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INTRODUCTION
The International Rescue Committee (IRC) was founded in 1933 to assist people fleeing the rise of fascism in Europe. It has since evolved into a pre-eminent agency supporting conflict-affected communities from crisis through peace, regeneration and stable development. In 2002, the IRC established the Post Conflict Development Initiative (PCDI), a strategic center mandated to inform and support the development of IRC policy and practice related to transitional and post conflict interventions. This paper, produced by Lizanne McBride and Naina Patel of the PCDI, is a baseline analysis of lessons learned on IRC’s Community Driven Reconstruction or CDR work, an approach used in recovery and reconstruction programming. 
To vet initial findings, PCDI worked with IRC field staff in a seminar sponsored by IRC and Stanford University's Center for Democracy, Development and Rule of Law (CDDRL). PCDI also used the lessons learned as basis to work with CDDRL scholars on developing an effective monitoring and evaluation system that could measure impact with confidence in programs going forward. This paper and the work undertaken at Stanford represent an institutional commitment to build a more sophisticated evidence base for transitional programming. To this end, IRC has recently collaborated with scholars from Stanford and Columbia Universities to conduct randomized impact evaluations in two new CDR programs, and will disseminate results for improved program and practice as they become available.
METHODOLOGY
The International Rescue Committee’s Post Conflict Development Initiative conducted a study from July 2004-2006 to analyze IRC’s community driven reconstruction approaches. The aim was to understand best practice and develop a coherent institutional model from relief to development for possible replication within new IRC country programs in protracted and post-conflict settings.  Case studies comprised the empirical basis for the study. While IRC conducted CDR type work in a range of countries, the four larger or better-known programs were chosen:

· Afghanistan’s National Solidarity Program – a CDR model developed and financially supported by the World Bank, managed by the Afghan Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development, initiated in 2003 and still underway.  The program operates in all 19 provinces using a common implementation framework; IRC works in two of the southern regions, but is given flexibility to adapt and innovate to increase citizen participation and build local governance structures for socio-economic development. 

· Azerbaijan’s Integrated Community Development Programs – initiated in 2000, IRC initially sought to work in IDP affected areas by working through local communities to build community capacity to drive their own development. Successive generations of CDR programs continue today in support of a range of communities, with additional interventions now focused on creating linkages and supporting new local governance structures.

· Kosovo’s Community Action Social Services Initiative – from 2000 to 2002, IRC implemented a CDR model that sought to increase community participation and dialogue between divisive groups, assisting people to work in unison through democratic structures in furthering their own socio-economic development. 

· Rwanda’s Community Development, Good Governance and Decentralization Programs – initiated in 1998, IRC implemented four generations of CDR programs over seven years to promote citizen participation and socio-economic development, ultimately serving as a primary support to Rwanda’s decentralization and local governance process. 

The four countries selected offered some contextual commonalities and differences that allowed comparative analysis. Notable are that all suffered in the past from repressive forms of government; all implemented CDR during a ‘transitional’ phase - either to post-conflict or from a post-Soviet break-up; all implemented CDR prior to the formation of nationally supported democratic governance structures, which were initiated sometime during the program implementation timeframe. Among the differences are that Kosovo and Azerbaijan carried the influence of the former Soviet system, including high literary rates, level of acceptable development but seemingly low appreciation for citizen participation and civic duty. Conversely Rwanda and Afghanistan suffered from significant underdevelopment but a seeming willingness to participate in, and take on civic responsibility.

Methodology for the study included literature reviews, analysis of proposals, reports and evaluations, post-facto field visits and stakeholder interviews. PCDI produced four background country papers and outlined what appeared to be best practice for ‘first generation’ CDR programming, presenting results at a workshop sponsored by IRC and Stanford University’s Center for Democracy, Development and Rule of Law (CDDRL). Field staff and headquarter technical specialists discussed and debated findings, while Stanford scholars outlined possible data collection and evaluation methods for future impact measurement. A best practice manual was subsequently devised and disseminated for use by new practitioners, although seasoned practitioners and more sophisticated programs would also glean useful material. From this work, and follow-on studies in Afghanistan, DRC, Sierra Leone and Burundi, PCDI drew out some major lessons learned, presented in the paper that follows. 
Section one provides background on CDR’s aim and methodology; section two lists major findings related to outcomes and processes, broken into the general and more specific implications of socio-economic recovery, institution building and social cohesion. Section three concludes with a list of recommendations for IRC to take on as further analysis and study. 

