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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This Final Report presents the findings of the Evaluation of European Union Cooperation with Yemen
during the period 2002 to 2012. The evaluation period covers two Country Strategy Papers (2002-06 and
2007-13), four National Indicative Programmes (NIPs)/Multi-Annual Indicative Programmes (MIPs) (2002-
04, 2005-06, 2007-10 and 2011-13), and encompasses all main areas of EU development support
(governance, economic development, food security, etc.) as well as coherence with other domains (EU
humanitarian aid, for instance). This evaluation explores the EU’s overall strategic direction and objectives,
emphasising the linkages and interplay between political dialogue and development cooperation with
particular attention to resilience, responsiveness and state-building in a context of fragility and conflict.

Context of the evaluation

The Republic of Yemen is one of the poorest and least developed countries in the Arab World. Yemen
comprises a formal state characterised by political pluralism, elections, a relatively free press and extensive
civil society; and an informal state based on patronage and a network of alliances that link tribal sheikhs,
government officials, business families and the armed forces, as well as wider regional interests. These
factors have contributed to conflict being a major part of Yemen’s story. The challenge for government
remains reform of the country’s governing institutions through combating entrenched corruption and
nepotism while maintaining support among tribes and other networks of influence that are accustomed to
working within a system of patronage, all the while addressing major socio-economic challenges such as the
high population growth rate, declining oil production and revenues, and a high degree of water scarcity.

EU cooperation in Yemen since 2002 has evolved against the backdrop of major EU institutional and
organisational changes and a growing EU presence in Yemen. 2011 stands out as a watershed year for this
evaluation and the events of that year illustrate several broader issues evident throughout the evaluation
period: the influence exerted by personalities; the EU’s role as one player among many international actors;
the EU’s identity as a multilateral actor; the extent to which the EU is properly equipped to perform an
effective leadership and coordination role for EU Member States (MS); the relationship between formal and
informal channels of influence; and the trade-offs between best practice and pragmatism.

Methodology

We have applied a theory-based approach to the evaluation, using an intervention logic analysis to
consolidate all elements of EU cooperation in a single framework that links rationale to strategy,
programmes and results. Under each of the Evaluation Question (EQ) headings, we have presented evidence
of the contributions that EU cooperation has made in Yemen. We have based our approach on two main
building blocks — an analysis of strategy (what was planned, what was realised) and an analysis of
programmes (the specific contribution of EU interventions on the ground). The planned field mission to
Yemen did not take place due to the prevailing security situation in Yemen in 2014. Nevertheless, in June,
July and August the team was able to conduct face-to-face and telephone interviews with a wide range of key
informants including EU staff, senior Yemeni government officials, MS representatives, other international
agencies, civil society and informed individuals. A particular challenge has been the EU’s poor attention to
monitoring and evaluation, providing this evaluation with only very limited availability of secondary sources
of evidence of the performance and achievements of EU-funded programmes and political engagement.

Summary responses

EU strategic choices on development cooperation strategy have been consistent with the formal
strategies and policies of the Government of Yemen. However the EU’s comparative advantages have
not always been apparent in these choices; and relevance to national priorities and needs has been
undermined by a number of weaknesses. These include limited engagement with intended beneficiaries,
limited EU understanding of the underlying political settlement, and the lack of contextual analysis at the
national, sector and problem levels. Together these factors have facilitated a reliance on unrealistic
assumptions about the capabilities and reform intentions of the Government of Yemen and how programmes
would contribute to wider strategic and national objectives. Notwithstanding the 2009 recommendations
Towards a Comprehensive EU Approach to Yemen, there is still no comprehensive strategy that underpins
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EU decision making; nor indeed is there any consensus across DEVCO and the EEAS on whether the EU
needs one.

EU cooperation has been developed in compliance with contemporaneous EU development policies
and Council Regulations, but policy coherence in practice has been weak. This relates largely to
weaknesses in EU policy coherence on security, fragility and development and to changes in how Yemen
was located in EU policy architecture and organisational arrangements over the evaluation period. This has
affected its profile and visibility, prevented access to major funding channels, inhibited strategic planning,
and has contributed to poor portfolio management. All CSPs were formulated in close consultation with MS
who have recognised EU efforts to encourage cooperation in its focal sectors. Nonetheless, overall donor
coordination remains weak, although coordination of political dialogue and diplomacy has improved
progressively since 2009. While there is no comprehensive EU strategy, the recent increased emphasis on
joint programming signals greater attention to this principle of the Agenda for Change, albeit early
experiences on resilience programming have proven challenging.

Since agreement on the OECD-DAC fragile states principles in 2007, EU cooperation has contributed
to state-building objectives but not promoted and supported state-building processes in a coherent and
consistent manner in relation to international norms. Development cooperation prior to 2009 was not
framed by an overarching state-building strategy and it is only in support to the health sector that a state-
building approach and results are visible. The 2009 recommendations Towards a Comprehensive EU
Approach to Yemen were consistent with international norms and recognised the vital relationship between
political dialogue and development cooperation. Factors supporting EU promotion and support to state-
building have been the gradual though informal percolation of fragility thinking into strategy and
programming processes; the commitment and tenacity of staff in the Sana’a Delegation in seeking to address
Yemen'’s fragility; and the leadership provided by the Head of Delegation from 2009 and through the 2011
crisis. Hindering factors relate to weaknesses in organisational coherence on security, fragility and
development within and between DEVCO and EEAS; and to contested views within the EU over
responsibilities for, and the utility of, political economy analysis.

The EU itself assesses its historical ‘resilience portfolio’ as having achieved limited impact and with
weak sustainability. Resilience as a formal concept is now prominent in plans for future development
cooperation in Yemen, but it has arrived formally in EU strategy and programming only very recently and
quite suddenly. The EU has actively sought to coordinate its resilience-enhancing interventions and dialogue
with MS, currently illustrated by its joint programming of resilience interventions. However, the historical
portfolio of resilience-enhancing interventions has been under-evaluated; EUR 54 million of support to food
security between 2002 and 2012 has barely been evaluated at all. Attempts to develop a shared
understanding and definition of the root causes of fragility and vulnerability have been limited and short-
lived. The continued inadequate attention to political economy analysis at sector and problem level means
resilience interventions are not designed from an understanding of commaodity value chains. There is no clear
evidence of a systematic approach to coordination with DG ECHO and treatment of the principles of LRRD
during the period, although there are some examples of good practice and coordination improved markedly
once both had opened offices in Sana’a.

EU engagement with regional actors and donors has strengthened its cooperation in Yemen, but
engagement with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia needs to be deepened further. The EU identified the
Gulf States as important interlocutors in Yemen at the start of the evaluation period, in particular Saudi
Arabia. However, fostering more effective EU engagement has taken nearly a decade, in parallel with
coordinated efforts by MS. Regular contact between EU, MS and Gulf officials during 2010 formed the basis
for more explicit political dialogue the following year, leading to the GCC’s crucial role in mediating
Yemen'’s transition agreement with support from the UN, the US, the EU and MS, and to the subsequent
creation of the MAF. The EU’s regional political engagement is helped by the fact that Yemen and the Gulf
States are managed together within the EEAS, but for obvious reasons DEVCO has no aid programme in the
Gulf region. Diplomacy and aid pledges that work through formal channels, such as the Friends of Yemen,
run in parallel with substantial networks of transnational patronage with which the EU has little or no
interface. The Saudis’ likely preferences should be central to any future EU analysis relating to resilience
and state building, in the context of Yemen’s transition to a post-0il economy. In light of the current dynamic
situation in Yemen, it remains unclear whether the EU’s recent leverage on state-building can be maintained.

The treatment of cross-cutting issues (gender, environment, and civil society) has been patchy, with
some issue-specific actions but little evidence of mainstreaming or contribution to results. While the EU
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can claim some successes with regard to specific gender actions, it lacks formal cooperation mechanisms or
structured cooperation on gender in Yemen. While environmental issues have been prominent in strategy, no
specific environmental activities have been programmed and there is no evidence of a mainstreaming
approach. Civil society has received prominent attention throughout the evaluation period, particularly in
relation to the promotion of good governance, democracy and human rights, but such support has not been
provided within the framework of a broader strategy for national capacity development in line with fragile
states principles. Guidance and support from DEVCO in Brussels on technical aspects of the CCls is
available from the relevant technical departments, but its use tends more towards procedural compliance than
to adding value. The EU has been an active advocate on human rights issues, in which gender issues and
civil society engagement have been prominent, particularly during the National Dialogue process. However,
this support has not been sufficiently strategic, consistent or coherent to contribute adequately to state-
building.

Responsiveness has been significantly enhanced by the presence of a full Delegation in Sana’a, by
investment in contextual analysis and by the Delegation’s proactivity in pursuing a comprehensive
approach. 2009 was a watershed year — the MacDonald/Khalil study predicted regime instability and
successive MIPs adopted relevant recommendations; and the 2009 recommendations Towards a
Comprehensive EU Approach to Yemen provided an explicit mandate for the EU to deepen its political
engagement and for development cooperation to focus on basic needs that would be most relevant during
acute crisis. However, throughout most of the period of this evaluation, the absence of a clear and shared
overarching strategy, underpinned by a theory of change, against which choices can be assessed and
evaluated has meant that the complex interplay between formal strategy processes and the exigencies of
political engagement have rendered the EU’s strategic choices riskier than they might otherwise have been.
Further, the majority of programmes and projects have been initiated without any political economy analysis
or conflict analysis. Thus, while the choice of programmes has been increasingly responsive and relevant,
their detailed design has been less so. The absence of a consistent approach to contextual analysis since
2009, the lack of progress in formalising a comprehensive approach and the current remote location of the
Delegation seriously hinder the EU’s current and future ability to be responsive.

The EU has been seen historically as out of touch with key regional actors and with the political
realities of Yemen, but its standing and political influence increased substantially during 2011 and
2012 due to the Head of Delegation’s activist diplomacy in helping to secure the GCC initiative. While
the EU was well placed to respond to the political opportunity created by the 2011 youth-led protests and the
subsequent political crisis, its institutional readiness was constrained. The EU’s reliance on formal politics
and formal institutions over much of the evaluation period in part explains the lack of expertise on the
dynamics of the informal political settlement, while time-consuming procedures and institutional differences
between DEVCO and EEAS have meant that development cooperation has struggled to keep pace with
political engagement.

Yemeni officials tend to see the EU as being more neutral than MS and other donors, with a clear
comparative advantage in support for human rights. The EU is seen regionally as the most trustworthy of the
G10 members, and as having played a helpful role in supporting the transition process, the signing of the
GCC initiative, and the National Dialogue process. However, some Yemeni activists see the EU’s
investment in the GCC initiative, which left all the key regime players in place, as privileging short-term
stability at the expense of more radical change.

The overall ambition of EU development cooperation, delivered through the project modality, has
exceeded the absorptive capacity of Yemeni authorities over the period of the evaluation. The scoping
and calibration of the scale and composition of EU cooperation has not been strategically managed for much
of the evaluation period. The range of instruments has been used expediently rather than strategically.
Greater synergies between the instruments would have aided complementarity and sequencing. The
historical model for project design and the recent shift from decentralised management to partial
decentralisation and centralisation or joint management is still unfit for purpose. Weak absorption capacity in
government departments and agencies through which EU cooperation has been channelled over long periods
points to design processes which have not taken sufficient account of a longer-term capacity building
perspective.

The deployment and management of human resources have been inadequate to deliver to the EU’s
strategic objectives in Yemen. Efficiency and effectiveness have been undermined by complexities and
inflexibilities of EU development cooperation procedures, insufficient attention to the impact of Yemen’s
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fragility on staff and programmes, such as the staffing and workload required to build and maintain effective
relationships; insufficient investment in evaluation, knowledge management and institutional memory; and
the absence of a strategic approach to capacity development and technical assistance. Nonetheless we note
the impact of several highly committed individuals in the Delegation who have worked hard to understand
local needs, build relevance, satisfy internal demands, overcome EU inconsistencies and achieve coherence.
The presence since 2009 of a fully staffed Delegation in Sana’a delivered immediate benefits, allowing the
EU to intensify dialogue with the government beyond just projects. The challenge to support active
engagement and learning looks more intimidating in the context of current remote management
arrangements and the scaling up DEVCQO’s portfolio.

Conclusions

CL. EU cooperation has contributed to state-building and resilience with some success in a very
challenging context, but overall results have been mixed and sustainability has in many instances been
weak. Longstanding support in the health sector offers a successful example of state-building work at the
local level and has contributed to resilience through access to basic services. EU political engagement was
instrumental in mediating Yemen’s transition agreement and in supporting the National Dialogue. EU
support for social protection and food security has contributed to greater resilience of poor households and to
strengthened capacity for delivery, but these achievements have been undermined by aspects of weak
programme design and by beneficiary-targeting problems. Support to private sector development has
delivered some impact to direct beneficiaries, but links to strategic objectives for economic growth and
poverty reduction have been weak and sustainability has been generally poor. Across all sectors, the absence
of a strategic approach to capacity development has weakened sustainability. Recent improvements in
programme design quality strengthen prospects for results and sustainability, but the deteriorating security
situation presents major risks.

C2. Strategy design and its implementation has been weak for much of the period of this
evaluation, with limited evidence of shared strategic thinking (within and between DEVCO and the
EEAS) to build and manage coherence and be responsive to context. Under the first CSP (2002-06)
strategy and programmes were based on unrealistic assumptions and insufficient analysis, while the strategic
coherence and consistency of the portfolio was not actively designed or managed. Programmes were not
adequately monitored or evaluated, poor performance was not adequately addressed and EU cooperation
strategy as a whole has never been independently or rigorously evaluated. Although the quality of strategy
improved from 2007, and a much more reflective and responsive strategic stance is evident from 2009, the
lag between strategy and programming has meant that many of the weaknesses of strategy implementation
under the 2002-06 CSP were carried forward into the second strategy period. The significant improvement in
the quality of programming since 2010, with its sharper focus on state-building and resilience, has yet to feed
through substantially into strategy implementation.

Cs. At both strategy and programming levels there has been a de facto lack of senior management
engagement with results and accountability. This has allowed EU cooperation in Yemen to be
significantly under-evaluated and has led to a lack of clarity and transparency in the rationale for
programming decisions. The absence of a shared understanding and narrative between the Delegation,
DEVCO and the EEAS about the strengths, weaknesses and lessons of EU cooperation has undermined
effectiveness, impact and sustainability as well as value for money. This country evaluation and the
increased number of programme evaluations ongoing or recently completed together signal a revived interest
in results; but DEVCO and the EEAS will need to strengthen accountability and learning loops if this is to
translate into improved results-based-management of EU cooperation in Yemen.

C4. The EU has not invested sufficiently in contextual analysis and this deficit continues to expose
EU cooperation to significant risks. The 2009 McDonald/Khalil study demonstrated the importance and
utility of contextual analysis; the study has been influential in guiding strategic thinking and programming
since then. However, historically insufficient attention to, and investment in, contextual analysis (including
political economy analysis, conflict analysis and fragility assessment), has undermined relevance and
responsiveness. In particular, fragility thinking has percolated only slowly into strategy and programming
processes. Although the importance of such analysis is now recognised, confusion between DEVCO and
EEAS over responsibility for its conduct and inconsistent application across the development cooperation
portfolio continues to undermine the EU’s ability to be relevant, responsive and effective. The continued



lack of attention to sector- and problem-level analysis presents risks to the relevance and feasibility of the
resilience and security sector-reform programmes currently in the pipeline.

C5. When equipped with the basis of a comprehensive strategy, the EU has been more influential,
responsive and effective in Yemen. For most of the period of this evaluation — and currently — there has not
been a comprehensive strategy that links the political, development and regional dimensions of EU
cooperation in Yemen. The 2009 document Towards a Comprehensive Approach formed the basis of a
coherent strategy, underpinning diplomacy during 2011 and strengthening EU profile, influence and
responsiveness. It provided a strong example of emergent strategy in the field of EU political dialogue, much
of which remains relevant today — despite the fact that it has not since been updated. Current initiatives could
be better framed within the context of such a comprehensive strategy.

C6. EU Co-operation with Yemen has suffered from the institutional disconnects within and
between DEVCO and the EEAS and by the well-documented inflexibilities of EU instruments and
programming processes and practices that have in general been poorly suited to the particular context
of Yemen and the capabilities present there. Despite the priority given to fragile states in the Agenda for
Change, Yemen has had a low profile and priority in Brussels. Its isolation within the EU system has
inhibited effective oversight, and affected the coherence of the EU’s response. Taken together, Yemen’s
multiple problems — a declining resource base, a growing population, an unstable government and a
deteriorating security environment — pose a formidable policy challenge with few easy solutions. Yet this is
precisely why sustained high-level engagement in Brussels is necessary.

Cr. An effective Delegation is vital to the effectiveness of EU cooperation; its resourcing, location
and organisational strength has not been effectively calibrated to the ambitions and realities of EU
cooperation in Yemen. The Delegation functions as a network node and is the only piece of the EU
institutional jigsaw that is able to understand local needs, build relevance, satisfy internal demands,
overcome any EU inconsistencies and achieve coherence. Over the period of this evaluation, the EU has not
adequately resourced, directed or supported its Delegation to fulfil this necessary role. Neither has it engaged
sufficiently in scenario planning or business continuity planning as part of the strategy formulation process.
The EU’s reliance on a predominantly international team has exacerbated the negative impacts of insecurity
on operations and relationships, more than would have been the case with a stronger and more senior cadre
of national staff.

Recommendations

These recommendations are presented as a package and flow in a logical sequence. If the package as a whole
is not implemented, then the top three priorities should be, in order, R2, R3 and R®6.

R1. The senior management of DEVCO and EEAS should agree and communicate a clear
leadership position on the shared priority that they accord to Yemen. This leadership position should
clarify expectations with regard to the formulation and implementation of a comprehensive approach by the
EU and MS; should include a decision on Yemen’s location within EU organisational and funding structures
in a manner that better reflects its needs and priority. Recognising the grave implications of Yemen's
transition to a post-oil economy within the context of an increasingly polarised Middle East, consideration
should be given to putting Yemen under ‘special measures’ within EU structures, bypassing in the short term
the complications inherent in relocating Yemen in the EU’s legal framework for cooperation. Senior
management should be proactive in following up on progress in delivering to this leadership position.

R2. The senior management of DEVCO and EEAS should require and support the development of
a comprehensive strategy for EU and MS in Yemen, consistent with the 2013 Joint Communication on
the EU’s comprehensive approach to external conflicts and crises. In the first instance the Delegation
should revisit and update the 2009 recommendations on moving towards a comprehensive EU approach to
Yemen. The updated recommendations should include a plan for formulating a comprehensive strategy by
2016, within which there should be greater emphasis on joint programming with MS and other donors.
DEVCO and EEAS should actively track progress and achievements against these recommendations through
the EAMRS.

R3. The senior management of DEVCO and EEAS should ensure a significantly increased
investment in, and use of, contextual analysis and evaluation at national, sector and problem levels.
Initially they should provide a clear statement on their shared expectations for contextual analysis and
evaluation, clarifying organisational arrangements for the commissioning and use of both. These
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arrangements should allow for the outsourcing of contextual analysis studies but should ensure its systematic
use by EU officials as an integral part of their respective roles in political engagement and development
cooperation. Within the parameters set by senior management, the Delegation should invest further in these
areas, building up a body of analysis and evidence to strengthen the relevance, responsiveness and
accountability of EU cooperation and to contribute to more sustainable institutional expertise in fragility.
The approach should include the pooling of analysis and the conduct of joint evaluations with MS. Where
possible, it should seek to draw on and build national capacity for the same. It should also explore the scope
for strengthening beneficiary feedback in contextual analysis and evaluation, to better inform analysis and
findings and to strengthen downwards accountability.

R4. The Delegation, with the support of EEAS and DEVCO services in Brussels, should develop an
organisational strategy to strengthen the Delegation’s capability to play its central role in delivering
and coordinating EU dialogue, action and support. This should include concrete proposals on the
Delegation’s interim location pending its return to Sana’a. Co-location in a regional Delegation should be
considered, possibly within a GCC member country. The strategy should also include plans for team-
building, skills development and knowledge management within the Delegation and with relevant services in
Brussels. The approach to knowledge management should recognise Delegation staff knowledge as an
institutional resource, and strengthen contact management across the range of political engagement and
development cooperation activities. The Delegation should adopt a strategic approach to the recruitment of
senior national staff in Yemen (whether in a Sana’a-based Delegation or technical office under a regionally-
based Delegation) so that operations and relationships can be managed more consistently even under the
kind of conditions which currently prevail. DEVCO and EEAS should actively track progress and
achievements against the strategy through the EAMRSs, paying particular attention to the adequacy of
Delegation resources and capability to deliver to the full range of demands of a comprehensive approach.

R5. The Delegation should develop a set of principles for national capacity development consistent
with the New Deal. The principles should inform strategy, programming and ensure that the choice of
management arrangements is explicitly framed by state-building considerations, with an emphasis on the
evolving dynamics of the political settlement. The principles should require explicit recognition of the trade-
offs between long-term state-building considerations and the shorter-term imperative to meet human needs.
National capacity development should become a cross-cutting issue for systematic treatment in all Results-
Oriented Monitoring missions and in all strategy and programme evaluations. The principles should be
endorsed by DEVCO senior management. The Delegation should review the principles and their application
as part of country evaluations and strategy mid-term reviews.

The strategy should include: a clear position on the most appropriate mix of international and national
Delegation staff; a long-term plan for building capacity in government to facilitate and coordinate EU
support; a long-term plan for building capacity in local NGOs to design and manage EU-funded projects,
including through partnerships with international NGOs; and explicit treatment of the trade-offs between the
exigencies of meeting basic human needs in the short term and building national capacity in the longer term
in line with fragile states principles.

R6. Current development programmes, including those under preparation, should each be
reviewed for their conflict sensitivity. Where design weaknesses are identified as a result, these should be
addressed by mitigation measures in the case of current programmes, or re-design in the case of programmes
under preparation. Assessments of conflict sensitivity should include attention to commodity value chains
and procurement channels. In order to capture the interaction between project and context, conflict
sensitivity should also be built into the monitoring and evaluation arrangements for all development
cooperation programmes, drawing on the experience and tools that already exist in global best practice and
among EU implementing partners.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This Final Report presents the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation of the European
Union (EU)’s cooperation with Yemen covering the period 2002 to 2012. The evaluation was commissioned
by the Evaluation Unit of the Directorate-General for Development and Cooperation (DEVCO), hereafter
referred to as the Evaluation Unit. The Evaluation Unit is responsible for the management and supervision of
the evaluation. The Evaluation Manager chairs the process of the evaluation that is closely followed by a
Reference Group (RG) comprising members of concerned services in the Commission and European
External Action Service (EEAS), as well as the EU Delegation in Yemen (hereafter referred to as the
Delegation). The Embassy of Yemen in Belgium has observer status on the Reference Group.

1.1. Mandate and scope of the evaluation
The Terms of Reference (ToR) specify two objectives for the evaluation:

e To provide the relevant external cooperation services of the European Union and the wider public with
an overall independent assessment of the European Union’s past and current cooperation and partnership
relations with Yemen.

e To identify key lessons and to provide recommendations in order to improve the current and future
strategies, programmes and actions of the European Union.

The evaluand is ‘EU cooperation strategy and implementation with Yemen, 2002-2012°, encompassing
development cooperation, political engagement and the interface with humanitarian assistance. The emphasis
of the evaluation, then, is not only on the relevance, effectiveness and results of individual EU actions, but
also on linkages and interplay between these actions. The non-spending activities (political and policy
dialogue) are important because of the influence and leverage they give to the aid programme as a whole.
Since the Lisbon Treaty (2009) and the subsequent establishment of the EEAS in July 2010, the ‘whole-of-
EU’ approach entails a common foreign and security policy. Although the evaluation formally covers the
period 2002-2012, our analysis incorporates more recent events that illustrate broader themes running
throughout the evaluation period.

1.2.  Anoverview of the evaluation process

The evaluation is structured following DEVCO Evaluation Guidelines, with desk, field and synthesis phases.
Due to security situation prevailing in 2014 a remote field phase was conducted in place of a field mission.
This involved more than 70 interviews, face-to-face with EU officials in Brussels (including Delegation
staff) and by telephone with Yemeni and other stakeholders.

At each key stage of the evaluation — Inception, Desk Report, Field phase debriefing and Final Draft Report
— key findings were presented to the RG in Brussels. This final report responds to written RG comments on
the draft final report, further comments received following a presentation and discussion of the draft final
report in Brussels in October 2014, and a final round of comments from stakeholders based in Yemen.

1.3. Evaluation questions

The evaluation was designed to answer ten Evaluation Questions (EQs) that are pitched very much at the
strategic aspects of the EU’s cooperation with Yemen (see Table 1). A more detailed elaboration of the
evaluation questions, judgement criteria, indicators and methods is presented in Annex 2.
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Table 1: Overview of the Evaluation Questions

To what extent have the strategic choices made by the EU on the focus and composition of its
cooperation with Yemen ensured its relevance to national priorities and needs?

To what extent has EU cooperation been designed and implemented in coherence with all relevant
policies of the EU, EU Member States and other donors?

To what extent has EU cooperation promoted and supported state-building processes in relation to
international norms? What has helped or hindered effectiveness?

To what extent has EU cooperation contributed to greater resilience in Yemen? What has helped or
hindered effectiveness?

In what ways has the EU engagement with regional actors and donors complemented and
strengthened its cooperation in Yemen? Has appropriate emphasis been given to this engagement?

To what extent has EU cooperation taken cross-cutting issues into account and how has this
contributed to results?

In what ways and how effectively has EU cooperation been responsive to changes in the Yemen
context? What has helped or hindered responsiveness?

To what extent have the EU’s standing and achievements in Yemen been regarded as influential to
the direction and pace of change in the country?

To what extent were the EU’s legal instruments, thematic instruments, aid modalities and
management modalities applied in the most efficient and effective manner?

To what extent has the EU resourced and deployed its services to deliver EU cooperation in an
efficient manner?

A number of evaluation criteria are embedded in the EQs. The first five (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
sustainability, impact) are standard Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development —
Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) criteria, sometimes with slight adaptations in the
DEVCO methodology. In addition, the evaluation has covered consistency (between programming and
implementation) value-added (choices of focus and instruments/quality of implementation); and the 3Cs
(coordination, complementarity, coherence) that are a combined subset.

The EQs aim to address key issues relating to EU engagement in a country that has been seriously affected
by fragility and conflict. These issues, namely state-building, resilience and responsiveness, cover the main
areas of EU cooperation strategy and support (governance, economic development, food security, etc.); they
also address coherence with other domains (EU humanitarian aid, for instance). In our Intervention Logic
Analysis in Annex 9, we examine the rationale.

1.4.  Structure of the report

Figure 1 below sets out the structure and flow of the main report and explains how the annexes relate to the
main report sections. The main report is intended as a stand-alone document and as such it references
material in the annexes. To aid the reader in locating the right annex, they are presented in three parts — those
that frame the evaluation (ToR, methodology, etc.); those that help to set the scene and provide context; and
those that directly contribute to our analysis.
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Figure 1: Schematic summary of report structure and link to annexes
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comments on data key events in Yemen statebuilding; the EU’s contribution to resilience
limitations and relevant EU and through its support to the Social Welfare Fund and

4. List of persons met Government of Yemen Social Fund for Development; and EU responsiveness

5. List of documents policies as examined through EU support to private sector
consulted development

Volume IlI: The Ahnexes

1.5. Methodology

We have applied a theory-based approach to the evaluation, using an intervention logic analysis to
consolidate all elements of EU cooperation in a single framework that links rationale to strategy to
programmes and to results. This is presented in Annex 9. Under each of the EQ headings we have then
gathered quantitative and qualitative evidence of the contributions that EU cooperation has made in Yemen.
It is important to note that there is in fact no EU document that seeks to represent EU cooperation as a whole,
so the intervention logic analysis is our own. Notwithstanding the major constraint of limited availability of
evaluative data about the effectiveness, impact and sustainability of EU cooperation, we have been able to
triangulate a wide range of sources and derive a contribution story underpinned by a consistent set of
challenges, drivers and constraints. These are reflected in our summary of findings and in the conclusions we
draw.

We have based our approach on two main building blocks — an analysis of strategy (what was planned,
what was realised) and an analysis of programmes (the specific contribution that EU interventions have
made to results on the ground).

