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Welcoming Remarks

1. Mrs. Anna Tibaijuka, Executive Director, UN HABITAT, welcomed the participants to the 75th IASC Working Group meeting.  She said that UN HABITAT, as the latest member of the IASC, was pleased to host the 75th meeting at its headquarters in Nairobi, a regional centre for many humanitarian and peace keeping operations.  She emphasized the need to address humanitarian challenges in rapidly urbanised areas, given that more than half of the world’s population now lived in urban areas.  She added that the outcome of the IASC Task Force on Meeting Humanitarian Challenges in Urban Areas had demonstrated the importance of urban areas to humanitarian work. Mrs. Tibaijuka highlighted the consequences of unregulated urbanisation and the complex environment of working in urban areas. UN-HABITAT welcomed the opportunity for continued cooperation with all agencies in meeting these challenges through more effective assistance and partnerships. 
Opening Remarks by the Chair
2. Mr. Rashid Khalikov, Director of OCHA New York and Chair of the 75th Working Group meeting, thanked UN HABITAT for hosting the first Working Group meeting to be held outside the Northern Hemisphere and expressed the hope that direct input from country and regional actors would ensure that the Working Group discussions were informed by field realities.   He welcomed the following new colleagues to the group: Ms. Daisy Dell, UNHCR; Mr. Charles-Antoine Hofmann, SCHR; Mr. Jeff Tschirley, FAO; Ms. Solene Edouard, Child Fund; Mr. Rudelmar Bueno de Faria, Lutheran World Federation (representing ACT); Ms. Tanja Schumer, Somalia NGO Consortium; and Mr. Zia Choudhury, Danish Refugee Council.  The Chair noted that this was the last meeting for Mr. Gert Ludeking and wished him well on his retirement from UN HABITAT in December. 
IASC Guidance on Humanitarian Country Teams

3. The Chair indicated that this session would be divided into two parts: the first being a presentation by members of the Kenya Humanitarian Partnership Team on the practicalities of inter-agency humanitarian coordination; and the second on the draft IASC Guidance on Humanitarian Country Teams.  

Part 1. Feedback on coordination experience in Kenya and the wider region
4. Ms. Jeanine Cooper, Head of OCHA Office in Kenya, highlighted the main challenges and lessons learnt on humanitarian coordination in Kenya.  The post-election crisis had overwhelmed national coordination structures, partly because of a sudden increase in the number of humanitarian actors, many of which were operating in an unfamiliar context.  In terms of coordination, the Kenya Red Cross society, designated by the government as lead agency to manage the crisis response, had set up a coordination body, while, in parallel, the UN established ten Clusters, managed by the Kenya IASC Country Team.  The coordination between these two mechanisms at the initial phase of the crisis was a challenge, involving an overload of meetings.  
5. Ms. Cooper outlined the following coordination challenges at the onset of the crisis: (a) lack of familiarity with the Cluster approach by local actors; (b) difficulties in harmonizing coordination structures and linking them to the national leadership; (c) managing new actors who had “parachuted” in; and (d) establishing Clusters in areas where there were no national counterparts.  Ms. Cooper reported that the Cluster roll-back began in April 2008, and culminated at the Cluster Transition Workshop in August 2008.  Many cluster functions were smoothly transferred to agency-led sectoral working groups, although the roll-back of some Clusters (Early Recovery and Protection) proved more challenging.  In general, it was felt that there was a lack of guidance on Cluster roll back and exit strategies.  
6. Ms. Cooper explained the current coordination structure.  Following the review of humanitarian coordination, the Kenya IASC Country Team changed its name to Kenya Humanitarian Partnership Team (KHPT).   The Team expanded its membership to include five INGOs (CARE, OXFAM, IRC, WVI, and CONCERN) on a rotational basis. Invitations to meetings were extended to local NGOs, as required.  The Team’s ToR was developed based on the draft ToR for Humanitarian Country Teams.  In addition to the UN-led coordination mechanism, there was a parallel crisis coordination mechanism led by the National Crisis Response Steering Committee of the national government.  Under this steering committee, there was Crisis Response Centre (CRC).  The CRC and OCHA co-chaired the Crisis Consultative Forum, which included both governments and UN/NGOs. 
7. Ms. Nancy Balfour, Disaster Management Coordinator of IFRC’s Eastern Africa Zone, outlined the challenges in humanitarian coordination from both regional and national perspectives.  In general, many non-UN actors perceived the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) as an UN-centric body.  She noted that many countries in Eastern Africa moved in and out of emergencies conditions.  In countries with an RC/HC with dual hats (i.e. one person in the role of RC and HC), Ms. Balfour argued that humanitarian agencies were finding it difficult to be coordinated by a development-oriented RC/HC, who was often also a close partner of government.  Activation and de-activation of the HCT was not clearly spelled out in the draft Guidance, leaving the issue at discretion of RC, which was not ideal for many non-UN agencies.  In some instances, the HCT was never activated.  Ms. Balfour stressed that the objective of coordination should be to produce tangible improved outcomes, and asked what mechanisms were in place to measure outcomes as part of the HCT’s performance appraisal. 
8. Ms. Balfour also noted some successes of humanitarian coordination in the region, especially in the area of common funding mechanisms in, for example, DRC and the Ethiopia Humanitarian Coordination mechanism.  She reminded the meeting that the coordination mandate for convening the Shelter Cluster was with IFRC and not with the host National Society.  She noted that the RCRC Movement was often not well-understood by UN actors on the ground, and called for more efforts by the UN to understand fully of the concept of “partnership”, a foundation of humanitarian reform.  She noted that clearer guidance on Cluster activation was required for cyclical and chronic emergencies.   Ms. Balfour commented that with the Kenya Red Cross Society mandated to lead in rapid onset emergencies in Kenya (on behalf of the government), there was inevitably duplication of coordination mechanisms between the Kenya Red Cross Society and the UN.  She stressed that the HCT activation should not overrun existing coordination mechanisms, led by either governments, National Red Cross Societies or by NGOs.     
9. On regional coordination, Ms. Balfour reported that there was a strong NGO Working Group (Inter Agency Working Group) for coordination of regional preparedness and UN-led regional coordination body, the Regional Humanitarian Partnership Team (RHPT), which was open to NGOs. However, because of RHPT’s unclear mandate, NGO participation was generally low.   
10. Participants thanked the presenters, noting that their feedback on field coordination was relevant and timely for discussion by the Working Group.  Many participants asked questions on preparedness and contingency planning in Kenya.  WHO noted that – because of the potential risk of another round of violence - the HCT and the Clusters should fill gaps in contingency planning.  FAO noted the dichotomy between UN and NGO-led regional preparedness mechanisms, and asked whether Clusters at country levels had preparedness mechanisms.  UNICEF noted the non-linear nature of crises in Kenya, which required the humanitarian community to adjust the scale of preparedness and response constantly.  UNICEF asked about what HCT measures were in place to prepare for meteorological and cyclical disasters, including disaster risk reduction activities.   OCHA asked about the HCT’s link with the disaster management team (DMT), noting an ongoing discussion in some countries to expand the DMT membership to include non-UN actors.  
11. In response, Ms. Cooper said that the HC was monitoring a possible gradual rearmament process as part of its preparedness work, given the potential repeat of violence after Presidential Elections in 2012.  The HCT needed to determine whether its preparedness should focus on sudden onset violence or on a gradual escalation of violence.  Ms. Cooper felt that long-term thinking was required for preparedness, including for peace-building.  As for disaster risk reduction, Ms. Cooper noted that it was addressed by the Crisis Response Centre, and the Disaster Management Theme Group.  With respect to regional preparedness, Ms. Balfour said that while parallel mechanisms created by NGOs were necessary, there was a need to clarify roles and responsibilities, especially of the KHPT.  
12. NGO representatives raised questions on NGO participation in the Kenya Humanitarian Partnership Team.  InterAction asked how NGOs were chosen to be the members of the Team.  Child Fund asked how the Team had engaged local NGOs and government actors.   ICVA asked how the Team was incorporating the broader aspects of humanitarian reform, in particular the Principles of Partnership.  The Somalia NGO Consortium added that participation of NGOs in HCTs would depend not only on the capacity of NGOs but also on the prioritization of activities by NGOs.  Ms. Cooper explained that three NGOs (OXFAM, CARE and Action Against Hunger) were themselves nominated by the NGO consortia to be part of the KHPT.  The main criterion used to select NGOs was “proven added-value” and their track record in coordination. 
13. UNFPA asked the presenters whether lessons had been learnt on developing a performance appraisal framework for HCTs.  OHCHR noted that in some countries, establishment of the Protection cluster was at times contentious, and asked the presenters’ view on the relationship between HCTs and the Clusters.   ICVA and the Somalia NGO Consortia said that they did not agree that the pooled funds experience was a success.  They noted that in Somalia, the Pooled fund had led to increased competition among humanitarian actors and to the disengagement of donors.  
Part 2. Discussion on Draft IASC Guidance Note on Humanitarian Country Teams (HCTs)