OVERVIEW of the COMMUNITY DRIVEN RECONSTRUCTION APPROACH
Community Driven Reconstruction is a methodology that allows community to be drivers and owners of their own reconstruction and recovery through establishing community governance structures that stress choice and accountability.
  It is based upon community-driven development (CDD) models pioneered by the World Bank and community development/local governance initiatives under USAID and UNDP among others, but adapted for the specific context of conflict affected environments.  These environments present a number of problems related to war and post war scenarios:

· Large number of returnee populations to be reintegrated;

· Large number of ex-combatants and vulnerable populations that need special attention when reintegrating;

· Communities with no history of good governance (transparency, accountability, and responsibility) or a history of oppressive top-down governance;

· Break-down in institutions and populations who distrust each other and their institutions;

· Physical and social infrastructure destroyed or in disrepair;

· Women and youth (who often bear the brunt of war) disproportionately disenfranchised.

The CDR model in a sophisticated form aims to improve socio-economic conditions, foster good governance practice, build institutions, and promote social cohesion. It brings together all actors in the community to address the causes and consequence of conflict simultaneously by analyzing the landscape and issues that undermine their peaceful development and by identifying priority needs.  It facilitates the creation of sustainable community (governance) structures from the base to the mid-local level, and communities participating within those structures capable of addressing these socio-economic needs. It provides funds for implementation of works, contracted to the private sector and monitored by civil society groups. Finally, it fosters linkages, interaction and cooperation between structures and with their local government, thereby promoting an effective system responsive to community rights and needs – paying particular attention to the most vulnerable and those most impacted by war (women, youth, ex-combatants).

The steps in a ‘first generation’ CDR process include the following:

· Sensitizing and mobilizing the community on program objectives;
· Facilitating establishment if needed of democratically elected representative community development committees and councils (CDCs);
· Building capacity of committees, councils, local governments and technical line ministries and creating linkages with all stakeholders including government where possible;
· Assisting CDCs to define priority social infrastructure (and perhaps economic recovery interventions) reflective of community wishes and with consideration to special needs populations or conflict-trigger potentialities;
· Providing block grants for identified sub-projects and supporting CDCs to tender works for implementation by either private sector, CBOs, the community and in rare cases the international agency;
· Ensuring viable monitoring by communities and civil society agencies who oversee works or projects and report back on progress; 

· Supporting structures to report on financial transactions and account to the community;
· Developing a full-scale monitoring and evaluation plan that includes data collection and analysis necessary to attribute program impact. 

A CDR approach can be used in a sectoral intervention. For instance, in the water sector, communities may elect a water committee (community governance structure) which is given a budget to improve services based on the input and expressed wishes of the population. This is a community driven approach and some of the steps outlined above serve as an excellent guide in this process. But for the purposes of IRC’s study, CDR was something more comprehensive: 

In the IRC contexts of fragile and rebuilding states, our CDR programs generally aimed to respond to:

 

1) the need for a broader community governance system that fostered socio-


economic recovery and social cohesion, and;



2) the need for piloting such systems to inform the anticipated full-scale 



reconstruction and decentralization effort. 

FINDINGS on IRC’s CDR PROGRAMS
IRC’s CDR work presented significant challenge for sophisticated program evaluation.  Each program was initiated in a chaotic relief or nascent post conflict environment, characterized by high demands and expectations for results from communities, donors and governments alike. Need was great, and it was understood that a window of opportunity to demonstrate a ‘peace dividend’ existed.  Rigorous data collection that would allow demonstrable evidence based impact was often sacrificed (rightly or wrongly) for the more immediate, visible results. Moreover, since historically relief programs did not evolve generationally (leaving the well–known ‘gap’ in programming), staff failed to grasp the longer-term potential of first generation programs, or recognize that good data collection could significantly inform post-conflict practice. As such, IRC’s analysis of its past and current CDR projects was process-oriented. It focused on challenges and successes experienced during program implementation in an effort to lay the groundwork for more rigorous impact evaluation. 
Despite the acknowledged limitations, extensive field work over years by skilled practitioners and post-facto analysis enabled us to draw out some findings, both against intended results and best practice on process as follows:

CDR from relief to post conflict

It is generally believed that a ‘first generation’ CDR process can only be conducted in a country (or a region) where conflict has ceased and stability is evident. However, experience showed an abbreviated CDR process may be useful in certain situations, which if implemented better positioned a community as a peace process unfolded, and better prepared staff to support full scale community development/governance as the country stabilized and a transition began. Successful modifications to programs included limitations on funds to communities, holding of funds instead of direct transfers to communities, and abbreviated processes for more rapid implementation. 
In emerging post conflict zones, the standard process was more directly applicable as communities were able to progressively take on responsibility for recovery efforts via full ownership of processes, products and financial arrangements. However, in a definitive post conflict zone, the steps clearly needed sophisticated adaptations in an effort to bolster national programs of governance that often involved political, administrative and technical decentralization. In fact, we found that in these settings, bi and multi-lateral donors generally worked with government to outline new governance structures and socio-political development systems to be implemented in-country.  The key was to ensure that field programmers were cognizant of the process and the intended timelines for implementation, and did not undercut or undermine what was in the pipeline, and hold on rigorously to ‘their’ program (as was occasionally evinced).  In fact, field programmers needed strong guidance to initiate plans with communities to revise existing objectives that reflected new policy changes, to dovetail efforts with new processes, and/or to redirect interventions where unmet needs would be.  When this critical step was missed, it only served to complicate the field environment and undermine the constituent populations CDR purported to serve.
CDR as part of a Broader Governance Strategy

When CDR was part of a national program, owned by the government with an explicit purpose of promoting recovery and generating democratic structures or simply changes in attitude/understanding over time, it seemed to have greatest chance of equitable and sustainable results as evidenced by Rwanda and, it seems, Afghanistan. Despite this, some humanitarian actors (including IRC in one instance), because of issues of neutrality or inexperience, sought to operate outside the national framework.  They failed to understand the potential for wider impact, and often inadvertently undermined efforts of CDR as a grounding mechanism for local governance frameworks. Similarly, government officials were seen to resist or subvert CDR programs when they perceived the money or power bestowed by the programs would diminish their department’s importance.
As a result, we found:  1) more clarity is needed regarding the orientation of the program among staff and a broad-based area of stakeholders; 2) implementing partners should be selected from those that have demonstrated understanding of the governance function of CDR or have relevant CDR experience; 3) government and donors should from the outset build a structural mechanism that not only allows, but demands the sharing of best practice to bolster the national agenda; they should as well provide an enforcement mechanism for its implementation; and 4) exchange visits between implementing and non-implementing areas, and/or visits out of country to other post conflict nations for lesser experienced ministry staff, government skeptics or potential spoilers clearly helps facilitate a more productive and supportive environment.

Outcomes on Main Objectives of Socio-Economic Recovery, Governance and Social Cohesion
In terms of socio-economic recovery, subproject implementation appears to have led to the improvement of both reconstruction and livelihoods at local levels, as evidenced through investments of up to $60,000 per community. These took the form of over 1000 sub-projects, generally in infrastructure, either completed or underway (and in the case of Rwanda the disbursement of over 8500 income-generating loans to individuals). This equated to nearly $30,000,000 invested in direct pubic goods in four countries through IRC interventions alone. Local economies were also stimulated in the process, much of this money being paid to contractors operating in the vicinity for implementation of the works.  
In terms of governance, all four country programs developed effective community structures and processes based and administered on principles of good governance (inclusiveness, accountability, transparency).  In fact, approximately 3000 structures were created, 98% of these through democratic elections at various administrative levels of the four countries.  All four programs further demonstrated citizens’ understanding of the need for active participation and transparent, accountable, decision making at local levels through proxy indicators such number of citizen members participating, change in CDC membership, etc. 