Building block 1: Analysis of strategy

At the Inception stage we prepared a reconstructed Intervention Logic (IL) for EU cooperation that
identified: the context within which EU cooperation strategy was conceived; the rationale for EU
engagement in Yemen; the strategic objectives that flowed from this rationale; the inputs and nature of
support envisaged to achieve these objectives; the assumptions that underpinned the choice of inputs; and the
intended activities and results of EU cooperation. Through interviews with Delegation staff and other
stakeholders (Member States, the Government of Yemen and other donors), the team further examined how
strategy had been developed and managed in practice.
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To complement the IL a policy timeline was built (Annex 7) that juxtaposed major political and development
events in Yemen with identified key points at which EU strategy changed (or should have changed but did
not). Where possible the team sought evidence from the earlier years of EU support, but recognised that
there would be a bias towards recent years both because of staffing and because of the significance of the
2011 crisis. Given the forward-looking nature of the evaluation and the relevance of looking at the EU
strategy response to recent changes in context, this period of the evaluation was given particular emphasis.
This involved looking at the assumptions that underpinned strategy and programmes.

A separate step in the analysis of strategy was to examine where in the IL the EU made a difference, by
comparing the intended and actual results of EU cooperation. This was approached in two ways. Firstly,
through the analysis of programmes that looked for evidence of the impact of EU-supported programmes
and mapped this evidence against the IL analysis. Secondly, through the accumulation of opinion and
evidence offered by EU staff in Yemen (past and present), implementing partners, the wider donor
community, the Government of Yemen and civil society to determine where in the IL analysis the EU has
made its most significant contributions through development cooperation, political dialogue and
humanitarian assistance. This involved also an assessment of the extent to which assumptions were realised
or not, and how this affected results and sustainability. Thus, through a process of triangulation of evidence
the team was able to judge and create a visualisation of strategy ‘as realised’. An illustration of our approach
to contribution analysis is presented in table 2 in Annex 3, where we map evidence for EU support in the
governance sector against the intervention logic and assumptions in our reconstructed strategic intervention
logic analysis as presented in annex 9.

Table 2: Summary of methodology for strategy analysis

Steps 1.  Conduct individual and focus group interviews with Delegation staff.
2. Conduct interviews with other stakeholders to triangulate their perceptions of EU contribution with those of
EU staff.

3. Document analysis to gather further evidence to support the storyline.

4.  Collate findings from programme analysis that can be mapped against expected results in the reconstructed
IL analysis.

5. Conduct validation meeting to review output from step 4; agree adjustments to reconstructed IL analysis that
would result in a new diagram of strategy as realised.

o

Tools Semi-structured interviews; Focus Group Discussions; document analysis.

Analysis 7. Triangulation of views between different stakeholder groups (EU, Government of Yemen, donors, others);
synthesis of findings from different sources; validation of findings at field phase debriefing.

Building block 2: Programme analysis

During the Desk phase a thorough appraisal was made of all documentation provided on individual EU
projects and programmes. Where previous evaluations have been undertaken, their findings are taken into
account, as have reviews undertaken by implementing partners. The Desk Study itself mapped the extent of
documentation available and the key findings from this exercise have been integrated into this Final Report.

During the field phase we also analysed in greater depth three Case Studies within the priority themes (state-
building, resilience, responsiveness). For each case we examined the rationale for EU action, whether it be a
programme (e.g. co-financing of the Social Fund for Development (SFD)) or an approach (e.g. political
dialogue).

The case studies enable us to explore more than one EQ each. Where possible we used the case studies to
drill down from strategy through design and management to results, looking for strategic or operational
cross-linkages to other aspects of EU cooperation, before looking back up to assess the relationship between
strategy as realised and strategy as planned.
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Table 3: Summary of case studies

Case studies Scope and purpose

1. Evolutions in the EU’s e To explore the role and importance of political dialogue as an effective tool for cooperation
approach to state- in general and to frame the EU’s state-building efforts.
building. e To explore the impact of the EU’s investment in democracy, electoral assistance and human

rights, including the 2006 EU Election Observation Mission (EOM).

e  To explore the extent to which increased EU support for CSOs from 2007 onwards has
enhanced the endogenous process by which the state and society attempt to reconcile their
expectations of one another, and contributed a more diverse political culture.

2. EU contribution to e To explore the extent to which the SFD and SWF have been effective vehicles for building
resilience — the cases of resilience at household and community level, state responsiveness to pressing social and
the Social Welfare Fund economic needs, and to determine the contribution and added value of the EU in this regard.
(SWF) and the SFD. e To explore the extent to which EU support to the SFD and SWF has formed part of a wider
and integrated strategy addressing needs in Yemen.
e  To explore the extent to which support to these institutions complemented or competed with
that of other donors.
3. EU Responsiveness and e  To explore the extent to which the EU’s support to private sector development has been
Private Sector responsive to the changing political and development landscape in Yemen.
Development in Yemen. e To explore how EU responsiveness has translated into actual funded activities within the

country portfolio.

Data limitations

During the conduct of the evaluation we experienced the following data limitations:

1.6.

Remote field phase — The planned field mission to Yemen did not take place due to the prevailing
security in Yemen in 2014. Nevertheless, in June, July and August the team was able to conduct face-to-
face and telephone interviews with a wide range of key informants including EU staff, senior Yemeni
government officials, MS representatives, other international agencies, civil society and informed
individuals.

Limited EU information on results and impact — During the period 2002-12, the EU financed 154
interventions through its NIP/MIPs and 140 interventions through thematic instruments and
programmes. We have secured only two programme evaluations — of the Support for Administrative
Reforms programme and the Evaluation Study of Health Development Councils, Yemen — and a handful
of Results-Oriented Monitoring Reports. Where the EU has co-financed projects also supported by other
donors, most notably some food security interventions with IFAD, the SWF and the SFD, evaluations
and impact assessments commissioned by others are available and can be used to infer the effectiveness
of EU support. This has limited our ability to present findings on the results of EU programmes.

Missing documentation — In the process of developing the inventory we have discovered that a number
of documents cannot be located. This seems to be due in large part to the dual location of the Delegation
and representative office over the period, in Amman (Jordan) and the capital Sana’a, and to filing
inefficiencies. The major gap relates to the complete absence of any documentation relating to 17
Decisions, some as recent as 2010.

CRIS document nomenclature and formats — Documents on CRIS are not systematically and
intuitively named, making them difficult to navigate; documents are often PDF versions of poorly
scanned photocopies that are often not searchable electronically. It is therefore virtually impossible to
search for document titles and contents by key words or phrases, with the risk that the directory of CRIS
documents is underutilised for this and future evaluations.

Context of the evaluation

The Republic of Yemen is one of the poorest and least developed countries in the Arab World.! In 2012, it
was ranked 160™ out of 186 countries in the United Nations (UN) Human Development Index and at the
bottom of the 2013 World Economic Forum’s Global Gender Gap Report. The population growth rate is

! Lackner, Helen (2014), Why Yemen Matters, Saqi Books.
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high at 3.2%, with a reported maternal mortality rate of 370 and a reported under-5 mortality rate of 60.2
Although there has been a steady increase in gross domestic product (GDP) over the last decade, there has
been little trickle down to the poor, with much of the growth bypassing the rural areas and economic spaces
where the poor are located. A large proportion of the rural population relies heavily on subsistence
agriculture that remains highly vulnerable to climate change, floods, and droughts.® Over 44% of the
population is food-insecure and unemployment sits somewhere between 40% and 60%.* Security forces and
the civil service employ 1.2 million people, absorbing about 70% of the national budget, with a further 20%
being spent on fuel subsidies. This has severely curtailed government expenditure on basic services, state
provision of which has been poor.”

Yemen comprises a formal state and an informal state. The formal state is characterised by political
pluralism, elections, a relatively free press and extensive civil society, all quite unique to the region. The
informal state has depended on patronage and a network of alliances that link tribal sheikhs, government
officials, business families and the armed forces. Patronage was, until recently, essentially a mechanism for
short-term crisis resolution, but it has been arguably the only effective political system in the country. With
low tax revenues, a social contract between the government and people in Yemen is slender and oil revenues
have provided ‘rent’ that allows an entrenched elite to retain power.

Conlflict has been a major part of Yemen’s story over the evaluation period. The conflict in the northern
governorate of Saada has been played out in periodic wars since 2004 between government forces and
Houthi rebels, who are currently in a commanding position in Sana’a and other parts of Yemen. Meanwhile,
particularly since 2008, there has been a critical threat to political stability in the form of the ‘Southern
Movement'. This has grown out of discontent with the northern-based regime, perceived as having secured
its survival through exploitation of southern natural resources and the exclusion of southerners from
governing institutions.® The general climate of weakened security, growing social discontent with political
institutions and rising youth unemployment in Yemen has provided a fertile breeding ground for recruitment
by terrorist groups, including most notably al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP).

The regional dimension and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) are also important elements of the context
for EU cooperation in Yemen. The EU established bilateral relations with the GCC countries through a 1988
Cooperation Agreement, intended to strengthen stability in a region of strategic importance. Issues of mutual
concern to the EU and GCC members include: the economic burden that Yemen could present to
neighbouring GCC countries since it is rapidly running out of water and oil (Yemen passed peak oil in
2002'); and the potential impacts of it becoming a ‘failed state’, leading to an unsustainable outflow of
Yemenis seeking work in neighbouring countries and an increase in terrorist activity — exacerbating regional
insecurity and instability, and disrupting trade routes from the Indian Ocean to the Red Sea. The increasing
sectarian dimension of the conflicts and its potential interplay with the competing interests of the Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia and Iran is also a growing factor.

The key challenge for government remains bringing about reform of the country’s governing institutions
through combating entrenched corruption and nepotism while maintaining support among tribes and other
networks of influence that are accustomed to working within a system of patronage, all the while addressing
major socio-economic challenges such as high population growth, declining oil production and increasing
water scarcity. Understanding these complex and interlinked drivers of insecurity, poverty and vulnerability
has long been a challenge for donors including the EU, a challenge that has been met with varying degrees of
success over the period of this evaluation.

2 UNICEF, 2012.

3 Jon Bennett et al. (2012), Republic of Yemen: Country Programme Evaluation, IFAD.
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/country/pn/yemen/cpe-2012_full.pdf

“ Sarah Phillips (February 2011), Yemen: Developmental Dysfunction and Division in a Crisis State, Developmental Leadership
Programme, Research Paper 14, p.9. By mid-2011 the Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation (MOPIC) admitted
52%,while the World Food Programme (WFP) put the figure at 60%.

% Neil MacDonald and Rana Khalil(May 2009), Report of the assessment towards a ‘whole of EU’ approach to state building in
Yemen: addressing fragility to prevent state failure.

®Sarah Phillips(2011), Yemen and the Politics of Permanent Crisis, Adelphi, , p.26. The situation has changed since 2011: several
key cabinet politicians, including the Prime Minister, are from the South.

"Yemen’s oil production reached its peak in 2002, with an average production rate of 457,000 barrels a day. By 2013, this had fallen
to 161,000. See: BP Statistical Review of World Energy, June 2014.
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EU cooperation in Yemen has evolved against the backdrop of major EU institutional and organisational
changes, both with regard to the EU as a whole and to cooperation with Yemen in particular. As the timeline
in Annex 7 shows, major new policies have been launched, creating new policy imperatives for EU
cooperation in Yemen and elsewhere (for example: the European Consensus on Development; the
Communication on Fragility; the Agenda for Change; and the Comprehensive Approach); while the legal
and financial basis of EU cooperation and the accompanying organisational and institutional arrangements
have changed fundamentally following the signing of the Lisbon Treaty and the organisational restructuring
that followed. During the same period, EU representation in Yemen evolved from a Technical Assistance
Office in Sana’a operating under the authority of the Directorate-General for External Relations (RELEX) in
Brussels, through a locally-based Chargé d'Affaires under the authority of the Delegation in Jordan from
2004, to a full Delegation from 2009. All of these factors have impacted on the way in which EU
cooperation with Yemen has been formulated, financed, resourced and managed.

The history of cooperation between the EU and Yemen stretches back to 1978. Relations were formalised
with North Yemen in 1984 through a Development Cooperation Agreement that was extended in 1995 to
cover the entire country following unification in 1990. An extended agreement came into force in July 1998,
and this continues to frame cooperation. In 2004 EU relations with Yemen were broadened by the launch of
the political dialogue and adoption of the EU-Yemen Joint Declaration to enable stability, security and good
governance to be dealt with in an integrated manner. That same year, the European Council adopted the
Strategic Partnership with the Mediterranean and Middle East® that sought to engage countries in the region
to advance their political and economic reform processes. Since then, the EU has substantially increased its
development assistance to Yemen, with a total spend of EUR 334-343 million (to 2012), and as upgraded its
presence to ambassadorial level.

2011 stands out as a watershed year for this evaluation. In Yemen, ‘Arab Spring’ street protests provoked
intra-elite violence that brought an end to President Ali Abdullah Saleh’s regime. Proactive diplomacy under
the auspices of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) — heavily supported by the US, the UK and the EU, and
later the UN — influenced Saleh’s decision to sign the GCC initiative that afforded him immunity in return
for stepping aside. The Head of Delegation played a prominent role in talks leading to the GCC initiative, but
the Delegation itself was evacuated following fighting in Sana’a. The bulk of EU development cooperation
in Yemen was suspended, while DEVCO underwent internal restructuring in Brussels.

The events of 2011 illustrate several broader issues evident throughout the evaluation period: the influence
exerted by personalities, both in Yemen and within the international community; the EU’s role as one player
among many international actors in Sana’a, and the scope of its influence; the EU’s identity as a multilateral
actor; the extent to which the EU is properly equipped to perform an effective leadership and coordination
role for MS; the relationship between formal and informal channels of influence; and the trade-offs between
best practice and pragmatism. Decisions taken during that year continue to reverberate, and will almost
certainly influence the scope of the EU’s next programming cycle. Senior EU officials describe the GCC
initiative as a ‘ray of hope’ and a ‘window of opportunity’; however, by their own admission, there is no
‘plan B’.? Meanwhile, Yemenis contend with a weak power-sharing government, deteriorating security
conditions, a shrinking economy and widespread hunger.

8 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/gulf-region/documents/eu-partnership-with-mediterranean-and-middle-east.pdf
% Interviews, June 2014.
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2.  FINDINGS

2.1. Coherence with Yemen’s national priorities

EQ1: To what extent have the strategic choices made by the EU on the focus and composition of its

cooperation with Yemen ensured its relevance to national priorities and needs?

Summary response: EU strategic choices on development cooperation strategy have been consistent with
stated national priorities as reflected in the formal strategies and policies of the Government of Yemen;
however the EU’s comparative advantages have not always been apparent in these choices.

Until 2009 the concept of EU cooperation as a whole did not have any formal expression. While the 2009
recommendations Towards a Comprehensive EU Approach to Yemen did go a considerable way to
remedying this problem, in a formal sense there is still no comprehensive strategy that underpins EU
decision making; nor indeed is there any consensus across DEVCO and the EEAS on whether the EU needs
one. The recent choice of security sector reform illustrates the complex interplay between formal strategy
processes and the exigencies of political engagement that is rendered more risky by the absence of a clear
and shared overarching strategy against which choices can be assessed and evaluated.

The relevance of strategy and programmes has been undermined by limited engagement with intended
beneficiaries during formulation processes, by a limited understanding of the underlying political settlement,
and by the lack of contextual analysis at the national, sector and problem levels. EU programme choice and
design have not consistently followed sound analysis and Delegation staff have not always been aware of the
rationale for their predecessors’ programming decisions. Together these factors have facilitated a reliance on
unrealistic assumptions about the capabilities and reform intentions of the Government of Yemen and how
programmes would contribute to wider strategic and national objectives.

JC 1.1 Extent to which EU strategic choices on the overall composition of its cooperation with Yemen
were relevant to national priorities and needs.

Yemen’s Second Five-Year Plan for Social and Economic Development 2001-2005 (SFYP) prioritised the
establishment of a conducive environment for poverty reduction through empowerment of the poor,
emphasising ‘the complete conviction that achieving development objectives cannot be reached without
empowering local communities ... through their involvement in the preparation of development plans,
programs and projects, as well as in the implementation phase and follow up.”*® Yemen’s Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper (PRSP) [2003-5] reasserted the government’s commitment to poverty alleviation, and
proposed a strategy with four main axes: economic growth, development of human resources, improvement
of infrastructure and ensuring social protection. It also acknowledged the continuing need for grants and
loans in addition to technical assistance.

Consistent with the SFYP and PRSP, the first Country Strategy Paper (CSP) [2002-06] during the evaluation
period gave particular emphasis to food security, poverty reduction and the development of a private sector.
At the design stage of the CSP, the political and economic turmoil of the coming decade was not anticipated,
and in many respects the starting point for EU cooperation strategy was simply the recognition of Yemen as
the poorest country in the Middle East. Yet over the ensuing five-year period governance issues increasingly
emerged as a prerequisite to effective development. Until mid-decade, though, the EU had concentrated
mainly on administrative reform, elections and some support to civil society.

The second CSP (2007-13) presented the two main objectives: i) promoting good governance through
supporting democratisation, promoting human rights and civil society as well as government reforms, and; ii)
fighting poverty through fostering private sector development and strengthening basic services. The CSP sits
alongside two key Government of Yemen strategy documents, both developed through extensive
consultation. The Third Socio-Economic Development Plan for Poverty Reduction 2006-10 (DPPR)™ was
based on a Millennium Development Goals needs assessment and on a number of key national strategies for
achieving Yemen’s Strategic Vision 2025 (YSV). Out of the DPPR emerged two key themes: economic
growth and employment generation, including promotion of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in

0 Government of Yemen, Yemen’s Second Five Year Plan for Social and Economic Development 2001-2005 SFYP, p.4.
1 MOPIC (2006), The Socio-Economic Development Plan for Poverty Reduction 2006-2010, p.17.
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key productive sectors; and poverty reduction, with a focus on key areas including basic services and
expanding Yemen’s Social Safety Net (SSN).'? The DPPR was accompanied by the National Reform
Agenda (NRA) that set out a number of key objectives including governance reforms that were intended to
address constraints to growth and development. This was followed more recently by a series of further
reform documents, including the Government of Yemen’s top ten reform priorities in 2009 and the
Transitional Program for Stabilisation and Development (TPSD) 2012-14 that outlines the urgent priorities
of restoring political and security stability, meeting urgent humanitarian needs and achieving
macroeconomic stability.

Since 2004, annual EU-Yemen political dialogue meetings have consistently addressed economic, political
and regional issues of mutual interest. This political dialogue has generated some success with regard to
human rights issues, but until 2009 the EU’s strategic choices have been reflected more in development
cooperation than in a broader understanding of EU cooperation as a whole. At a macro-level, then, EU
cooperation has been consistent with stated national priorities, as reflected by sub-sector funding outlined in
Figure 2.

Figure 2: EU funding to Yemen by sub-sector (including proportional
allocations to civil society, international organisations, Yemeni authorities
and private companies), 2002-2012

The question of whether EU
cooperation has been relevant to
national needs is a more
complex one. Clearly EU
development cooperation has Food and Agriculture €84,623,761
been relevant in principle to real
needs in that it has been targeted
at real problems. But the EU’s Economic Development €31,140,150
strategic intentions, which have

Social Development ] €42,383,609

. R . Health € 26,375,191
emphasised cooperation with the = "G50
formal state and which have Fisheries €21,754,707

. . M Internat. Orgs

been based on unrealistic .

R overnance €17,241,934
assumptions (abOUt the Yemeni Auth./Private
Government of Yemen’s Security and Justice € 8,962,064 companies

willingness and capacity to
reform and to  support
improvements in democracy and Multi i €5,201,499
human rights), have been at odds
with the realities of working in
Yemen and with the real
underlying political settlement
there.'® Furthermore, until 2009 the concept of EU cooperation as a whole (ie. its different strands of
development cooperation, political engagement, trade and economic cooperation, etc.) did not have any
formal expression in practice in Yemen. Rather the process of joining the dots across development
cooperation, political engagement and wider EU relations with Yemen and relevant regional actors has in
large part been left to middle management and below, with differences in interpretation inevitably coming
into play between individuals at any given and over time as officials come and go. This is not to question the
professionalism of EU officials, but simply to highlight the absence of an overarching strategy.

Human Rights and Democracy [l €8,191,389

Migration €2,391,029

In 2009, the formulation of recommendations towards a comprehensive approach™® represented a step
towards a coherent EU strategy, effectively combining political engagement with development cooperation.
It was only at this point that strategy was framed by a deeper understanding of what is meant by relevance,
both in terms of what were the real needs to be addressed (what the document refers to as the ‘central

12 bid., pp.20-21.

13 See for example, Yemen: Developmental Dysfunction and Division in a Crisis State, Developmental Leadership Program
Research Paper 14, Sarah Phillips, February 2011, which states inter alia that ‘Western donor policy, based on a belief that political
instability is a function of government ineffectiveness and lack of capacity, has focused on stabilisation and quick, short term,
technical fixes, failing to see that sustaining instability may be a deliberate strategy among the regime’s informal elites to maintain
international support and, ultimately, to stay in power.’

% European Commission (2009), Towards a Comprehensive EU Approach to Yemen.
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priorities’) and how the EU and MS could best equip themselves to address these needs within a realistic
understanding of what contribution they could make.

Unfortunately this opportunity for long-term thinking has, since 2010, been thwarted by a highly politicised,
fragile and fast-moving context where the need to be reactive has been, and remains, paramount. According
to at least two senior EU officials, previously established internal objectives have been superseded to some
extent by the collective goals of the Friends of Yemen (FoY) and the GCC initiative.” This phenomenon
intensified as Yemen rose up the agenda during 2009 to 2012, largely in response to security concerns, and
has twice been thrown into sharp relief by the evacuation of the EU Delegation in 2011 and 2014. The
situation on the ground has created something of a strategic ‘drift’, especially since 2011. Consensus over the
purpose and content of an EU comprehensive strategy is hard to find, with differing views on the merits of
strategic guidance versus flexibility.'® At the same time development priorities have become more closely
related to, and to some extent driven by, political considerations. The absence of a comprehensive,
overarching EU strategy means that decision making remains overly reliant on the experience and judgement
of Delegation staff acting in a fast-moving and complex context, and on intermittent contact with an
otherwise preoccupied Government.’

JC 1.2 Extent to which EU strategic choices on focal sectors were based on sound analysis, were
consistent with EU cooperation strategy and relevant to national priorities and needs.

In order to address the critical economic problems of high population growth and declining oil production
and revenues, the EU recognised the importance of diversifying the non-oil economy so as to provide jobs
and economic opportunities to an ever-expanding population. One of the key challenges was (and is) the
development of a dynamic private sector and a business environment conducive to foreign investment and
able to promote pro-poor and sustainable economic growth. EU support to private sector development was
initially targeted at facilitating business development and private sector investment through technical
assistance, training and advisory services to SMEs. In the early years of the evaluation period EU resources
were concentrated primarily on supporting Yemen’s negotiating capacity for World Trade Organisation
(WTO) accession in response to the immaturity of the private sector. Support for WTO accession continued
through to the 2012-14 MIP, broadening into capacity-building support to accelerate regional economic
integration and trade and to attracting foreign investment.

The 2007-13 CSP also included a strong focus on private sector development, but with added emphasis on
boosting sustainable development in other potential growth sectors such as agriculture and fisheries. EU
programming supported the ambitions of the Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Industry to develop a
strategy for linking the development of the agriculture sector with that of the food processing industry,
providing technical assistance at each stage of the process, from production to marketing and export. A two-
pronged approach was followed that saw prioritisation of both traditional rain-fed or livestock systems that
support the poorest rural households, as well as irrigated systems and the need for stronger water resource
management in light of increasing water scarcity. The fishery sector was also identified in the Third DPPR as
a key sector for enhancing economic growth and reducing poverty. The EU has supported fisheries sectors in
parallel with the World Bank to promote the sustainable exploitation of resources and increasing the income
for coastal communities. However, as the monograph on EU Responsiveness and Private Sector
Development concludes (see Annex 10), the definition of priorities for Private Sector Development (PSD)
interventions has been insufficiently coherent and consistent. At programme level, weak design has
undermined relevance in some key instances.

Food security became a core component of EU cooperation in light of an increasingly food-insecure
population. Yemen was selected as one of the priority countries for EU food security support and has been
receiving assistance since 1996. After a break in activities between 2002 and 2003 due to low disbursement
levels of previous programmes, a new programme was developed under the first CSP to provide institutional

15 Interviews, June 2014

18 Interviews with DEVCO and EEAS officials, June 2014. For example: ‘We have no written strategy as such that combines EEAS
and DEVCO approaches’; ‘At our highest political level there has been no strategic thinking about how to use development money to
achieve political objectives’; ‘We react, we don’t have time for strategic thinking... Analysis comes through dialogue with partners’;
‘We do not need a more directive strategy: we need more analysis, and more flexibility’; Flexibility is important, but we haven’t
been bold enough to stick to a strategy’.

7 Interviews, including with Government of Yemen officials, June-July 2014
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support for integrating food security measures into government policies, as well as financing for food
security-related investment projects at the community level. The 2005-06 NIP included an emphasis on
gender-oriented food security projects as well as improving Yemenis’ access to food and water resources,
especially in rural areas. Support to food security continued into the second CSP period, although after an
evaluation of the Food Security programme it was decided to continue programme funding through other
development cooperation activities such as the SFD and ongoing work in private sector development.
Nevertheless, activities and funding through the Food Facility and Food Security Thematic Programme
(FSTP) continued. Recent support to the Food Security Sector demonstrates continued dialogue between the
Delegation, DG ECHO and the Government of Yemen on issues of prominent national security interest and
shows that, in spite of the delays in setting up the national decision-making body on Food Security, the EU
has been proactive in finding alternative solutions and learning lessons from previous support that was less
focused on dialogue with civil society, private sector and other stakeholders.*®

The EU has played a leading role in various national and regional mechanisms in an attempt to improve
dialogue among donors as well as with the Government of Yemen. Weak capacity within the Government of
Yemen that in turn hampers progress towards reform is well-recorded by the donor community. At best,
international engagement has enabled line ministries to move from a ‘shopping list” approach towards more
sustainable planning; at worst, it has led to pressure on the Government of Yemen to accommodate agendas
driven by external actors, from the World Bank’s investment in the PRSP 2003-2005 to the Joint Socio-
Economic Assessment (2012). The Strategic Partnership Forum launched by the Ministry of Planning and
International Cooperation (MOPIC) in 2012 was intended to push forward implementation of sector
strategies, but this too has been hampered by severe delays on the Government of Yemen's side."® In 2013,
the constraints of disbursing donor funds through the transitional power-sharing government led to the
creation of a dedicated Executive Bureau.

While EU aid mechanisms conform broadly to principles of ownership and alignment, there are still cases
where inflexible procedures place pressure on the Government of Yemen to consent to proposed activities to
avoid excessive delays. One example of this was the EU grant to the SFD that had to be implemented
through a World Bank Trust fund due to the complexities of EU procedures.

Policy dialogue is conducted with MOPIC’s International Cooperation Sector (Department for International
Cooperation with Europe and the Americas) and with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. However, consultation
on the part of the EU has been unsystematic, and the Government of Yemen does not yet offer the critical
challenge function that it could; instead, the consultation process tends towards technicalities, with
insufficient outreach during design and planning stages. Annual joint consultative committee meetings — in
Sana’a or in Brussels — have the potential to function as a forum for more long-term strategic dialogue, based
on specialist engagement, but to date they have not been used for this purpose.

We find little evidence that CSPs and NIP/MIPs were prepared in consultation with representatives of the
intended beneficiaries, and EU strategy documents make scant references to beneficiaries’ views and needs.
On the other hand, in the larger individual programmes, stakeholder involvement has been good. For
example, in the 2012 EU-funded IFAD interventions (the Economic Opportunities Programme and the
Fisheries Investment Programme) there were extensive consultations with beneficiaries, at the design and
implementation stages involving the Government of Yemen, the private sector, business organisations,
women’s associations and implementing agencies. The involvement of local stakeholders was also evident in
the setting-up of the decentralised Health Sector and Demography Support Programme. The formulation of
the Yemen Fisheries support programme involved extensive consultation with beneficiaries, the donor
community, and central and local institutions, from which useful learning and analysis was taken on board.”

