Pakistan Earthquake Response 
Case Study on Partnership

1. Case Study Documentation

Partner identification

· CRS started relief activities in areas where we could find partners.  We took non emergency partners and used them for relief.   

· An initial assessment in AJK showed that there were no partners, so CRS did not start work there.  It was only one month later when the scale of the unmet needs became clear, that CRS decided to become directly operational in AJK. 

· In Mansehra 3 partners were identified, and in Besham 3 partners were identified.  In each office one of these three was actually new to the locality, having moved there to respond to the earthquake.

Division of roles and responsibilities

· In the first weeks of the response responsibility was over-delegated to partners.  Where staff were available they worked closely with the partner, conducting needs assessments and beneficiary registration jointly.

Capacity Building
· Partners were given essential tools needed for the needs assessment and a briefing on how to use them.  The RTA for Emergency Preparedness & Response Training was sent to Besham and Mansehra in week 3 to conduct a capacity assessment and training on assessments, registration, targeting and the new shelter strategy.  This was followed by trainings on finance and social mobilization.  

2. Best Practices and Lessons Learned 

Best Practices

· Joint CRS-Partner teams in the field:  The needs assessments and registration of beneficiaries were, as much as possible, conducted by joint CRS-partner teams in the field.  This approach was extremely positive in that it combined capacity building with immediate implementation.  

· Communication: There was excellent communication between CRS staff and partners.  At the end of each day, after returning from the field, CRS staff would receive and listen to information and feedback from the field and decisions were made together.  CRS decided program strategy but was flexible and adjusted its plans according to partner feedback.

· Mutual respect: Both CRS and partners had mutual respect for each other’s areas of expertise. 

Lessons Learned
· Over Delegation to Partners: CRS over delegated responsibilities to partners early on and then had to take back control later.  CRS had to accompany the partners more closely from the very beginning.   There is a big staff need despite working with partners.

· Finance systems and support: Partners said that a one day training in financial systems was not enough. A standard package of tools and forms was needed, with clear instructions as to the essential things “to do” and “not to do”.  CRS needed additional staffing capacity to call on, within country and at the agency/ERT level to support its field offices and partners in financial management.  

· More inter-sectoral communication & integration.  Partners and CRS staffing were structured sectorally, but looking back it was felt that there was inadequate communication between the shelter and wat-san teams.  Shelter was the priority need, (it was decided that wat-san and education would follow shelter), but greater inter-sectoral communication would have meant more flexible programming and stronger community relations.  

· Roles & responsibilities:  There was a need for greater definition in terms of roles and responsibilities for the partners and CRS, particularly in the first weeks of the response.  This would have clarified partner expectations and helped to create a clear management structure and efficient communication.

· Understanding definition of partnership: Retrospectively CRS felt it should have been more proactive in explaining to CRS staff and partners the principles of working in partnership.  A proper understanding of partnership is key to working together and should be understood by partners and CRS staff.