In terms of social cohesion, defined here as trust, confidence and willingness to work in unity between people and between people and their institutions, anecdotal evidence suggested progress.  In terms of community cohesion, increases in community contributions over time showed a growing willingness to set aside differences and invest personal resources and energy in the pursuit of a common goal in most, but not all communities. In terms of cohesion between communities and their CDCs, evidence such as the replacement of corrupt or underperforming CDC members witnessed in every country program suggested that the democratically elected processes yielded a level of confidence in the CDC groups.  And in terms of trust attained between people and their other institutions (and for these purposes, we assumed appointed administrative or line ministry government), responsible engagement with local government certainly occurred.
In spite of these positive outcomes on all three objectives, the data gathered was insufficient to determine whether any could or would be sustained for the long-term in the absence of either a follow-on program that would ground learning, or a national program for decentralization and reconstruction.  
Methodological Approaches

As demonstrated in current literature, community driven development is seemingly more effective when program design is iterative, so that it truly reflects the views of the population. In a recovery environment, an iterative process is absolutely vital as the reconstruction work must be in synch with new and constantly evolving national policy. 

Equally, using a learning-by-doing approach over a formalized training program has proven effective in recovery type environments, where capacity may be low and demands on populations and staff are considerably higher than development settings. The CASSI program provided an interesting example of the application of this notion to CDR - each community was taken immediately through a project cycle twice: the outcome - 26/27 projects with a value of $654,603 were completed during the second project cycle in the same timeframe as 0/12 projects initiated with a value of $50,085 in the first.

The Issue of Structures

In CDR, there is a choice of working with existing community organizations or creating new structures in the absence of democratically elected governance structures. New councils created through democratic processes appeared to be more effective organizations. Anecdotal evidence from Azerbaijan indicated that communities with larger participation rates in the election process seemed to correlate with those that had the fewest complaints made against their CDCs, and that poor documentation of process routinely led to allegations of illegitimacy of the structures concerned. Further, where new structures were not initially effective, the same processes provided the opportunity to make them so by recalling those elected officials that performed poorly as Kosovar and Rwandan community members did.

The track record of the pre-cursor program to CAASI in Kosovo suggested however, that if new structures were to be created, adequate time must be spent on sensitization, facilitation and elections to ensure representative CDCs are not likely to be easy targets for capture by elites.  If this is not viable, then it may be better to work with existing organizations, particularly if these have a proven record of contributing to their communities and are likely to be sustainable (but only if they are representative and perceived as fairly elected).  In order to determine this, a thorough contextual analysis that examines what structures exist, their role and composition and how they are perceived by communities would be necessary.
The main consideration in creating new structures or working with existing structures is that these may need to be disbanded by new governments in the wake of a national system. For example, in Kosovo after the first municipal elections in 2000 it was felt that the committees might undermine the authority of the newly elected municipal representatives by providing citizens with an alternative and unofficial parallel network of community leaders with resources and decision-making authority – thus they were abandoned.  In Rwanda, shortly after facilitating elections and training 865 CDCs, the government decided it was time to legally nationalize this process, and all 865 needed to be disbanded.  Neither of these cases were classed as programmatic failure, since CDR can have substantial benefits without feeding into larger national level structures – and as was the case in Rwanda, 85% of those elected through the IRC programs were re-elected to the new nationally authorized structures – an exercise which not only demonstrated the utility of the first effort but prepared citizens for positions in the new governance structures. In fact, it is actually appropriate to disband the councils/CDCs created if a new national system comes on line, and the challenge was to turn staff quickly away from attempts to cling to their committees, but rather understand their new role in fostering a larger governance objective. 

Definition of Communities 

It seems a balance needs to be struck between ensuring ‘communities’ resonate with traditional settlement patterns so that the groupings are accepted - and seeking to encourage the mixing of different groups that may often live apart, in order to generate social cohesion.  In Afghanistan, staff contend that the communities that had been unwilling to sign solidarity agreements had been so because they actually consisted of several smaller hamlets grouped together to satisfy the programmatic definition of a community. Similarly, in Azerbaijan, many cluster structures spontaneously sub-divided into smaller inter-community clusters perhaps because the program-mandated collectivities were too far removed from people’s realities.  In both scenarios, however, staff contended that continued work with these groups made them more willing to collaborate. 