The EU’s choice of key sectors was fairly consistent in the transition from CSP 2002-06 and CSP 2007-11,
but new political pressures and internal institutional priorities post-2011, including the more prominent role
of EEAS in determining the scope — if not the content — of development cooperation, led to what appears to
have been some quite severe trade-offs. For example, in 2012, the Delegation stated its intention to drop
health, **its longest-running continual portfolio in Yemen, to comply with new internal guidelines to

'8 European Commission (2009), Action Fiche for Yemen Food Security Support Programme 2009, p.2.

1° European Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-31/12/2012, p.3.
2 Eyropean Commission (2010), Action Fiche for Yemen Fisheries Support Programme (YFSP).

2 |t is important to note that two health programmes will nonetheless be funded under the new focus on resilience.
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concentrate on a maximum of three sectors,? despite many years of building a comparative advantage in this
area (see 2.1); yet water, which had previously been set aside due to the comparative expertise of other
donors, was reinstated under the ‘rural development and water’ umbrella. Meanwhile, the EU also agreed to
lead on security sector reform (SSR) at the Ministry of Interior, as part of the division of responsibilities
within the G10 — a decision that is reported by some officials and development partners to have been driven
largely by EEAS’s strategic and division of labour considerations, rather than distinct comparative advantage
or analysis. What these examples illustrate is the complex interplay between formal strategy processes and
the exigencies of political engagement that is rendered more risky by the absence of a clear and shared
overarching strategy against which choices can be assessed and evaluated.

JC 1.3 Extent to which EU financing decisions on development cooperation programmes were consistent
with EU cooperation strategy and relevant to national priorities and needs.

The total EU spend from 2002-12 (approximately USD 280 million) comprised approximately 57% to
economic development and livelihoods, including food security, private sector development and
development of economic institutions; 25% to social sectors including support to the SWF, SFD and health
sector; 14% to state building and governance; and the remaining 4% to various other sectors.?

In spite of EU alignment with broad Government of Yemen strategic priorities, there is a constant challenge
at the sector level with regards to the Government of Yemen's ownership and capacity to drive forward the
reform agenda.®* Moreover, we have not been able to establish that EU programme choice and design always
followed sound analysis,” nor that delegation staff were always aware of the rationale for their predecessors’
decisions — for example, why the decision was made to fund food security through the SWF. In many cases,
these decisions were not systematically recorded, meaning that important institutional memory was lost
when key individuals moved on. Regarding SSR, we have found no discernible evidence that the decision to
focus on police reform followed considered analysis of the alternatives — for example, working with the
central security forces or the coastguard, or engaging with justice reform.

It is important to note that for most investments, the EU was not the sole source of support; WTO is an
exception as a limited intervention where one funding agency was sufficient. Food security, health, fisheries,
private sector development and social safety are all funded by a multiplicity of bi- and multilateral agencies.
Moreover, the various decisions to extend funding arrangements were not always related to prior results. For
example, the fisheries project was renewed for a third stage, despite poor performance in the first and second
phases, while a low performing contractor continued to be used for technical assistance support to the SWF.

Overall EU programming was coordinated with the PRSP development priorities and, other than sole support
to WTO, its investments were broadly complementary to those of other funders. An interesting exception
was EU support on Food Security that was not strictly aligned to government policy (because there was no
extant national Food Security policy) but chosen precisely because of a perceived policy and implementation
gap. In this case, the EU was able effectively to address beneficiary needs while to some extent galvanising
government response to a deteriorating situation in Yemen. As highlighted by the 2010 Mid-Term Review
(MTR) Concept Note, weak government capacity has seriously hampered progress towards reforms, and the
Government of Yemen's poor sequencing and prioritisation of core reforms have impacted on the donor
community’s ability to contribute efficiently and effectively.”®

22 Eyropean Commission (2011), Increasing the impact of EU Development Policy: an Agenda for Change.

2 Figures derived from portfolio presented to evaluation, though we understand this does not represent a comprehensive audit.

2* European Commission (2011), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2011-31/12/2011, p.3.

% See, for example, T. Bagash et al. (2012), Transforming Cash Transfers: Beneficiary and community perspectives on the Social
Welfare Fund in Yemen, ODI, http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/8181.pdf. This stated:
‘In addition to the SWF, the EU is funding a conditional CT programme aimed at providing support to those poor most affected by
price increases...None of these coordinates explicitly with the SWF, so beneficiaries overlap in some cases and there is very limited
coherence in terms for targeting and transfer delivery’.

% Eyropean Commission (2009), Mid-term Review of the EC-Yemen Development Strategy 2007-13; Preparation of the Multi-
Indicative Programme 2011-2013, Concept Note, p.2.
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2.2.  Coherence with EU policies, EU Member States and other donors

EQ2: To what extent has EU cooperation been designed and implemented in coherence with all

relevant policies of the EU, EU Member States and other donors?

Summary response: EU cooperation has been developed in line with contemporaneous EU development
policies and Council Regulations, most notably the Strategic Partnership for the Mediterranean and Middle
East (2004), the European Consensus on Development (2005) and the Agenda for Change (2011). Yemen’s
changing location within the evolving EU policy architecture and organisational arrangements during the
evaluation period has impacted negatively on the coherence of EU cooperation. Yemen'’s isolation within the
EU system has consistently affected its profile and visibility, prevented access to major funding channels,
inhibited strategic planning, and has contributed to poor portfolio management. This is a systemic failure,
and represents one of our key findings.

All CSPs were formulated in close consultation with MS and placed increasing emphasis on donor
harmonisation, including sector-level alignment. Nonetheless, overall donor coordination remains weak.
Coherence with sector-level activities undertaken by other donors is not always clear and some MS expect
the EU to take a stronger lead. Despite this, there is positive recognition of EU efforts to encourage
cooperation on food security and nutrition, human rights, public financial management, and rule of law, as
well as EU support for Yemen’s accession to the WTO.

Coordination in the field of political dialogue and diplomacy has progressively improved since 2009.
Multilateral momentum gathered force during 2010 under the Friends of Yemen (FoY) framework, leading
to the 2011 GCC initiative in which the EU played a prominent part. The recent increased emphasis on joint
programming signals greater attention to this principle of the Agenda for Change, albeit early experiences on
resilience programming have proven challenging to date.

JC 2.1 Extent to which EU cooperation addresses the objectives and requirements of relevant EU policies.

As our context analysis (see section 1.6) and timeline show (see Annex 7), EU organisational and
institutional arrangements have changed significantly during the evaluation period. The 2002-06 CSP and its
associated NIPs were developed in line with contemporaneous EU development policies and Council
Regulations. The CSP states that the selected priorities were ‘basically the same sectors supported by the EC
in the past’ and there is little documented evidence at this stage that strategy was particularly responsive to
changes in the EU and Yemeni policy landscape. The CSP 2007-2013 refers more explicitly to the
formulation of strategy within the evolving framework of EU policy, including the Strategic Partnership for
the Mediterranean and Middle East (2004) and the European Consensus on Development (2005). The
Agenda for Change (2011) identified a need to improve coordination with MS and to allocate a greater share
of EU aid to fragile states and led to an increase in spending levels in Yemen from 2012. Recent research,
however, identifies a tension between the top-down and bottom-up logic in the programming process, as well
as cases where sector concentration was being enforced through a narrow interpretation of the Agenda for
Change.” These tensions across development cooperation globally are also reflected in correspondence
between the Delegation and EU services in Brussels.

Within the Middle East, Yemen occupies an ambiguous position in EU policy-making and this has impacted
negatively on the coherence of EU cooperation. Yemen is covered neither by the EMP — which promotes
economic integration and democratic reform in north Africa, the Middle East and southeast Europe — nor by
the MEDA programme, the principal instrument of economic and financial cooperation under the EMP. For
reasons of proximity, Yemen is not included in the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) that seeks to
bring partner countries closer to EU standards by encouraging good governance, the rule of law, respect for
human rights, sustainable development, and social cohesion.” As a result, Yemen did not benefit from the
EU response to the Arab Spring, which was framed through the ENP in Tunisia, Egypt and Libya. Yemen is
the poorest country in the Middle East, with human development indicators matching those of sub-Saharan

2" European Centre for Development Policy Management (2013), Early experiences in programming EU aid 2014-2020 — Charting
the Agenda for Change, Briefing Note No. 54, September 2013, p.10.

28 12 countries are already fully participating in the ENP: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Moldova,
Morocco, Palestine, Tunisia and Ukraine. Algeria is currently negotiating an ENP action plan. Belarus, Libya and Syria remain
outside most of the structures of ENP.
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Africa, but it does not benefit from peer-to-peer dialogue or policy representation in parallel with African
Least Developed Countries (LDCs).

Yemen’s unique geopolitical profile further complicates the EU’s response. Not only is it geographically
distant from the ENP area, it is also located on the far side of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), a trading
bloc of prosperous Arab monarchies that do not receive EU development assistance. For a while, Yemen was
included in the ‘East of Jordan’ group with Iran and Iraq, an artificial cluster of Arab states that did not
logically fall under any other EU framework, but this approach was quickly dropped. In 2011, Yemen was
brought into DEVCO’s central Asia group during internal restructuring. While this arrangement made sense
from a traditional development perspective, it has complicated efforts to achieve coherence within the EU
management architecture as a whole. Firstly, many existing personnel links were broken by the 2011
restructure, affecting the retention and transfer of knowledge and expertise relating to Yemen.* Secondly,
the EEAS remains structured as before, where Yemen belongs to the ‘Arab World’ along with North Africa
and the GCC, complicating efforts to harmonise political engagement with development cooperation
between the two organisations.®

Senior officials at both DEVCO and EEAS acknowledge that this organisational structure is illogical, but
view it as an internal inconvenience that likely has little impact on the EU’s relationship with Yemen.*
However, we find that Yemen’s isolation within the EU system has consistently affected its profile and
visibility, prevented access to major funding channels, inhibited strategic planning, disrupted operational
continuity and contributed to poor portfolio management. This is a systemic failure, and represents one of
our key findings.

JC 2.2 Extent to which EU cooperation is coherent with and complementary to the development strategies
and programmes of Member States and other donors.

Successive CSPs and NIPs/MIPs have emphasised the importance of coordination with MS and other
donors, including the World Bank and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). All CSPs were
formulated in close consultation with MS and placed increasing emphasis on donor harmonisation, including
sector-level alignment. For example, CSP 2002-2006 includes an extensive annex on interventions of other
donors in Yemen, and highlights operational coordination with Germany in the water sector;** MIP 2011-13
mentions EU support to the development of a comprehensive strategic donor framework in the health sector.
Co-financing of the Joint Social and Economic Assessment (JSEA) is another example of coordination and
joint work with others.

The EU’s coherence with sector activities undertaken by other donors is not always clear. For example,
water, which was omitted from MIP 2011-13 on the grounds that other donors were already covering this,
was brought back into the strategy in late 2012.* This apparent inconsistency might constitute an example of
a narrow interpretation of the Agenda for Change.* However, we found one explanation for this to be
increasing efforts to ensure a close match with humanitarian assistance provided by DG ECHO. The 2014-
2015 programme will support in particular the enhancement of household and community resilience (water is
included under this).

Several MS have expressed appreciation at EU efforts to consult and coordinate on development strategy and
programming, citing good personal relations with members of the delegation, improved information sharing
and efforts to develop joint policy positions.*

Despite these achievements, overall donor coordination remains weak. Substantial challenges persist, such as
the need for more consistent information sharing and sector-level coordination, including joint sector-level
strategies and programming — the 2011 Mid-term Review emphasises that ‘donor coordination in most

29 Interview with senior DEVCO official, June 2014.

30 Interviews with DEVCO and EEAS officials, June 2014.

31 Interviews with DEVCO and EEAS officials, June 2014.

32 European Commission (2002), Yemen Country Strategy Paper 2002-2006, p.19.

33 European Commission (2012), Meeting with Commissioner Piebalgs on DCI programming orientations for Central Asia, Iraq and
Yemen, 21 November 2012: Summary of conclusions, p.2.

34 European Centre for Development Policy Management (2013), Early experiences in programming EU aid 2014-2020 — Charting
the Agenda for Change, Briefing Note No. 54, September 2013, p.10.

% Interviews and email comments from member states’ officials, July 2014.

25



sectors is still limited to irregular exchanges of information’ and that ‘harmonisation of donor
approaches. ..is only becoming effective in a few, though important, sectors,”* along with improved efforts
to minimise project duplication and eliminate parallel management structures. Some MS expect the EU to
take a stronger lead, regularly convening MS to discuss the strategic allocation of resources,*®” but EU
ambitions in this regard continue to be undermined by the status and staffing of its representation in Yemen.
In addition, EU efforts to promote broader donor harmonisation are further constrained by weak leadership
and problematic working methods at the World Bank and UNDP, although both organisations have become
more active since 2011.%

To date, examples of EU joint action with the World Bank and UN agencies include the co-financing of
operations, including the SWF, the SFD, and the Tihama Development Authority (TDA). Analysis of EU
support to each of these operations implies that a division of labour was agreed in advance, in terms of who
funded what, but the basis by which the focus for EU assistance was selected vis-a-vis the contributions of
other donors is not stated explicitly in programme documentation, therefore it has not been possible to
conclude to what extent financing decisions have reflected the EU’s added value. In 2012, the EU took a lead
on the livelihoods component of a World Bank-led Joint Social and Economic Assessment (JSEA) *
designed to support the TPSD, but the process was very much World Bank-led, with little exposure to
stakeholders at field level. *°

The Delegation has also taken a leadership role in sector-level policy dialogue in EU focal areas, as well as
acting as the main donor facilitator in support of Yemen’s accession to the WTO, a project that stretches
back to 2002. Cooperation on food security and nutrition has improved in recent years with the development
of a joint agenda on malnutrition in partnership between the EU, the World Food Programme (WFP) and
United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF); as a result, the Food Security
Secretariat was established in the prime minister’s office.** However, UNICEF considers coordination on
nutrition to be unsatisfactory. Coordination in the private sector has been identified as more successful, as
well as with International Organisations (10s) on the Fisheries Support Programme.*

The EU has also tried to ensure a more coordinated approach to human rights, given its recognition by the
donor community as a major player in this area.” We also found positive comments on the EU’s
involvement and coordination of the working groups on public financial management (PFM) and Rule of
Law (RoL).* However, there is a notable lack of donor coordination on SSR, where there is not yet any
functioning working group nor any agreement on internationally recognised terminology. The Delegation
manages to liaise informally with the UK through the secondment of a UK technical specialist® but closer
coordination within this sector is inhibited by the unilateral tendencies of the US, which leads on military
restructuring mainly via the Ministry of Defence.

The potential for collaborative intervention with the European Investment Bank (EIB) and relating
coordination with other EU institutions appears unlikely, given the rigorous preconditions for EIB
engagement, including the EIB’s preference for operating in more stable political environments. The
Government of Yemen is receiving International Development Association (IDA) loans and grants and is
less likely to want to borrow on EIB terms at the moment.*’

% European Commission (2011), EC-Yemen Country Strategy Mid-term Review, p.10.

3 Interview, July 2014.

% |nterviews with member states and 1GOs, June-July 2014,

39 World Bank, United Nations, European Union, Islamic Development Bank in collaboration with the Government of Yemen
(2012), Joint Social and Economic Assessment.

0 European Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-31/12/2012, p.2.

L Interview with an EU partner organisation, July 2014

2 European Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-31/12/2012, pp.8-9; European
Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-30/06/2012, p.6; European Commission (2011)
External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2011-31/12/2011, p.7.

43 European Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-31/12/2012, pp.8-9; European
Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-30/06/2012, p.6; European Commission (2011),
External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2011-31/12/2011, p.7.
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7 Interviews with senior EEAS and DEVCO officials, July 2014.
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JC 2.3 Extent to which the EU coordinates its strategy and actions effectively with EU Member States and
other donors.

Since the beginning of the evaluation period, MS have demonstrated support for greater EU political
engagement in Yemen: in 2003, the Italian Government asked for Yemen to join the ENP dialogue and in
2004; and the UK wrote an internal policy paper arguing for a more active EU presence. The EU’s 2006
election observation mission (EU EOM) carried the collective imprimatur of the MS and established firm
foundations for future EU political dialogue. In 2009, the EU consulted MS on its recommendations for a
comprehensive approach and attempted to consolidate its position as a bilateral and multilateral actor. The
Delegation has also taken an active leading role in the Donor Coordination Forum to instigate more frequent
meetings that are more focused and interactive, and from 2009 has been chairing the EU Development
Counsellors Group with the aim of bringing about greater donor coordination around common actions.*

Multilateral momentum gathered throughout 2010 under the FoY framework, leading to the 2011 GCC
initiative in which the EU played a prominent part. The EU was not officially included in the G10 from the
outset, but swiftly became a member; later, Germany was also included. Among the MS, the UK and France
have the strongest national security interests. UK resources exceed those of other MS present in Sana’a, and
UK imperatives have tended to dominate the MS policy agenda. However, MS share a common interest in
supporting the transition process and there is rarely much substantive difference on joint EU statements.*
The Delegation in Sana’a has hosted regular heads of mission meetings and the EEAS coordinates a weekly
teleconference with MS representatives in their capitals. With regard to programming, the fact that some
sectors — such as water and PFM — were deliberately left out of the 2011-13 MIP as they were already amply
covered by other donors is testament to an approach that seeks to ensure complementarity and that the EU’s
approach adds value.*

8 European Commission (2009) External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 13 July 2009, p.5.
49 Interviews with member states, corroborated by a senior EEAS official, July 2014.
% European Commission (2011), EC-Yemen Country Strategy Mid-term Review, p.13.
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2.3.  State-building

EQ3: To what extent has EU cooperation promoted and supported state-building processes in relation

to international norms? What has helped or hindered effectiveness?

Summary response: Current international norms on state-building derive from the 2007 OECD-DAC fragile
states principles, which evolved by 2011 into the New Deal. Development cooperation programmes prior to
2009 were not been framed by an overarching state-building strategy and it is only in support to the health
sector that a state-building approach and results are visible. The 2009 recommendations Towards a
Comprehensive EU Approach to Yemen were consistent with international norms and recognised the vital
relationship between political dialogue and development cooperation. Prior to 2009, with the exception of
human rights issues, mutual reinforcement between development cooperation and political engagement had
been weak.

Factors supporting EU promotion and support to state-building are: the gradual though informal percolation
of fragility thinking into strategy and programming processes; the commitment and tenacity of staff in the
Sana’a Delegation in seeking to address Yemen’s fragility; and the leadership provided by the Head of
Delegation from 2009 and through the 2011 crisis. Factors hindering effectiveness relate to weaknesses in
organisational coherence on security, fragility and development within and between DEVCO and EEAS; to
contested views within the EU over responsibilities for, and the utility of, political economy analysis; and to
Yemen having signed the New Deal only in 2014. We conclude that the EU has still not yet fully understood
the nature of the political settlement, especially at the sector level, nor yet identified effective elite incentives
to create the conditions within which the Government of Yemen could rightfully act on national plans and
priorities.

JC 3.1 Extent to which EU cooperation has been designed to contribute to state-building objectives,
particularly with regard to governance, security and justice, democracy and human rights.

Prior to 2007, there was no formal EU policy imperative to promote and support state building through
development cooperation in fragile and conflict-affected states. Unsurprisingly, EU cooperation was
therefore not framed with explicit regard to state-building in the 2002-06 CSP. Rather, focal sectors were
presented as a list of separate avenues of cooperation, underpinned by a set of assumptions (repeated in
subsequent programming documents) about the Government of Yemen’s willingness and capacity to reform
and to support improvements in democracy and human rights. These assumptions were unsupported by in-
depth analysis and were clearly unrealistic.”*

The 2007 EU Communication on Fragility called for the application of ‘conflict sensitive approaches’ in
strategy and programming. Preparation of the 2007-13 CSP also coincided with the arrival of the new
Instrument for Stability (IfS) and the Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) (both
referenced in the CSP), offering a broader set of options for EU cooperation in addressing fragility and state-
building considerations. However, while Yemen’s fragilities were more clearly described and analysed, the
prescription for EU action followed similar lines to the earlier CSP, with cooperation on governance (largely
through reform-related interventions with government) being seen as ‘an important prerequisite for the
policies aimed at fostering economic and social development’ rather than as part of a state building package.
Reference was made to political dialogue between the EU and the Government of Yemen, but not as part of
an overarching strategy on state building. Assumptions about Government’s willingness to pursue reforms
remained very optimistic.

Our analysis is reflected also in contemporary critiques of EU cooperation in Yemen and the Middle East
more widely. An analysis conducted by the Centre for Strategic Studies in Jordan criticised EU cooperation
in the region for its narrow focus, its over-reliance on unrealistic assumptions about the willingness and
capability of government to pursue meaningful reforms and for its treatment of civil society strengthening
through a social development rather than state-society relations lens.>® Others called on the EU to ‘shift its
focus towards a long-term commitment to democracy issues, including finding strategies for an inclusive
approach and a broader understanding of democracy and its linkages to socio-economic development in the

%! See also section 4 in Annex 9
52 |_orenzo Piras (2010), Europe in Yemen: Still Much to Do, Centre for Strategic Studies, Jordan.
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region,” > while commentators on donor support in Yemen criticised government and donors for

‘continu[ing] to operate without finding real solutions to the underlying causes of the dysfunctional system
that contributed to [Yemen’s] slow absorptive capacity.”*

The lack of a strong Brussels steer to redirect strategy and programming in Yemen towards the requirements
of the 2007 Communication on Fragility derives in large part from the protracted organisational restructuring
and negotiation process (both formal and informal) that followed the signing of the Lisbon Treaty, the
creation of the EEAS and the division of responsibilities between DEVCO and EEAS. The resultant slow
pace with which EU services in Brussels were able to translate a series of fragility- and conflict-related
policy provisions and initiatives (such as the EU Communication on Fragility, the Comprehensive Approach,
the ill-fated draft EU Action Plan on Fragility, the Agenda for Change) into a clearly communicated
leadership position accompanied by practical provisions and guidance® meant that EU services responsible
for Yemen were left to their own devices to interpret and apply these policy initiatives through the usual
bargaining process inherent in strategy formulation and programming.

‘State-building’ formally entered the Delegation's lexicon and thinking in 2009, when it commissioned an
independent study by Neil Macdonald and Rana Khalil entitled: Report of the assessment towards a ‘whole-
of-EU’ approach to state building in Yemen: addressing fragility to prevent state failure.® This was the
Delegation’s first major foray into contextual analysis framed by a state-building perspective. The report
highlighted the presence of Yemen’s ‘parallel state’, identified two areas for further research - the causes of
social cohesion, and the role of women and youth as potential change agents — and called for the
development of a strategic framework. It laid out an OECD-DAC definition of state-building that emphasises
the centrality of a social contract between those who govern and those who are governed. It explicitly
distinguished the concept from the narrower technical one of institution-building. The state formation was
analysed using a framework developed by the UK Department for International Development (DFID)
considering political settlements,” survival functions and expected functions. The study was commissioned
and delivered in parallel with the Government of Yemen’s decision to postpone the 2009 parliamentary
elections, and with renewed sub-national violence (see Annex 6).

Also in 2009, and in response to a joint paper on Yemen prepared by the Commission and European
Council,*® the Delegation sought to reframe its cooperation under a comprehensive and state-building-led
approach.”® This represents the first point during the evaluation period when the EU had sought to deploy all
of the instruments, policies, programmes, projects under an overarching strategy informed by contextual
analysis and which effectively combined political engagement with development cooperation. State building
terminology subsequently appears in the 2010 mid-term review of the 2007-13 CSP, where it is introduced
as one of the three main areas of EU development cooperation for the 2011-13 MIP that in turn emphasised
state building as a key objective in line with the National Reform Agenda and new National Decentralisation
Strategy. The External Assistance Management Report (EAMR) 2010 explicitly explains the shift in policy:
‘The State Building agenda (initiated in 2009) is being followed up through a more coherent approach in the
Governance sector in particular, while conflict sensitivity is being considered during programming,
formulation and implementation phases of most projects’.

As we note under EQ7 on responsiveness, use of the thematic instruments enabled a reasonably rapid
response to the fast evolving situation, with a number of projects being approved for engagement with a
range of stakeholder groups, particularly women and youth, with the objectives of conflict prevention and
increased citizen voice. As we have also noted though, these projects did not appear to be explicitly linked to
the broader coherent agenda: for example, exploring the role of the sheikhs and the use of local-level

58 Amor Boukabri and Susanne Lindahl (2009), The European Union and challenges to democracy building in the Arab world,
IDEA.

> bid.

% |et’s Get Comprehensive: European Union Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Countries, Mark Furness, German
Development Institute, 2014

% Neil MacDonald and Rana Khalil (2009), Report of the assessment towards a ‘whole of EU’ approach to state building in Yemen:
addressing fragility to prevent state failure.

5" A useful reference explaining what is meant by political settlements and its relevance to cooperation strategy is this 2010 paper
prepared by the Asia Foundation: http://asiafoundation.org/resources/pdfs/PoliticalSettlementsFINAL.pdf
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resource allocation in the macro-level political economy and the political settlement.

In 2011, the International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and State-building agreed on the New Deal® for
effective engagement in fragile states that set out the parameters for a mutual compact between donors and
recipient countries. In that same year, DEVCO established a crisis and fragility unit to take forward the New
Deal; however, the Government of Yemen did not sign up until May 2014, preventing the EU from formally
applying the principles to Yemen.®! Despite this, the EU tried to use the approach as much as possible in its
interventions in Yemen after 2011, particularly with regard to donor coordination. In 2012, the EU’s Agenda
for Change prioritised EU engagement in situations of fragility that — along with growing concerns about
regional security® — led to the decision to substantially scale up assistance to Yemen (see EQ1&2). In
parallel, from the mid-2000s, RELEX tried to promote what is known as the Comprehensive Approach to
conflict and crisis management, mirroring a broader Western trend to bring development, diplomacy and
defence closer together, partly as a result of lessons learned in Irag and Afghanistan.

In Yemen, the security-development nexus is intimately connected to patronage politics, and this is precisely
where many strategic trade-offs come into play. The 2009 state building study flagged the inherent conflict
between donors’ short-term security imperatives and longer-term development objectives, noting the impact
of external military assistance on the political settlement. It correctly predicted rising poverty, popular unrest
and regime instability. This study also underpinned the EU’s shift towards a comprehensive approach in
Yemen, but it was almost too prescient to be effective.®® By the time its key messages were trickling through
to programming, including governance, the youth-led uprising was already under way (see EQ7).% As a
priority, youth activists demanded the removal of Saleh’s relatives from command posts in the security
services; meanwhile, the fragmentation of the military according to factional interest demonstrated that the
army was not (and had never been) a state structure in the formal institutional sense. Rather, it had served
several purposes inherent to the elite political settlement.®®

The 2009 study served as the EU’s first macro-level political economy analysis (PEA) in Yemen, articulating
enmeshed relationships between politics and business, the power of informal networks, and constraints on
reform.®® In 2011, on instruction by senior management in DEVCO, the EU discontinued the practice of
commissioning external consultants to undertake PEA,; instead, this task was assigned to the country teams,
to be managed on a rolling basis.®” However, we have found no evidence of active and consistent macro-
level PEA, nor any detailed sector-level analysis. More importantly, we found a lack of consensus in
Brussels over the utility of PEA, a disjointed understanding of its purpose — for example, how it can
contribute to strategy and programming, mitigate risk, and help to join political imperatives with
development objectives — and confusion over which directorate, if any, should take the lead.®® Despite this,
EU officials expressed surprise that Saleh’s power structures had not been more easily dismantled and regret
that the transition had not moved as fast as expected; they also admitted a lack of foresight about
deteriorating economic and security conditions.®

Regarding the extent to which the Government of Yemen has shared the EU’s understanding of state-
building as a strategic objective, the Yemen Strategic Vision 2025, written in 2002, speaks of ‘the struggle of
building up a modern state’ after unification in 1990, and the transformation from a ‘young democracy to a
stable and mature democracy, where political pluralism, the peaceful transition of authority and respect for
human rights become the society’s engrained and strong mechanisms for the management of government’.

