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I Background
At its 72nd meeting, the IASC Working Group explored issues related to humanitarian financing presented in two background papers, one from the three NGO consortia and the other from OCHA.  The consortia provided an overview of two studies commissioned by the Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD) initiative
, with a particular focus on recommendations related to need for diversity in funding tools and improved funding for NGOs.  OCHA explored progress made on recommendations stemming from the CERF Partnership Task Force and looked at partnership issues identified by the CERF Two Year Evaluation and other studies/reviews.  

As outcomes of that session, the Working Group agreed to continue to discuss ways to resolve system-wide partnership issues related to humanitarian funding, and agreed on the need for inclusive broad-based discussions with the GHD group on challenges related to humanitarian financing and response.  With respect to the latter point, the Working Group requested the IASC GHD Contact Group (CG) to develop a road map for joint action to address key areas of concern and strengthen coordination among donors and agencies, and in doing so to improve communication with and participation of IASC organization in the work of the CG. 
This paper will look at the CG’s progress on action points from the 72nd Working Group meeting, and outline a proposal for reconfiguring the architecture for managing humanitarian financing issues and for addressing the most immediate challenges, particularly those related to NGO financing arrangements.  It was developed through discussions with IASC organizations participating in the CERF Inter-Agency Group, the CERF Partnership Task Force and the CG.
II Progress on action points from the 72nd meeting 
In the first half of 2009, members of the CG placed considerable attention on improving communication and participation of IASC organizations in the work of the CG – which now includes all interested IASC member and observer organizations.  The first meeting of the revitalized CG took place on 19 February 2009
 and this has been followed by bi-monthly meetings and steady engagement and information-sharing via email.  CG members regularly receive information on GHD meetings, and copies of GHD studies/reviews and other material, and have opportunities to feed into exchanges with and agendas/meetings of the GHD group.  In terms of collaboration and engagement with other groups, at the request of several IASC organizations, a special meeting of the CG, IASC CAP Sub-Working Group and the Global Cluster Leads Group took place in February 2009 to explore common IASC positions on agenda items of the Montreux Retreat.  
Responding to the request to develop a road map, the CG mapped ongoing humanitarian financing discussions and studies/reviews to identify potential areas of focus/involvement (see Annex II), and it enumerated key humanitarian financing issues of interest to the IASC and the groups involved in covering these issues (see Annex III).  The CG explored the parameters of the issues, distinguished those that the IASC must resolve and those that can only be resolved by action on the donor side (the latter being the core of the CG’s original purpose), and considered the extent to which the CG could monitor or steer their resolution. 
The plenary CG had an informal meeting with the GHD co-chair representatives from Brussels and The Hague in May 2009 to explore modes of interaction with the GHD group, to highlight issues of particular concern to the IASC, and to see how these issues could be addressed in the GHD work plan or in the agenda of the IASC-GHD meeting in July 2009.  The GHD co-chairs welcomed the CG’s engagement, but noted their view that the GHD should remain a “peer” group, focused on ensuring that donor behavior is “principled”, and that it cannot become a forum to resolve the whole spectrum of humanitarian financing issues (even if other formats do not exist or are ineffective).  The current GHD co-chairs also were unreceptive to having the (future) CG co-chair attend GHD meetings in addition to OCHA.  
The outcomes of the meeting with the GHD co-chairs led CG members to deliberate on the role and potential effectiveness of the group.  Some stakeholders recommended that the CG be dismantled given that past involvement of IASC organizations in GHD meetings and in the development of the GHD work plan was limited by the donors themselves; as a result, there is reason to doubt that the CG would be able to serve as an effective interlocutor between donors and the IASC.  Others saw value in the revitalized CG continuing to explore new and more effective methods of engagement with GHD, particularly in encouraging donors to live up to their GHD commitments, giving them real-time feedback on their performance vis-à-vis GHD indicators, and influencing their work plan.  
New developments within the GHD group do suggest some scope for progress in GHD-IASC relations.  First, the GHD group is becoming more of a forum for operational funding discussions aimed at improving the quality of funding in response to IASC priorities; Sweden convened a meeting with GHD members in June 2009 to identify underfunded appeals and sectors, which participants found useful enough to want to repeat periodically.  Second, new GHD co-chairs take over after 23 July, and GHD will develop its new annual work plan.  Third, the GHD donors and co-chairs continue to express an appetite for more contact with the IASC, though they also seem to want to keep it carefully controlled.  This appetite suggests that the GHD group would continue coming to OCHA for information and IASC views even if the CG is dismantled; hence OCHA prefers to have structured and regular IASC input for such interaction.  Lastly, GHD principles go beyond funding, and IASC engagement on those dimensions of donor behavior might also have some value.
Given the varying views among CG members, the Working Group may wish to further consider the CG’s role and responsibilities, after taking into account the changes proposed in section III below.  The Working Group may also want to consider establishing a platform for regular, comprehensive and inclusive dialogue with donors on the wider range of humanitarian financing issues (beyond the GHD work plan and priorities).  
III Re-configuring the architecture for humanitarian financing consultations 
Background