One mechanism employed in Rwanda that remedied both issues was the creation of communities at multiple levels. Projects of varying monetary sizes were assigned to each layer to support the micro-to-macro needs, buttressed by governance linkages between the layers.  Thus, the lowest or more grass roots level addressed the need and desire for first line allegiance to the local community, while the mid-to-upper levels allowed for fostering social cohesion by placing more distant and diverse communities together to determine common good projects.

Inclusion of Existing Power Structures Regardless

Regardless of which choice is made, work in all four countries suggested that success is achieved by making elites part of the program design and/or process.  This was done by creating separate governance functions for them as with the community political administration arms of CDCs in Rwanda, creating formal advisory structures to involve them in programming as with the Provincial Advisory Boards, Special Action Committee for Religious Affairs and Village Election Commissions in Afghanistan, or simply consulting them on an ad-hoc basis at the outset of the intervention as in Kosovo’s CASSI program.  Such involvement should be sufficient to make these groups stakeholders in the success of the program and to prevent them from hindering its work, but unable to co-opt processes or access funds in a corrupt manner.
Balance of Process and Delivery 

There was a trade-off between depth of process and the timeframe for the delivery of micro-project outputs. Cleary, the more time spent on sensitization, facilitation and capacity building the longer project completion took.  The gradient of this relationship was steeper the lower the literacy rates and capabilities in the communities where one was working.  It is not clear what the optimal balance should be, but it was evident that excess process without tangible products led to extreme frustration among program participants.  In both Rwanda and Afghanistan, communities began to lose faith in the respective programs when bottlenecks in proposal approvals led to delays in implementation.  One method used effectively by Rwanda to forestall frustration was the introduction of quick impact projects into the project cycle. These involved allowing a community’s traditional leadership a small amount of money for top priorities prior to a full scale process, with INGOs directly implementing in a more traditional manner. 
Block Grant Allocation 

Community envelopes needed to take into account varying population sizes to ensure that the distribution was equitable. It was not clear, however, whether it was more effective to inform partners of their allocation before or after they identified their priorities. In some programs, communities were consistently told beforehand in order to be fully transparent and treat the community as an equal.  This accelerated the process as they knew not to develop long-term development plans, but to focus on the best use of the available envelope. As well, this avoided creation of false expectations from communities who wanted to see rapid results on the peace dividends.  In contrast, in programs where communities were told of budget sizes afterwards to ensure that financial considerations did not influence the identification of needs, it is possible that this drove communities to find matching funds for their selected projects with the efficacy that some did.  
Small-scale Infrastructure Benefit and Development of the Local Economy 

CDR programs appeared to be effective mechanisms for improving the quantity and quality of local infrastructure, often cited by local populations as the greatest need. In fact, in most programs, infrastructure became the primary area of focus at least in the early days of programming for the following reasons: 1) in the immediate aftermath of conflict, a basic level of infrastructure is needed to provide a framework that can support or catalyze human development and economic interventions; 2) with government and staff capacity considered relatively weak, infrastructure development is straightforward, requiring the least amount of synergy with technical line ministries who themselves are trying to re-establish; 3) infrastructure allows new staff to focus on producing measurable and tangible results, rather than diluting efforts and their own capacity building by working with too many categories of choice; 4) the category itself targets a wide range of users within a community and produces rapid results, both of which instill faith in the new decision making process and; 5) infrastructure has the potential to produce significant economic return as cited in an FAO study done at the behest of IRC in Afghanistan:

The preliminary economic analysis of the twenty four subprojects covering the four main 
types of investments confirms that the NSP is having a solid and sustainable impact on 
beneficiaries with a weighted Economic Rate of Return of 63.1% even when only some 
of the benefits are quantified against all project 
costs. (Morelli, p.14)

Need for Mass Quality Technical Support in Engineering 

High quality engineering support appropriate to the scale of the program was critical for success.  This required challenging conventional understandings in relief and post relief environments that only direct service delivery programming had these needs. Even though staff were not responsible for actual micro-project implementation, they needed to provide assistance at the project design stage and supervision of contractors. Where this was not forthcoming or of low quality because staff felt communities should ‘do it themselves’, the resulting micro-projects were extremely slow in materializing or sub-standard when they did materialize.  This led to frustrated communities who were then alienated from the project and its wider governance and social cohesion aspirations.  
The Design and Utility of Economic Interventions
There were of course, needs and desires that went beyond infrastructure.  For example, beneficiaries sought opportunities for human development such as the training of community health workers, arguing that such projects might be cheaper and more effective mechanisms of providing social services than infrastructure.  In 
contrast, external evaluations in the Azerbaijan program (which did implement human development activities) cited significant request for increased economic development and income generating activities.  