% For an overview of the New Deal, see http://www.newdeal4peace.org/new-deal-snapshot/

81 Interview with senior DEVCO official, and other EU officials, June 2014

82 |nterview with EEAS official, August 2014

8 Interviews with EEAS and DEVCO officials, June 2014

% Interview with DEVCO official, June 2014

S Hill, G., Salisbury, P., Northedge, L., and Kinninmont, J., (2013), Yemen: Corruption, Capital Flight and Global Drivers of
Conflict, Chatham House.

% MacDonald and Khalil (2009), Report of the assessment towards a ‘whole of EU’ approach to state building in Yemen: addressing
fragility to prevent state failure.

57 Interview with a senior DEVCO manager, corroborated by other DEVCO and EEAS officials, June 2014

% |nterviews with officials at several levels in DEVCO and EEAS, June 2014,

% Interviews with officials at several levels in DEVCO and EEAS, June 2014. For example: ‘We promoted an inclusive process in
the National Dialogue, but meanwhile probably neglected the deteriorating economy and the adverse effect this would have on
political stability’; ‘None of us could foresee the deteriorating security environment’; ‘We had hoped that the GCC initiative would
move faster than it did’.
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The PRSP 2003-2005 carries a personal introduction from Saleh that states: ‘Our nation cannot move to the
future [without] finding appropriate solutions to the livelihood of the people, combating poverty, the
expansion of the social safety net... and strengthening plural democracy.” Within the main body of the paper
itself, the institutional structure of the state is listed as one of the country’s main challenges. The DPPR
2006-2010 adopts the language of good governance, highlighting decentralisation, judicial reform and civil
service reform. The TPSD 2012-2014 names good governance and state-building as components of the
country’s recovery; state-building objectives are also implicit in each top priority and urgent action.

However, as the context to this evaluation notes and as the 2009 recommendations towards a comprehensive
approach made clear, power is exercised by both the formal state and informal state in Yemen. While
Yemeni ministers might lend rhetorical support to the EU’s state-building goals, they have not always been
empowered to deliver those objectives; thus, any effective state-building strategy requires measures that go
beyond traditional development cooperation and bilateral diplomacy. Furthermore, the concept of state-
building itself has sometimes been exploited for factional purposes, because of the opportunities for resource
capture attached to state-building projects, while some grassroots groups (who might themselves be capable
of acting as indigenous agents of state-building) have criticised Western-backed state-building efforts as
legitimising a failing regime and artificially extending its survival.

JC 3.2 Extent to which EU political dialogue and development cooperation in Yemen have been mutually
reinforcing in pursuit of state-building objectives.

The 2009 recommendations towards a comprehensive EU approach to Yemen identified enhanced political
dialogue as the top priority for medium- to long-term engagement. It noted: ‘As Yemen’s state structures co-
exist with a complex parallel network of alliances, patronage and co-option, the identification of real and
effective decision-makers can be challenging. Yet, as the EU supports the building-up of an effective state in
Yemen, continued engagement with all state structures, whatever their shortcomings, remains of primary
importance. To give additional weight to its messages and concerns, the EU should seek a dialogue at the
highest level. To ensure a positive result, more understanding of the parallel power structures and the actual
powerbase in the background will be necessary.” Key EU messages included the need for an inclusive
national dialogue process, and ‘the need to seriously reinvigorate, with renewed determination, the political
and economic reform process’ as the basis for the effective functioning of the future state.

The story of EU political dialogue is told in more detail in the state-building case study (Annex 6), with
additional focus on EU support to CSOs in the context of state-society relations and the broader governance
agenda; the regional dynamic is covered in EQ5, and international elements in EQ8. With regards to prior
EU efforts to sponsor governance reforms, the 2009 recommendations noted that ‘effective progress has
been minimal as a result of entrenched interests of Yemen’s political elite’. However, renewed emphasis by
the EU and other donors from 2009 onwards further politicised the reform agenda, intensifying factional
tensions related to succession politics and the balance of power in parliament. The MTR 2010 and the MIP
2011-13 both declared support for the National Reform Agenda, largely led by MOPIC and associated with
the formal state; yet, one specific elite faction associated with Saleh’s elder son Ahmed Ali promoted a rival
reform programme, the Ten Point Plan, endorsed by US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.” Delegation
officials tried to reconcile both agendas but struggled to modify their approach to fully account for the link
between politics and technicalities; they also found that the EU development budget gave them limited
leverage at this level.”

Key elements of the reform agenda, such as the removal of diesel subsidies, had a direct relationship to the
dynamics of Saleh’s political settlement. With the benefit of hindsight, we can conclude that the EU and
other donors had not yet fully understood the nature of that political settlement, especially at the sector level,
nor yet identified effective elite incentives to create the conditions within which the Government of Yemen
could rightfully act on national plans and priorities. It was not until 2011 that the structure of Yemen’s
political economy, including the extent of elite control over the commodity supply chain, became more
widely apparent (see EQ5 and EQ7). Given that major regime players of the Saleh era retain a substantial
stake in the economy and the political economy, and — through proxies — in formal politics,’* and that the

70 <As nations meet, Clinton urges Yemen to prove itself worthy of aid’, New York Times, 27 January 2010.

™ Interview with Delegation official, July 2014.

2 Ginny Hill, Peter Salisbury, Léonie Northedge and Jane Kinninmont (2013), Yemen: Corruption, Capital Flight and Global
Drivers of Conflict, Chatham House.
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CSP 2014-2015 notes that the TPSD ‘recycles many elements of a number of previous failed reform
agendas’, these issues retain their relevance and should form the basis of future strategy revisions, in line
with political settlement theory and the definition of state building set out in the 2009 Macdonald/Khalil
report.”

JC 3.3 Extent to which the results of EU cooperation have contributed to Yemen state-building objectives.

The figure below shows the pattern of planned expenditure under the 2002-06 and 2007-13 CSPs and their
respective NIPs/MIPs. This pattern across governance, human rights and democracy and security and justice,
does not demonstrate a coherent and consistent approach to state-building, echoing our findings above under
JC3.1.

Figure 2: Total planned expenditure by contract year on programmes related to governance, human rights and
democracy and security and justice, 2002-12 (EUR)
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Under the sector of governance, the EU’s main historical programme expenditures have been on public
administrative reform (Decision MED/1999/003/337) and support to electoral processes and the Parliament
(Decision MED/2007/019/211). The ‘Support for Administrative Reform” (SAR) programme was approved
in 2000 and ran until 2007, with subsequent extensions to 2009 and then 2010. An evaluation report and
Results-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) missions indicate patchy programme performance:

‘The quality of the project outputs was very poor. ... Coordination, management and financial arrangements are not clear. ... It
is understood by the monitor that almost 90% of short-term international expert days have been expended on the project to date.
There is a risk that the project will not provide the necessary institutional strengthening and local ownership as it is required to
fulfil under SAR.” (ROM Monitoring Report 2006)

‘Changes in the political willingness towards reform have had a very positive impact on the project success. The engagement at
Ministerial level and their adoption of Reform initiatives developed in synergy with the WB CSMP, and SAR project has
produced dramatic positive effects for the future of the Reform Process in Yemen.” (ROM Monitoring Report 2007)

The SAR Programme was assessed at mid-term in spring 2006. It found that only MoSAL paid attention to strategy development
and re-engineering. ... In December 2008, an assessment was made of the second phase outputs (March 2006 to December
2008). The findings at MoSAL were that the preliminary strategic paper did not lead to implementation.’ (Report on Public
Administration Modernisation in the Ministry of Social Affairs and Labour in Yemen, PAI, 2009)74

Support to electoral processes and the Parliament (co-financed with UNDP) was intended to strengthen
capacity and preparedness for the 2009 elections, which were postponed as the political and security
situation in Yemen deteriorated. The programme design was substantively revised in 2010 to support
preparedness and democracy awareness for the rescheduled elections in 2011, but the programme was
overtaken by the 2011 crisis. Brief analysis of the UNDP logframe for the programme demonstrates a
continued reliance on unrealistic assumptions — eg. ‘Peace and stability in the country’; ‘The Yemeni
Government implements the 2006-10 DPPR without significant delays.’

The majority of EU funding for human rights and democracy (65%) has been spent on human rights related
interventions. Of the 35% spent on democracy, 23% was spent on election observation missions in 2006. EU

" Neil MacDonald and Rana Khalil (2009) Report of the assessment towards a ‘whole of EU approach to state building in Yemen:
addressing fragility to prevent state failure, DAC Guidelines and Reference Series - Supporting State-building in Situations of
Conflict and Fragility - Policy Guidance (2011)

™ This is the only ‘evaluation’ of support to PAR that we have been able to locate. In fact the evaluation was more of an
identification mission for subsequent support phases and it provides very little evaluative evidence of the effectiveness or impact of
the programme over the whole period since the original Financing Agreement was signed.
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investment in democracy-related interventions did not start until 2006, when the focus was on election
monitoring, using funds provided through the Democracy and Human Rights instrument (DDH). Funding
through the bilateral instrument (MED) was limited to very small projects to support civil society
organisations. Latterly we can see a more strategic use of the EIDHR instrument in support of political
dialogue and development of the TPSD.

The main security and justice programme expenditures were: Strengthening the Juvenile Justice System in
Yemen (EUR 2.8m from 2009), implemented by UNICEF to strengthen juvenile justice and the protective
environment for children in line with international standards; Support to the Yemeni Ministry of Interior
(EUR 725,000 from 2010), implemented by the French Ministry of Interior to provide capacity building for
police academies and police schools; and EU Support to Social Sector Capacity Building (EUR 1m from
2010), to strengthen MoSAL policies and capacities. All of these programmes were to a greater or lesser
degree overtaken by events in 2011. No evaluations are available for these programmes.

The Macdonald/Khalil report explicitly linked governance reform to better service provision, noting:
‘Improving the quality and extension of services can and must be supported by capacity building. But
structurally it would also require freeing up a budget that is highly dominated by politically driven
expenditures: in particular state employment and subsidies such as the diesel subsidy. It would also mean
overcoming the degree to which such control of such budget expenditures forms a part of the patronage
system and lack of transparency in state tendering on which the stability of the political settlement rests.
There is little public expectation of services from government. Local government, where the contact between
citizen and state is greatest, is probably the place to prioritise development of a government which is
accountable and organised citizens able to exercise effective demand. Participatory planning and citizen
monitoring of delivery will be critical. It is also essential that adequate resources are decentralised along with
responsibility.””

The EU’s series of health support programmes offers a successful example of state building work
strengthening service delivery at the local level, in line with the Macdonald model. These programmes
[decision MED 5973 (2006), MED 18518 (2008) and DECI-MED 19573 (2012)] have strengthened the
capacity of local health services in selected governorates by providing ‘soft’ support that complements
regular government financing; this involves training of staff, as well as supply of some consumables. To
ensure good governance mechanisms, selection of beneficiaries and mechanisms of implementation are
managed through voluntary Health Development Councils established at the governorate level that include
government health and administrative staff as well as representatives of civil society. Thus, these
programmes stand as evidence that EU support has improved or deepened state-society relations; contributed
to building public administration capacity to mobilise, allocate and manage public resources; and contributed
to more effective accountable and transparent institutions. They also provide a good example of continuity,
with lessons learned over time being integrated into new approaches.’® However, EU support to health
development councils has recently been discontinued (see EQL1.2).

Due to the relative lack of evaluative evidence and to their framing purely as social protection programmes,
it is not possible to comment on the state-building contribution of the significant EU support (EUR 28
million over the evaluation period) to two other local authority level programmes, the SFD and the SWF.

Elsewhere, in EQ4 and EQ9, we explore the trade-offs between short-term project success and longer-term
capacity development, the use of state versus non-state implementers, and the use of parallel implementation
structures and salary top-ups.

® MacDonald and Khalil (2009), Ibid.
™ Interviews, July 2014,
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2.4. Resilience

EQ4: To what extent has EU cooperation contributed to greater resilience’’ in Yemen? What has

helped or hindered effectiveness?

Summary response: The EU has invested substantially in what might be described retrospectively as
resilience-enhancing interventions, although these have been conceived in a poverty reduction rather than
resilience-building paradigm. Resilience as a formal concept is now prominent in plans for future
development cooperation in Yemen, but it has arrived formally in EU strategy and programming only very
recently and quite suddenly. The EU has actively sought to coordinate its resilience-enhancing interventions
and dialogue with MS, currently illustrated by its joint programming of resilience interventions.

The historical portfolio of resilience-enhancing interventions has been under-evaluated; EUR 54 million of
support to food security between 2002 and 2012 has barely been evaluated at all. Notwithstanding this
evaluation gap, the EU itself assesses its historical ‘resilience portfolio’ as having achieved limited impact
and with weak sustainability. Attempts to develop a shared understanding and definition of the root causes of
fragility and vulnerability have been limited and short-lived. The continued inadequate attention to political
economy analysis at sector and problem level means that there remains a missed opportunity to locate
resilience interventions in a better understanding of commodity value chains. There is no clear evidence of a
systematic approach to coordination with DG ECHO and treatment of the principles of LRRD during the
period, although it was flagged for further attention during the 2011 crisis and there are some examples of
good practice. Since 2011 when for the first time both DEVCO and DG ECHO had field offices in Sana’a,
cooperation has been very close and effective.

Factors supporting EU contributions to resilience include close coordination between EU services, MS and
ECHO; and close attention to the building of local partnerships capable of sustaining basic service delivery
over the longer term. Factors hindering EU contributions to resilience include weak results-based
management, lack of attention to coherence between programmes and limited understanding of the political
economy of commodity value chains. With respect to national-level capacity-building for resilience, the
fundamental development issue of whether to operate through more efficient ‘parallel’ institutions or
contractors or to focus on building the capacity of ‘permanent’ state institutions has not been addressed
satisfactorily in line with international norms.

JC 4.1 Extent to which EU development cooperation (in particular, activities in support of food security,
private sector development and job creation) has been designed to contribute to resilience objectives.

Following the 2008 food, fuel, and financial crises, the term ‘resilience’ came into use in international
development as policy makers and practitioners began searching for new approaches to tackling poverty in
the face of such major shocks. In its Communication The EU approach to resilience: learning from food
security crises (October 2012),”® the EU defines resilience as ‘the ability of an individual, a household, a
community, a country or a region to withstand, to adapt, and to quickly recover from stresses and shocks.’
With respect to planning, ‘resilience is about linking vulnerability with sustainability in planning.””

Notwithstanding the current focus on resilience and the formal adoption of the term by the EU only recently,
this evaluation looks back at how EU cooperation has contributed to what we would now call resilience,
paying particular attention to Food Security, and social welfare and job creation and to the interface between
development cooperation and humanitarian assistance.

Resilience as a term does not appear in the CSPs, NIPs or MIPs applicable to the evaluation period. Given
the arrival of the term in the international development discourse following the 2008 global financial crisis, it

" In May 2013 the EU Council defined resilience as ‘the ability of an individual, a household, a community, a country or a region to
prepare for, to withstand, to adapt, and to quickly recover from stresses and shocks without compromising long-term development
prospects’.

" The term “‘resilience’ does appear in earlier documents. For example, the European Consensus on development states that in
countries which are particularly vulnerable to natural disasters, climatic change, environmental degradation and external economic
shocks, ‘... Member States and the Community will support disaster prevention and preparedness in these countries, with a view to
increasing their resilience in the face of these challenges.” [COM (1996)153], emphasis added.

™ ECHO contribution at the workshop on Joint Programming and Resilience in Yemen [Brussels 19-20 June, 2014].
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is unsurprising that it does not receive treatment in name or concept in the CSPs, NIPs or MIPs that predate
2008. However, neither the MTR nor 2011-13 MIP mention resilience and the sections on the resilience-
related focal sectors of health, the SWF and livelihoods and nutrition enhancement are phrased in similar
terms to previous CSPs/NIPs/MIPs, in a poverty reduction rather than resilience-building paradigm.

The term is now prominent in plans for future development cooperation in Yemen, as evidenced by its five
mentions in the CSP for 2014-15 and in three new identification fiches for strengthening health systems
(EUR 18 million), scaling up rural growth (EUR 10 million) and strengthening nutrition systems (EUR 9
million), the title for each of which starts with the phrase Enhancing Resilience in Yemen... The EU Council
is now formally committed® to joint programming, including in this area. The proposed Joint programming
with MS for the years 2016-20 was launched in June 2014 with a workshop addressing resilience issues, and
was attended by one of the our team.® From our observation of the workshop, it is clear that both the
concept of resilience and its use in planning are still fragmented and embryonic.

The CSPs and NIP/MIPs indicate a consistent concern with resilience-related interventions that we
categorise as Food Security, support to the SWF and SFD, water infrastructure, health and civil society
strengthening aimed at building social capital.®? A total of EUR 109 million was committed to resilience-
related expenditure during the evaluation period® — EUR 43 million from bilateral funds under the
CSP/NIP/MIPs and EUR 66 million under thematic instruments and programmes. Support to Food Security
represents the largest proportion by far (EUR 54 million) and is the only sector in which there has been a
commitment in each year. Analysis of the proportionate commitment by sector indicates significant variation
year by year. The total commitment to social protection expenditure, made up by support to the SWF and
SFD, was EUR 28 million; and commitments to health totalled EUR 38.5 million. The question, though, is
the extent to which these elements of support were designed and managed independently of each other or as
part of an integrated strategy to build resilience (or its precursor concepts).

Analysis indicates an integrated and sequenced approach within resilience-related areas of support at the
level of design. A good example of this is Food Security, where support has been targeted over a long period
directly at vulnerable people, at building government and community capacity and at enabling actions such
as support to the Food Security Information System (FSIS). However with respect to implementation,
resilience achievements have been limited: support to agriculture in the Tihama has primarily benefited the
larger landowners,* while government capacity building on monitoring through the FSIS that had started as
a pilot project in Hodeida,® was eventually re-contracted to the FAO® due to slow implementation by
government and what Delegation staff felt was poor value for money delivered through centralised technical
assistance. This reflected a growing understanding at the time within the Delegation and among key food
security donors that greater impact was achieved by locating delivery mechanisms closer to beneficiaries.®’

Employment creation is clearly an issue for the private sector, particularly at a time when all funders are
working to persuade government to reduce its salary burden. The SFD, established in 1997 with support
from the World Bank, was one of the funds established throughout the developing world to mitigate what
was expected to be the temporary negative impact on employment of the introduction of Structural
Adjustment Programmes. Fundamentally a social protection institution, it has only recently taken up ‘cash
transfers’. Earlier it was basically providing short-term ‘cash for work’ at a local level in the construction of
some community infrastructures and supported the establishment of micro and small enterprises. Over the 16

8 presentation by M Dirk Meganck, director, directorate H, DEVCO, 19 June 2014.

8 Workshop on Joint Programming and Resilience in Yemen, 19-20 June 2014.

8 We have not included support to SME development, to the fisheries sector or to agriculture here, as we consider these to be more
enablers of economic activity than direct contributions to resilience. Nonetheless, as the Private Sector Development monograph in
Annex 10 indicates, PSD strategy has not been sufficiently coherent and consistent, impact has been limited and sustainability has
been weak. So while it has never been a subject for evaluation, we can infer that contribution to resilience from EU PSD will have
been limited at best.

8 See Annex 6 for further detail of annual commitments on resilience-related interventions.

8 Discussions with EU official, 2014. This was also the finding of evaluations of the World Bank spate irrigation projects in Wadi
Zabid in the 1990s.

8 Decision 1852, various contracts.

8 First under the ECHO project [ECHO/Yem/BUD/2011/91006] Introduction and piloting of the Integrated Food Security Phase
Classification in Yemen with the food Security and Agriculture Cluster, followed by the National Food Security Information System
project contracted to the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAQ) in 2013.

87 European Commission (2009), Action Fiche for Food Security in Yemen.
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years between its creation and 2012, the SFD created just under 60 million days of employment for the entire
period. Other than support to micro-enterprises, SFD funding only creates casual and temporary unskilled
jobs in construction or rehabilitation of projects locally — a contribution to improving household resilience
but obviously a temporary stop-gap effort rather than a long-term solution to unemployment. Nonetheless, in
comparison with other social funds, SFD’s performance in this regard has been impressive.

The private sector support investments certainly focus on long-term resilience for beneficiaries. They include
in particular the various fisheries projects discussed further in the private sector development case study, and
which have not been very successful. But they also include the more recent co-financing with IFAD of the
Economic Opportunities Programme (EOP) in support of smallholder coffee producers and their value chain,
as well as the honey and vegetable value chains. At the time of writing results on both are still uncertain and
the country’s political difficulties have prevented effective supervision to date.

There is at least one example of an attempt to integrate different food security interventions: these included
the two contracts to NGOs (Triangle Génération Humanitaire and Aide Médicale Internationale) to provide
agricultural and health support that were intended to complement the investment in irrigation through the
TDA. The three added up to a reasonably comprehensive programme package.

JC 4.2 Extent to which there has been a coordinated and consistent approach among EU services
(DEVCO, ECHO, EEAS) and Member States to understanding the root causes of fragility and
vulnerability and enhancing resilience and impact.

Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD) has long been a commitment of the EU [COM
(1996)153] and is addressed in the European Consensus on Development [2006/C 46/01] thus with regard to
transition situations (emphasis added):

21. In transition situations, the EU will promote linkages between emergency aid, rehabilitation and long-term
development. In a post-crisis situation development will be guided by integrated transition strategies, aiming at
rebuilding institutional capacities, essential infrastructure and social services, increasing Food Security and
providing sustainable solutions for refugees, displaced persons and the general security of citizens. EU action will
take place in the framework of multilateral efforts including the UN Peace Building Commission, and will aim to re-
establish the principles of ownership and partnership.

Prior to 2011, there was little coordination between DEVCO on the one hand and DG ECHO activities on
the other. The latter were driven more by ECHO’s worldwide annual budget allocation process and then
negotiation of contracts with the European NGOs, UN agencies and international humanitarian organisations
through which EC-funded humanitarian assistance has to be implemented according to the ECHO mandate.

There has only been one evaluation of DG ECHO operations in Yemen, undertaken in 2006. The evaluators
concluded that DG ECHO-financed operations ‘addressed needs in obviously poor communities’ and had in
general been effective. The evaluators noted that a number of the operations assessed had design flaws, had
not been integrated into local systems and had been subject to problems due to poor absorption capacity on
the part of Yemeni authorities.* Examination of the details of a sample of individual DEVCO interventions
provides no further evidence of a systematic approach to coordination with DG ECHO and —through this — to
systematic treatment of the principles of LRRD during the period, although it was flagged for further
attention during the 2011 crisis.®

Since 2011 when, for the first time, both DEVCO and DG ECHO had field offices in Sana’a, cooperation
has been very close and effective. This has taken place at the level of design and planning through a series of
consultations between the two with respect to selection of partners, as well as in ensuring that DG ECHO
projects whose duration is limited to one year (according to the ECHO mandate), but which needs to be
sustained, are then followed up with DEVCO investments as discussed above. For example, DG ECHO
initial support to the Integrated Food Security Phase classification with FAO was followed up with DEVCO
support to the Food Security Information System. Another example is the complementarity with respect to
community-level therapeutic programmes on malnutrition, where DG ECHO set up several hundred
Outpatient Therapeutic Programmes while DEVCO worked on improving the Ministry of Health’s capacity

8 No projects were financed in 2006, during which time DG ECHO undertook an evaluation of its past interventions in Yemen.
% EU Delegation (January-June 2010), External Assistance Management Report.
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to deal with malnutrition, through the introduction of food supplements and other activities. Both DG ECHO
and Delegation staff pointed out the importance of both being on-site.*

Attempts to develop a shared understanding and definition of the root causes of fragility and vulnerability
have been limited and short-lived. The MacDonald/Khalil study clearly identified the linkages between
politics and poverty (as they stated, ‘politics trumps everything’) and went as far as to propose a sequenced
set of reforms that would, inter alia, address resilience. As we have stated elsewhere (especially under EQ3)
the EU strategy response” picked up on the study, recommending a short-term crisis response and a longer-
term state-building focus under a joint EU country strategy. The joint country strategy is not yet under
preparation, joint programming efforts are in their early stages and political economy analysis at the sector or
problem level has yet to become part of normal practice. One is left to wonder to what extent greater
investment by the EU in sector and problem level PEA, addressing such issues as elite control of the
commodity supply chain, would have led to different programming decisions and in turn to greater direct
impact on household livelihoods and on the numbers of poor beneficiaries of EU investments.

The EU has been an active participant and occasional leader in the various joint donor and government
forums that have been in operation over the period of the evaluation, such as the Donor Forum meetings and
Sector Working Groups. Resilience-related themes covered by these forums include food security, social
protection, health, economic cooperation and private sector development. Examples of the Delegation’s role
cited in EAMRs include the Delegation’s leadership of the Food Security task force; agreement of a
Memorandum of Understanding with donors on support to the water sector strategy; and more recently EU
leadership on the livelihoods component of the JSEA, undertaken in 2012 as an input to preparation of the
Government’s TPSD. However it is important to note that these coordination meetings have, over the
decades, failed to develop into more than information exchanges.

JC 4.3 Extent to which EU development cooperation has strengthened the resilience of targeted
beneficiary populations in Yemen and the capacities of intermediary organisations responsible for service
delivery to vulnerable populations

There is a distinct absence of evidence on the results and impact of EU support to Food Security. There is a
2010 Food Security Baseline Survey in the Hodeidah Governorate, conducted by the Food Security
Information System and co-financed by the EU, but this does not provide any findings on the impacts of EU-
financed Food Security interventions. Reference is made in the 2007-13 CSP to an evaluation of the Food
Security Programme (perhaps during 2006) but the evaluators have been unable to trace this evaluation. No
other evaluations of food security interventions (totalling EUR 54 million since 2002) were found.
Interviews with current and former Delegation staff confirmed that this has been significantly under-
evaluated, although the reasons for this oversight are not clear.

The EU itself judges that ‘a considerable number of rural development programmes, an agricultural census, a
market information system, a food security information system, institutional capacity building and technical
assistance have all been supported, but with limited impact to date.”% The EU also cites capacity-building as
a key factor in limiting impact, contrasting its own performance with that of IFAD, which ‘on the other hand,
has been able to continue the regular implementation of most of its activities during the 2011 crisis, due to its
reliance on strong partnerships with local organisations and institutions.’®*

EU Food Security support targeted at the population of the Tihama plain in Hodeidah Governorate has been
consistent with the EU’s approach nationally to providing an integrated package of bottom-up and top-down
support to Food Security. Support in Tihama has included funding and TA support for the TDA; direct
support to the Governorate and district authorities for Food Security operations; support to the National
Bureau of Statistics for the development of a Food Security Information System (in partnership with FAO,
both at Governorate and national levels); direct contracts with NGOs and non-for-profit organisations;
support to irrigation and agriculture programmes and support to the SWF that operates in the area. EU funds
have been provided through the CSP and via the Food Security Thematic Programme (FSTP).

% Interviews with Delegation and DG ECHO staff September 2013, June 2014.

°1 European Commission (2009), Towards a Comprehensive EU Approach to Yemen.

%2 Eyropean Commission (2013), Action Fiche for Enhancing Resilience in Yemen: Scaling Up Rural Growth.
% See also our findings elsewhere on the lack of a strategic EU approach to national capacity development.
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EU support to the SFD and the SWF is addressed in greater detail in Annex 6. With regard to food security
interventions, the absence of evaluations or detailed monitoring reports means that there are no firm data on
the socio-economic status of beneficiaries of the interventions classified under food security headings.
Anecdotal evidence of the spate irrigation investments in Tihama suggests that the main beneficiaries were
larger landholders, with smaller landowners being pressured into selling land to larger landowners in
anticipation of higher incomes once water supply improvements were initiated.® In this case, at least, it
would appear that the investments have not contributed to increased resilience of vulnerable households.

Complementary investments in the Tihama included two contracts to NGOs (Triangle GH and Aide
Médicale Internationale) to provide agricultural and health support thus adding up to a reasonably
comprehensive programme package. This indicates a good attempt at coordination and complementarity of
activities. Unfortunately the final joint report of these NGOs* does not provide the data required to assess
actual achievements against a baseline, though they report water savings due to improved use of irrigation
water and the adoption of new crops [vegetables replacing tobacco with lower water requirements]*® and
some successes in health awareness improvements. Concerning the use of service delivery intermediaries, in
the case of food security, direct support has gone to the TDA (the oldest and most established of a number of
local agricultural development authorities) for capacity-building and irrigation improvements. Given the
considerable earlier investments by others, such as the World Bank (most recently under the Irrigation
Improvement Project), it should, in principle, not have needed the EUR 1.5 million TA contract allocated to
capacity building in water management.”” Most importantly, while TA to the TDA was designed to
strengthen capacity of a permanent national institution, the NGO contracts did little to strengthen capacity or
resilience at the level of community-based institutions, as they were implemented mostly by international
NGOs.