14. Ms. Claire Messina, Senior Coordinator, HC System Strengthening Project, OCHA, introduced the draft IASC Guidance on Humanitarian Country Teams on behalf of the Humanitarian Coordination (HC) Group and informed the meeting that the draft Guidance was the result of extensive consultation with the HC Group members and HCT members.   The intention of the Guidance was not to be overly prescriptive, but to highlight key guiding principles and framework as guidance for the HCTs.  Ms. Messina emphasized the importance of translating the Guidance into practice. 
15. Participants expressed their appreciation for the consultative process in developing the draft Guidance and emphasized the importance of rolling it out.  The following comments were made on the draft Guidance:
· Section I Establishment and Disestablishment: Some participants pointed out a potential inconsistency between 1.2 (indicating the HCT would be established by the RC in absence of HC in consultation with the ERC) and 1.4 (indicating that the HCT would be disestablished by the RC in consultation with HCT and the ERC).  IFRC noted particular difficulties for IFRC - as Global Cluster Convener - in those countries with RCs without HCTs, where there might then be no platform for consulting non-UN agencies.  
· Section II Composition: While many participants acknowledged and appreciated broad and flexible HCT membership, others raised question on membership criteria’s “operational relevance” asking whether these criteria should be applied not only to NGOs but also to UN agencies.  ICVA asked whether it would be possible to refer to the possibility of NGOs being co-chair.  UN HABITAT emphasized the importance of including local government and community based organisations in HCT membership, where relevant. 
· Section VI Interface with other inter-agency coordination mechanism: UNHCR asked about the reference to inter-cluster coordination mechanisms, as this was not discussed prior to the meeting. 

16. WHO asked whether the Guidance could add a reference to Integrated Missions, because the evolution of Integrated Mission Planning Process (IMPP) would impact on HCT functioning.  While mindful of NGOs’ reservations about pursuing discussion on integration, WHO noted that a common IASC position would be needed in future dialogues on integration.  OCHA suggested that the Guidance, once endorsed, should be used as an advocacy tool by HCTs, in discussing integration with external actors such as DPKO and DPA. 
17. Many participants underlined the importance of accountability of the HCT, in particular towards the affected population.  ICVA and ACT suggested that the HCT establish regular consultation with beneficiaries.  Many highlighted the need to establish a framework for performance appraisal of the HCT, and supported periodic review of HCT performance.  
18. UNICEF asked how the Guidance could link the HCT to existing functions of the RC, such as preparedness. WHO suggested that the Guidance refer to the linkage with ongoing transition mechanisms, including the Peacebuilding Support Office and with ECHA Working Group on Transition.  UNICEF said that it would like to see emphasis on building regional understanding and capacity to support HCTs.  ICRC, noting with appreciation the reference to ICRC in the footnote, said that it expected the HCT to be the primary platform for operational discussion on humanitarian coordination.  WFP expressed concerns that an HCT may add an additional bureaucratic layer to the existing coordination mechanisms, and suggested that the HCT could be responsible for reducing the number of meetings if possible. 
19. Ms. Messina thanked the participants for their comments.  She agreed to rephrase the language on the disestablishment of the HCT so as to remove inconsistencies, and to add text on accountability to affected populations.  On membership criteria, Ms. Messina stated that at this moment the term operational relevance (used in the GA 46/182 text as a criterion for IASC membership) applied to both UN and non UN actors, and that it would be unwise to define it further, as it had a different meaning in different country situations.  In response to the suggestion to refer possibility to expanding HCT membership, Ms. Messina stated that the Guidance did refer to the possibility of the HCT being more inclusive. On NGO co-chairmanship, Ms. Messina indicated that, while she was not personally in agreement, the Guidance could indicate the possibility of NGO’s co-chairmanship if this was the collective decision of the IASC WG.  Ms. Messina emphasized that the Guidance was meant to provide a framework for humanitarian coordination, and was not meant to resolve management issues such as meeting overload.  On the link with UNDG, she explained that UNDG had approved a revised Job Description for RCs, which contained sections on the preparedness and Early Recovery responsibilities of RCs. 
20. The Chair concluded the session by asking Ms. Messina to revise the draft Guidelines taking account of the discussion.   Once the guidance was endorsed, he suggested that a review be undertaken in two years.  (The guidance was subsequently amended in the light of further written comments from Working Group participants and endorsed electronically on 18 November 2009).
The IASC Working Group: 