While the direct economic interventions were too few to draw any significant conclusions, what was learned was that CDCs, particularly those at the base community level, should not be tasked with decision making in an area which requires a significant level of technical expertise. This was attempted consistently in almost every program, with little success. Rather, the role of the CDC should be one of sub-contactor, advocate or facilitator, not direct implementer of, for instance, a micro-credit effort. However, in second-generation CDR programs when committees were established and understood their roles and responsibilities, broader economic activities that for example, helped create quasi ‘chambers of commerce’ by bringing producers and entrepreneurs together with potential investors to discuss local economic opportunities, draw up business plans, access funding and implement projects were implemented with success. 
Pre-cursor for National Elections

CDR elections were found to be sound precursors for national elections, as evinced in both Rwanda and Afghanistan where community elections demonstrated an ability of the population to respond peacefully to what was a new political process. The elections allowed people to familiarize themselves with the idea, ostensibly enabling it to run more smoothly when it was adopted nationally. These effects were even more pronounced when coupled with relevant civic initiatives that served to further broaden the governance agenda. For instance, because of the large scale, grass roots nature of the programs in Rwanda, Afghanistan and Azerbaijan, the existence of a CDR program and committees provided a trusted and more viable mechanism than standard national or INGO methodologies to disseminate information and train the community with respect to upcoming elections, new ministerial decrees, constitutional reform processes and the new role of local government, etc.
Intrinsic Benefits of Representative Structures and Good Governance
Even where over time, CDR was not accompanied by widespread democratization efforts, there was evidence to suggest it still produced worthwhile, and potentially lasting benefits.  For example, CDR appeared to foster genuinely representative structures in Rwanda where those elected were so far from being members of the elite that 40% of them were illiterate. As such, it enabled the voices of the marginalized and weak in communities to be heard, even for a short time. As well, CDR assisted in the development of the next generation of local activists and potential local councilors.  In Rwanda, for example, 85% of those elected to the 865 CDCs in the pilot round of CDR were re-elected when these structures were adopted by the national government and fresh elections held. Beyond this, CDR processes appeared to enable people to become practiced in holding their delegates accountable, as in Kosovo’s CASSI program where community members recalled no less than 4% of their representatives.  

Impact on Decentralized Technical Ministries or Local Government

CDR programs actually involved building the capacity of local government, such that local authorities were seemingly better trained to respond to the demands of their people. In Azerbaijan’s CDP, municipal councilors were trained in their rights and responsibilities such as community mobilization, needs assessment, strategic planning and the project cycle.  As a result, in spite of their role and mandate remaining nebulous, municipalities began to contribute both financial and technical assistance to projects as well as organizing the civic initiatives that they were intended to run.  The same held true in Rwanda, where provincial and local officials worked intensively with local communities, civil society, citizen activists and private sector to meet the needs of its constituents. 
CDR processes even affected government planning guidelines and standards, as in Kosovo where the CASSI procurement policy was adopted by several municipal departments and was still in use in the Kamenica Education Department and Gjilane Department of Public Works two years after the project ended.  The latter of these was not even a municipality that was participating directly in CASSI. CDR also built the authority of the state among the aid community and beyond, leading the way in coordinating with line ministries. All programs required conformity to the guidelines of the relevant line ministry, and those that entailed recurrent costs required the signing of a memorandum of understanding, and therefore coordination, with the ministry in question.
Development of Civil Society