As for the SFD, EU funding is not monitored separately from that of other funders. Its regular overall
evaluations suggest that the poor and vulnerable are the main beneficiaries of investments, thus improving
their incomes and resilience at the household level. However, with respect to capacity building and
institutional resilience at the community level, the 2006 evaluation® raised questions about the sustainability
of the community-level institutions established through the SFD. DFID’s 2012 review of its support to the
SFD also raised questions about whether the programme had led to sustainable improvements in food
security. While resilience is not mentioned in these evaluations, there is a strong focus on capacity-building
of institutions in the 2009 evaluation at least,” focusing in particular on helping to build capacity ‘of local
partners, including communities, NGOs, government agencies, consultants and contractors’ 100

With respect to national-level capacity-building for resilience, the fundamental development issue of
whether to operate through more efficient ‘parallel’ institutions or contractors or to focus on building the
capacity of ‘permanent’ state institutions has not been addressed satisfactorily. Despite commitment to the
2007 fragile states principles (which state that ‘where possible, international actors should seek to avoid
activities which undermine national institution-building, such as developing parallel systems without thought
to transition mechanisms and long-term capacity development’), EU support is still mostly distributed
through NGOs and parallel institutions such as the SFD, rather than to the SWF. The latter two, regardless of
their different modi operandi, are both institutions whose main mandates are to provide mechanisms of
social protection and improve poor people’s living conditions and, therefore, indirectly resilience.™™ In the

% Discussions with delegation and consultants, 2013-14.
% Triangle Generation Humanitaire, Aide Medicale Internationale (2011), Final Report addressed to the European Commission,
égtegrated Food Security Project in Wadi Siham area, EuropeAid/FOOD/2007/147/002, December 2011, p.4.

Ibid. p.37.
% project Completion Report GOPA (2013), p.1.
% ESA Consultores International (2006), Social Fund for Development, Impact Evaluation Study, Final Report.
®The Recovery & Development consortium (2010), DFID Yemen Social Fund for Development — Institutional Evaluation, SFD
Evaluation 2009 final institutional evaluation report, contract nu CNTR 200808562,; The Recovery & Development consortium
(2010), DFID Yemen Social fund for Development — Impact Evaluation, final report.
100 | mpact Evaluation, op. cit. (2010), p.6.
101 SED website, objectives of the organisation, ‘The Social Fund for Development (SFD) was established by Law No. 10 of 1997 to
contribute to achieve, and align its programs with, goals of the national social and economic development plans for poverty reduction
(DPPRs)’, Europeaid/129783/C/SER/multi FWC COM2 2011 Lot 1: Studies and Technical Assistance in all sectors. Request no
2011/278363, Yemen Social Welfare Fund Monitoring Mission, Final report, Hans World, et all, 14 March 2012, p.4., ‘The Social
Welfare Fund (SWF) is considered by the Government of Yemen as the main instrument in its effort to combat poverty.’

38



case of the SFD, it is clear that its size and employment conditions'® mean that — regardless of intention — in
practice it can weaken the state institutions with which it objectively competes, given that the most qualified
and competent are drawn by its employment conditions. Furthermore, although the SFD is intended to
support decentralisation and has trained local councillors communities to monitor and hold Government of
Yemen (GoY) to account, evidence indicates that it can in effect compete with or even replace government
services — for example, the 2006 evaluation found that local governments tended to have a low profile in
SFD investments. Thus, support for the SFD rather than the SWF — which is the State’s basic social
protection institution — demonstrates a strategic choice contrary to the decisions of the New Deal, favouring
immediate efficiency at the expense of long-term state-building. Among EU officials there are clearly
different views on this point, including some who consider that this approach is suitable to conditions in
Yemen while others are aware of the long-term implications of such an approach.'® Clearly there is a
humanitarian argument to ensure that basic needs are met over the short term; however, from the absence of
an explicit strategy or reflection on the trade-offs of short-term delivery against long-term capacity
development, we can only conclude that the EU has not sought to address this issue directly. Our evaluation
assesses that EU approaches to, and achievements of, capacity-building are highly variable. For example, the
work done through the Ministry of Health governorate-level Health Development Council contributes to
strengthening local capacity, particularly as it enables in-service training of community-level staff. Similarly,
funding through the SFD for community-level capacity building (elected representatives, infrastructure
committees, income generating skills etc.) contributes to improved capacity —though its quality is sometimes
guestionable. But work through Non-State Actors (NSAs) and NGOs has had a far lesser impact on
community capacity-building for a number of reasons: a) many of these are international organisations
whose capacity improvements do not improve the situation in Yemen; b) while local NGOs/NSAs are
learning the procedures necessary to obtain and manage EU funds, this is a skill-set that has very limited
application and is not replicable elsewhere, and; c) insufficient attention is given to this in
supervision/monitoring.

102 Comparative salary differentials between SFD staff are significant, with professionals at SFD receiving over USD 1,500 per
month, while government staff receive up to USD 200, approximately.
193 Interviews, Brussels, June 2014.
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2.5.  Regional engagement

EQ5: In what ways has the EU engagement with regional actors and donors complemented and

strengthened its cooperation in Yemen? Has appropriate emphasis been given to this engagement?

Summary response: The EU identified the Gulf States as important interlocutors in Yemen at the start of
the evaluation period, in particular Saudi Arabia. However, fostering more effective EU engagement has
taken nearly a decade, in parallel with coordinated efforts by MS. At first, Gulf donors proved reluctant to
entertain a partnership approach to development cooperation and humanitarian assistance even as they
increased their aid budgets, but regular contact between EU, MS and Gulf officials during 2010 formed the
basis for more explicit political dialogue the following year, leading to the GCC’s crucial role in mediating
Yemen'’s transition agreement with support from the UN, the US, the EU and MS, and to the subsequent
creation of the MAF.

The EU’s regional political engagement is helped by the fact that Yemen and the Gulf States are managed
together within the EEAS, but for obvious reasons DEVCO has no aid programme in the Gulf region. In
addition, none of the Gulf States have been OECD-DAC signatories during the evaluation period. Since
2010, there has been a tentative shift towards greater conditionality attached to Saudi aid to Yemen, in line
with Riyadh’s growing role within the Friends of Yemen. However, formal diplomacy and aid pledges run in
parallel with substantial networks of transnational patronage that shift constantly, affecting Yemen’s political
settlement and with which the EU has little or no interface. The Saudis’ likely preferences should be central
to any future EU analysis relating to resilience and state building, in the context of Yemen’s transition to a
post-oil economy.

The performance of the MAF and Executive Bureau, created to facilitate and accelerate implementation of
the Transitional Plan for Stability and Development, offers a challenging example of the interplay of intra-
national, regional and donor interests. In light of current tensions between factional interests and longer-term
state-building considerations, it remains unclear whether the EU’s recent leverage on state-building can be
maintained.

JC 5.1 Extent to which the EU has engaged effectively and appropriately with regional actors and donors
to leverage development change within Yemen.

The GCC comprises the Gulf monarchies of Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the United
Arab Emirates (UAE). Yemen has long sought GCC membership. However, Yemen’s per capita GDP is
considerably lower than the average per capita GDP for the GCC countries. Furthermore, as a fragile state
and a populous republic, Yemen’s political culture is not considered to be compatible with that of the Gulf
monarchies.

Among the Gulf States, Saudi Arabia has historically provided the most support to Yemen, as a source of
transnational patronage to Yemen’s tribes and prominent political figures, as well as a labour market for
migrant Yemeni workers; it remains the largest bilateral donor. Yet, Yemen’s perceived solidarity with Iraq
during the 1990 Gulf Crisis strained relations with its Gulf neighbours, notably with Saudi Arabia and
Kuwait, leading to the expulsion of large numbers of Yemeni workers. Rebuilding relations took many years,
helped considerably by the implementation of its border agreement with Saudi Arabia, signed in 2000.

The CSP 2002-06 named the Gulf States, in particular Saudi Arabia, among the most important political and
commercial interlocutors in Yemen, along with the USA and the EU. For the EU, however, fostering more
effective engagement with Saudi Arabia has taken nearly a decade, despite the Strategic Partnership with the
Mediterranean and the Middle East adopted by the June 2004 European Council having been envisaged as
the process through which they aimed to engage with countries in the region, including facilitating the
integration of Yemen into the regional and international context.’® In 2006, the UK hosted a donors’
conference in London where the Gulf States pledged more than USD 3.7 billion in development aid for
Yemen, including USD 2.5 billion in bilateral aid and USD 1.2 billion managed through regional
organisations, to be spent by 2010. The London pledges amounted to a fourfold increase on previous levels
of GCC aid spending in Yemen, and followed from the recognition that Yemen was underfunded relative to
its need.

104 csp 2007-13, section 3.1.
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Around this time, EU officials began a tentative political dialogue with the Gulf States, especially Saudi
Avrabia, to see if they could be encouraged to play a more strategic role in Yemen. In part, this followed from
insights gained during the 2006 EU EOM and subsequent preparations for Yemen’s scheduled parliamentary
elections.'®® Coordination with GCC increased in 2008 with the EU being invited to GCC-Yemen dialogue
forums as well as launching a trilateral cooperation mechanism. Improved outreach to the Gulf States also
formed a central element of the 2009 Comprehensive Approach — a strategic priority that was shared by the
UK, which also underwent a policy review during 2009.'% Due to Britain’s close historical ties to the Gulf,
the UK took the lead in this area, with EU support.107

The formation of al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) in January 2009, a transnational organisation
with joint Saudi-Yemeni leadership, heightened Riyadh’s fears about Yemen’s deteriorating security
conditions, and provided some impetus towards more frequent and open dialogue with the West — albeit, still
of a limited and cautious nature.'® Later that year, AQAP tried and failed to assassinate the head of Saudi’s
counter-terrorism programme, Prince Mohammed bin Nayef. In December 2009, AQAP tried and failed to
detonate a bomb on board a plane in the skies above Detroit; the resulting media furore led to the formation
of the FoY in January 2010.

From the outset, a strategic partnership between Western governments and the Gulf States was conceived as
central to the FoY process. Although it did not offer a formal mechanism for coordinating the disbursement
of aid, it did provide some stimulus towards improved aid effectiveness by establishing a new momentum
and focus on Yemen policy among its member states. In February 2010, Yemen, the Gulf donors and
Yemen’s Western donors met in Riyadh to try to speed up delivery on existing big-ticket projects, and to
pave the way forward for the next round of pledges. Western efforts to encourage a partnership approach —
for example, where GCC donors funded construction projects, such as schools and hospitals, and Western
donors funded soft skills programmes to train teachers and medical staff — had limited success, while Gulf
donors proved reluctant to pool funds for humanitarian work. Gulf donors also proved reluctant to open their
labour markets to Yemeni workers, when they faced internal political and economic pressure. In addition,
despite their pledge to quadruple aid spending in Yemen, the Gulf States had not authorised parallel
increases in resources for their own development agencies to oversee these sums of money.m9

By the end of 2010, the Government of Yemen said that less than 10% of the promised money had actually
been spent. Donors blamed a combination of weak government capacity and scant political will at the
highest levels in Yemen, along with stringent conditions imposed by the Gulf States. Despite this, regular
contact between UK, EU and Saudi officials improved working relationships, built trust, and allowed for
greater mutual understanding of strategic priorities. Thus, valuable groundwork was laid during 2010 that
formed the basis for more explicit political dialogue with the Gulf States the following year, leading to the
GCC’s role in mediating Yemen’s transition agreement — viewed by some as a sign of new vigour in Gulf
diplomacy.™™ Critical to the GCC’s success were diplomatic efforts made by the UN, the US, the EU and
MS to encourage the GCC secretariat in its endeavours (see EQ7). Aided by MS ambassadors — particularly
those from UK, Germany and France — the role of the Head of Delegation was critical towards marshalling a
coherent EU response to the crisis.** The FoY process was suspended during 2011; it resumed after
President Hadi’s election in 2012, when the Saudis joined the UK and Yemen as co-chairs.

JC 5.2 Extent to which EU engagement and cooperation with regional countries and organisations has
given it greater leverage for initiating change in Yemen.

Since the creation of the FoY in 2010, growing alignment over the need to improve aid delivery to Yemen (if
not the precise disbursement methods), agreement over Saleh’s 2011 removal, collective efforts to secure the

195 Interview with former EEAS official, June 2014.

108 Interviews with current and former EEAS officials, as well as current and former UK officials, June 2014 (and prior).

197 Interviews with current and former EEAS officials, as well as current and former UK officials, June 2014 (and prior).

108 Interviews with current and former EEAS officials, as well as former member states and 1GOs, June 2014 (and prior).

19 Ginny Hill and Gerd Nonneman (2011), Yemen, Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States: Elite Politics, Street Protests and Regional
Diplomacy’, Chatham House.

119 Brookings Doha Ceter/FRIDE (January 2013), Towards a Strategic Partnership? The EU and the GCC in a Revolutionary Middle
East, joint event briefing.
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GCC initiative and ongoing commitment to the transition process suggest a notable degree of strategic
coherence between the EU, MS and the Gulf States, in particular Saudi Arabia. However, dialogue within
Saudi Arabia regarding Yemen’s political future tends to be restricted to senior Saudi princes, including the
king himself, and by their own admission, EU officials — as well as many others — find it hard to discern the
full extent of Saudi Arabia’s involvement in Yemen’s internal politics."* Formal diplomacy and aid pledges
run in parallel with substantial networks of transnational patronage that shift constantly; the EU has little or
no interface with these channels. In particular following the 2011 crisis the EU has taken a key role in the
G10 donor group that led to the GCC initiative following the turmoil of 2011. The EU Delegation is part of
the G10 diplomatic group (Permanent 5 of the UN Security Council, the GCC and the EU Delegation) that
are sponsors and guardians of the GCC initiative.

The EU did attain a higher — and more politically profitable — profile after the March 2011 uprising in
Yemen. The GCC Initiative saw Saleh step down from power. The Initiative was supported by the EU, US
and the UN at critical junctures — including the contributions of senior diplomats — and many believe that it
helped avert full-scale war in the country. Critical to its early success were the diplomatic efforts made by
key personnel to encourage the GCC secretariat in its endeavours. The GCC Secretary was able to rely upon
the support of UN Special Adviser on Yemen, who in turn was helped by the efforts of the EU Head of
Delegation until his departure in mid-2012. Aided by MS ambassadors — particularly those from UK,
Germany and France — the role of the Head of Delegation was critical towards marshalling a coherent EU
response to the crisis.'®

The EU’s regional political engagement is helped by the fact that Yemen and the Gulf States (including Iran)
are managed together within the EEAS, ensuring some degree of cross-fertilisation and policy coherence.™*
The EEAS takes the lead on contact with the Gulf States regarding Yemen, because DEVCO, for obvious
reasons, has no aid programme in the region.'** In addition, none of the Gulf States have been OECD-DAC
signatories during the evaluation period, and they have not historically participated in multilateral donor
forums. **® However, general bilateral EU-Saudi dialogue remains cautious, ™’ while efforts to foster
discussion on aid effectiveness with other Gulf States have yet to yield significant changes in behaviour. A
new DEVCO post in Abu Dhabi and an increase in the number of EEAS staff in Riyadh may yet have future
impact; similarly, the number of EEAS staff covering the Gulf states and the GCC has also increased in
recent years. Notwithstanding the reinforcement effect of bilateral dialogue regarding Yemen in regional
capitals and the inclusion of Yemen on the agenda at the annual EU-GCC meeting, the main diplomatic
momentum to date has come through contact between ambassadors in Sana’a.'® However, with the Houthi-
Iran relationship increasingly under scrutiny, regional Yemen-related diplomacy has to encompass Iran as
well as the GCC — clearly a complex challenge given that the GCC was founded in part to address growing
Iranian influence in the region.

JC 5.3 Extent to which EU dialogue with development partners and regional actors has deepened leverage
on a central issue — state-building.

Since 2010, there has been a tentative shift towards greater conditionality attached to Saudi aid to Yemen, in
line with Riyadh’s growing dialogue and coordination with Western donors under the FoY umbrella, within
which the EU plays its part. At this level, discussions have focused on formal aid disbursement methods and
technicalities designed to promote stronger institutions in Yemen; in parallel, higher-level political discourse
has focused on the impact of Saudi Arabia’s fluctuating financial support to selected tribal leaders,™ elite
brokers, and the Central Bank of Yemen (CBY): in short, the extent and nature of Riyadh’s impact on
Yemen’s political settlement (see EQ3). At the height of the disruption to Yemen’s commodity supply chain

112 Interviews with EEAS officials, as well as member states and 1GOs, June 2014 (and prior).

1% Edward Burke (2013), ‘EU-GCC Cooperation’, op. cit.
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that accompanied the 2011 political crisis (see EQ7), the Saudis organised an emergency diesel shipment.*?°

In 2012, Saudi Arabia provided a further $1bn in budget support to the CBY, as part of its renewed
commitments under the FoY.'*! These two measures played a vital role in supporting macroeconomic
stability, helping to stabilise the riyal and ensuring the survival functions of the state, including salary
payments. In summer 2014, following fuel riots in Sana’a, King Abdullah offered a further $2bn support
package with President Hadi in the form of fuel shipments and budget support.122

While Saudi Arabia is said to be pressing the Government of Yemen to reduce diesel subsidies, in line with
longstanding demands from Western donors, it is not yet clear what political trade-offs Riyadh will seek in
return for its money.'® Saudi Arabia is said to want stability,"* and remains preoccupied by the need for a
reliable powerbroker in Sana’a who can tackle the threat from AQAP as a pressing priority;'* constitutional
revisions affecting the future shape of the state and the shift towards multi-party federalism are thought to be
viewed as lower-order, long-term problems. At the same time, Saudi Arabia sees itself as a bulwark against
the regional resurgence of political Islam since the ‘Arab Spring’, as illustrated by their recent designation of
Islah as a terrorist organisation. (Islah, formally the largest opposition party under Saleh, holds cabinet posts
in the transitional power-sharing government.) Given the resources at their disposal and their preferred mode
of support (diesel shipments, budget support), the Saudis’ likely preferences should be central to any future
EU analysis relating to resilience and state building, in the context of the transition to a post-oil economy.

In 2009, the recommendations towards a comprehensive approach flagged the need to frame EU-Yemen
policy, and related dialogue with the Gulf States, in the context of EU policy towards the Horn of Africa and
the Gulf of Aden region."”® From 2009 onwards the strengthened dialogue on security-related issues has
allowed the Delegation to work actively towards developing further IfS interventions in key areas — in
particular towards the formulation of a Counter-Terrorism package. In addition to counter-terrorism, regional
security challenges include migration, the arms trade and maritime security. For example, in 2010 the EU
began work on implementing a project to support Yemeni public institutions and civil society to address the
security crisis and enhance stability. This project — a Regional Information Sharing Centre to counter piracy
and enhance cooperation in the Gulf of Aden — complemented bilateral and multilateral cooperation
programmes in the domains of maritime security and border management;*?’ the problem of Somali piracy
has since subsided markedly.'”® However, trafficking from Africa to Yemen continues, and the recent
internally displaced persons (IDP) crisis created by restrictions at the Yemeni-Saudi border suggests that a
regional approach encompassing the Horn of Africa remains relevant, in line with the Agenda for Change’s
focus on the development-migration nexus.

A key regional development initiative in which the EU has engaged with development partners and regional
actors is of course the Mutual Accountability Framework, signed in late 2012 by the Government of Yemen,
the GCC, the EU and relevant MS, US, World Bank, UN and International Monetary Fund (IMF). This is the
framework for financing and implementation of the Transitional Plan for Stability and Development. With
over half of the value of funding pledges coming from GCC members, the MAF represents in principle a
significant achievement in terms of regional collaboration directed towards the objective of state-building.
The EU was instrumental in the establishment of the Executive Bureau that was created to deliver on the
aims of the MAF.

However, critics of the design and performance of the MAF and the Executive Bureau point to a range of
difficulties including slow disbursement and implementation, shifting donor commitments and prioritisation,
and ‘a layered dual accountability where each side is not only accountable to the other party but also to their

120 peter Salisbury (2011), Yemen's Economy: Oil, Imports and Elites, Middle East and North Africa Programme Paper, MENA PP,
2011/02, Chatham House.
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own constituencies.’*?* According to Abu Hatem, the head of the Executive Bureau who resigned after only
one month in post, ‘the government created a body that entrapped it.” He explained that the ambiguity of the
functions, excessive interference from all involved, and the lack of allocations to the Executive Bureau were
issues that stifled progress. Abu Hatem added, ‘I have seen this happen before in other initiatives that failed,
and I am not sure why they are repeating these mistakes again now.’

The gap between pledges and disbursements is significant. The March 2014 Status Report of the Executive
Bureau charged with coordinating the MAF itself noted that ‘when it comes to implementation, only one
policy reform has been implemented, with significant work ongoing to implement seven priority reforms,
and little or not work ongoing to implement five of the priority reforms.” In the same month the Executive
Bureau’s Monitoring and Evaluation Officer noted in a presentation to MAF stakeholders that ‘at this
disbursement rate, it will take around four years and seven months for the entire pledged money to be
disbursed. The situation in Yemen is too critical to wait this long.’

As one critic notes, ‘Yemen's vulnerable and poor people see no visible effect of the current transition
process’, *** recommending that ‘the development of a truly democratic system in Yemen needs to be
reflected in all levels of programming, especially aid programming, in a way that would secure efficiency at
all levels of implementation.” In other words, the approach of donors (including the EU) has taken
insufficient account of a political settlements framework in their thinking about the MAF and the Executive
Bureau. Despite stated intentions to the contrary, too much ‘business as usual’ has persisted in practice.
Yemen’s recent signing of the New Deal may be relevant for future efforts to strengthen MAF effectiveness.
As noted in the latest progress report'*! of the International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and State-building
forum, while the MAF is ‘not strictly adapted to [National Dialogue] process, [it] fulfils many requirements
in regard to [National Dialogue] compact and fragility assessment.’

129 Fatima Abo al-Asrar (August 2013), Myopic Solutions to Chronic Problems: The Need for Aid Effectiveness in Yemen, Center on
Democracy, Development, and The Rule of Law, Stanford University, Working Paper 141.
130 H

Ibid.

131 New Deal Implementation Progress Overview (October 2014)

44



2.6.  Cross-cutting issues

EQ6: To what extent has EU cooperation taken cross-cutting issues into account and how has this

contributed to results?

Summary response: While the EU can claim some successes with regard to specific gender actions, it lacks
formal cooperation mechanisms or structured cooperation on gender in Yemen. While environmental issues
were prominent in the 2007-13 CSP, no specific environmental activities were included in the accompanying
MIP and there is no evidence of a mainstreaming approach. Civil society has received prominent attention
throughout the evaluation period, particularly in relation to the promotion of good governance, democracy
and human rights. However, such support has not been provided within the framework of a broader strategy
for national capacity development in line with fragile states principles. Guidance and support from DEVCO
in Brussels on technical aspects of the CCls is available from the relevant technical departments, but its use
tends more towards procedural compliance than to adding value.

The EU has been an active advocate on human rights issues, in which gender issues and civil society
engagement have been prominent, particularly during the National Dialogue process. However, support to
civil society has not been sufficiently strategic, consistent or coherent to contribute adequately to state-
building.

JC 6.1 Extent to which CCls were taken into account in the analysis and design of EU cooperation in line
with EU policy and guidance.

The main cross-cutting issues in EU cooperation in Yemen are environment, civil society, gender and gat.
The 2002-06 CSP does not explicitly address CCls as such, though it does have a regional programme on
gender. It discusses gat in terms of its role in the economy and agriculture without having any proposals
concerning it and completely makes no mention of the environment. However, it does include civil society
support in its fourth priority, hoping to achieve ‘more effective involvement of civil society in promoting
social development’ (p.26). The 2007-13 CSP lists the four cross-cutting issues. Following guidance from
the Reference Group, we will only deal marginally with gat, focusing on its environmental aspects.

On environmental issues the 2007-13 CSP identifies rapidly growing population, changing consumption
patterns, urbanisation, transportation, and changed water and land use management systems as the main
challenges facing Yemen."* The conclusions and recommendations included pressing for the integration of
the environment within national policies, linking environment protection to poverty reduction efforts, and
capacity-building at institutional, staff and procedural level in order to manage this sector.** However, the
accompanying MIP (2007-10) had no specific environmental activities that would follow on from this, other
than a reference to ‘possible actions at local community level to address environmental issues as part of the
EC’s contribution to the Social Fund for Development.’*** The 2010-13 NIP makes no further mention of
specific actions in relation to environment as a cross-cutting issue. Qat is marginally addressed through the
EU co-financing with IFAD of the Economic Opportunities Programme, as this is primarily concerned with
the promotion of coffee cultivation and value chain. Though not explicitly intended to replace gat with
coffee, the project’s ambition is to do just that. At least one of the other three projects under this decision

[20570 of 2009] has an explicit plan to ‘replace qat with coffee’.**®

The 2007-13 CSP incorporates specific mention of gender issues in two priority areas: human capital
development (fostering women’s access to services and their participation in society at community level) and
the promotion of human rights (encouraging women’s participation in civil society organisations and
improving their knowledge and awareness of socio-economic rights). The programmatic inclusion of gender
within the 2007-10 MIP and subsequently in the 2010-13 NIP included:

e The strengthening of the electoral framework and institutions and, from this, an increase in the number
and percentage of voting women and the number of elected women.

132 €SP 2007-13, Annex 1.1.

133 Ihid.

34 MIP 2007-10, section 1.
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e Support for population and reproductive health measures (‘an emergency rather than a priority.’)137

e Through the Social Fund for Development, support for the development of local communities, including
delivery of basic services and SME activities targeted at women.

e More broadly in relation to the state-building activities flagged in the 2010-13 NIP, the ‘improved
involvement of women, young people and marginalised groups in administration and politics” was cited
as an indicator.

The 2010-13 NIP also flagged an improvement of girl’s school attendance in relation to the proposed
conditional cash transfer system under the Social Welfare Fund.®® with respect to practical implementation,
a recent contract with Mercy Corps for the development of rural enterprise is primarily targeted at women.
All funding of the Social Fund for Development has explicit gender targets and mechanisms, one of the
reasons why SFD is such a favourite of funding agencies. The same goes for SWF. However, it is worth
noting that neither the EU nor other agencies have had a significant positive impact on gender aspects given
the lack of progress in overall indicators.™*

In late 2009, a Gender Focal Person (GFP) for the Delegation was appointed, though in practice the role
remained with a staff member who was not the officially designated person.'*® Some of the more successful
development interventions from a gender perspective were the EOP and Fisheries Investment Programme
(FIP), both co-financed with IFAD, that had notable gender aspects due to the design requirements of the
main financing agency, as well as the investments with the SFD. IFAD policy is to mainstream gender in its
projects and this is evident in co-financed projects.

However, the EU was one of the contributors to ensuring that women were well represented at the National
Dialogue Conference — where they accounted for 28% of participants, close to the intended 30%. In addition,
its support to the Electoral Commission may help to ensure higher levels of female presence on the electoral
register, and its support for democratisation through NGOs has included training for women to participate in
politics. Despite this, the report on the Gender Action Plan for 2012-13 deplores that ‘no formal cooperation
mechanisms or structural cooperation on gender has started in Yemen... all cooperation with Yemen
throughout the reporting period has been driven by the needs of the (political) transition period and
corresponding Yemeni priorities.”***

The CSP for 2007-13 recognises the strength of civil society in Yemen as ‘a vigorous form of non-electoral
participation in political life.” Objective 1 (promotion of good governance) was to include support to human
rights and civil society through ‘capacity building, the interface with government institutions, internal
organisation, and the capacity to deliver services to local communities.”**Again, the SFD is recognised as a
‘significant player in developing ground services for local communities,”*** and there was an expectation that
the EU would build on experiences of the ‘Capacity Building and Networking — Strengthening civil society
in Yemen’ project supported by the EU from 2004-06 (approximately EUR 500,000). Civil society elements
in the 2007-10 MIP included:

o Civil society participation in electoral education, political parties and parliamentary groups.

e Support for the development of local communities through the SFD and in particular the implementation
of social and employment policies, participatory planning processes, etc., that involve civil society
structures.