1. Endorsed the IASC Guidance for Humanitarian Country Teams, as modified according to suggestions provided during the course of the Working Group meeting (The amended guidance was endorsed electronically on 18 November 2009)
2. Requested the HC Group to review the Guidance in 2011. Action by:  HC Group.
3. Requested the HC Group to explore the development of a performance appraisal tool for HCTs and HCs.  Action by: HC Group.
Review of IASC Products

21. Mr. Simon Lawry-White, Chief, IASC Secretariat, presented the preliminary findings of the review of IASC products.  The review was undertaken by the IASC Secretariat, with the assistance of a consultant, to assess the awareness and utility of eight selected IASC products.  The preliminary findings were based on a literature review of the products, interviews with the originators, field missions to Nairobi and Addis Ababa and consolidated responses from 400 online questionnaires from originators, managers, product users and non users. 
22. Mr. Lawry-White reported that the review found that, overall, IASC products were considered to be good quality - relevant, current and useful, while the format used in some products consisting of minimum response matrix, action sheets and checklists were considered successful.  The success factors for IASC products appeared to be; a) dedicated support resources at the field level, b) translations into local language, c) adoption by the Government albeit in modified form, d) and training packages based on the product. The review also indicated the following limitations: (a) The production of the IASC products was fragmented, with no overall view of requirements (b) Awareness and utilization were generally, low especially in the field; (c) product dissemination strategies were often inadequate and the availability of IASC products in field offices was limited; (d) the challenge of addressing cross-cutting issues in the current Cluster-based vertical structure, and (e) uncertainly over who was responsible for dissemination.
23. The review included the following preliminary recommendations: (a) each new product must be demand driven from the field, (b) each product needs a clear dissemination plan as a precondition for endorsement; (c) greater ownership and backing of IASC organizations would be required, and (d) products need to be simpler, more user friendly and consistent with each other. 
24. Many participants welcomed the preliminary findings of the review, and in particular agreed on the review’s recommendation on the importance of dissemination.  Child Fund emphasized the need for resources in print, not just made available electronically, and stressed the importance of ownership of the products.   WHO added that roles and responsibilities for dissemination should be clarified to ensure that products would reach the field.  WFP noted how little time field-based staff had to read the products, and suggested that systematic training be provided.  InterAction, agreeing on the need for training, suggested that the custodian group undertake training exercises and introduce products strategically at key events and meetings.  UN HABITAT proposed that sector specific trainings be utilized to enhance knowledge and capacity on the IASC products.
25. ICRC enquired about next steps and suggested that the Working Group discuss the action plan based on the review.  WHO proposed that an action plan be produced for each IASC product, based on an assessment of the level of utility by key actors, such as Heads of OCHA Offices /RCs/HCs/Cluster coordinators, and UNDOCO. WHO also noted that the review could examine the use and awareness of IASC policies, given that IASC was primarily a policy formulating body.   ICVA felt that most of the review recommendations were process-oriented, and would like to see more substantive and forward-looking recommendations. 
26. UNDP said that operational staff on the ground were often in need of key documents, which should be packaged together in a simple manner.  OCHA acknowledged the difficulty in managing all the IASC products produced over the last fifteen years and suggested that lessons learnt be derived from experience of other agencies on dissemination and roll-out of normative guidance, for example, UNFPA’s experience in translating IASC products could be shared.  
27. In response to the query on next steps, Mr Lawry-White proposed that consultations with IASC organizations be undertaken on the way forward.   The Chair concluded the session by stressing the need for the application of IASC resources in trainings and for further thought to be given to dissemination to the field.  
The IASC Working Group: 
4. Requested the IASC Secretariat to complete the final review report and share it with the Working Group by end 2009.  Action by:  IASC Secretariat.
5. Requested the IASC Secretariat, in consultation with IASC organizations and subsidiary bodies, to propose a plan of action for addressing the review report’s recommendations for consideration at the March 2010 Working Group meeting.   Action by: IASC Secretariat, IASC organizations and IASC Subsidiary Bodies, by February 2010.
Needs Assessment and the Humanitarian Dashboard

28. The session was introduced by Mr. Hansjoerg Strohmeyer and Mr. Niels Scott, Chief, Disaster and Vulnerability Policy Section, OCHA. Mr. Strohmeyer summarised the outcomes of the workshop held from 4-6 November 2009 at Chavannes, near Geneva.  He acknowledged that needs assessment was complex and that it would require time to develop, and that this had been communicated to donors.   
29. Mr. Strohmeyer reported that during the workshop, a presentation on the Humanitarian Dashboard field testing was made by OCHA Kenya, on behalf of Kenya Country Team.  The workshop had been useful in helping to understand operational realities and noted that there was a general consensus during the workshop that the Humanitarian Dashboard was a valuable tool.  However, the workshop also identified several unresolved issues related to the architecture for managing the Dashboard process, the concepts behind the Dashboard design, and other technical issues.   The Kenya field test indicated that the tool should be flexible so as to be adaptable to country specific situations.  Workshop participants had agreed that the ownership of the Dashboard should lie with the HCT and that the tool had the potential to empower the Humanitarian Coordinator and the Cluster leads to manage and moderate strategic dialogue amongst HCT members and between and within the Clusters.  
30. Mr. Strohmeyer explained that a range of practical suggestions for the Dashboard from the workshop would be captured in the workshop report, including (a) inclusion of livelihoods, transition and recovery in the Dashboard, while retaining a humanitarian focus, (b) reflection of national capacities, including those of the national government (c) consultation with government on the findings of the Dashboard, and (d) better reflecting funding provided outside the CAP and the usual multilateral funding frameworks.  The workshop highlighted the need to address three systemic issues: a) enhanced representation of NGOs in HCT and Clusters; b) the need for quality HCs able to manage a strategic dialogue and issues arising from conflicting assessments and findings, c) clarification of the role of Clusters and agencies in collecting and managing information, and (d) possible conversion of a Dashboard Reference Group into a Technical Group, overseen by the IASC Needs Assessment Task Force. 
31. Workshop participants had agreed that field testing must be part of the design phase of the Dashboard, and that from the end of January on, field testing in specific locations should re-start, with the results informing the design though the Technical Group’s reflection on the findings. With needs assessment a likely topic for the Principals agenda in February 2010, he proposed a meeting on needs assessment and the Dashboard in Geneva, prior to the Principals meeting.
32. Regarding needs assessment, Mr. Strohmeyer reported that the workshop had included a series of presentations on ongoing needs assessment practices, mostly by Clusters.   The workshop had discussed the Initial Rapid Assessment tool, the Emergency Capacity Building (ECB) joint needs assessment, Early Recovery needs assessment, the post conflict needs assessment (PCNA) and post disaster needs assessment (PDNA).  There was recognition that one of the priority tasks for the Needs Assessment Task Force (NATF) would be the identification of core indicators and the workshop had raised the issue of coherence with Sphere indicators. A compilation of essential indicators would be reviewed in a workshop to be held in January 2010. 
33. Mr. Scott added that the last Working Group meeting had asked the NATF to develop a budget. He clarified that the budget included in the ERC’s reply to donors on needs assessment was in draft form and was a resource mobilization tool for the NATF.  As there had been insufficient time to discuss the budget in previous meetings, an NATF meeting on the budget had been scheduled for 20 November.
34. Many participants appreciated the summary and noted the constructive nature of the workshop.  ICVA however pointed out the lateness of the workshop (early November) had hampered meaningful NGO participation.  UNHCR and OCHA welcomed the proposal that the Dashboard be overseen by the Task Force.  

