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From Clare O'Brien: 

Great examples, thanks. Alessandro mentioned that the EU-supported response in Somalia is 
spread across 4 interventions: scale-ups of 3 social protection programmes, plus 1 emergency 
transfer. If one had started from this scenario, one could imagine an enthusiasm for moving in 
the opposite direction, from 'fragmentation' to consolidating. Would love to learn more about 
the rationale for this policy approach, since moving from internationally led to nationally led 
responses doesn't necessarily require vertical and horizontal expansions of multiple 
programmes. Was a single government emergency response programme also considered? 
Thank you! 

Answered by Alessandro Bini: 

Thanks Claire, Somalia is at the beginning of the process of setting up social safety nets. In the 
design phase, we agreed with Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (MolSA) that at this stage of 
development of the sector what was most needed was a better understanding of the different 
options and potential impact and implications of each option. This should give MolSA enough 
elements to move to consolidation and to adopt the most appropriate(s) safety net(s), rather 
than ‘imposing’ a safety net model from the beginning. 

For this reason, we designed the social transfer program (SAGAL) to include four different social 
safety net models. The first three models will employ categorical targeting to reach children U2 
(1,000 day approach), youth and elderly respectively, while the fourth will be designed jointly 
with MoLSA based on ongoing learning.  In parallel, SAGAL has a system building component 
which will provide capacity, training and learning from the ongoing implementation. Final 
objective is to provide MoLSA with the learning and experience to determine the type of social 
safety nets more appropriate and feasible for the context of Somalia. 

 

From Andrew Mitchell: 

For Massi, Manuel and Meredith 

With the self-reliance, job creation and graduation strategy aspect in mind, how are 
international actors looking at the sustainability for scaling up access to poor communities (and 
where possible displaced populations) in terms of funding? Is there a way of evolving the 
business case presented to governments to scale up the inclusion of the most vulnerable? Most 
of the scaling up is driven by international investments in contexts where transitioning to 
domestic financing is challenging. And many of the most vulnerable are part of the informal 
economy. Any comments on innovative processes (implicating the informal economy) that could 
be imported into these types of contexts and the business case to be made to the government 
to progressively open up flexibility? 



 

 

Answered by Massimo La Rosa: 

In full agreement financial sustainability is an issue and an international responsibility at the 
time to support forcibly displaced persons and its hosts, especially in countries with high level of 
poverty and fragility. 

An innovative area of interest to further analyze is about employment of the informal workers 
(national and non-nationals). Instead of large investments for creating new jobs, often too 
expansive to reach results at scale, the “stabilization and empowerment” of the income earned 
in the informal market should be considered by different perspectives, keeping in mind the aim 
at “decent work” conditions for all. 

 

From Aruna Michiels: 

Thanks for all the fascinating interventions. It’s great to hear some examples of what SPaN 
translates to in practice. I was wondering whether one of you might be willing to tell us a bit 
more about what indicators are used to assess how (much) quick(er) a fragile country bounces 
back from a shock to its systems? what variables inform that assessment? 

Answered by Massimo La Rosa: 

The SPaN vol. 1 and 2 (available on the web) includes framework with indicators to be 
considered for measuring the progress. Moreover, other institutions specialized in social 
protection already developed diagnostic tools such as CODI (World Bank) to support analysis in 
SP Government-led systems, however much more should be done in the very fragile contexts. 

 

From Kathryn Taetzsch: 

How much do you consider hum cash transfer recipients linked to informal social safety nets 
e.g., community savings groups if Govt SP is still to go to scale? 

Answered by Isabelle Pelly:  

Where the state cannot, or will not, integrate humanitarian caseloads into its national system, DG 
ECHO will consider support to proven, locally-led, informal social protection mechanisms, where 
these are inclusive of the targeted population. In parallel, as part of a nexus approach, DG ECHO 
may also support adaptations of cash programmes to meet financial and digital inclusion 
objectives, and support initiatives that strengthen informal social safety nets – e.g. group cash 
transfers or community savings and loans groups where these can support humanitarian 
outcomes.  

  

From Zehra Rizvi: 

Thanks for sharing the example from Somalia. Really interesting especially to hear how EU/ECHO 
funding is working together.  Quite a few of us here are working on the Gaza response which is 
the perfect place to operationalise this concept. Everything seems to be iN place for something 
like this to be rolled out quite quickly and it would be a shame if we are unable to. What lessons 



 

 

then do ECHO colleagues think we can take forward and apply but perhaps more importantly, 
what are the challenges they see and are there ways to overcome these challenges?  Thank you. 

Answered by Massimo La Rosa: 

Dear Zehra, being based today in Jerusalem, in my humble opinion, shock responsive social 
protection should be considered for any shock as an expansion of the current social assistance 
programme. 

Answered by Quentin Le Gallo: 

What to take forward: 

1. Creating a space/plaform for donors to coordinate (DWG) 

2. Develop joint objectives 

 

From Andrew Mitchell: 

If we have time for questions: For Quentin, Alessandro or Massi,  

Have any actors been looking at extending the risk landscape and type of triggers for the shock 
responsive mechanisms to respond beyond climatic shocks to include conflict-related shocks 
and displacement (and the possibility of looking beyond food sec EWS to conflict EWS)? This is 
an ongoing area of work in the Sahel for example with the World Bank. If yes, how has the role 
of government been taken into account if they are somehow implicated in the conflict? I am 
thinking for how this works with IDPs with an eye on what is happening in large IDP contexts 
near Somalia and in the MENA region 

Answered by Quentin Le Gallo: 

Hi, we are not yet there. The entry point was the drought, food insecurity, nutrition. We are 
convinced that shock responsive safety net (SRSN) can address several shocks but we had to 
start somehwere. An issue that we are looking at now is flood prevention and we believe that 
SRSN can be useful in response to flood. 

 

From larissa pelham: 

One of the biggest issues for NGO-based consortia to engage in government social protection 
programmes is the  willingness  & acceptance of the state/government to accept NGO 
engagement. This is unsurprisingly, a block in many contexts. What is the role of ECHO and other 
donors to overcome this? 

Answered by Isabelle Pelly / Alessandro Bini: 

Hi Larissa from Alessandro & Isabelle, 

A couple of ideas...ECHO & other donors could support engagement between NGOs & 
government through a forum such as the Donor Working Group in Somalia; engaging 
government agencies/ministries in CWG so they are more familiar with NGOs' work and added-



 

 

value; facilitating dissemination of learning and evidence generated by NGOs; highlighting the 
role of NGOs in filling gaps in coverage / inclusiveness of social assistance... 

 

 