The SFD’s work in training district and governorate elected officials contributed to the development of civil
society as well as to state building in the longer term.

Guidance and support from HQ on technical aspects of the CCls is available from the relevant technical
departments. The evaluation found that the staff in these departments have considerable responsibilities,
technically and geographically; they therefore rarely volunteer advice or recommendations. When
procedurally requested, they review projects and proposals and make recommendations, mostly to assess
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whether the proposal follows EU procedures and requirements. When this is not demanded, they respond to
requests to the extent that their time allows. Generally they focus their work on the preparation of generic
guidelines that they distribute widely on request. Our assessment is that the advice provided is rarely based
on sufficient knowledge and understanding of the particular socio-economic and cultural conditions in
Yemen to prove useful to Delegation staff.

JC 6.2 CCls were taken into account in political and policy dialogue in line with EU policy and guidance.

Institutionally, thematic programmes work in a bottom-up approach, relying on calls for proposals from civil
society entities. By contrast, bilateral programmes are largely designed in a top-down manner. Thus human
rights thematic programmes have relied on NGOs to address and monitor sensitive topics and violations.
Within the thematic instruments there has been some complementarity; for instance, between the EIDHR and
the IfS that proved useful during the first months of the transition. While both instruments could make use of
flexible procedures, the EIDHR was mainly used to increase the inclusiveness of the transition process
(through participating civil society institutions), while the IfS provided support for a joint impact assessment
and to kick-start reform planning. The Delegation has noted, however, that there is ‘a structural problem’
with thematic instruments in the health sector, suggesting: ‘Thematic instruments provide for interventions
that do not necessarily fit with country and sector priorities; this limits the impact and sustainability of small
projects supported through those instruments.”**

With respect to gender, the follow-up to the landmark 2000 conference in Beijing, and the subsequent
adoption of resolution 1325 on Women, Peace and Security by the UN Security Council, was an EU
commitment of EUR 1.4 million for a regional three-year project covering Yemen, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan
and Gaza, with UNIFEM (the women's fund at the United Nations) as the executing agency. The focus was
on establishing governmental and NGO Gender Focal Points to promote gender mainstreaming within their
respective institutions. In Yemen, a national project manager, together with experts from the regional
UNIFEM office in Amman, Jordan, executed the various activities through the Yemeni National Committee
for Women (YNCW).'*

The first half of 2009 also saw the establishment of a human rights donor coordination group under the
umbrella of the Governance Group. In the early part of the decade there had been a concerted effort to
involve NGOs in the administration of EU projects; by 2003 this involvement was five times that of 1995.'%
The Commission and the Government of Yemen had agreed some years earlier that approximately 50% of
the EU assistance to Yemen would be focused on social programmes and projects (including Food Security),
and although there may have been some tensions in channelling funds through NGOs rather than
government, this percentage was broadly adhered to.

In 2003-04 the EU supported 12 medium-term projects implemented by European/Yemeni NGOs to the tune
of EUR 16 million. In the Food Security Programme, for example, in that year there had been an additional
commitment of EUR 2 million to be directly channelled through NGOs.**" NGO support extended to some
politically sensitive interventions such as the support to women and minors in prisons (implemented by an
Italian NGO in collaboration with three Yemeni NGOs).

2009-10 saw some major increases in EU activities both at the level of dialogue and in implementation, not
least because of further de-concentration of staff to Sana’a. Human rights activities (primarily through
NGOs) funded through EIDHR included calls for proposals and information meetings in seven main Yemeni
towns. Sixteen were received and six were recommended for contracting (with a seventh in reserve). Of
these, two projects were on the death penalty; two on torture; one on strengthening media approaches to
human rights awareness and one on improving detention/reintegration conditions for female prisoners in the
area of Hodeida."*® On gender-specific areas in the last quarter of 2009/beginning of 2010, EIDHR funds
were committed for Shima Yemen Net Combating Violence Against Women — Eliminating Early Marriage
Awareness Raising Programme (EUR 163,200) and Yemeni Women Union (YWU) — Empowering women
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to obtain their rights (EUR 33,700). In the same period the NSA/LA in Development thematic budget line
opened contracts for raising health awareness on reproductive health issues — YWU (EUR 324,000) and
ADWAR al-Zahra: women community development and civil society reinforcement — Zahra Association
Mokha (EUR 347,250).

This was the calm before the storm of 2011, when many projects were either suspended or closed as a result
of the political turmoil that ensued. Most NSA activities faced delays due to the situation, particularly in the
Food Security, human rights and Governance focal areas, including the elections support programme.
Suspended activities included three NSA/EIDHR projects, two large TA contracts in the Food Security area,
the Juvenile Justice programme with the Ministry of Justice/lUNICEF, and the support programmes to the
Ministry of Interior (including police training) and to the Yemeni Parliament. The resumption of
programmes in 2012 included extensive consultations with both formal institutions and civil society in the
formulation of the Governance programme adopted in August 2012. In response to repeated demands from
Civil Society Organisation (CSO) partners, the Delegation signed a contract in December 2012 to strengthen
CSO capacities on financial management and monitoring. At the same time consultations took place during
the last quarter of 2012 for the preparation of the identification fiches for health and for nutrition that were to
include NGO implementations.**®

Overall it is worth noting that the EU has channelled funds to institutions which have a mandate to address
some of the cross-cutting issues, such as SFD (gender, environment, civil society), SWF (gender), IFAD
(gender, gat, environment), Mercy Corps (gender, civil society), etc. However the achievements have been
less than impressive, and the reasons for this deserve to be addressed through overall analysis. In the case of
gender and qat, it is clear that this is a primarily ‘donor-driven’ agenda that has certainly not been adopted,
taken over and ‘owned’ by Yemeni authorities.

JC 6.3 The effective treatment of cross-cutting issues has contributed positively to the results of EU
cooperation.

By 2009 the EU was claiming a successful track record in promoting democracy and human rights through
its continued support for the electoral processes and the increased number of activities in the field of human
rights (aiming at gender-based violence, political empowerment of women, children’s rights and
discrimination of social/religious minorities, activities in support of abolition of death penalty, etc.).
Increased activities combined with advocacy (e.g. condemnation of death penalty, particularly for juveniles,
handicapped persons, etc.) made the EU a ‘major player’ in the area of human rights in Yemen in the eyes of
donors, civil society and government, according to the management reports.™ This contributed to the
Government of Yemen’s decision in 2013 to establish the Forensic Committee that would determine the age
of alleged offenders.

With regard to civil society we note a number of project failures or near-failures reported in the earlier
phases (2002-06), including:

o Strengthening Civil Society (started October 2003), implemented by UK-based NGO YDF. An interim
report with some serious omissions was received in March 2005, provoking an EU control mission in
August 2005 and a full audit mission in July 2006. This noted serious shortcomings in output delivery,
‘very limited and minor achievements,” and operational and financial obstacles unresolved.™

o Last Chance to Freedom project that was closed in 2005 following accusations of corruption and
mismanagement and a control mission by the Delegation in May 2005. The main problem was a lack of
trust between the implementing NGO and beneficiaries, and allegations of coercion against the
Ministries of Planning and Social Affairs.

e The Financing Agreement of the ‘Sharaka Yemen — Supporting Government and NGO Partnerships for
the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights in Yemen’ project was signed in October 2005. The
programme aimed to strengthen partnerships between the Ministry of Human Rights and NGOs through
capacity building, dialogue and micro-grants for local NGOs. Shortcomings in project design were noted
in a 2006 inspection mission and the programme was recentralised by the Commission in late 2007.

149 EAMR, Jan-Dec 2012, section 3.
1% EAMR, January 2009; Interview, July 2014.
151 EAMR, 2006, section A2.

48



There followed an internal reallocation to strengthen the civil society component. The situation was
somewhat retrieved through the corresponding call for proposals in mid-January 2008 that was evaluated
in June with some ten project proposals retained.

e Within the Food Security Programme, the ‘Improvement of Food Security through women
empowerment and capacity-building in the governorates of Taiz and Lahj, COOPI project’ (end-date: 31
December 2008). The project was deemed ill-conceived.™* In February 2006, the Delegation instructed
the implementing partner, Cooperazione Internazionale (COOPI), to focus exclusively on the livestock
development component of the project and conduct an internal mid-term review with the support of an
external livestock expert. Fundamentally, the project’s main weakness was the inexperience of COOPI
staff and high staff turnover. It improved with the new COOPI team arriving in March 2008.1%

The story of the ‘NSA/LA in development’ thematic budget line is revealing. An allocation of EUR 1.4
million was made available for the first time in 2007 with calls for proposals launched in early March 2008.
This marked a significant innovation, as it was the first time that applicants from partner countries were
allowed to submit proposals; in addition, it was the first time that Local Authorities (LAs) were included. By
May, approximately 30 concept notes were received, with six NSAs and one LA accepted for full proposals.
By 2012 the budget was EUR 1.2 million, and 76 NGOs submitted concept notes; of these only four were
contracted (total value EUR 2.19 million), only two of which were national NGOs. This extraordinary fall-
off in numbers was due to a number of reasons: a) procurement requirements, including the requirement that
the full proposal is written in English; and b) inadequate information outside of Sana’a, precluding many
from applying simply because they were not aware of the possibility.

The performance rate on LAs was much worse. With a 2012 budget of EUR 300,000, 11 proposals were
submitted — all were rejected. Again, a prime problem is language; even those local authorities previously
contracted still found the reporting requirements difficult. The scale and outreach of the programme as it
currently stands seems to belie all three objectives set by the thematic programme’> — empowerment and
inclusivity, awareness raising on development issues and facilitating coordination and communication.*® In
August 2013 the Head of Delegation requested that the entire budget of EUR 300,000 for 2012 be
temporarily reallocated to other countries, citing ‘difficulties in transparently identifying local authorities’
interested in participating in the scheme, and ‘concerns over the accountable use of EU funds.”**®

A major difficulty and risk from early 2011 through mid-2012 was related to maintaining regular working
relations with implementing partners on a ‘remote control’ basis, particularly regarding monitoring,
evaluation and audits. The difficulty receded following the return of all Delegation DEVCO staff to Sana’a
in the latter half of 2012, but a great deal of time was spent on rescheduling suspended projects.*> We also
note (in cross-reference to EQ7) the Delegation’s increasing concern over the historical model for project
design used for the Yemen portfolio, notably the considerable use of partially decentralised management,
that, in their view, was now inappropriate for the Yemen context and an impediment to speedy and effective
programme implementation.**®Although not strictly related to CCI, the implications of this are plain: that the
Delegation was unable to guarantee effective monitoring of decentralised funds, even where TA was
employed. This applied to a large proportion of the Yemen portfolio in health and Food Security.

With such a long history of EU support to civil society, including CSO capacity building, the absence
throughout the evaluation period of an overarching strategy for capacity development has undermined
sustainability and the EU’s ability to adhere to aid effectiveness and fragile states principles.
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2.7.  Responsiveness

EQ7: In what ways and how effectively has EU cooperation been responsive to changes in the Yemen

context? What has helped or hindered responsiveness?

Summary response: The EU has progressively equipped itself to be responsive since the start of the
evaluation period, upgrading its in-country presence and drawing on an improving analytical basis from
2007. 2009 was a watershed year — the MacDonald/Khalil study predicted regime instability and successive
MIPs adopted relevant recommendations; and the 2009 recommendations Towards a Comprehensive EU
Approach to Yemen provided an explicit mandate for the EU to deepen its political engagement and for
development cooperation to focus on basic needs that would be most relevant during acute crisis. However,
development cooperation programming did not have time to improve fragility relevance by 2011 and the
bulk of DEVCQO’s activities were suspended. For much of the period of this evaluation though, the absence
of an overarching strategy against which choices can be assessed and evaluated has meant that the complex
interplay between formal strategy processes and the exigencies of political engagement have rendered the
EU’s strategic choices riskier than they might otherwise have been. The majority of programmes and
projects have been initiated without any political economy analysis or conflict analysis. Thus, while the
choice of programmes was responsive and relevant, their detailed design was less so. Notwithstanding the
slower rate at which development cooperation can respond, the Delegation has made good use of more
flexible instruments such as IfS and EIDHR to meet short-term financing needs, to reinforce political
engagement and to compensate for the longer time required to design development cooperation programmes.

Responsiveness has been significantly enhanced by the presence of a full Delegation in Sana’a, by
investment in contextual analysis and by the Delegation’s proactivity in pursuing a comprehensive approach.
However, the absence of a consistent approach to contextual analysis since 2009, the lack of progress in
formalising a comprehensive approach and the current remote location of the Delegation seriously hinder the
EU’s current and future ability to be responsive.

JC 7.1 The extent to which EU services drew effectively on context analysis and feedback mechanisms to
design and adjust EU cooperation.

The EU has progressively equipped itself to be responsive since the start of the evaluation period, gradually
boosting its in-country presence through the process of de-concentration from Brussels to Amman to Sana’a
(see EQ10). From 2007 onwards, EU programmes drew on an improving analytical basis. The 2007-13 CSP
had a fairly comprehensive 14-page political, economic and social analysis, contrasting with the sparser and
less focused eight-page analysis of the previous 2002-06 CSP. The EAMR in mid-2009 noted that a paucity
in policy dialogue extended also to international organisations (UNDP in particular), and led to ‘ready-made
programmes being presented for thematic funding without involvement of the Delegation on the ground,
until implementation starts.” The 2009 state-building study placed EU interventions within a conflict analysis
framework that looked at structural causes of instability, drivers of change and a risk assessment. Successive
MIPs (2011-13 and 2014-15), both extensions of the original 2007-13 CSP, adopted several
recommendations outlined in the state-building study.

In parallel with efforts to improve donor coordination, the process of commissioning and sharing the 2009
state-building study, and the consultation stage of the 2009 recommendations towards a comprehensive
approach strengthened the Head of Delegation’s relationships with key MS. It also gave the Delegation a
sound analytical basis and an explicit institutional mandate that enabled staff to respond to growing political
tension during 2009 and 2010, and in the 2011 crisis. Indeed, EU actions during 2011 were consistent with
the following priorities of the comprehensive approach: closer dialogue and coordination with the GCC, and
bilaterally with its member states; collective messaging on the part of the international community; and the
importance of direct engagement with elite actors. Thus, the EU was able to draw on prior context analysis
and existing relationships to adjust cooperation and ensure relevance, providing a strong example of
emergent strategy in the field of political dialogue.

The 2009 recommendations towards a comprehensive approach had correctly noted ‘the potential for a
serious escalation of violent conflict’ and called for development cooperation to ‘focus on basic needs, from
food supplies to water and sanitation and basic healthcare which are most relevant also in a situation of acute
crisis’. Certainly healthcare played a major role in EU investments in the middle of the evaluation, while the
increase in DG ECHO funding also attempted to respond to basic needs, as well as food supply (see EQ4).
However, we are not aware of any detailed contingency planning or scenario planning that took place
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between 2009 and 2011 to prepare for these likely eventualities, nor any consideration of the need to prepare
for remote management. In the event, escalating violence between elite factions in Sana’a and through proxy
conflicts across the country sent government ministries into a state of political shock, disrupted commodity
supply chains and led to hyperinflation.**® Delegation staff began leaving in March and the Delegation was
formally evacuated on 1% April, with only a skeleton staff remaining in Sana’a, including the HoD.

By 2011, EU development programming had not yet had time to adapt to the findings of the 2009 state-
building report, in order to improve fragility relevance, and the bulk of DEVCO’s activities had to be
suspended.’®Most institutional strengthening activities and cooperation programmes with the Government of
Yemen stalled, while almost all international technical assistance was halted and official exchanges were
reduced to a bare minimum to avoid giving too much credibility to Saleh’s regime. Activities implemented
by local partners (NSAs) or UN organisations continued, albeit at a considerably slower pace.*®*

Programmes resumed during 2012 and the Delegation made efforts to incorporate emerging best practice in
new project design, including an EUR 18 million governance programme designed to support the transition
and a EUR 10 million package to support socio-economic issues, mainly through the SWF. However, we are
not aware of any analysis or evaluation process designed to identify lessons learned during the 2011 crisis to
improve future relevance for fragility programming, and since 2011 much of the EU’s contextual analysis
has been outsourced to NGO partners. While the EU’s decision to take responsibility for police reform in
2012 followed from an opening created by the transition, and in this sense was highly responsive,
programming is not yet underpinned by any detailed PEA or conflict analysis. We are not aware of any EU-
led scenario planning to consider possible trajectories and mitigate risk during the transition process.

The majority of projects originating in earlier planning cycles had been initiated without any PEA or conflict
analysis, were predicated on the assumption of political stability, and were largely technical in their
approach. Many failed to withstand the scale of disorder in 2011 and were either suspended or closed. The
exceptions were those such as the Reproductive Health and Population Programme that, because of its
decentralised nature, was relatively unaffected by the Sana’a uprisings. The EU compensated by increasing
its levels of humanitarian support, through a new DG ECHO office in Sana’a and continuing implementation
through UN agencies and NSAs. The SFD remained open. Nevertheless, there was now a sea-change in the
operational landscape that would imply an increasing remote management modality that the EU had not yet
prepared for. As our intervention logic analysis indicates (see Annex 9), the responsiveness of development
cooperation has been patchy across the main sectors of EU support — governance, economic development
and poverty reduction — characterised by flexible use of thematic instruments and a slower reorientation of
bilateral cooperation, built on gradually improving analysis.

JC 7.2 The extent to which changes in EU cooperation strategy and its implementation were appropriate
responses to changes in the Yemen context.

The evaluation notes the persistent funding and use of parallel Project Implementation Units (PIUs) by the
EU, despite reservations expressed over the potential undermining of government institutions."® By January
2011, four PIUs funded by the EU were operational, with a further one (within the Ministry of Social Affairs
and Labour) established early that year.**> Almost all halted EU-funded programmes resumed their activities
during 2012, and by November, all EU staff had returned to Sana’a (see EQ10). The delegation designed a
EUR 18 million governance programme to support key elements of the transition that was adopted in 2012.
It also aimed to adopt a EUR 12 million support measure to address socio-economic issues, mainly through
the SWF; however, the design of this programme could only be finalised very late in 2012 and was not
adopted until 2013 (reduced to EUR 10 million)."® During the third quarter of 2012 a coherent package of
proposals for AAP 2013 was designed to focus, through bilateral funds, mainly on social and economic
issues with resilience as a central guiding principle, as well as further support measures through the Food
Security Thematic Programme. However, the National Food Security Secretariat, an inter-ministerial

159 peter Salisbury (2011), Yemen’s Economy: Oil, Imports and Elites, Middle East and North Africa Programme Paper MENA PP
2011/02, Chatham House.

160 EAMR Final Jan-Dec 2011, section 1.1.

L EAMR, Jan-Jun 2011.

162 The issue was acknowledged as ‘problematic’ in all EAMRs from 2008 onwards.

13 EAMR, Jan-Jun 2011, section 4.

184 EAMR, Final, Jan-Dec 2012, section 1.
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mechanism under the Prime Minister’s Office, did not materialise as planned and the Delegation was left
having to identify alternative uses for these earmarked funds.

Suspended EU programmes resumed during 2012, and efforts were made to incorporate emerging best
practice in new project design and existing project extensions. For example, the Sustainable Development Of
Fisheries Sector (SDFS) project demonstrated a greater level of awareness and responsiveness towards the
changing political landscape and the challenges inherent in working in Yemen, and the differences between
EU support to private sector development before and after 2012 are apparent in the preparation and
execution of new projects. These have distinctly better intervention logics, and are likely to perform better
with respect to the performance indicators used for the present evaluation. However, we are not aware of any
in-house analysis or external evaluations designed to formally incorporate any lessons learned during the
2011 crisis to improve future relevance for fragility programming.

Since the start of the 2011 youth-led uprising, much of the data collection and micro-analysis of events on
the ground — and hence contextual analysis and prognosis — has been outsourced to the EU’s NGO partners.
In November 2011, Saferworld conducted a participatory analysis on youth perceptions of the drivers of the
crisis and potential responses.'®® Youth from diverse backgrounds in four major cities — Sana’a, Taiz, Aden
and Al-Mukalla — offered a snapshot on their perspectives on the challenges facing the country. This analysis
was supplemented by interviews with politicians, religious and tribal authorities, businessmen, women and
youth leaders. The study found that the EU made very little contact with people living outside Sana’a, and
that views of the EU (and other donors) therefore tend to be biased towards considerations within the city.*®®
A resulting recommendation was that the EU should ‘increase its understanding and awareness of the
insecurities and violence faced by Yemenis at local and national levels, their root causes and key actors
involved to better inform policies and programmes and to ensure they are conflict sensitive, minimising
negative impacts and maximising positive, peacebuilding impacts.’*®’

The Saferworld study was financed under the IfS People’s Peace-making Perspectives project and jointly
implemented by Conciliation Resources and Saferworld. Between 2010 and 2012, the two organisations
conducted 18 conflict analyses seeking to reflect the perspectives of those most closely affected by conflict;
Saferworld chose Yemen as one of the case studies at a time when concerns to negotiate a peaceful transition
were particularly acute. Other Yemen-specific projects commissioned through the IfS in 2010 include the
Community-Based Conflict Mitigation Program (Y-CCM), co-funded by DFID and run by Partners Yemen
and Partners for Democratic Change International. It began with a baseline conflict analysis, and aimed to
assist local authorities and community-based organisations establish sustainable methods of resolving
conflict over land, natural resources, and service provision.'®® The deterioration of tribal customary law and
the absence or inefficiency of government strategies to address conflict had left a gap in conflict mitigation
that the Y-CCM tried to fill.*®®

The EU funded the Y-CCM through decision series 22613, which relates to governance programming.
Contract dates start in late 2009, suggesting programme design was now informed by the 2009 state-building
study (see EQ3). Other projects in the 22613 decision series include Strengthening Social Cohesion in
Conflict-Affected Areas, run by Dar Al-Salaam, a local conflict-resolution NGO; Citizens Empowerment in
Conflict Transformation and Peacebuilding, run by Islamic Relief; Promoting Moderation to Stabilise
Yemen, run by Search for Common Ground; and Pursue’s Preventing Radicalisation project. Each of these
projects combined some degree of baseline analysis with training, facilitation and conflict prevention
activities, and in some cases reinforced interaction between communities and elected representatives.
However, they do not appear to be linked to the broader governance or state-building agenda: for example,
exploring the role of the sheikhs and the use of local-level resource allocation in the macro-level political
economy and the political settlement.

165 saferworld (2011), ‘Public Protest and Visions for Change: Yemen: People’s Peacemaking Perspectives’, November 2011.

188 |bid, p.24-25.

%7 Ibid, p.32.

188 ppCI and Partners Yemen (2011), Baseline Conflict Assessment Report (Y-CCM), February 2011.

189 |n 2012 the Y-CCM project was further analysed in Lisa Hammond et al. (2012), Yemen in Perspective: Applying a conflict-
sensitive approach to development interventions, PDCI.
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2.8. EU influence

EQS8: To what extent have the EU’s standing and achievements in Yemen been regarded as influential

to the direction and pace of change in the country?

Summary response: The EU has been seen historically by regional commentators as out of touch with key
regional actors and with the political realities of Yemen. EU political influence increased substantially
during 2011 due to the Head of Delegation’s activist diplomacy in helping to secure the GCC initiative.
While the EU was well placed to respond to the political opportunity created by the 2011 youth-led protests
and the subsequent political crisis, its institutional readiness was constrained. The EU’s reliance on formal
politics and formal institutions over much of the evaluation period in part explains the lack of expertise on
the dynamics of the informal political settlement, while time-consuming procedures and institutional
differences between DEVCO and EEAS have meant that development cooperation has struggled to keep
pace with political engagement.

Yemenis officials tend to see the EU as being more neutral than MS and other donors, while support for
human rights stands out as one of the EU’s clearest comparative advantages. The EU is seen in the region as
the most trustworthy of the G10 members, as having played a helpful role in supporting the transition
process, the signing of the GCC initiative, and the National Dialogue process. However, some Yemeni
activists see the EU’s investment in the GCC initiative, which left all the key regime players in place, as
privileging short-term stability at the expense of more radical change.

JC 8.1 Extent to which the EU has demonstrated leadership and/or a contribution in convening and
coalition building with Government, Member States and other development partners around the need for
change in Yemen.

As we have stated elsewhere in this report, 2009 was a watershed year for the EU in Yemen, including for its
political engagement around the need for change. Prior to this point, the EU (and other Western donors) had
been criticised by regional actors as out of touch both with the key regional actors and with the political
realities of Yemen.'”® The EU’s political profile increased significantly in 2009 with the Delegation upgrade
and the EU’s participation in the FoY from its creation in 2010 (see annex 6). This period coincided with a
growing awareness within EU institutions (most notably the Political and Security Committee of the
European Council and the Delegation in Sana’a) of the deteriorating situation and the need for a
comprehensive approach informed by deeper analysis of context. During 2011, EU political influence
increased substantially due to the Head of Delegation’s activist diplomacy in helping to secure the GCC
initiative, building on established relationships with political contacts in Yemen. '™

In reality, the EU was just one actor among many others who played a part in securing the transition deal;
this remains a crowded political space, where competitors are keen to claim credit. A more nuanced account
suggests that the EU, the US, and the UK collectively contributed to the foundations for a successful
transition during spring and summer 2011, along with several Gulf interlocutors, but it was the intervention
of the UN Security Council that helped to bring these plans to fruition.”* The EU played no role in securing
UNSCR 2140 in New York; rather, it was the views of the P5 that mattered in this regard, notwithstanding
the Head of Delegation’s outreach to P5 ambassadors in Sana’a (see EQ5).'"

Since the end of 2011, the EU has continued to play a significant role in transition politics, through its
membership of the G10, its role in SSR and its support for the National Dialogue Conference (NDC);

170 See, for example, Edward Burke (2013), EU-GCC Cooperation: Securing the Transition in Yemen that states: ‘Until 2009,
contact [between GCC embassies and the EU delegation and its member states] had been infrequent — some GCC ambassadors
expressed their dislike of the clumsy demands for transparency demanded by Western diplomats in a system dominated by public
largesse and patronage. They understood that some reforms were necessary but some diplomats of GCC member states regarded their
European counterparts as being too rigid and lacking knowledge of the real political drivers behind Yemen.’ It is interesting to note
that the EU funded the workshop at which this paper was presented, indicating a readiness to receive criticism of its historical stance.
17 |bid, pp.14-15: “The EU delegation...cannot be faulted for a lack of outreach...[and] is generally perceived as the most trusted
member of the G10 — which testifies to the deft diplomacy and hard work of EU diplomats in Sana’a... The EU has played a discreet
and helpful role in persuading various parties to keep faith with the transition process and to take part in the National Dialogue when
it was convened. The EU has also done an excellent job of facilitating the work of the Secretariat for the National Dialogue and its
working committees.’

72 |nterviews with EEAS officials and G10 officials, June 2014 (and with a range of sources prior to this evaluation).

173 Interviews with EEAS officials and P5 official, June 2014.
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however, it is not possible to determine the precise extent of EU influence. Both the EU and the UN can
claim some credit for promoting the inclusion of youth, women and other non-traditional actors in the NDC,
along with prominent MS. The EU may have wished to promote a greater degree of national ownership as a
basis for the NDC, but it was the UN Security Council that had the necessary high-level political clout to get
the process under way."™ While there is clear evidence that the EU played an important contributory role, it
is a somewhat contested story and some EU officials have been tempted to overplay the EU’s role,'”
possibly resulting from high-level institutional investment in the perception of the GCC initiative as an EU
success story.

Since 2012, there has been some perceived loss of focus and impetus in the EU’s political dialogue, or at
least perceived a change in style and tempo.*”® The Head of Delegation’s departure at the end of his term of
service more or less coincided with the departure of the UK Ambassador, and the US Ambassador left the
following year; all three had been instrumental in the GCC initiative and had each established effective
working relationships with key regime protagonists.'’’ Furthermore, the Head of Delegation’s diplomatic
achievements drew in part on the knowledge and expertise of his colleagues in the delegation; to a certain
extent, with Hadi’s succession to the presidency, the stalling of the start of the NDC, the departure of several
key EU delegation staff members over the following two years, and the ebbing of sustained high-level
engagement in Brussels, the political adrenalin subsided. At the same time, political power in Yemen has
become increasingly diffuse, necessitating intensive relationship building, network mapping, ongoing
analysis, and sustained diplomacy. Nevertheless, the current Head of Delegation sustains an active role in
supporting the transition process, including a visible commitment to inclusive politics.