35. On the Dashboard, ICRC asked whether the product was being presented as an OCHA product, noting that initially the Dashboard had the OCHA logo on it.   ICRC stated that it would not associate itself with the Dashboard.  
36. WHO stressed that the Dashboard should be presented as a collective product of the clusters or of the IASC, rather than as an OCHA product, and proposed that the issue of dashboard governance be resolved as soon as possible.  IOM asked that the target audience of the Dashboard be specified, and noted that there were many sensitivities concerning the dashboard, such as managing the information flow to government agencies.  UNICEF added that during the workshop, participants had stressed that to be useful and to ensure quality inputs, the target audience of the Dashboard should be the users and providers of information at the country level.   

37. WHO stressed the importance of linking the Dashboard and Needs Assessment with information generated by the Clusters, and stated that the Global Health Cluster was committed to contribute through harmonising health assessments.  FAO however noted that if there was too much emphasis on the clusters, this might alienate Food Security and Agriculture sectors as these were not formally Clusters but had themselves developed good needs assessment methodologies.  UNHCR, echoing FAO, suggested that an overemphasis on clusters might lead to losing refugee caseloads from Needs Assessment/Dashboard, refugees not being a cluster.  OCHA said that the Dashboard was primarily a data integrator, and as such source data was critical, adding that data for Dashboard would primarily come from multi-sectoral assessments, encompassing clusters’ assessments. 
38. UNICEF remarked that there were several critical governance issues on the mechanism for the Needs Assessment and Dashboard. UNICEF welcomed HCT ownership of the tools and commented that the Reference Group for the Dashboard had been a loose affiliation of individuals which were not convened collectively, and that it welcomed the workshop’s recommendation to make the group more formal, transparent and structured.  UNICEF noted that the presentation had highlighted consistency with the SPHERE indicators, yet voiced caution in that the SPHERE did not represent the totality of humanitarian action.  UNICEF noted that it had consistently raised concerns about how both life savings interventions and other critical issues such as protection could be incorporated into Needs Assessment and the Dashboard, and expressed its willingness to engage with the review process to address such design challenges. FAO considered that more work was needed to harmonise needs assessment methodologies, and that there should be no disconnect between the Dashboard and Needs Assessment.  
39. On field testing, UNICEF, WFP, FAO, WHO and UNHCR welcomed further field testing and offered their support in developing the revised conceptual framework, tool, and process.  UNICEF emphasized the importance of reviewing the Kenya field testing experience with those who had participated in the testing itself, including process and prototype, and suggested a teleconference on the review.  WFP supported further pilot testing, once technical validation was done.  FAO stressed the need for clear criteria for the selection of pilot countries for field testing.  FAO also noted that local capacity to undertake needs assessment should be taken into account, and hoped that pilot testing would address local capacity building for needs assessment. 

40. Mr. Strohmeyer said that the workshop report, due to be completed by end November, should clarify some of the issues raised during the session.  On the issue of ownership, he said that the consensus from the workshop was that both Needs Assessment and Dashboard were to strengthen HCTs and HCs in informing their decision making process, and that the tool should not be seen as being for donors or for the ERC only.  He reiterated the workshop’s recommendation to put the Dashboard Technical Group under NATF.  The field testing needed to be gradual and iterative. He agreed that Clusters would play an important role in strengthening both Needs Assessments and the Dashboard.  He also noted that the NATF’s Technical Group would need to look into how best to reflect refugee caseloads in Needs Assessment and Dashboard, in consultation with UNHCR.  In response to a query by ICRC on the Dashboard logo, Mr. Strohmeyer said that the latest Dashboard product stated that it was issued by the Humanitarian Coordinator (and not by IASC nor by OCHA).  He added that the question of the logo would be further discussed by the NATF Technical Group.  

41. The Chair summarised the session by acknowledging commitments and interest from WG members to move forward both Needs Assessment and Humanitarian Dashboard.  He recognised that governance required more discussion, along with in-depth discussion on the recommendations from the workshop, at a later stage.  On the Dashboard, he noted key concerns expressed by agencies that operational partners should be fully integrated, and that new prototypes should be developed based on field testing.  
42. The Chair also noted that the Needs Assessment was provisionally an agenda item for the February 2010 Principals meeting, and suggested further consultation prior to the meeting.  However, UNHCR, WHO, and WFP raised concerns over including needs assessment in the Principals meeting in February 2010, given the slow progress made to date.  They suggested that the needs assessments be put to the Principals only when there were substantive issues to be presented.  The Chair agreed to communicate the concerns raised to the ERC. 
The IASC Working Group: 
6. Took note of the workshop held on 4-6 November 2009 in Geneva, which voiced general support for the further development of the Humanitarian Dashboard. 

7. Agreed that the conclusions of the workshop and a full report be shared with the IASC Working Group by end November 2009, with the conclusions of the workshop forming the basis for discussion in an ad hoc session of the IASC Working Group (format to be determined) by mid-December 2009. Action by: OCHA, with the IASC Secretariat.
8. Took further note of the workshop proposal to form a Technical Group to focus on the revision and further development of the present Dashboard prototype.  The revision should be based on the principal conceptual and design concerns raised during the Geneva workshop - and derived from the lessons learnt from the Kenya field test - to enable field testing to recommence by February 2010 and to continue, with the Dashboard being adapted progressively based on lessons learnt from field tests. Action by: OCHA, in consultation with IASC organisations.
9. Welcomed the progress made by the NATF on their 2009-2010 work plan and arrangements for further discussion in order to finalise the NATF budget. 