CDR was shown to support the development of a vibrant civil society in several ways. For instance, in Azerbaijan CDR was accompanied by civic initiatives that encouraged the formation of CSOs in a country not prone to support civil society.  Alternatively, in Rwanda, CBOs were formed to monitor micro-project implementation, making the end-users stakeholders in the process.  Indeed, these organizations soon learnt to correct mis-measurements in contractors’ project designs and to prevent their using lower quality materials than budgeted in attempts to increase profit margins. Finally, local NGOs were trained to provide technical support in micro-project implementation, to assist with CDR facilitation or to help communities through the entire project cycle. 
Equally, CDR catalyzed the development and professionalization of the private sector: local enterprises began to organize their operations and fulfill administrative formalities in order to submit quality bids; training and capacity building occurred in some instances although it is clear more effort in this latter area could have led to better private sector development outcomes.   
Spillover Effects
The experience of spillover effects from certain communities to others, including those that initially refused to be mobilized before requesting to participate once IRC had moved on to neighboring villages, suggested a number of best practices regarding process.  First, there seems little call to relax process requirements for unwilling communities as even the most stringent conditions such as female CDC members in Afghan communities eventually found agreement as benefits were understood.  Second, it seems optimal to phase target areas such that these spillover benefits are maximized, while at the same time reducing the facilitation needed in subsequent phases. On this approach, one method proven effective was to work in groups of communities in several districts in the first phase, and enlarge these groups in the second phase rather than progressing district-by-district.

Catalyzing an Enduring Cycle of Self-Help

CDR processes in some instances appeared to equip communities with the skills not just to implement the micro-projects undertaken during the life of the program, but with the skills to undertake a wide variety of other activities in the future.  For example, in Kosovo, a number of community councils obtained match-funding from other organizations to go ahead with priorities that were otherwise outside the envelope provided by IRC.  In Azerbaijan at the end of the program, 20 community councils obtained follow-up funding from other organizations to address further priorities.  And in Rwanda, community members brought together civil society and the private sector in social forums in order to develop partnerships and investments in projects addressing a range of economic and social problems such as school management and water provision.  As such, the motivation and capacity building CDR programs provided helped to create a pattern of self-help behavior, but whether this can be systematically replicated or was a strictly a function of a specific leader/community remains in question.  

Inter-ethnic Cooperation and Willingness to Work in the Collective Interest
CDR programs proved effective in bringing different ethnic and religious groups together to work towards a common goal that would otherwise have nothing to do with each other. For example, in Prekov/Prekovce, a mixed Serb/Albanian village, inhabitants were unwilling to come together for the purposes of CASSI until they were galvanized to do so by the performance of a neighboring village.  Thereafter, they were the highest performing of all the villages in terms of their program activity. However, on return these example communities had isolated themselves again, suggesting that in the absence of a program or sustained effort, this result was nullified. In contrast, in Afghanistan and Rwanda, settlements that were grouped together for the purposes of a program and had no other affinity with one another, over time became more apt to work together as measured by their willingness to enter solidarity agreements and to contribute in-kind to sub-projects.  But again the sustainability of this willingness in the absence of a national governance policy or program remains in question, or at least suggests that longer time is required to facilitate change beyond the few year intervention mark.
This finding as well as literature within the international community suggests it might be beneficial to address divisions within communities more explicitly, perhaps working more intensely in multi-ethnic areas and introducing a conflict resolution/peace-building component to community work.  However, in Rwanda it was felt and heard from the community that such work would risk a backlash from those that were not yet at a stage where they wished to discuss the root causes of conflict with members of the opposing factions. And, it was mentioned by beneficiaries in Kosovo that certain donors divided people further by restricting fund availability to multi-ethnic groups for multi-ethnic projects.  Thus, conclusions as to explicit peacebuilding initiatives remain unknown, may be very context specific, or at least requires a discussion with the community on their willingness to engage on these issues prior to program design.  
Special Needs or Target Groups Issues

CDR type projects often attempted to address special needs or target groups, most notably women, youth, vulnerable populations, ex-combatants, and returnees. The defined process to address a group often dictated the outcome achieved.  
Approaches used to target women across the four countries ranged from CDC quotas for women members, to capping block grant percentages for projects chosen by women, to requiring that projects chosen benefit a specified number of women.  The limited data on the impact of these various methodologies yielded very little in the way of conclusions as to which was most optimal.  Similarly, youth were targeted for specific participation on the CDC or for specific youth projects in two of the four countries, but there is little evidence to suggest that they reaped significant benefits beyond those of the larger community. This could be a function of poor strategy, lack of community awareness on the issues facing these groups in post war societies, or an unrealistic expectation for CDR to handle all post-war community ills in a single program – particularly when in these environments the entire population is considered ‘vulnerable’.  

