of building up a good local level foundation of collaboration between government and NGOs that builds on their relative strengths and compensates for some of their weaknesses. 
DFIDI provided funds through a diversity of NGO agencies each using slightly different approaches.  This was a low risk strategy in a potentially high risk situation. Whilst such an approach would have increased administrative costs it provided significant benefits by a) generating a diversity of strategies and specific interventions which progressively led to at least some learning between agencies, b) allowing greater scope for intervention measures to develop which reflected the local diversity of needs, c) increasing efficiency and better planning of interventions through perceived competition between agencies.  
Working through INGOs in partnership with local NGOs can also give greater financial flexibility combined with local experience. However, the large influx of funds and the sudden change in the make-up of the NGO community has influenced staffing, funding and activity levels in some of the smaller NGOs. The balance between support to local NGOs and larger, non-local, NGOs needs to be carefully considered to ensure the continued effectiveness of the local NGO in the long term.
Whilst diversity of approaches was beneficial, a lack of norms for designing specific interventions (such as food for work and cash for work, agricultural inputs etc.) has led to some difficulties between NGOs and their respective communities in adjacent areas. In addition the feasibility, viability and sustainability of some inputs is unclear.  A greater level of sharing of information and experience and the agreement of some standardisation/norms of interventions early in the programme would have assisted. However, this would have required a larger role by DFIDI than was actually provided for.  
Rehabilitation work is invariably lower profile that relief work as the media attention dies down. The continued role of DFID through both stages has been particularly appreciated by the different agencies. If DFID had not provided this level of support it is likely that many of the coastal poor would now be in a far worse situation. However, this effect needs to be translated into sustainable impacts.  This study has not had the opportunity to study these potential impacts partly because it is too soon for them to be assessed and because it was not the aim of this study to do so. 
The urgency of the situation has meant that DFIDI has taken much on trust from its partners.  Continuous monitoring by DFIDI-recruited local consultants has done much to reinforce this trust and to ensure some accountability.  However, the relative impact of the different interventions will not be well understood until an independent and participatory impact assessment is carried at some stage in the future.  It was also felt by some partners that information flows back from DFIDI on both general issues and ongoing lesson learning would have been helpful. 
Although the urgency of the situation dictated a balance between rapid response and detail of planning, the level of rigour which DFIDI insisted on did encourage partners to think more carefully about their planned inputs and probably improved the effectiveness of the rehabilitation process. The partners appreciated this.
The general understanding of DFID aims, objectives, planning methods (especially logframe planning) and the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach, amongst partner agencies is low.  Whilst such understanding was not essential in the early stages of the programme, it would have contributed to improved ongoing dialogue and possibly (in the case of the SLA) to improved implementation. 
The sustainability of changes brought about through the rehabilitation process is linked into the continuum that exists between relief, rehabilitation and development.  Relief and rehabilitation needs to be smoothly linked, as do rehabilitation and development.  But rehabilitation can be more than returning to the situation that existed before the cyclone.  It also offers an opportunity to bring about change in a way that is not always possible through the normal development route.  
The cyclone created circumstances that changed the whole shape of the livelihoods framework of the poor.  The change increased their vulnerability in the short-term but the rehabilitation process has allowed that change to be an opportunity for development to occur on the back of rehabilitation.  The support that DFID and other donors have provided has created a “hot-house” of innovative approaches which can provide valuable lessons for the development process elsewhere.  It has also provided a momentum in the rehabilitation process that has brought about some quite remarkable changes in people’s lives in a relatively short-term.  This momentum offers an opportunity for the partnership between the poor and the support agencies to move beyond rehabilitation and into development but it is a partnership which needs to move beyond the relationship between the poor and the NGOs and form a tripartite relationship that includes government in a much stronger way.     
Ensuring the sustainability of such changes is essential and the longer term funding of development beyond the current rehabilitation phase needs to be considered.  
Lessons Specific to THE SLA
The Sustainable Livelihoods Approach is an important development methodology used by DFID in some of its work.  The Orissa cyclone study provided some insights into that approach that have wider implications. 