Framework for Durable Solutions for IDPs
43. Mr. Patrick Egloff, Advisor to the RSG on the Human Rights of Internally Displaced Persons, highlighted the key elements of the Revised Framework for Durable Solutions. The revised Framework (a) aimed to provide a clearer definition of target audience and the type of guidance offered: (b) covered both complex emergencies and natural disasters; (c) set forth the key obligations to be respected in promoting durable solutions; and (d) provided generic indicators that would assess progress made in achieving durable solutions.   
44. Mr. Egloff added that the Revised Framework retained most of the principles addressed in the 2006 Framework, including: (a) informed and voluntary decisions about the location for a durable solution; (b) participation and consultation with IDPs in the planning process; (c) peace processes and peacebuilding that reinforce durable solution; (d) safe and unimpeded access to all actors involved; and (e) access to effective monitoring mechanisms.  Other elements included; access to documentation, family reunification, and access to justice and transitional mechanisms.   Mr. Egloff requested that the Working Group endorse the Revised Framework, once finalised and circulated, by 4 December 2009 (later amended to 8 December).
45. Mr. Tim Pitt, Head of Office, OCHA Uganda, provided his reflections on the application of the Framework in Uganda, where transition was ongoing following the Juba peace accord.  The initial Framework had been disseminated by Uganda’s Humanitarian Country Team and Protection cluster members in 2007.  The revised document was used as a reference in the preparation of the CAP 2009.  As a result, one of the objectives of the 2009 CAP was set to “save lives and reduce suffering of people through helping government providing a basis for durable solutions”.  The Framework had contributed to the development of the Uganda government’s IDP policy and was also used as an advocacy tool in calling for an enhanced IDP response by development actors, though the impact of such efforts were yet to be felt on the ground.  With regard to operational response, the Framework called for the transfer of resources to set up durable homes.  The “third option” outlined in the Framework, which stipulated IDPs’ right to stay where they were displaced to, was used in dialogue with government and donors.  Noting the challenge in pursuing development actors to take a greater role in durable solutions, Mr. Pitt recommended enhanced and concerted efforts in disseminating the Framework to development and government actors and called for guidance on transitional justice and livelihood, land tenure and land disputes.  
46. Participants supported the proposal to endorse the Revised Framework in early December, though ICVA and InterAction felt that the deadline of 4th December was too early given the need to consult with consortia members.   IFRC and IOM appreciated that natural disasters were well covered in the Revised Framework.  IFRC reported that the National Societies were using the Framework in situations of protracted crises.  OHCHR emphasized the importance of national leadership in promoting the Framework.  
47. WHO agreed that the Framework should be linked to recovery, stressing the need to include indicators related to recovery processes.  ICVA mentioned that the Framework could be used to advocate for transition funding.  UNICEF asked how the Framework could be applied to the UNDAF, and how it could be used by RCs since durable solutions would necessarily need to be reflected in post-crisis recovery and in development frameworks.  InterAction asked what type of training would be needed to promote the Framework.  WFP remarked that assistance to the affected population should be based on needs and vulnerability and that caution was needed not to create imbalance amongst those displaced and host populations as well as to avoid creating a “pull factor”.  WFP added that it was critical to plan and implement well-timed, agriculture and livelihood interventions, and noted that WFP's Purchase for Progress programme, a five year pilot programme using WFP’s purchasing power to support agricultural and market development while helping smallholder farmers to benefit from those markets, was playing a role in stimulating increased agricultural production.
48.  UN HABITAT welcomed the inclusion of Housing, Land and Property (HLP) in the Framework, and said that security of tenure and HLP social and economic rights needed to be enhanced.  ICRC welcomed the references to international humanitarian law in the document.  It reported that its approach to “durable solutions” was to emphasize normalisation of life of IDPs, rather than waiting for conditions of return to be fulfilled.  It also raised the need within the document to distinguish between obligations of states and authorities and the right of individuals.  
49. Mr. Egloff thanked participants for their comments, and said that he would ask the Secretariat of the Human Rights Council whether the deadline (4 December) for submitting the final document could be postponed to accommodate NGO’s comments.  The Revised Framework would be a living document and would be revisited in two years.  On training, the Steering Group was to develop a dissemination and promotion strategy.  He noted that the concept of vulnerability was more explicitly addressed in the revised document, for example by referring to the prohibition of positive and negative discrimination against IDPs.  On the nature of the Revised Framework, he clarified that it was meant to provide general guidance and not operational guidance. 
The IASC Working Group: 

10. Welcomed the draft revised Framework for Durable Solutions. Action by: All IASC Organisations to provide comments by Nov 23, Office of the RSG on the HR of IDPs to send final draft by Nov 30, with electronic endorsement by the Working Group Organisations by December 8 2009.

11. Encouraged IASC organisations to disseminate and promote the revised framework within their organizations, following its electronic endorsement. Action by: IASC organisations.
Early Recovery
50. Mr. Charles Vincent, Director, WFP Geneva Office, on behalf of the Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery (CWGER), introduced the background paper and highlighted major achievements in mainstreaming the Early Recovery agenda at global and field levels.  These included: (a) the emergence of a common understanding of Early Recovery, both conceptually and in terms of its application across sectors and Clusters; (b) clarification of the role of Early Recovery needs assessments in Post Conflict Needs Assessment (PCNA) and Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA) frameworks; and (c) the integration of Early Recovery into various agency programming tools, guidance and training.  He underscored that while the mainstreaming of Early Recovery had made good progress, but that the mainstreaming process was uneven across the Clusters and countries, and the identification of what concretely constituted Early Recovery within each Cluster varied.  In order to address this gap, Mr. Vincent proposed that the CWGER and all other Clusters agree on an annual plan of action that would outline their respective roles and responsibilities, reciprocal commitments and a few jointly agreed objectives.
51. Mr. Vincent cited Pakistan, Chad and the Philippines as examples of global Early Recovery policies being translated into country level programmes, while recognising that the establishment of Early Recovery architecture on the ground was not always smooth. He mentioned that the CWGER recommended the establishment of a dual structure (an Early Recovery Network under the HC/RC and Early Recovery ‘Cluster’, to address issues that are not covered by other Clusters), but recognized that the implementation of such a structure  had occasionally encountered problems, mainly due to a lack of understanding, within the HCT.  Ensuring timely, sufficient and predictable financing continued to be the main challenge looming over the implementation of the ER agenda.  The IASC should have a common voice in engaging external actors, including humanitarian donors (GHD) and those involved in the OECD-DAC process on financing for transition.  The IASC should also come together more clearly in engaging with other relevant processes (e.g. the implementation of the SG’s Report on Peacebuilding, the RC Capacity initiative, etc.). The CWGER was well placed to serve as ‘vehicle’ to facilitate such engagement, particularly for non-UN agencies. 