CDR is often targeted for high returnee, including ex-combatant regions of the country in an effort to facilitate stabilization.  While no specific evidence exists to demonstrate the gains for a return versus a stay-at-home group within that same community, by dint of the fact that the return community itself is targeted above non-return areas suggest the return population disproportionately benefits. It does not however speak to the social reintegration aspect of those populations, unless specific and focused awareness raising work would occur within communities - something not witnessed in any program to date.
There still remains a question mark over whether CDR programs should include special treatment, such as guaranteed project monies for special groups. The experience with Berivojce/Berivojce in Kosovo, an extremely fractious multi-ethnic village that could not be persuaded to enter CASSI as its inhabitants flatly refused to work together, suggests there may be situations where this is warranted.  On the contrary, however, feedback from Afghanistan about what provisions should be in place to benefit women, suggests such devices breed division rather than unity and it is better to ensure the planning process includes comprehensive vulnerability assessments for these groups than to abandon the principle of treating everyone as equal.
LOOKING AHEAD
Within the international aid community, there is growing recognition of the need to conduct more rigorous impact evaluation and mounting pressure to do so. As indicated, IRC has already worked with scholars from Stanford and Columbia Universities to define an M&E plan that includes use of randomization and new survey tools to demonstrate causal impact on socio-economic recovery, institution building and social cohesion.  IRC is already working with these performance monitoring plans in two new programs going forward (Liberia and DRC), collaborating with the scholars who will oversee data collection, perform analysis and publish independent evaluations for institutional and external learning. Aside from assessing overall impact, IRC recognizes several key areas of intervention where variation in treatment or additional research could improve our knowledge on CDR: 

Representation on CDCs, including Women and Youth 

While we utilize set numbers for CDCs based on trial and error experience, we need to ascertain optimum numbers on committees, percentage allocation of youth and women’s membership that allow for meaningful participation, efficacy of elite leadership as special advisors on committees, etc.

Conflict Resolution and Local Dispute Resolution Mechanisms

While we assume that conflict negotiation training of CDC committees (to include analysis of potential triggers) assists CDCs to operate more cohesively or the community to stabilize, hypotheses should be tested through randomized study.  Similarly, new observations on the ground suggest that CDCs often assume the role of arbiter for local disputes on issues from family matters to resource sharing and beyond.  We would like to understand the utility of CDCs fulfilling these roles, and whether they undermine or support tradition mechanisms prior to legalization of new local justice mechanisms.
Reintegration of Ex-Combatants

While CDR is noted for targeting regions where high ex-combatant returnee numbers are expected, there is no evidence to suggest that implementation of CDR has specifically helped re-assimilate them within the community. Likewise, strategies that on the surface appear to further ex-combatant socio-economic reintegration should be studied for introduction into program design, and subsequently evaluated to measure efficacy. 
Economic Strategies

This study targeted first generation CDR, focusing on the governance process and improved material welfare through infrastructure development. While income generating strategies in evidence were few at the time of field visits, new work suggests that a more targeted study in select programs both within and beyond IRC could yield significant findings for best practice. 

Gender Strategies

Likewise, the study did not have resources to place sufficient emphasis on learning related to gender strategies employed, despite the fact all programs used innovative, context specific approaches. A deeper analysis on the various methodologies for increasing women’s participation to outline best practice and impact on lives and livelihoods needs to be conducted and evaluated.

Implementation in Conflict Zones

While the four case studies reflect an implementation time from the onset of peace into full scale-post conflict development, IRC completed a documentation and internal evaluation of an abbreviated CDR sector specific process in Burundi, when the political and security situation was uncertain. Full analysis will occur and results, if relevant incorporated. 
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