An important lesson from this study is that the SLA, and in particular the structured format of the SL framework,  provides an excellent tool for understanding how people can and do respond to a disaster and how they interact with the structures and processes of government, NGOs and wider society to transform their livelihoods.  This is partly because it reflects the reality and the complexity of people’s lives.  The poor are  involved in multi-sectoral activities that are linked through complex relationships. In a disaster situation the whole of the system of people’s livelihoods is affected and trying to look at specific sectoral elements in isolation is bound to miss some of the complexity of the situation.  The SLA benefits from providing a cross-cutting and holistic perspective and thus gives a clearer perception of that complexity. This in turn is likely to have produced a greater level of balance in the rehabilitation process.  The study team evolved a framework of enquiry from the SLA framework that looked at the lives of the poor over three time periods: before the cyclone, immediately after it, and 3-9 months later.  A comparison of how the SLA framework had changed over this time period provided a useful diagnostic process.
The ability of the SLA to deal with the situation holistically allows it to not only respond to disaster but also be a useful tool for planning disaster preparedness and mitigation measures. To be effective in this role, however, requires that the SLA be converted into tools and language that are easily assimilated and used by different groups of practitioners. 
Another key element of the SLA is that it encourages a focus on the linkages between the component parts of the SL framework. In particular the linkage between assets and livelihood options that is so important to the poor.  In so doing the SLA targets poverty but also encourages positive and pragmatic responses to change that encourage inclusion of the poor in that process. The asset profile of the poor means that, in general, they are least able to take up the opportunities offered and so the post-relief phase can result in greater wealth and power disparity arising. The livelihoods projects supported by DFID, positively encouraged the development of livelihoods assets and livelihood strategies that could help the poor to benefit from those opportunities. 
A central point of the SLA is its focus on poor people and in many ways the whole SLA is a process of understanding the livelihoods of those stakeholders.  An important element to come out of the study has been the diversity of livelihoods of the poor and the need to treat them separately and not group them as ahomogeneous whole. Whilst many users of the SLA would take a stakeholder analysis as the starting point, the SLA itself does not make this explicit.  The importance of understanding the different needs, aspirations and capacities of different groups of the poor is essential to the whole analysis and this needs to be explicitly addressed in advance of detailed analysis. 
Good sequencing of interventions is crucial to ensuring that those interventions are complementary to each other and not antagonistic.  They also need to be complementary to the coping strategies of the poor and to the changes occurring in the natural, social and economic environment.  The importance of sequencing of rehabilitation inputs became apparent as the projects progressed.  This awareness arose, at least in part, because the different NGOs were generally taking a holistic and location-specific approach and could see the wider implications of one type of intervention on other activities of the poor e.g. irrigation systems linking into planting seasons, FFW (food for work) for road building linking into harvesting season and thus local food availability. Understanding the importance of sequencing is closely linked to the use of the SLA because it highlights linkages between livelihood components. 
As mentioned above, the lives of the poor are complex and multi-sectoral. The holistic perspective of the SLA can encourage a bringing together of sectoral interventions into a more coherent package of support.  This can increase the effectiveness of policy implementation by avoiding policy conflict or duplication of effort. 
The holistic approach of the SLA, and its focus on participation, encourages involvement of the poor in the planning process.  This process underscored the complexity and the diversity of the responses needed.  It also built those responses on the existing capacities and strengths of the poor e.g. building roads and houses with local skill, constructing fishing craft with local boat builders, and rehabilitation of the destitute through community-level centres.  The involvement of the poor in the decision-making process, the building of human capital to engage in that process, and the building of social capital to enable working together for communal good, have encouraged a greater involvement of the poor in the wider democratic processes of the village.  This ability to vocalise needs and wants and to affect the response of support agencies has begun, at least, to strengthen vertical linkages between the poor and the policy makers. 
Whilst elements of the SLA were used in the design and implementation of the projects, a more systematic application of its use would have encouraged greater emphasis on sustainability of the interventions in economic, social, environment and institutional terms. 