During the first half of 2009, several discussions took place with IASC organizations on a possible reconfiguration of the humanitarian financing architecture in order to more adequately address issues in this fast changing area.  These discussions took place within the CG, in the context of the development of its terms of reference and the preparation of a road map, and in parallel, within the CERF Inter-Agency Group and CERF Partnership Task Force in order to determine the future of both groups. 
The CERF Inter-Agency Group was established in 2006 to support the operationalization of the Fund, but gradually became more of a forum for information-sharing as the initial operational issues were resolved steadily.  The CERF Partnership Task Force initially served as a useful platform for dialogue and information-sharing, producing a set of targeted recommendations and a mapping of UN/IOM partnership frameworks, but its mandate prevented it from moving forward given the technical nature of the issues and the fact that partnerships issues are not specific to CERF.  As a result of these factors, the CERF Secretariat led a process aimed at reviewing the issues that required sustained attention and rationalizing the number of bodies and meetings.  This was particularly relevant given the establishment in late 2008 of the Funding Coordination Section within OCHA, which brought with it the need to consistently engage IASC organizations at the headquarters level on issues related to country-based pooled funds.
At the same time that these discussions were taking place, UN-NGO partnership/contractual arrangements gained increasing traction among donors as a pressing area of humanitarian financing reform.  At the Montreux Retreat in March 2009, there was a call for strengthened partnership in humanitarian response, and UN agencies were invited to take action with NGOs to enhance UN-NGO funding partnerships.  Similar sentiments were echoed at the CERF Advisory Group meeting in April 2009, where members advocated for urgent improvements in the funding relationship between UN agencies and NGOs and requested the ERC to put this issue, which they viewed as needing to be resolved in a broader setting than the CERF Advisory Group, onto the IASC agenda.  In response, the ERC communicated to IASC Principals in May 2009 the suggestion that the IASC Working Group take up these issues.  Finally, the current GHD co-chairs proposed to make the Principles of Partnership the main agenda item of the GHD-IASC meeting in July 2009, also signaling the increased donor interest on this issue.  
Initial proposal and stakeholder feedback

Given that discussions within the CERF groups dovetailed with those of the CG, the groups came together to consider options to reconfigure the consultation architecture, with the overall aim of leading to a more coherent and linked system of fora.  Members of the groups asked the CERF Secretariat and the CG chair to undertake a mapping of the different entities involved in humanitarian financing.  Through this process, it became apparent that there was a lot of work already underway in many different fora, but the challenge was how to link this together, ensure that a clear division of labor existed among the bodies, and address gap issues. 

An initial mapping with options for transforming the consultation architecture was prepared by OCHA and shared with IASC organizations in June 2009.  This initial proposal suggested the following:  

A. Establish an IASC body at the director level to discuss overarching global/strategic issues related to humanitarian financing on a quarterly basis.  

B. Eliminate the CERF Partnership Task Force and replacing it with a time-limited body of technical experts under the IASC to resolve partnership issues related to UN/IOM contractual arrangements for funds sub-granted to NGOs.
C. Expand the CERF Inter-Agency Group to include Emergency Response Funds (ERFs) and Common Humanitarian Funds (CHFs) in its scope of work to ensure consultation, information-sharing and engagement with headquarters stakeholders on country-based pooled funds.
In response, stakeholders generally agreed that a re-configuration of humanitarian-finance-related groups was needed, although there were varying opinions on what a new landscape would look like, i.e. the specific delineations of groups, roles and levels.  
There was broad support for a body - such as that described in point (A) above - to look at overarching, global trends and challenges (such as the financial crisis) and emerging issues (such as the recent study on transaction costs) that require regular and timely dialogue and action.  Some saw the necessity of having senior-level engagement to ensure decision-making, but most felt that more frequent and regular exchanges were needed and this would be difficult to sustain with senior representatives, given the pressures on their time.  