With respect to development cooperation, the EU has actively supported humanitarian programmes through
DG ECHO, nutrition programmes (via UNICEF and the Ministry of Health) and development programmes
in food security working with IFAD and other funding agencies. Concerning child marriage and juvenile
justice, consistent lobbying by successive heads of delegation dating back to the first resident Chargé
d'Affaires, is credited with highlighting individual cases, raising the profile of these policy areas, and
influencing recent draft legislation (see annex 6). Dating even further back, the EU has played a prominent
role in various national and regional mechanisms in an attempt to improve donors’ coordination since 2002
(see EQ2). It is clear that the EU’s voice is heard at the political level largely thanks to its parallel
investments in development and humanitarian assistance. Without the material cooperation, the political
influence would be far weaker;*® and yet, there is still considerable scope for improvement in aid delivery.

JC 8.2 Extent to which the EU is seen as more than a donor and as having been instrumental in shaping
and supporting change processes in Yemen.

Despite a decade’s concerted engagement as a donor, and as a supporting force for political change (albeit
balanced by security constraints), the EU’s traction was relatively limited during the Saleh era, along with
that of other Western donors; the most visible and significant indigenous ‘change process’ — the youth-led
street protests in 2011 — occurred towards the end of the evaluation period, driven in part by demographics,
media deregulation and pan-regional social forces.'’”® Nevertheless, Yemeni politicians acknowledge the
importance of the 2006 EOM, on the grounds that the presence of EU monitors lent credibility to the
democratic process and laid the foundations for more sustained international engagement in the months that
followed — for example, the 2006 donor conference in London (see EQ5). The Head of Delegation’s dialogue
with the ruling party and opposition coalition during negotiations over the delayed 2009 parliamentary
elections was similarly appreciated by those representing the formal state,'® as was EU involvement in the
FoY. Yemeni officials also perceive the EU as having played a valuable role in securing the GCC initiative

174 Interviews with G10 and 1GO officials, June-July 2014.

175 One senior EU official highlighted the EU’s role by referring to it informally as the ‘EU-GCC deal.’

178 Interview with EU officials, corroborated by non-EU source, June 2014.

Y7 Interview with EU officials, corroborated by non-EU source, July 2014.

178 Numerous interviews with Yemenis in 2013-14. All those with whom the issue was discussed stated this in one form or another
1 Ginny Hill, Peter Salisbury, Léonie Northedge and Jane Kinninmont (2013), ‘Yemen: Corruption, Capital Flight and Global
Drivers of Conflict’, Chatham House.

180 Interview with senior Yemeni government official, July 2014 (and with a range of Yemeni sources prior to this evaluation).
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in 2011, along with the UN, the US, the UK and the French,'®" and in supporting the National Dialogue
Conference.’®

Senior Yemeni officials express regret that the Delegation withdrew in 2014, on the grounds that the EU still
has an important role to play in supporting the transition process, both in the field of political dialogue and
development cooperation.’® Yemenis view the EU as a prestigious international institution, and to some
extent, the EU’s decision to withdraw might be regarded as an indication of doubt over the viability of the
transition process. However, there is some confusion regarding the EU’s scope as a multilateral actor,
representing the collective views of the MS, and as a bilateral actor in its own right. There is a tendency to
assume that prominent MS set the policy agenda, with the EU following their lead.'® One Yemeni official
identified the potential for the EU to develop a stronger leadership role, against the backdrop of a lack of
confidence in the strategic coherence of the international community as a whole.'®

Similarly, MS and other donors agree that the EU presence in Yemen is important, not least because
visibility equates to influence.’® While the EU may have limited impact as a single donor, as part of a
broader coalition it can achieve a cumulative impact.*®” However, the EU is not yet seen as a coordinating
force for MS policy in Yemen, neither driving things forward in an organisational sense, nor setting strategic
direction.’® In part, this is assumed to follow from Yemen having had a low profile in Brussels for much of
the period.*®® Furthermore, the EU cannot capitalise on the scope for greater leadership until it can guarantee
basic Delegation security. In the absence of strong EU leadership, there is a tendency for the UK and the
French to provide strategic impetus, driven in part by explicit national security or commercial interests (see

EQ2).

EU officials correctly believe that Yemeni officials, activists and citizens see the EU as being more neutral
than MS and other donors, including the US.* Civil society actors describe the EU Delegation as more open
than the US embassy, with a broader focus, and they think that it would like to see itself as a balance to US
interests; yet, the EU is not perceived as a forceful balance. ‘The US establishes red lines, and the EU moves
around them,” one interviewee said.™®* Even at the time of the 2006 EU EOM, US officials in Sana’a tended
to prioritise bilateral relations with MS, especially the UK, rather than the EU.™*? However, the US did — and
still does — view the EU as an active partner for democratisation and there is some belated acknowledgment
that both the EU and MS behaved as more consistent donors than the US during the Saleh era;**® Yemen’s
attempt to join the Millennium Challenge scheme, a Bush administration plan that tied aid to
governance benchmarks, was fraught with difficulties.

Some Yemeni CSO leaders perceive the Delegation to be less directive than the US in terms of the
conditions attached to its support, making a clear effort to consult widely prior to issuing calls for proposals
and encouraging CSOs to be self-directive rather than following a pre-determined agenda; support for human
rights stands out as one of the clearest branding points for the EU in Yemen.'** CSO leaders also praise the
EU for channelling funding to Yemeni-led organisations and/or insisting on local partnerships for
international NGOs (INGOs) as a method of building local capacity."® However, others see the EU’s heavy
investment in the transition deal as leading to an ambivalent stance towards change.*®® Youth activists who
participated in successive Chatham House workshops in 2011 and 2012 were asked to share their perceptions
of key players in the transition process: in Autumn 2011, they described the EU as ‘reluctant, silent, an

181 Interview with senior Yemeni government officials, July 2014 (and with a range of Yemeni sources prior to this evaluation).
182 Interviews with senior Yemeni government officials, July 2014.

183 Interviews with senior Yemeni government officials, July 2014.

184 Interviews with senior Yemeni government officials, June 2014.

185 |nterview with senior Yemeni government official, July 2014.

18 |nterviews with member states and 1GOs, July 2014.

187 Interview with member state, July 2014,

188 |nterview with member state, July 2014,

18 Interview with member state, July 2014,

19 Interviews with a range of Yemeni officials and civil society actors, June-July 2014.
191 Interview with INGO source, June 2014.

192 |nterview with former US official, August 2014.

1% |nterview with former US official, August 2014.

%% Interviews with Yemeni CSOs and 1GOs, August 2014,

1% |nterview with Yemeni CSOs, August 2014,

1% Interview with prominent independent youth activist, June 2014.
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observer, US-follower, has interests’; in Spring 2012, they said the EU was playing a ‘positive role’ and
‘wants real change, but their efforts are not enough.”*’

More forceful critics argue that as a guarantor and sponsor of the transition process, the EU and the GCC
have intervened to preserve the old system for the sake of short-term stability at the expense of more radical
change.198 ‘The international community has defined the parameters of legitimate politics in Yemen and they
want their system to be endorsed. They want to be seen to engage with us without taking on board what
we’re actually saying,” one youth activist said.**° One EU official was described as being arrogant when a
group of activists expressed their criticism of the GCC initiative, reinforcing the idea that political terms are
set by international players and contravening the priority focus on legitimate politics under the FSPs. 20

JC 8.3 Extent to which the process and results of EU cooperation have contributed to EU successes in
influencing the direction and pace of change in Yemen.

While the EU was well placed to respond to the political opportunity created by the 2011 youth-led protests
and the subsequent political crisis, it was limited in the extent of its ability to open up political space for
change prior to this moment. Despite increasing levels of EU support to CSOs under Saleh, and growing
awareness that Saleh’s regime was unstable, the nature of the bilateral agreement, combined with a broad
international consensus on the primacy of security issues, constrained the scope of institutional readiness.
One EU official commented: ‘We saw the crisis coming from 2009 but we were unable to respond an
innovative manner. We are conditioned to think in terms of long processes and slow disbursements, with
endless checks and balances during procurement and tendering. Our conventional programming mode is not
sufficiently flexible to adapt to political crises in places like Yemen.”?"

The EU’s reliance on formal politics and formal institutions explains the concomitant lack of expertise
regarding the dynamics of the informal political settlement. In the words of one interviewee: ‘There’s an
institutional bias towards technicalities. It’s a comfort zone, reinforced by the fact that EU officials engage
mostly with ministry counterparts.’**In the words of another source: ‘They tend to design programmes on
the basis of formal political structures but that’s not how things work here. They plan things according to the
way things are supposed to be, rather than the way that power is really structured.’?® Several interviewees,
discussing the EU’s role since the beginning of 2012, warned of the danger of repeating mistakes from the
Saleh era, namely ‘pushing technical solutions to political problems.’”® Lengthy planning cycles and
inflexible bureaucracy are seen to exacerbate this problem: ‘Brussels takes ages to agree things, then people
get stuck in an extreme close-up view, worrying about delivering projects on time, and to budget, even in the
middle of a ground-breaking political crisis.”**

197 By email (not published).

1% Interview with independent youth activists, June 2014 (and interviews prior to this evaluation).
199 Interview with independent youth activist, June 2014.

200 |nterview with prominent independent youth activist, June 2014.

2% Interview with EU official, July 2014.

202 Interview with INGO source, June 2014,

203 Interview with independent youth activist, June 2014.
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2.9. Legal instruments and aid modalities

EQ9: To what extent were the EU’s legal instruments, thematic instruments, aid modalities and

management modalities applied in the most efficient and effective manner?

Summary response: The overall ambition of EU development cooperation, delivered through the project
modality, has consistently exceeded the absorptive capacity of Yemeni authorities over the period of the
evaluation, leading to persistent backlogs in the project portfolio. Reliance on the project modality has been
more a default setting than a conscious choice of the most relevant instrument within Yemen’s particular
context. Conversely, the scale of the EU’s engagement with Yemen has not been commensurate with the
challenges facing Yemen nor with the potential fallout from failure to address those challenges. The scoping
and calibration of the scale and composition of EU cooperation has therefore not been strategically managed
for much of the evaluation period.

The range of instruments has been used expediently rather than strategically. Greater synergies between the
instruments would have aided complementarity and sequencing. EIDHR made it possible to allocate
NGO/CSO funding without potential political interference, but there have been difficulties over scaling up.
The NSA fund has had particularly poor performance and uptake. IfS decision-making processes have been
comparatively ‘quick’ by EU standards but it still takes six months to reach an agreement — too long for the
rapidly shifting needs of NGOs during periods of rapid change.

The historical model for project design and the recent shift from decentralised management to partial
decentralisation and centralisation or joint management is still unfit for purpose. The lesson learned from
health is that relevance can be built through engagement even when the starting point is not ideal, but this is
highly dependent on building long-term relationships and a long-term capacity building strategy. Weak
absorption capacity in government departments and agencies through which EU cooperation has been
channelled over long periods points to design processes that have not sufficiently taken account of the
problem at a project level, and with insufficient attention to a longer-term capacity building perspective.

JC 9.1 Extent to which the manner in which EU instruments and modalities were applied in Yemen was
appropriate to achieve EU cooperation objectives.

The EU has deployed a broad range of geographical and thematic legal instruments in Yemen since 2002.
The main bilateral geographical instrument (MED 2002-2007, and subsequently DCI-MED) forms the
backbone of EU development cooperation, with a total spend of EUR 168.6 million (59% of total EU
expenditure in Yemen) across the evaluation period of 2002-12, delivering towards the objectives of two
Country Strategy Papers and four National or Multi-annual Indicative Programmes. DCI (and previously
MED) bilateral funding carries complex and onerous administrative procedures,”® including rigid internal
timetables.?”’ Precisely because these are long-term commitments that underpin a contractual process with
the Government of Yemen, the EU looks to an array of smaller supplementary thematic instruments designed

to achieve more flexible programming in a fragile context, including crisis response.”®®

Spending under DCI-FOOD and FOOD (also known as the Food Security Thematic Programme (FSTP))
forms the next biggest spend, at EUR 82 million (29%) over the same period (2002-12). The FSTP is
designed to complement programming at the national level through the bilateral geographic instruments by
focusing on Food Security issues at a regional and global level. However, in practice, the instrument has also
been used to tackle national food security issues where the geographic instruments are not able to do so, and
the decision rests with the Delegation as to which instrument to select for which purposes. For example, it
was decided that the SWF in Yemen should be funded through the FSTP rather than the bilateral DCI-MED
instrument. The 2011 Mid-term Review stated that this instrument °...is becoming one of the best
instruments available today in Yemen in order to institutionalise the response to shocks and emergencies.’**
However, interview findings indicated clearly that decisions were more often based more on the availability
of funds rather than any specific merits of the instruments.

26 Interviews with DEVCO officials, June 2014.

27 Interviews with DEVCO officials, June 2014,

28 |nterviews with EEAS and DEVCO officials, June 2014.

2% Eyropean Commission (2011), EC-Yemen Country Strategy Mid-term Review, p.15.
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Figure 6: EU geographical and thematic instrument expenditures, Yemen, 2002-2012

MED €124,817,340

DCI-MED €43,858,00

FOOD €66,477,342
DCI-FOOD 15,935,518
NSA-PVD €3,549,148
DCI-NSAPVD €5,055,575
DDH €2,894,402
EIDHR €2,802,542
€8,113,048

REH €6,894,955

Other €6,456,408

The launch of the EIDHR in 2006 and the IfS in 2007 offered new options for country programming in
fragile and conflict-affected contexts. EIDHR is the smallest instrument applied in Yemen, accounting for
EUR 2.8 million, or 1% of the total budget from 2002-12. It works independently of national governments,
allowing the Delegation to address more sensitive issues excluded from the bilateral programme. Moreover,
as Saleh’s government had no national plan on human rights, EIDHR afforded greater freedom to NGOs and
CSOs to choose their own priorities.?’° In 2014, an evaluation of EIDHR projects during 2009-2012
identified high relevance for project choices on child marriage, children’s rights, detention-related projects
and freedom of expression, but also found low levels of sustainable activity extending beyond the project
lifecycle. The specific impact of the EIDHR in countering human rights violations cannot be assessed.’*
This disbursement style will be harder for the Delegation to maintain as the minimum grant size rises to EUR
400,000 from spring 2014, and harder for Yemeni CSOs to absorb and manage.?*

The NSA/LA instrument, which supports NGO co-financing and decentralised cooperation, had an envelope
of EUR 300,000 for LAprojects in 2012. However, this attracted only two projects with LAs (administered
by NGOs) and in the past three years not a single LA has applied directly for such funds, presumably
because they decided the procedures were too cumbersome for the relatively small amounts of money
involved. As a result, technical fiches have been written recommending other modalities, for example direct
grants, although these are usually only awarded in certain situations such as crisis. A general weakness of the
call for proposals process for both the EIDHR and NSA instruments is that NGO capacity in Yemen is very
limited and so the proposals received are generally of a poor quality.

As the only non-programmable instrument available for use in Yemen, the IfS (EUR 8.1 million or 3% of
total expenditure over the period) is designed as a tool for crisis response, to offer timely financial help that
cannot be accessed from other EU sources. This instrument funded the 2009 state-building study that
underpinned the comprehensive approach that in turn established an IfS project manager post in Sana’a in
order to boost the EU’s crisis response capacity. While the IfS allows for vital flexibility to complement
longer-term cooperation and humanitarian work, and while decision making is comparatively ‘quick’ by EU
standards, it still takes six months to reach an agreement and any adequate crisis response during 2011
required a faster turnaround than that.”** Examples cited by EU officials included a failure to follow through
on promises to youth activists, leading to some loss of goodwill and confidence in EU leadership.?*

210 |nterviews with DEVCO official, June-July 2014.

21 Eyialuation of support under EIDHR Programmes in Yemen 2009-2013 (DRAFT).
212 Eyjaluation of support under EIDHR Programmes in Yemen 2009-2013 (DRAFT).
213 |nterview with DEVCO official, June 2014.

24 Interviews with EEAS and DEVCO officials, June 2014.
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Since 2012, the IfS has supported a joint impact assessment (with the World Bank) and kick-started reform
planning in the transition. It has also allowed for some scoping work with the Ministry of Interior on SSR,
designed to mobilise expertise quickly and lay the ground for larger-scale longer-term cooperation in
response to a personal request for help from President Hadi.*® This allows for a high degree of
responsiveness on the part of the EU, but we are reminded of the absence of adequate underlying analysis or
sufficient sector-level coordination (see EQL); indeed, we detected discernible doubt and unease about SSR
among some EU officials in Brussels.?™® In March 2014, the IfS was succeeded by the Instrument
contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP) that has essentially the same purpose.

JC 9.2 Extent to which the mix of EU aid modalities applied in Yemen was appropriate to achieve EU
cooperation objectives.

All EU development cooperation has been provided through the modality of project support.
Notwithstanding moves towards a sector-wide approach in the health sector, no budget support has been
provided or is foreseen. Project support has been provided using government systems, through parallel
systems and through implementation by NGOs and international organisations. There have been efforts to
consolidate projects into programmes, such as support for moves towards a health sector-wide approach, but
project support remains the sole modality in EU development cooperation.

With regard to the volume of aid, one commentator noted in 2010 that ‘the scale of [the EU’s engagement
with Yemen] seems commensurate neither with the level of the challenges the country faces nor the potential
fallout from failure to address those challenges.”®"’ But use of the project modality and the amount of staff
time required to manage a large number of projects has in principle limited the EU’s capability to manage
even historically low volumes of aid. As aid volumes to fragile states, including Yemen, increase in response
to the Agenda for Change, the importance of reviewing the appropriate of aid modalities in relation to
Delegation capacity becomes even more important. Notwithstanding initiatives to set up trust funds in some
cases, we have not seen evidence of a review of aid modalities against fragile states principles that call for
alignment ‘with local priorities in different ways in different contexts’. Thus the reliance on the project
modality has been more a default setting than a conscious choice of the most relevant instrument within
Yemen’s particular context.

JC 9.3 Extent to which the mix of EU management modalities applied in Yemen has been appropriate to
achieve EU cooperation objectives, including the building of national capacity.

Bilateral projects funded within the country strategy programmes are implemented through one of three
management mechanisms. Joint management refers to projects contracted through International
Organisations already operating in-country, e.g. UNDP. According to interviews, this mechanism is used
widely in Yemen due to the difficulty in finding relevant expertise, but also as a platform for galvanising
other donors. EU involvement in implementation depends on the programme being managed. Typically, the
activity is managed and supervised entirely according to the procedures of that institution, and the EU has no
systematic involvement in implementation, although interviews highlighted the example of a nutrition
project managed by UNICEF that — due to performance-related issues — required greater EU involvement in
management and implementation.

Decentralised management is a mechanism whereby the EU signs a contract with Government, and a
government institution is in charge of full implementation. According to interviews and to internal
correspondence,?® this mechanism functions the least efficiently, and as a result there has been a significant
shift in recent years to recentralisation. Centralised management refers to projects that are entirely operated
by the EU, either through grants or tenders. The latter involves the EU issuing grants tender documents,
evaluating offers (with or without the assistance of the beneficiary government institution) and signing the
contract with the company for TA, supplies or works. An additional mechanism is indirect centralised
management, whereby a project is managed by the EU but indirectly through a Member State. This is

215 |nterviews with a range of EU officials, June 2014.

218 |nterviews with a range of EU officials, June 2014.

217 \/incent Durac, The European Union in Yemen: The Triumph of Pragmatism over Normativity? (2010) 15 European Foreign
Affairs Review, Issue 5, pp.645-661

218 Most notably, External Action Management Reports or EAMRS.
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frequently used elsewhere for IfS long-term projects where a pool of expertise exists within a MS and
recruitment is conducted on an individual basis. Interviews indicated that the advantage of this process lies in
its simplicity, although due to a dearth of Yemen experts this mechanism is not always appropriate for other
instruments.

The 2011 Mid-term Review? emphasised continued efforts to reduce the number of PIUs that work in
parallel to existing implementing mechanisms. These have been utilised in Yemen due to weak
organisational capacity in Government and parastatal agencies. In spite of plans to reduce these and
harmonise technical assistance inputs,* interviews and internal correspondence indicate that PIUs are still
very much needed over the short- to medium-term to compensate for weak government capacity to deliver
basic services.

Partial decentralisation currently accounts for a large part of the Yemen portfolio, especially in the health
sector, but due to capacity shortages in relevant line ministries the Delegation is arguing for greater use of
centralisation and joint management.””* A number of problems have been cited with regard to the use of
decentralised and partially decentralised management in Yemen. The latter is seen to have been an
appropriate approach during times of stability but in more recent times of crisis and fragility is no longer
conducive to effective implementation,?”” and “practically obsolete for all new projects in Yemen.’?? In spite
of these criticisms, however, a recent evaluation in the health sector found that ‘decentralisation has been
shown to be feasible, at least in the health sector. The EU has successfully supported this process within the
context of the Health Sector and Demography Support Programme by liaising directly with the Governorate
and District levels.”?**

There have been major disbursement and implementation difficulties throughout the evaluation period,
particularly with respect to previous Food Security programming.?”® The Draft 2014-15 Yemen—EU Country
Strategy Paper points to the Government of Yemen’s weak absorption capacity, a lack of concentration and
complementarity between projects and EU administrative complexities.?”® Almost 10 years before, the 2005
NIP cited weak government capacity, and proposed a stronger focus in programming, stronger coherence
with the Yemeni Poverty Reduction Strategy, particularly for Food Security projects, and highlighted a 2001
Court of Auditor’s report that disbursement should be slowed down until the Commission had agreed a better
framework for intervention with the Yemeni Authorities.”?” The project backlog that had accumulated during
the 2002-06 period combined with the political crisis brought about substantial programming delays during
the 2007-13 period, according to interviews.”® This points to a consistent mismatch between the overall
ambition of EU cooperation and the absorptive capacity of Yemeni authorities.

While the objective of building national capacity, in particular that of government ministries and agencies,
has been central to development cooperation programming, it has been founded on unrealistic assumptions
about government intentions and capabilities. Throughout the period of this evaluation, when issues of
government or implementing partner capacity have been cited in EU documents — most notably strategy
documents and EAMRSs — the focus has been on how best to strengthen delivery. Especially since 2007 and
the EU’s endorsement of the OECD-DAC fragile states principles, the absence of explicit and strategic
attention to the challenges of national capacity building? in the Yemeni context has weakened the impact

and sustainability of development cooperation.

2% Eyropean Commission (2011), EC-Yemen Country Strategy Mid-term Review.
220 1bid, p.10.
221 Eyropean Commission (2012), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2012-31/12/2012, p.7.
222 H

Ibid, p.6.
223 Eyropean Commission (2011), External Assistance Management Report (EAMR), 01/01/2011-31/12/2011, p.5.
224 Dybok H. et al. (2011), Evaluation Study Health Development Councils (HDC) — Yemen: Final Report, p.78.
225 Eyropean Commission (2004), National Indicative Programme (NI1P) 2005-06, p.4.
226 Eyropean Commission (2013), Yemen-European Union Country Strategy Paper for the Period 2014-15, p.13.
22T Eyropean Commission (2004), National Indicative Programme (NIP) 2005-06, p.9.
228 |nterviews with Delegation staff, July 2014

229 5ee, for example, the TRUST elements of the New Deal that frame how aid should be managed in partnership with national actors
(which include but are not limited to government).
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2.10. Institutional arrangements and staffing

EQ10: To what extent has the EU resourced and deployed its services to deliver EU cooperation in an

efficient manner?

Summary response: Human resources have been insufficient to deliver to the EU’s strategic ambitions in
Yemen. Weaknesses in human resource management have undermined the EU’s ability to maintain and
build capacity internally and have led to a reliance on technical assistance that has often performed poorly.
The presence since 2009 of a fully staffed Delegation in Sana’a delivered immediate benefits, allowing the
EU to intensify dialogue with the government beyond just projects.

Efficiency and effectiveness have been undermined by insufficient attention to the impact of Yemen’s
fragility on staff and programmes, such as the staffing and workload required to build and maintain effective
relationships; the need for a systematic approach to evaluation, knowledge management and institutional
memory; and the need for a more strategic approach to capacity development and technical assistance. The
complexities and inflexibilities of EU development cooperation procedures have exacerbated the
management challenges faced by staff.

The lack of evaluative evidence relating to EU programming and its fragility relevance in Yemen is a key
finding of this evaluation. Nonetheless we note the impact of several highly committed individuals in the
Delegation who have worked hard to understand local needs, build relevance, satisfy internal demands,
overcome EU inconsistencies and achieve coherence. Unfortunately, institutional memory is not actively
maintained through effective human resource management. The challenge to support active engagement and
learning looks more intimidating in the context of current remote management arrangements and the scaling
up DEVCO’s portfolio.

JC 10.1 Extent to which EU services in Brussels, Amman and Yemen have been adequately staffed,
resourced and organised to design and manage EU cooperation efficiently and responsively

At the start of the evaluation period, the European Commission’s presence in Yemen took the form of a
technical assistance office, functioning as a ‘satellite dependency’ of the EU Delegation in Jordan. In 2004,
the EU upgraded its representation to Yemen, with a non-residential Head of Delegation based in Amman,
reporting directly to Brussels; four years later, the EU devolved project management from Brussels to
Amman. In 2009, the Yemen delegation was upgraded, leading to a full transfer of responsibility to Sana’a.

From 2001-03 the Technical Assistance Office in Sana’a had 12 staff in total, including administrative
support staff, guards and drivers, with an administrative budget of about EUR 1.5 million.”® By 2003, the
EU had 53 interventions, but only three staff project monitors in the Sana’a office. To some extent this was
offset by the Commission’s ability to send international field monitoring missions once a year to cover some
of the larger interventions; for instance, in June 2003 a monitoring mission reported on the Vocational
Training Project, the Food Security Programme, Abyan Delta Spate Irrigation and the Family Planning
Centres of Marie Stopes in Taiz and Aden.?*' But more regular monitoring was constrained by staff
shortages. At any one stage there were up to 18 resident TA specialists assigned to some of the 50+ projects
and programmes (total commitments of about EUR 160 million). Disbursement rates had been poor in
previous years, but began to improve — from EUR 14 million in 2001, to some EUR 18.5 million in 2002,
and more than EUR 22 million by 2003.2%

Until at least 2009 there were persistent internal concerns over staff resources and TA abilities, reflected in
several EAMRS. In short, the human resources available for the management and monitoring of EU projects
were spread too thinly.”*® The January 2009 EAMR states the management challenges quite bluntly: ‘EC

20 This was itself a project, European Commission Technical Advisory Office (1999-2003, with extension), with the project
;igulthority being the Ministry of Planning and Development. (c/f Early Projects 2002-2003, internal summary document).

Ibid.
232 |bid.
28 EAMR, February 2006, states that the delegation ‘requires additional resources (mission budget) to maintain overview of
implementation of projects in Yemen, a country with a bleak record of sound financial management,” and ‘without a fully
deconcentrated status, the increasing expectations from our counterparts and fellow donors cannot be met’. Again, EAMR January
2008 reiterates: ‘additional human resources, which were expected to be recruited before the end 2007 have not been completed due
to difficulties in finding suitable candidates willing to take up posts in Yemen.’
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dialogue and monitoring was hampered by the volatile security situation...capacities and commitment of
Ministries to drive a reform agenda and steer programmes remains low... even Ministries which have the
mandate to encourage public sector reform such at the Ministry for Civil Service reform have not been able
to utilise strategically EC institutional support; this has been also associated by poor quality of the technical
assistance in some cases.’