The sectoral focus of most government systems means that relating to the wider remit of a livelihoods approach requires greater change than is the case in NGOs where a more holistic approach is more common.  This means that the use of the approach with governments will need to focus more on seeking out the synergies between the way government does things and the SLA and building on these. 
The comprehensiveness of the response to a disaster situation, which is encouraged by the SLA, combined with the urgency of the response and the reduced rigidity of the structures and processes that normally govern the potential for change, have allowed the synergies and conflicts between activities and interventions to be seen more clearly in the rehabilitation process.  This in turn has led to some innovative approaches and interventions to arise that could inform and influence wider development strategies. 
Rehabilitation is of necessity, a progressive learning experience.  As such a process-type approach to interventions is required where the affected people contribute to the ongoing understanding of the situation and evolution of responses. The dynamic nature of the SLA allows and encourages this very flexible approach to project implementation. 
The vulnerability of the poor is often seen as a series of shocks that affect them periodically.  The SLA enables a more comprehensive perception of vulnerability that links these shocks into longer-term trends and seasonal change.  It also relates this vulnerability to different capacities of people to respond to, survive and recover from hazards.  In addition the use of the SLA to analyse a disaster highlights the linkages between the poor and the support agencies and the policy framework in which they operate.  It thus strengthens an understanding of the vertical linkages between the community and the policy-makers. In so doing the SLA emphasises the importance of vulnerability to the definitions of poverty and the responses to it.
One of the key elements of the structures and processes of government, NGOs and wider society that aim to transform the lives of the poor after a disaster, which is often overlooked, is the individual human commitment and effort. The Orissa cyclone showed that the best policies, institutions and processes are no substitute for the efforts of committed people. 
Lessons concerning support for rehabilitation generally
Many lessons emerged from the study; some are fairly obvious but need to be said.  Others have emerged as a result of practice within the context of Orissa. Some of these were identified by the NGO, private sector, government and DFID staff involved.  Others emerged more specifically as a result of the study. These relate to the preparation before a cyclone, the immediate response to the cyclone, the rehabilitation phase and how that phase moves into development.  They concern the conditions that the poor lived in before the cyclone and how it prepared them for the hazard to come.  They also relate to the interaction between the poor and the support agencies that came in to help them.  An important area of lesson learning dealt with the relationship between these different support agencies, how they cooperated, conflicted, overlapped and communicated.  DFIDI’s role in the cyclone support process was used as an example to demonstrate the weaknesses and strengths of those different relationships. 
A key element of hindsight from the study is the need for good disaster preparedness. Good baseline vulnerability and capacity data prior to a disaster is a major component of a successful relief and rehabilitation response.  However, vulnerability affects different people in different ways.  It is possible to map these different vulnerabilities and to prepare for hazards that affect them. The situation highlighted by the cyclone and the increased information about the poor resulting from the rehabilitation work has suggested that previous perceptions in the coastal region may have been inaccurate.  The overlying and obvious layer of wealth in the coast disguised the underlying poverty of many of the people living there. When vulnerability is included in the perception of poverty many of the coastal people are seen to be some of the poorest. This needs to be reflected in both disaster preparedness plans and development efforts.  
The response to any disaster will have elements of chaos but establishing relief and rehabilitation response mechanisms before, rather than after, a disaster can greatly speed up support efforts.  Ideally these should be established as part of a disaster preparedness programme.   Hazard and disaster preparedness are important at all levels from the community to the government, and through the donor and support agencies.  Such preparedness should have the built-in capacity to accommodate common hazards and those that do not occur very often.   
Disasters are often seen in isolation from the underlying trends and seasonality that regularly affect people’s lives, but these can conspire to worsen their individual impacts upon the poor, e.g. drought following a cyclone can seriously undermine rehabilitation efforts.  It is important to view a disaster in this wider vulnerability context and to plan accordingly. 
Different people have different abilities to respond to disaster preparedness measures. For example, the supply of good and timely information about potential hazards is an essential part of this but its dissemination needs to be tailored to the diverse needs and capacities of the intended audience.  The poor (women in particular) who do not have access to good information services are severely disadvantaged. 