52. Ms. Gordana Jerger, Associate Director of UN Development Operations Coordination Office (UN DOCO), said that the coherence between UNDOCO and CWGER had increased over the past 12 months.  In December 2009, a joint UNDOCO-CWGER retreat would be held in Geneva and inform each other on respective workplans for 2010. UNDP/BCPR, on behalf of CWGER, and DOCO, on behalf of the UNDG/ECHA WG on Transition, had also worked together on the preparation – and now the implementation – of the Secretary General’ Report on Peacebuilding and made progress in supporting the integration of Early Recovery in the PCNA process – for which guidance tools, training materials and SOPs had been developed and were expected to be ready by the end of the year.  
53. Ms. Jerger also noted that a ‘capacity gap’ paper related to RC Offices had been developed following a request by the Secretary-General’s Policy Committee to establish a standard package to strengthen RC Offices. The paper outlined key functions of the RC Offices that should be filled in crisis and post crisis settings, including strategic planning, information management, external relations and Early Recovery/recovery.  Ms Jerger clarified that Early Recovery Advisors were expected to have a short-term role (up to 3 months), while Recovery Advisors would play a longer-term role.  The annual cost to support such strengthening of RC Offices was expected to be US$23 million, and UNDP/BCPR had engaged in supporting DOCO in this fund-raising effort.  On Early Recovery financing, Ms. Jerger noted the opportunity to strengthen the link between the IASC Humanitarian Financing Group (HFG), the CWGER and the UNDG/ECHA WG on Transition.  Ms. Jerger noted that the UNDG/ECHA WGT had recently agreed to activate a UNDG/ECHA Task Team on Financing, in order to support the frontloading by donors of development funding, and invited the IASC HFG to coordinate and establish the necessary linkages with the CWGER and with the new Task Team. 
54. Participants generally supported the three action points proposed in the background document.  On a strengthened link between Clusters and the CWGER, WHO stated that the mainstreaming of Early Recovery into clusters had to take place both at the global and at the country level, emphasized the need of horizontal mainstreaming mechanism across sectors and clusters, and looked forward to seeing more Early Recovery components in operational tools such as CAP and Flash Appeals.  WHO welcomed progress made in Early Recovery needs assessments within existing mechanisms, and reiterated that such development should not create parallel structures.  ICVA noted that PDNA and PCNA were UN-driven and asked about the extent of NGO involvement to these processes.  UNICEF noted the positive progress in synthesizing Early Recovery needs assessment and the PDNA/PCNA but called for more consultation in advance of the deployment of Early Recovery advisers.  UNICEF also raised the need to find a structural solution in cases with a separate HC (responsible for the PCNA) and RC (responsible for PDNA), as in Pakistan. 
55. Child Fund noted the challenges in involving government actors in Early Recovery discussion in countries where there was tension between the government and the humanitarian actors over sensitive issues, such as displacement.  Child Fund also stressed the need to systematically address disaster risk reduction within Early Recovery.  HABITAT agreed with Child Fund and added that systematic disaster risk reduction mainstreaming could address the root causes of vulnerabilities in chronic crisis situations.  The Office of the RSG on the HR of IDPs noted that Early Recovery was crucial for IDPs, particularly as quick impact programmes in the return areas had positive effects of returning IDPS. 
56. ICVA expressed concern about the CWGER acting as liaison between the UN-led process and NGOs, given the low level of engagement of NGOs for CWGER. Child Fund highlighted the added-value of NGOs in recovery operations and in the funding, as many NGOs had access to development funds to be used for recovery.  The ongoing initiative by InterAction advocating for creating Transition Funds with the US Government was cited as example of NGO access to the funds required.  IOM added that NGOs were often in the frontline at the very early stage of recovery operations, and hence encouraged their greater participation. 
57. On action point 3 (Early Recovery funding being taken up by the proposed Humanitarian Financing Group), ICVA said that if the HFG was to be established, there should  be a direct conversation between the HFG and ECHA/UNDG WG Financing Task Team, and not necessary through the CWGER.  FAO confirmed that the mainstreaming of Early Recovery had been somewhat successful and suggested that more responsibilities should be shifted toward individual Clusters.  The Chair of the WG added that action point 3 fitted with the proposed Work Plan of the Humanitarian Financing Group and that work undertaken by OECD/DAC group on financing needed to be fed into Humanitarian Financing Group’s discussion.  The Office of the RSG on the HR of IDPs noted the opportunity to tap development funds, such as Peacebuilding funds, and World Bank’s funds for IDPs, and stressed the need for structured dialogue with donors.  UN-HABITAT also stressed the need to advocate to donors on the need to finance Early Recovery in the appeals. 
58. IOM noted that donors’ policy on life-saving criteria was changing which made financing for Early Recovery more challenging. OCHA added that often donors had different views and criteria for Early Recovery, and called for increased dialogue with donors to analyse the trends in their policies.  IFRC mentioned that its new strategic plan specifically emphasized the importance of livelihoods and life-savings measures being addressed jointly.  In terms of funding, while there was generally ample funding for transition in natural disasters, IFRC encountered a problem in chronic crisis situations.  For example, the funding response for the recent food crisis appeal revealed that much of the funding support did not go beyond support for immediate food assistance.  WFP expressed support for the recommendations, confirmed that the Logistics Cluster would continue to engage with Early Recovery where opportunities arise, and noted that further opportunities existed for Early Recovery work in the UN's 'Delivering as One' Initiative, in areas such as logistics, infrastructure development and agricultural revival.
59. With regard to the ongoing work to  integrate the Early Recovery dimension  in Post Conflict Needs Assessment, Ms. Jerger noted that PCNAs went beyond Early Recovery and, as they included capacity assessment, conflict analysis, and prioritisation, etc.  She also stated that UN DOCO would welcome NGOs’ contributions to the ongoing work on the PCNA development. 
60. Mr. Vincent thanked participants for the rich debate.    
61. In conclusion, Mr. Miguel Bermeo, Senior Deputy Director, Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, UNDP, stated that he felt gratified at the constructive tone as well as at the positive engagement of partners in the discussion. He reiterated that cluster-by-cluster agreements on key objectives on advancing Early Recovery would be helpful for mainstreaming.  He noted that, while the focus of Early Recovery mainstreaming should be on the country level, there was also a need for clear, consistent and common understanding on what Early Recovery entailed, at global level.  He added that the identification, by each cluster, of a few key Early Recovery priorities/action would constitute a formidable basis for the common work.    He stressed that the horizontal mainstreaming was indeed key.   Capacity building and engagement of national actors (government and community organisations) was also crucial, although this was sometimes difficult in conflict situations.  However,  efforts should be made to engage with local/national actors in support of the recovery process.  Mr. Bermeo reiterated previous statements that the CWGER was open to interested NGOs and acknowledged the importance of NGO presence in very early stage of recovery response.  He also advocated for ‘one’ common IASC voice on Early Recovery financing: for this, the engagement of both humanitarian and development donors was necessary, given Early Recovery’s role as a bridge between the two dimensions.
The IASC Working Group:

12. Requested the CWGER and all other Clusters to further strengthen their dialogue on mainstreaming Early Recovery into Clusters at both global and country levels and to jointly identify mutual commitments and targets in an agreed plan of action. Action by: CWGER with Global Cluster Leads by March 2010 
13. Encouraged CWGER members and other relevant IASC organisations to actively contribute to the finalization of the PDNA process as well as to the development of Early Recovery guidance, tools and training support to the PCNA process. Action by: IASC organisations, as appropriate.
14. Requested the IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing to look at concrete ways to address the ER funding challenge, while taking into account of - and making the necessary linkages with - the work of the OECD-DAC/ INCAF Task Team on Financing for Transitions and with the work of the UNDG ECHA Working Group on Transition’s Task Team on Financing. Action by: IASC Group on Humanitarian Financing. 

Keynote Speech

62. The Honourable Professor Tarsus Kabwegyere, Minister for Relief, Disaster Preparedness and Refugees, Government of Uganda, noted that international humanitarian action was most effective when there was an absence of government in a failed state.  He said that the objective of humanitarian intervention was to meet human needs, but asked how well the humanitarian community understood what these needs were and what caused such needs.  He noted that prolonged humanitarian interventions perpetuate needs rather than helping recovery to start.  However he noted that there was a fine line between Early Recovery and perpetuation of dependency.  The Honourable Minister also asked whether the humanitarian workers were always neutral, noting that some humanitarian interventions were based on personal and financial motives.  In this respect, he commended the professionalism demonstrated by ICRC.  He raised questions about the impact of humanitarian assistance on society, including the financial consequence of assistance.  He stressed the importance of preparedness, and pleaded with the Working Group to invest as much in preparedness, including research for climate change, as was currently spent on humanitarian interventions.
Humanitarian Space
63. The Chair opened the session by explaining its division into two parts: (a) Update on the IASC Core Group on Humanitarian Space and on Integration, and (b) Presentation and discussion on humanitarian space in Somalia.
Part 1: Update on the IASC Core Group on Humanitarian Space

64. The co-Chairs of the IASC Core group on Humanitarian Space, Mr. Hansjoerg Strohmeyer, Chief a.i, Policy Development and Studies Branch, OCHA and Mr. Bernard Doyle, Head, Inter Agency Unit, UNHCR, introduced the work of the IASC Core Group on Humanitarian Space. The work plan of the Core Group in 2009 involved three elements: a) Organisation of a series of round tables, b) Preparation of a training package for NGOs on humanitarian principles, and c) Consultations with representatives of humanitarian organizations on Integration and on the work on International Criminal Court (ICC) and its humanitarian impact.

65. Mr. Charles Vincent of WFP reported on the outcomes of the Roundtable meeting on perception of humanitarian workers held in Rome in June 2009.  The Roundtable had been organised around four thematic issues: (a) the shifting humanitarian environment; (b) local perceptions of humanitarian agencies; (c) engaging with state and non-state actors; and (d) integrated missions.  The Roundtable participants identified the key challenges of perception of humanitarian workers as, among others: perception that humanitarian assistance was primarily a Northern/ Western concept; political instrumentalisation of humanitarian assistance, a general lack of understanding on how to strike the balance between advocacy and the promotion of humanitarian principles, and the perceived arrogance of humanitarian workers (lack of cultural understanding, inappropriate behaviour, condescending attitude, use of foreign language etc).  Participants had reached no consensus on whether Humanitarian Space had really shrunk or if it was a matter of a changing environment.  However, they agreed that the context was changing, as a result of external factors (geo-political changes) and internal factors (behaviour of humanitarians).  Participants recognised the need to foster relationships with both state and non-state actors, through enhanced communication and dialogue, while ensuring humanitarian principles were not compromised.  There was a recognition that the IASC needed to engage more with the Integration Steering Group (ISG), noting that Humanitarian Space was on its agenda. 
66. Ms Christine Knudsen of UNICEF provided an update on the preparation of a Roundtable in Pakistan. The situation in country was so volatile that the planned Roundtable had been postponed. However, there remained strong interest from the Pakistan Country Team to hold an event(s) when the situation allowed.  Ms. Knudsen noted that the concept paper on the Roundtable in Pakistan was being revised and that UNICEF would keep the Working Group updated as the plans progressed. 
67. Mr. François Grünewald, consultant, presented an update on the Chad roundtable preparations. An intensive 5-week consultation process involving many stakeholders from IDPs and host populations to the SRSG, NGOs, the military, and national authorities, had taken place.  An interim report had been produced, and three preparatory workshops (Goz Beida, Abeche, Njamena) held.  Mr. Grunewald identified three pillars of humanitarian space (law, principles and security).  As next steps, Mr. Grunewald suggested: (a) continue the analysis of the ongoing trends, (b) revisit and clarify mandates and how different agencies attempt to preserve humanitarian space, and (c) continue multi-stakeholder dialogue among IASC members and with external actors.  
68. Ms. Manisha Thomas, Policy Officer, ICVA, provided an update on the planned learning events for the NGOs on humanitarian principles.  The events would target representatives from operational humanitarian organisations, particularly secular and faith-based NGOs, and would address, among others topics, translation of principles into actions; tensions between day-to-day operations and principles; and examination of whether there was common understanding on principles by secular- and faith-based NGOs workers. A paper based on Code of Conduct for NGOs and the Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement would be prepared.  A design workshop would be held in January 2010.  Regional events were being planned for South East Asia and for Africa/Middle East, with training materials finalised by March 2010. 
69. Mr. Strohmeyer, as Chair of the IASC Focal Point Group on Integration, reported that ongoing discussions on Integration by the Secretary-General’s Policy Committee had led to the committee asking for integration to be pursued in a more systematic way, while explicitly recognising that the humanitarian component deserved extra consideration.  The development of Guidelines on Integration Mission Planning Process was ongoing, and elements of the IASC focal point group discussion had been transmitted to the Integration Steering Group (ISG) for their consideration.  Mr. Strohmeyer explained that the SG’s Policy Committee was increasingly asking for integrated strategic frameworks and strategic assessments at the field level as part of integrated missions. DPKO needed to improve the timelines for participation in integrated strategic framework rollout missions but OCHA would not have the capacity to participate in all the missions because they were labour intensive.  
70. Mr. Strohmeyer proposed that a small pool of focal points in HQ participate in the field assessment and integrated strategic framework missions.  There was a need to strengthen training to the field colleagues to enhance their capacity.  He also noted that the Integration Steering Group had identified eight areas for action, including logistics, joint communications, funding, human resources, and joint premises.  He stressed the need for the IASC to be engaged in dialogue on the Integrated Strategic Framework (ISF) and Strategic Assessment Guidelines at field level.  He reported that the ISG would discuss Humanitarian Space at its December 2009 meeting, and that a background paper on Humanitarian Space was being prepared with inputs from the Core Group on Humanitarian Space and with DPKO and DPA. 
71. As to the next steps for the Core Group, Mr. Doyle noted that humanitarian space had deteriorated rapidly in many countries over the past few months, and suggested the IASC continue addressing humanitarian space via-a-vis access.  He proposed that the Core Group continue its work in 2010 with UNHCR and OCHA as co-chairs.  The focus of the Core group in 2010 would be on operational issues to enhance access.  Mr. Strohmeyer proposed the following for the Core Group for 2010: a) Analysis of the reasons for targeting humanitarian workers; b) Concerted efforts by the humanitarian community to engage both political and humanitarian components of donor governments in a consistent manner;  and c) Enhanced understanding of operations in insecure environment, through lessons learnt and information sharing.  
72. WHO proposed that humanitarian diplomacy be integrated into the humanitarian space discussion, and that the concept of “criticality” be addressed in security discussions.  OHCHR noted that it was fully involved in the integrated assessment mission discussion with DPA and DPKO, and would be happy to convey IASC concerns in these discussions and to report back.  ICRC noted that there had been a rich debate in the Rome Roundtable, and hoped that there would be a logical continuum in the coming Roundtable meetings to avoid overlaps.  SCHR, also noting the quality of the debate in Rome, asked how the outcomes of that Roundtable could be unpacked and translated into action.  SCHR queried the rationale for developing a background paper for ISG on Humanitarian Space jointly with DPKO and DPA. ICRC supported that the Core Group’s focus for 2010 being operational.  UNICEF, fully endorsing the reinvigoration of the Core Group, suggested that it be more proactive and strategic in ensuring that the humanitarian agenda was addressed at other fora.  UNICEF also suggested that the background document from the June 2008 Working Group meeting on Humanitarian Space be updated to take into account new developments, and that a paper consolidating the outcomes of three Roundtable meetings be prepared.   ICVA asked whether NGOs could participate in the ISG.  InterAction asked that dates for the meetings of the Integration Focal Points and Humanitarian Space Core Group be set well in advance, to ensure meaningful participation of NGOs. 
73. Mr. Doyle clarified that the agenda for 2010 of the Core Group would be finalised through consultation with Core Group members during December 2009.  Mr. Strohmeyer stressed the importance of consistency in IASC representation at meetings of ISG and IMPP.  He also called for a stronger and more coherent voice by the IASC in the ISG forum.  He added that OCHA had suggested NGO membership of the ISG in the past, and would continue to promote NGO membership.   
Part 2: Humanitarian Space in Somalia