Throughout the period the EU has been reliant on TA to support programme delivery. However, the quality
of the TA specialists the EU could recruit in a challenging and non-family duty station has been a major
constraint. The 2002-06 CSP reiterates the challenge by recognising the continued need for expatriate TA,
yet stating that: ‘The selection and mobilising of technical assistance is a long and cumbersome process,
delaying the project start. In addition, it appears to be difficult to find qualified and motivated experts.
Selected staff often have to be replaced shortly after being assigned in Yemen.’?** All TA specialists reported
to Brussels directly, so little formal management or overview from Sana’a was possible. Weaknesses
included: poor-quality TA assigned to public administration projects,** compounded by a confused strategy
over payrolls and budgetary processes; and the diminished influence the EU had within the SFD due to its
insistence on having separate administrative procedures from the World Bank, resulting in significant delays
in disbursements and therefore in the deployment of the two TA specialists assigned to the SFD.?*

The situation improved from 2008 following the decision of the Delegation to close a certain number of
projects, in agreement with the Yemeni government; and the devolution of the financial and operational
management of projects from Brussels to Amman and then to Sana’a. 2008 also saw the transfer of two
Programme Managers from Amman to Sana’a. However, it took a long time to mobilise the new Head of
Section for cooperation (who eventually took over duties on 16 April 2009). The main challenge for 2009
was to fill the eight new posts associated with the upgraded status to a full Delegation.?’

By the start of 2011, the Head of Delegation and his team were based at the new delegation building in
Sana’a, including contract agents and local agents.®® DEVCO staff were by now managing an active
portfolio of EUR 102 million. As we have commented elsewhere (EQ3 and EQ7), the presence of a fully
staffed Delegation in Sana’a delivered immediate benefits, most notably the direct involvement of the Head
of Delegation in political negotiations with major political parties leading to the signature of the GCC
initiative and the Transitional Plan for Stabilisation and Development. In short, it allowed the EU to intensify
dialogue with the government that was beyond just projects.

Given that the EEAS had already foreseen increasing instability in Yemen, fragility thinking should have
been starting to take effect, both with regard to the specific mix of skills among delegation staff, and
preparation for a potential evacuation; yet, to our knowledge, evacuation plans and readiness for remote
management were inadequate.?*® In the event, the evacuation process undertaken in spring 2011 was reported
as ad hoc; all missions were suspended and most in-country technical assistance was withdrawn. From
May/June 2011 only the Head of Delegation remained in place, focusing on political dialogue and
overseeing the minimum ‘survival” functions of the Delegation.

The 2011 disruptions to the programme included the relocation of Operations (OPR)/FCA staff to Brussels
and arrangements were made for ‘remote control’ management.?*® All missions were suspended and most in-
country TA presence was withdrawn. Although the Head of Delegation remained in place, the Delegation
almost closed after fighting in the capital in May/June 2011. The focus was now purely on engagement in the
political process and the declaration of ‘crisis situation’ was approved by the DEVCO Director-General on 3
November 2011.

The disruption to EU activities in 2011 was immense. Security level 2 was retained for months on the basis
of there being ‘no progress’ in the political stalemate, but since no sanctions were imposed on the authorities

234 CSP 2002-06, section 4.1.

2% The EC Financing Agreement focused in particular on administrative reform in the Ministry of Public Health and Population,
Ministry of Social Security and Civil Service and Civil Aviation and Meteorology Authority.

236 |nterviews with EC officials, June 2014

27 EAMR, January 2009.

238 A political officer was appointed to the delegation later in 2011 and a second in 2012.

289 Interview, June 2014. The evacuation was formally effected as of 1% April 2011 — although a majority of staff had already left in
March on personal initiative, and on strong advice from the Head of Delegation.

20 EAMR, Jan-Jun 2011.
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throughout the period, the expectation was that most programmes should continue despite the lack of staff on
the ground. Unable to consult with local CSOs, delegation staff decided not to launch a call for EIDHR
proposals; instead, they selected the best unsolicited proposals. Local staff were unable to visit partners;
delegation staff, based in Brussels, found it difficult to maintain contact with local staff and Yemeni
counterparts as the phone lines were routinely down. Ironically, the uptake of training opportunities
increased with the evacuation of staff to Brussels in April 2011 and the bringing of newly recruited local
staff to Brussels for training over the next six-to-nine months. Global average training increased to ten days
per staff member per year.?*

By November 2012, all EU staff had returned to Sana’a, coinciding with the full devolution of financial
responsibilities set in motion by the delegation upgrade; the management of the cooperation programme was
formally devolved on 15 November 2012. As a priority, DEVCO set about terminating several financial
commitments with the Government of Yemen that could no longer be justified according to standards of
Public Financial Management (PFM) and getting to grips with the extent of disruption during the previous
year, including missing data and significant disorder to reporting cycles.””? During 2013, some aspects of
delegation management improved, with efforts to standardise procedures, reduce the number of contracts,
and reorganise staff responsibilities.?** However, systemic inefficiencies dating back to the Amman period
were still evident as late as 2013, when the first external audit was completed.**

The delegation barely had time to make up for lost ground during the first evacuation in 2011 and adapt to
Yemen’s new circumstances, when security conditions in Sana’a began to deteriorate again, in part
associated with the completion of the NDC in January 2014, and Hadi’s new offensive against AQAP. The
delegation was evacuated for a second time in spring 2014 after an EU security contractor was killed in
Sana’a: yet another ad hoc procedure. In our assessment the 2014 evacuation represents a significant
indicator that the EU was not sufficiently staffed, resourced and organised to cope with Yemen’s fragility,
including having regular access to reliable intelligence.*** Furthermore, it raises pertinent questions about the
EU’s institutional expertise for operating in hostile environments, the maturity of EEAS’s internal risk
architecture, and the speed at which EEAS can respond to changes in the security environment.**®

JC 10.2 Extent to which EU administrative and financial procedures and processes have enabled EU
services to design and manage EU cooperation efficiently and responsively

In 2004, one single EU grant, disbursed via a World Bank-administered trust fund, had required individual
approval of 300 separate contracts. EU procedures have since improved, becoming increasingly more
efficient and less complex. However, there are notable contemporary examples of inefficiencies and delays.
One 2007 grant was only approved in 2011 due to operational issues; the recipient was then told to spend the
money by the end of the year.”*” The Yemen Economic Support programme (SMESs), initiated in 2009, was
finally contracted in 2012 but still not operational in 2014 — five years after the project was first identified —
due to EU demands for bank guarantees that Yemeni NGOs are unable to provide.*®

Responsibility for managing instruments and ensuring complementarity rests with the Delegation.
Programming advice is normally requested once the Delegation has already decided to incorporate a specific
action into its country programme, and as a result, questions of relevance and comparative advantage are
rarely addressed prior to project identification.?*® For example, DEVCO’s unit for Employment, Social
Inclusion and Social Protection has neither advised on the job creation aspect of the SFD, nor provided input
on the social protection mechanism prior to project identification.® In addition, Delegation staff describe
difficulties navigating the EU’s silo culture, working around splits between thematic teams — for example,
health and nutrition are managed together in Sana’a, but these two portfolios fall under different directorates

21 EAMR Jan-Jun 2011, section 5.

222 Interviews with EC officials, June 2014.

23 |bid.

24 An earlier external audit, launched in 2010, had to be closed when the auditors decided not to travel to Yemen.
25 Interviews with EC officials, August 2014,

26 Interviews with EEAS officials, July 2014.

247 Interview with CSO representative, July 2014.

248 | pid.

29 Interviews with EC officials, June 2014.

20 |pid.
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within in DEVCO.?" Efforts are currently being made to tackle the EU’s silo culture, with the creation of
several new flagship programmes designed to encourage closer collaboration between thematic teams.??
However, by their own admission, the thematic units only respond to demand from the Delegation staff, as
their portfolios are vast and they have little specific country knowledge. Their mandate does not extend to
the NSA sector, where projects are selected on the ‘call for proposal’ basis, meaning that, for example, they
had no input in the recent SME project.

At a time when other agencies such as the World Bank or IFAD design projects for six or seven years, the
EU continues with the three-year project cycle with complex procedures. The results include: a) long delays
in start-up and implementation due to the procedural complexities in Brussels; b) additional delays due to the
negotiating process with the participants in Sana’a or elsewhere in Yemen; c) insufficient time for
implementation; d) additional burdens on EU and Yemeni staff as the whole process needs to be repeated too
frequently; e) frequent extensions of projects which are also demanding of staff time; f) uncertainty for the
beneficiaries, who have barely seen the project get going when it is ended and a new one needs to be
designed.

Specific problems occur with co-financed projects when the donors have different project durations. For
example, a three-year input by the EU in the EOP and FIP, co-financed with IFAD, requires the IFAD
project management®? to focus specifically on the EU-financed parts in order to complete them on time —
detracting from the overall synergy and coherence of what was designed as a single project. Other UN
organisations also have to adjust their timing and planning to fit in with the EU cycle whereas in many cases
(eg UNICEF nutrition programmes) a longer duration would be more rational and save valuable staff time on
all sides. It is only for organisations like the SFD, which work with a multiplicity of funders, that adjustment
is relatively easy. However it is worth noting that the SFD and EU agreed to operate an entire EU project
through a trust fund with the World Bank, just to avoid the complexity of reporting requirements set by the
EU — even at a time when the EU had sent a specific mission that had approved the SFD procedures®™* which
have, indeed, been designed and approved by the World Bank and are considered good by numerous
international funders, including MS such as the UK.

A further problem is that of internationally recruited technical assistance. While in some cases it has been
useful and effective (e.g. Tihama water management), in others it has been seriously problematic (SWF
support); in the latter case, a single company had a series of contracts and these were only finally not
renewed at the express request of the Minister, although performance had been below standard for many
years. Instead the SWF now has technical assistance financed by the World Bank. In other cases, the Yemeni
parties have considered that they were provided with expensive technical assistance, as for example in health
matters, Wgs%n the funds could have been used more effectively in building national capacity through training
local staff.

JC 10.3 Extent to which EU services related to Yemen have been active in learning from its experience in
Yemen, in communicating these lessons to wider relevant EU services and staff and in incorporating
lessons into strategy and programme design and management.

The lack of evaluative evidence relating to EU programming in Yemen is itself a key finding of this macro-
level evaluation. Between 2002 and 2012 the EU financed 154 interventions through its NIP/MIPs and 140
interventions through thematic instruments and programmes, but we have only been able to secure very
limited documentation on the results and impacts of these interventions. Where the EU co-financed projects
with other donors — most notably, some interventions with IFAD, the SWF and the SFD — evaluations and
impact assessments commissioned by EU partners can be used to infer the effectiveness of EU support.
However, there is a distinct lack of in-house evaluations in priority EU areas, including much of the Food
Security portfolio. Even where recent evaluations have been carried out — such as fisheries — they have paid
insufficient attention to fragility relevance as a programming criterion. As with many other systemic failures

21 Interviews with DEVCO and EEAS officials, June 2014.
22 Interview with EC official, June 2014.

23 Interview with development partner July 2014.

24 |bid.

5 |nterviews with Yemeni officials, July 2014.
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highlighted in this report, Yemen’s low profile in Brussels for much of the evaluation period is likely to have
played a part (see 2.1).

Despite this, we note the impact of several highly committed individuals in the Delegation who have worked
hard to understand local needs, build relevance, satisfy internal demands, overcome EU inconsistencies and
achieve coherence. In an environment like Yemen, where power is only partially structured through formal
institutions, success at all levels — including the assessment and provision of delegation security — depends
on intensive investment in personal relationships. This approach requires a high degree of empathic
engagement, and it is our impression that this is not sufficiently recognised in Brussels — where senior
managers may have less direct experience of functioning in such fragile environments. As a result, some of
the most committed individuals have, at times, felt that they were working in isolation, without sufficient
professional acknowledgment or institutional support.

Significantly, given the extent to which relevance is built through relationships, there is an obvious need for
an appropriate handover period and carefully planned transfer of knowledge during the deployment of new
staff. Without this, a sin%le individual’s departure can decimate institutional memory and essential
contextual understanding.25 However, there is rarely an in-country handover period; more often, there is a
gap of several weeks or months between the departure of the outgoing staff member and the arrival of the
replacement. Recruitment can take up to nine months, compounded by visa delays and security constraints,
but the challenging security environment makes forward planning even more important.257 Local staff have
not been able to offer the ‘default’ institutional memory that they could — in part, because they had little
overview of programming before decentralisation was completed in 2011, precisely at a time of major
political upheaval.

As we have already noted, responsibility for implementing thematic programmes and ensuring
complementarity rests with the delegation. Building relevance and achieving effective implementation
requires a dedicated team on the ground, yet as a result of the latest evacuation in 2014, each of the
substantial challenges detailed in this report now has to be tackled by remote management. This undoubtedly
has considerable impact on the delegation’s ability to consult the Government of Yemen on the delivery of
EU assistance in the short term, and engage in long-term planning; it also has substantial impact on EU
engagement with CSOs, and EU coordination of other donors.?*® The challenge looks more intimidating in
the context of scaling up DEVCO’s portfolio, while at the same time Yemen’s political environment is
becoming more nuanced. It will be some months before a new EU compound can be constructed — in the
meantime, EU ambitions need to be adjusted, and a recovery period will be required when the delegation
does return.? Leadership style is cited as an important factor, given the small size of the diplomatic
community in Sana’a, the tense nature of current working conditions and the need for credible relations with
Yemeni actors.*®

26 |nterviews with EC officials, June 2014.
257 H
Ibid.
28 | pid.
29 Interviews with DEVCO and EEAS officials, June 2014.
20 Interviews with EEAS and DEVCO officials, corroborated with G10 sources, June-July 2014.
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3. CONCLUSIONS

In the preceding section we have presented our findings against the ten evaluation questions. We have seen
consistent themes emerging across these questions, and in our conclusions we have synthesised these
findings to arrive at a more strategic analysis of the drivers of, and constraints to, successful EU cooperation
in Yemen from 2002 to 2012.

Cl1l. EU cooperation has contributed to state-building and resilience with some success in a very
challenging context, but overall results have been mixed and sustainability has in many instances been
weak. Longstanding support in the health sector offers a successful example of state-building work at the
local level and has contributed to household-level resilience through access to basic services. EU political
engagement was instrumental in mediating Yemen’s transition agreement and in supporting the National
Dialogue. EU support for social protection and food security has contributed to greater resilience of poor
households and to strengthened capacity for delivery, but these achievements have been undermined by
aspects of weak programme design and by beneficiary-targeting problems. Support to private sector
development has delivered some impact to direct beneficiaries, but links to strategic objectives for economic
growth and poverty reduction have been weak and sustainability has been generally poor. Across all sectors,
the absence of a strategic approach to capacity development has weakened sustainability. With recent
improvements in the quality of programme design, prospects for results and sustainability are in principle
better, but the deteriorating security situation presents major risks going forward. Due to the very limited
availability of secondary evaluation sources on the results of EU cooperation, this conclusion is based
significantly on the EU’s own assessment of its performance (as set out in programming documents) and on
extensive interviews with EU officials and other stakeholders. Due to the cancellation of the field mission on
security grounds, we were unable to verify results in the field.

C2. Strategy design and its implementation has been weak for much of the period of this evaluation,
with limited evidence of shared strategic thinking to build and manage coherence and be responsive to
context. Under the first CSP (2002-06) strategy and programmes were based on unrealistic assumptions and
insufficient analysis, while the strategic coherence and consistency of the portfolio was not actively designed
or managed. Programmes were not adequately monitored or evaluated, poor performance was not adequately
addressed and EU cooperation strategy as a whole has never been independently or rigorously evaluated.
Although the quality of strategy improved from 2007, and a much more reflective and responsive strategic
stance is evident from 2009, the lag between strategy and programming has meant that many of the
weaknesses of strategy implementation under the 2002-06 CSP were carried forward into the second strategy
period. The significant improvement in the quality of programming since 2010, with its sharper focus on
state-building and resilience, has yet to feed through substantially into strategy implementation. This
conclusion is based on a comparison of the focus and coherence of strategic choices, their basis in sound
analysis and evaluation, and what was actually implemented and achieved. This conclusion is therefore also
subject to the very limited availability of secondary evaluation sources.

C3. At both strategy and programming levels there has been a de facto lack of senior management
engagement with results and accountability. This has allowed EU cooperation in Yemen to be
significantly under-evaluated and has led to a lack of transparency in the rationale for programming
decisions. The absence of a shared understanding and narrative between the Delegation, DEVCO and the
EEAS about the strengths, weaknesses and lessons of EU cooperation has undermined effectiveness, impact
and sustainability as well as value for money. This country evaluation and the increased number of
programme evaluations ongoing or recently completed together signal a revived interest in results; but
DEVCO and the EEAS will need to strengthen accountability and learning loops if this is to translate into
improved results-based-management of EU cooperation in Yemen. This conclusion is a logical inference that
leads from our findings about the poor attention to monitoring and evaluation over the period, triangulated
with findings about weaknesses in strategy and its implementation. It is further informed by the sheer variety
of opinions expressed by EU officials, often conflicting, about the effectiveness of different aspects of EU
cooperation.

C4. The EU has not invested sufficiently in contextual analysis and this deficit continues to expose
EU cooperation to significant risks. The 2009 McDonald/Khalil study demonstrated the importance and
utility of contextual analysis; the study has been influential in guiding strategic thinking and programming
since then. However, historically insufficient attention to, and investment in, contextual analysis (including
political economy analysis, conflict analysis and fragility assessment), has undermined relevance and
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responsiveness. In particular, fragility thinking has percolated only slowly into strategy and programming
processes. Although the importance of such analysis is now recognised, confusion between DEVCO and
EEAS over responsibility for its conduct and inconsistent application across the development cooperation
portfolio continues to undermine the EU’s ability to be relevant, responsive and effective. The continued
lack of attention to sector- and problem-level analysis presents risks to the relevance and feasibility of the
resilience and security sector-reform programmes currently in the pipeline. This conclusion is based largely
on our analysis of the presence and quality of the analysis that has underpinned EU cooperation in general
and development cooperation strategy and programmes in particular; a comparison of this analytical base
with the fragile states principles to which the EU formally subscribes; and on the perceptions of relevant
stakeholders on the contextual understanding that the EU has demonstrated through its political engagement
and development cooperation.

C5. When equipped with the basis of a comprehensive strategy, the EU has been more influential,
responsive and effective in Yemen. For most of the period of this evaluation — and currently — there has not
been a comprehensive strategy that links the political, development and regional dimensions of EU
cooperation in Yemen. The 2009 document Towards a Comprehensive Approach formed the basis of a
coherent strategy, underpinning diplomacy during 2011 and strengthening EU profile, influence and
responsiveness. It provided a strong example of emergent strategy in the field of EU political dialogue, much
of which remains relevant today — despite the fact that it has not since been updated. Current initiatives could
be better framed within the context of such a comprehensive strategy. This conclusion is based on
comparative analysis of EU cooperation prior to, during and after the period 2009-11. We have viewed this
period as a demonstration of a comprehensive strategy based on sound contextual analysis can strengthen
relevance and effectiveness. Given the absence of a comprehensive strategy for EU cooperation for most of
the evaluation period, we have based our comparison against the fragile states principles.

C6. EU Co-operation with Yemen has suffered historically from the institutional disconnects within
and between DEVCO and the EEAS and by the well-documented inflexibilities of EU instruments and
programming processes and practices that have in general been poorly suited to the particular context
of Yemen and the capabilities present there. Despite the priority given to fragile states in the Agenda for
Change, Yemen has had a low profile and priority in Brussels for much of the evaluation period. Its isolation
within the EU system has consistently inhibited effective oversight, and affected the coherence of the EU’s
response. Taken together, Yemen’s multiple problems — a declining resource base, a growing population, an
unstable government and a deteriorating security environment — pose a formidable policy challenge with few
easy solutions. And yet it is precisely for this reason that sustained high-level engagement in Brussels is
necessary, in order to improve and maintain the quality of future political dialogue and development
cooperation. This conclusion is based on a consistent set of findings from interviews with EU staff,
triangulated with Yemeni Government officials, that point to a recognition of historical difficulties in
locating Yemen in the EU’s institutional architecture; to the current lack of consensus on how it could be
better located; and to consistent interview and documentary findings from EU and external sources on the
inflexibilities of EU instruments and programming processes.

C7. An effective Delegation is vital to the effectiveness of EU cooperation; its resourcing, location
and organisational strength has not been effectively calibrated to the ambitions and realities of EU
cooperation in Yemen. The Delegation functions as a network node and is the only piece of the EU
institutional jigsaw that is able to understand local needs, build relevance, satisfy internal demands,
overcome EU inconsistencies and achieve coherence. Over the period of this evaluation, the EU has not
adequately resourced, directed or supported its Delegation to fulfil this necessary role. Neither has it engaged
sufficiently in scenario planning or business continuity planning as part of the strategy formulation process.
The ability to understand local needs is of particular relevance given the evacuation of international
Delegation staff. Notwithstanding that the EU’s duty of care extends as much to national as to international
staff, by maintaining its reliance on a predominantly international team of staff, the impact of an evacuation
on operations and relationships is much greater than would have been the case with a stronger and more
senior cadre of national staff. This conclusion is based on consistent interview and documentary findings
from EU sources, and our logical inference that the Delegation is only part of the EU organisational
landscape on which all Yemen-related threads converge.
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These conclusions (C1 to C7) are based on our own data gathering and analysis. It is important to note
though that they are consistent with broader findings and conclusions about EU cooperation in fragile states.
A recent report®® prepared for the European Parliament concludes that:

Key weaknesses of the EU’s programmes in fragile and conflict-affected states include insufficient
analysis of the root causes of fragility, ineffective early warning systems, and insufficient coordination
with other international actors engaged in fragile and conflict-affected states.

These challenges are not dissimilar to those experienced by other international actors. However, the
EU’s performance is exacerbated by a number of factors that are specific to its organisational and
resourcing arrangements. These include the internal fragmentation of policy responsibility at
headquarter level, inadequate translation of policy into programming at country level and insufficient
instrumental coherence. Investing in expertise in fragility and conflict prevention has not, to date, been a
priority, particularly at the operational level.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

Consistent with our synthesis of findings to arrive at a set of strategic conclusions we have not sought to
formulate detailed operational recommendations here, but to point to what we consider to be the structural
opportunities for strengthened EU cooperation. These recommendations are presented as a package and flow
in a logical sequence, from leadership to strategy underpinned by analysis, through organisational
effectiveness to implementation. If the package as a whole is not implemented, then the top three priorities
should be, in order, R2, R3 and R6.

Recommendations for senior management in DEVCO and the EEAS

R1. The senior management of DEVCO and EEAS should agree and communicate a clear
leadership position on the shared priority that they accord to Yemen. This leadership position should
clarify expectations with regard to the formulation and implementation of a comprehensive approach by the
EU and MS; should include a decision on Yemen’s location within EU organisational and funding structures
in a manner that better reflects its needs and priority. Recognising the grave implications of Yemen's
transition to a post-oil economy within the context of an increasingly polarised Middle East, consideration
should be given to putting Yemen under ‘special measures’ within EU structures, bypassing in the short term
the complications inherent in relocating Yemen in the EU’s legal framework for cooperation. Senior
management should be proactive in following up and reporting on progress in delivering to this leadership
position.

R2. The senior management of DEVCO and EEAS should require and support the development of a
comprehensive strategy for EU and MS in Yemen, consistent with the Joint Communication of
December 2013 (The EU’s comprehensive approach to external conflicts and crises). In the first
instance the Delegation should revisit and update the 2009 recommendations on moving towards a
comprehensive EU approach to Yemen. The updated recommendations should include a plan for formulating
a comprehensive strategy by 2016, within which there should be greater emphasis on joint programming
with MS and other donors. The strategy should pay attention to the perspectives of GCC governments.
DEVCO and EEAS should actively track progress and achievements against these recommendations through
the EAMRS.

R3. The senior management of DEVCO and EEAS should ensure a significantly increased
investment in, and use of, contextual analysis and evaluation at national, sector and problem levels.
Initially they should provide a clear statement on their shared expectations for contextual analysis and
evaluation, clarifying organisational arrangements for the commissioning and use of both. These
arrangements should allow for the outsourcing of contextual analysis studies but should ensure its systematic
use by EU officials as an integral part of their respective roles in political engagement and development
cooperation. Within the parameters set by senior management, the Delegation should invest further in these
areas, building up a body of analysis and evidence to strengthen the relevance, responsiveness and

%1 EU Development Cooperation in Fragile States: Challenges and Opportunities, prepared for the European Parliament’s
Committee on Development, 2013
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accountability of EU cooperation and to contribute to more sustainable institutional expertise in fragility.
The approach should include the pooling of analysis and the conduct of joint evaluations with MS. Where
possible, it should seek to draw on and build national capacity for the same. It should also explore the scope
for strengthening beneficiary feedback in contextual analysis and evaluation, to better inform analysis and
findings, and to strengthen mechanisms and processes for greater downwards accountability.

Recommendations for the Delegation

R4. The Delegation, with the support of EEAS and DEVCO services in Brussels, should develop an
organisational strategy to strengthen the Delegation’s capability to play its central role in delivering
and coordinating EU dialogue, action and support. This should include concrete proposals on the
Delegation’s interim location pending its return to Sana’a. Co-location in a regional Delegation should be
considered, possibly within a GCC member country. The strategy should also include plans for team-
building, skills development and knowledge management within the Delegation and with relevant services in
Brussels. The approach to knowledge management should recognise Delegation staff knowledge as an
institutional resource, and strengthen contact management across the range of political engagement and
development cooperation activities. The Delegation should adopt a more strategic approach to the
recruitment of senior national staff in Yemen (whether in a Sana’a-based Delegation or technical office
under a regionally-based Delegation) so that operations and relationships can be managed more consistently
even under the kind of conditions that currently pertain. DEVCO and EEAS should actively track progress
and achievements against the strategy through the EAMRSs, paying particular attention to the adequacy of
Delegation resources and capability to deliver to the full range of demands of a comprehensive approach.

R5. The Delegation should develop a set of principles for national capacity development consistent
with the New Deal. The principles should inform strategy, programming and ensure that the choice of
management arrangements is explicitly framed by state-building considerations, with an emphasis on the
evolving dynamics of the political settlement. The principles should require explicit recognition of the trade-
offs between long-term state-building considerations and the shorter-term imperative to meet human needs.
The strategy should include the following elements:

e A clear position on the most appropriate mix of international and national Delegation staff, to strengthen
and expand the cadre of national staff who can maintain effective relationships over a longer period of
time than the usual rotation of international staff and ensure a greater level of business continuity during
times of disruption, taking into account the EU’s duty of care to all staff

e A long-term plan for building capacity in government to facilitate and coordinate EU support, through
the Executive Agency and/or government ministries acting as implementing partners. The focus here
should be on building understanding, trust and accountability for efficient project design, management
and reporting

e A long-term plan for building capacity in local NGOs to design and manage EU-funded projects,
including through partnerships with international NGOs

o Explicit treatment of the trade-offs between the exigencies of meeting basic human needs in the short
term and building national capacity (in government, national NGOs and beneficiary communities and
groups) in the longer term in line with fragile states principles. Both approaches are relevant but must be
balanced.

National capacity development should become a cross-cutting issue for systematic treatment in all Results-
Oriented Monitoring missions and in all strategy and programme evaluations. The principles should be
endorsed by DEVCO senior management. The Delegation should review the principles and their application
as part of country evaluations and strategy mid-term reviews.

R6. Current development programmes, including those under preparation, should each be reviewed
for their conflict sensitivity. Where design weaknesses are identified as a result, these should be addressed
by mitigation measures in the case of current programmes, or re-design in the case of programmes under
preparation. Assessments of conflict sensitivity should include attention to commodity value chains and
procurement channels. In order to capture the interaction between project and context, conflict sensitivity
should also be built into the monitoring and evaluation arrangements for all development cooperation
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programmes, drawing on the experience and tools that already exist in global best practice and among EU
implementing partners.?®2

These recommendations are specific to Yemen and are built on the analysis contained in this report and its
annexes. But they relate to broader organisational and institutional challenges that the EU faces and that
undermine the effectiveness of EU cooperation in fragile and conflict-affected contexts. We note the
recommendations of the recent report prepared for the European Parliament®®® that sets out an agenda for
more clearly shaping and implementing a whole-of-EU approach to ensure that the EU’s objectives are
mutually reinforcing across the fields of development cooperation, humanitarian assistance, peacebuilding,
conflict prevention and international security. The recommendations above should thus be considered within
the context of this broader agenda.

%2 gee for example, Module 3 in Saferworld’s resource pack on conflict-sensitive approaches to development, humanitarian

assistance and peacebuilding
%3 EU Development Cooperation in Fragile States: Challenges and Opportunities, prepared for the European Parliament’s

Committee on Development, 2013
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