The situation immediately after a hazard has passed is not necessarily the disaster’s lowest point.  Unless a rapid and effective response occurs the situation, particularly with regards to health, may deteriorate even further.  
In the immediate aftermath of a cyclone, the rapid establishment of coordination mechanisms is essential if efficient, effective and well-planned relief is to be provided.   This is particularly so because in the enthusiasm to get to the most affected areas after a disaster, the less affected areas, but those equally deserving of support, can be left out. In addition, in the absence of good baseline data, support agencies should collaborate in understanding the situation and thus avoid costly duplication.
Targeting during relief is important and, in spite of the urgency, it is possible to achieve.  This may require some innovative thinking and should form a part of disaster preparedness plans.  FFW and CFW can be very useful for specifically targeting the poorest groups, but other interventions need to be considered for people who may be equally destitute after a cyclone but who cannot participate in such measures. Following a disaster, the knowledge that the poor have about their lives and livelihoods is often the most comprehensive and accurate information available.  Using local knowledge to identify the poor can be a rapid and effective method of targeting. The participatory planning of interventions, such as agriculture, fisheries and livestock inputs is likely to generate the best conditions to help the poor to replenish their natural capital in ways that address local needs and capacities. Participatory planning is vital to ensure the right type of support but this needs to be balanced by the need for speed of implementation and to be supported by a flexible approach from donors to changes in project plan implementation.
Food and water are essential elements in the relief phase, but getting the right type of food to the right people is important.  Men, women, children and the aged may have different priorities. The supply of food can also be linked into measures, such as FFW, to address mental, as well and physical, health. 
Rehabilitation staffs are often in short supply, recruiting and training local volunteers from the villages can provide a vital link between the support agency and the community and ensures that some of the skills gained remain after the support leaves.   Likewise, the skills and capacities of the local people are well suited to the local situation. Using these capacities (in such activities as road building, house reconstruction, tree and crop planting) is an important part of ensuring that the people can contribute meaningfully to the rehabilitation process and sustain gains made into the future.
The sequencing of interventions to match the realities of local planting and harvesting activities, and the realities of local markets for labour and goods, is crucial.  However, such sequencing should not be so standardised as to exclude consideration of the specific needs of vulnerable groups, especially women, children, the old and the ill.  In addition, the sequencing of the rehabilitation of different sectoral components of people’s livelihoods has different impacts on the post-cyclone situation.  Fisheries is often one area where food security can be improved and livelihoods restored very quickly as harvesting occurs as soon as vessels and gear are provided. 
Disasters can significantly weaken social structures and processes in communities. This can provide opportunities for new types of social organisation to develop.  If appropriate support is provided these changes can benefit the poor.  If not, the poor are likely to become worse off that before the cyclone.  Support for social capital development should recognise and build on the positive strengths of existing social structures and processes to both enhance synergies and to encourage sustainability.  
The rebuilding of physical capital through FFW and CFW has been a vital step towards re-establishing livelihoods, stimulating markets, and provided much needed psychological and social benefits.   However, replacing physical assets with more efficient and effective alternatives may appear desirable but the viability and sustainability needs to be carefully considered.   
Relief, rehabilitation and development are often thought of as distinct phases but they need to work side-by-side and can often complement each other.   Rehabilitation is an important bridge between relief and development but it is a form of support that must be seamlessly linked into these other two if sustainable benefits are to be achieved.  In many cases rehabilitation is seen as offering the opportunity to get back to the state before the disaster; however, it can also create the momentum to go beyond this into new development directions. These new directions need to be sustainable. 
The novel and high profile nature of rehabilitation efforts can often overshadow background activities.  Government programmes continue through a disaster and provide a central core of ongoing support to the poor.  It is important to ensure that rehabilitation work meshes with these ongoing programmes and complements them. 
One of the key points to emerge from the study is that experiencing a disaster teaches many lessons but these have to be acted upon if they are going to reduce vulnerability in the future. In many cases the, often obvious and simple, lessons noted here are quickly forgotten and have to be learnt again at great expense next time.  