Most agreed with the transformation of the CERF groups (points B and C above- i.e. establishment of a technical task force on partnerships and an inter-agency body on pooled funds), though some thought that all humanitarian financing issues (i.e. overarching/emerging, pooled funding, and partnerships) should be covered by one working-level body to reduce the number of groups.  There was no disagreement with combining pooled fund and broader humanitarian financing issues together, but there was significant concern on the part of some about including partnerships/contractual arrangements into the work of such a general and broad-based group.  
Suggested way forward
After taking into account stakeholder feedback, a suggested way forward is to establish two groups under the Working Group:  
1. A working-level group to look at CERF, country-based pooled funds, and broad-based humanitarian financing issues on an on-going basis, which could be called an IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing.  The (rotating) agenda would need to be flexible enough to be interesting to all, while ensuring that salient topics are discussed.  CERF would feature as part of its scope of the work – which would include discussions on underfunded allocations, reporting, guidance/policy and operational issues – but the ERC, as Fund Manager, solely would take decisions on the use and management of the Fund (see Annex IV for an update on CERF activities).  In terms of responsibilities, this group could serve to:
· Ensure inter-agency dialogue, information-sharing and collaboration on matters related to CERF and country-based pooled funds (i.e. CHFs and ERFs). 

· Track humanitarian financing trends and ensure discussion and joint action and engagement on these trends and other broader humanitarian financing issues - in collaboration with area specialists from technical groups.  
· Serve as a clearinghouse for financing issues, preparing discussions and recommendations on salient topics and broader policy issues for the Working Group, and ensuring that ‘gap’ issues are addressed properly.
The absence of a working-level group focused on broad-based humanitarian issues has meant that ad hoc exchanges have taken place within various bodies that did not represent the broader humanitarian community or include the relevant actors to properly inform the discussions.  Thus, there is a need for an IASC-mandated body to be the “home” for these issues, liaising with other groups covering specific sub-sets of humanitarian financing like the CAP SWG, CHF Working Group
 or the CG.  These technical groups would not report to this proposed new group, but the new group would connect with them, as needed.   
2. A time-limited group of technical experts to work out and reach agreement on standards/recommendations to improve and increase the effectiveness of UN/IOM contractual arrangements for funds sub-granted to NGOs, which would be implemented and monitored across the broader inter-agency system by each individual agency.  This group, which could be called an IASC Task Force on Humanitarian Financing Partnerships, could function for a non-extendable period of 12 months to resolve issues and share best practices with respect to partnership/contractual arrangements.  Once the term of this task force comes to an end, its outcomes could be followed up by the Working Group or a subsidiary body such as the proposed IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing.  

Partnership issues – particularly those related to contractual arrangements, disbursement procedures, and overhead costs – are technical in nature and require the dedicated attention of experts with the know-how to work out practical (and action-oriented) solutions, taking into account programme, finance, and legal aspects of the agreements which vary from agency to agency and the operational structures of both agencies and NGOs.  As mentioned earlier, a previous attempt to discuss these issues from a policy perspective through the CERF Partnership Task Force encountered limitations.  Establishing a task force may serve to move the inter-agency system in the same direction in improving contractual arrangements with the seriousness and urgency they demand.  
In response to this proposal, UNHCR noted that it is of the opinion that, as each agency has its own standard partnership arrangements governed by its own rules and regulations, it would be impossible to resolve these issues through an IASC fora without each agency having had detailed consultations with its NGO partners.  A possible option could be to establish a technical level task force to develop recommendations that are approved/agreed to by all parties concerned.  Another agency raised the issues that a time-limited task force may not be able to address partnership/contractual arrangements as they vary from agency to agency and with a wide spectrum of NGOs; some issues (such as overheads) also may need attention from donors to resolve.  It was suggested that partnership issues should continue to be discussed in other fora like the Global Humanitarian Platform, or in the proposed IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing. 
With the establishment of these two bodies, any CERF-specific groups would be eliminated.  More broadly, this proposal serves to ensure coverage of any gap issues, keep the consultation architecture to a limited number of bodies, and ensure that sufficient inter-agency discussions take place with the right profile of representation.  If the Working Group agrees with this approach, OCHA could prepare terms of reference for the two groups for review via email.  
With regard to the CG, as noted earlier, there was mixed support for maintaining the CG.  Some agencies saw the importance of continuing the work of the revitalized CG, while others recommended that it should be dismantled or absorbed into a broader structure looking at humanitarian financing issues (perhaps re-forming it as a task team for specific assignments on GHD by a new IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing).  There was general agreement that the CG’s future would depend on the outcome of the proposals in this paper.    
When considering a re-configuration of the architecture for humanitarian financing consultations, the Working Group should take into account the following:

· How should efforts to engage donors on broader humanitarian financing issues be assigned or shared/divided among existing or proposed bodies (including the Working Group, the proposed IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing, or the existing CG)? Given that the resolution of several issues requires UN, NGO and donor action, particularly those related to partnerships, the need for a sustained engagement seems clear.  Higher-level engagement is likely to be indispensable, particularly in obtaining more frequent GHD-IASC meetings (the current yearly mode being insufficient) and to broaden their focus beyond the usual narrow GHD priorities.  On the other hand, much useful work can be accomplished at lower levels – an ‘under-the-radar’ approach that can minimize political resistance by GHD members.  
· How will operational NGOs be represented in any new structure?  Operational NGOs, which have firsthand experience with humanitarian financing issues/mechanisms, would be beneficial to discussions; at the same time, NGO consortia should continue to represent the wider NGO community.  
Finally, to ensure director-level discussions on strategic and policy-related issues, the Working Group may wish to consider having regular “half-day sessions” on humanitarian financing as part of its IASC Working Group meetings.  
IV Looking ahead: annual high-level GHD-IASC meeting  
Apart from considerations that would arise from the outcome of the proposal in this paper, the immediate next step for IASC organizations is to prepare for and influence the agenda of the annual high-level GHD-IASC meeting on 23 July 2009, which is currently being developed and is likely to focus on partnership issues.  The CG has suggested that the agenda include donor coordination and early recovery funding – two issues of great interest to the IASC that only donor action can resolve.  Through one way or another, IASC organizations need to continue to engage effectively with the GHD group in the formulation of the GHD work plan and in upcoming donor discussions on operational funding issues – so as not to miss time-bound opportunities.  These actions are valid, regardless of which fora would be responsible for GHD portfolio.  

V Proposed action by the IASC WG
The IASC Working Group: 
1. Takes note of the work undertaken by the Contact Group and agrees to it continuing its efforts to intensify engagement with GHD donors, pending full resolution of the current discussion on reconfiguring the humanitarian financing architecture.     
2. Agrees with the proposal to establish one ongoing working-level group to look at pooled funds and broader humanitarian financing trends/issues, and another time-limited group of technical experts (functioning for a non-extendable period of 12 months) to resolve partnership/contractual arrangements with the seriousness and urgency they demand.  

3. Requests OCHA to prepare draft terms of reference for these two groups for review via email and with agreement reached by September 2009.

4. Agrees to hold more regular discussions on humanitarian financing challenges by establishing special “half day sessions” attached to at least one Working Group meeting per year.

5. Requests OCHA in concert with the IASC Secretariat and members of IASC organizations to pinpoint issues to be discussed at these special half day sessions and to organize one session by March 2010.  
Prepared by OCHA, June – 2009













































































































































































































































� 	See “International Humanitarian Financing: Review and Comparative Assessment of Instruments” by Abby Stoddard, July 2008, and “Indirect Support Costs” by Development Initiatives, July 2008.


�  	At its first meeting, the CG decided to establish co-chairpersonship, with OCHA serving as permanent co-chair and the other co-chair rotating yearly among IASC organizations.  The CG decided soon afterwards to defer the rotating co-chair selection until the new terms of reference and future role of the CG became clear.  As that depends on the outcome of the proposals in this paper, the co-chair is not yet selected.


�  The CHF Working Group was formed by donors in order to discuss the establishment and operation of CHFs.  This group serves principally as an advisory body, which meets three times a year with interested or contributing donors and some IASC organizations to look at policies and progress of CHFs.  Its terms of reference are being formulated and will be discussed at an upcoming CHF Working Group meeting in July 2009.  It is likely that the CHF Working Group will also look at issues related to ERFs in the future.   
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