74. Mr. Mark Bowden, Humanitarian Coordinator for Somalia, presented an update on the humanitarian space in the country.  He noted that much of the debate focused around the role of the international community, rather than on the responsibility of parties to the conflict.  In Somalia, humanitarian assistance was often perceived as part of a hostile international agenda.  The central issue was the humanitarian imperative rather than humanitarian space.  In order to ensure a conducive operating environment, the UN and NGOs had adopted common approaches involving establishing ‘red lines’ and commitments for information sharing to develop a common response. Support from local clans and actors, critical for humanitarian operations, could only be gained by ensuring that the humanitarian community delivered what was promised, and by building trust.  Mr. Bowden noted with concern that donor conditionality did not allow humanitarians to operate in a principled manner and that donors were tending to seek a political return from their investment in humanitarian assistance.  Financial support for humanitarian assistance accounted for 60 % of GDP in Somalia, making it, in effect, part of the war economy, in that warring parties perceive humanitarian goods and services as an important source of revenue for their warfare.  
75. Mr. Bowden noted that in Shebab-controlled areas disinterest in engaging in dialogue with humanitarian actors had led to further deterioration of security in areas under its control, leading in turn to more humanitarian operations being undertaken via remote control, with negative impacts on quality and posing challenges to the application of humanitarian principles.  A forward looking agenda was needed, involving donors that would enable a more conductive environment.

76. Mr. Pascal Mauchle, ICRC representative for Somalia, said that ICRC focused on neutrality and independence of humanitarian action, rather than on humanitarian space per se.  ICRC had been operating in Somalia since 1994 by remote control management, based on a light presence (14 expatriates and 30 national staff).  ICRC also experienced limitations in its operations. ICRC could not carry out traditional protection activities given the high level of insecurity but rather aimed to be invisible, while maintaining close contact with local actors.  The close cooperation between ICRC and the National Red Cross Society in Somalia was critical to the Somalia operation, sharing and acting on common principles of neutrality and independence. 
77. Ms. Tanja Schümer, focal point for the NGO consortium for Somalia, noted that humanitarian access and space were increasingly compromised, despite remarkable work undertaken by both international and national staff.  She noted that the recent politicization of humanitarian aid had contributed to a shrinking of humanitarian space, by, for example, forcing humanitarian actors to deliver assistance in areas controlled by warring actors considered politically acceptable.  While humanitarian assistance should be guided by the needs on the ground, Somalia’s agenda had been hijacked by the war on terror.  She emphasized the importance of engaging both state and non-state actors, as was done in Sri Lanka, and noted the dichotomy within the UN between peace-keeping and humanitarian pillars which caused some difficulty in ensuring humanitarian space.  She called for the immediate separation between humanitarian and political pillars.  
78. Participants thanked the presenters.  CONCERN called for consistent messages to donors on both political and humanitarian dimensions and, on the redline concept,  warned against over-simplified criteria for establishing redlines, given that many NGOs on the ground may have different interpretations of the needs guiding humanitarian operations.  CONCERN further asked who within the UN was responsible for leading access negotiations.  UNHCR said that humanitarian space was a top priority for the organization and asked what methods were needed to ensure consistent messaging to donors, including to those “silent donors”.  The Chair, echoing UNHCR,  asked how the IASC could work together to ensure the same donor would have the same position, noting diverse views held by development, political and military components within the same government. 

79. ICVA asked whether there was a link established with the Humanitarian Response Index, and suggested that a case study on Somalia by GHD could be tabled at one of the IASC GHD annual meeting.   UN HABITAT asked whether the remote control approach could bring together political and humanitarian components of donors to be more constructive.  

80. Mr. Bowden  responded by noting that consistent messaging to donors was high on priority.  He noted that there was some success in ensuring strong and consistent message in political dialogue, as was demonstrated in recent shift of the SRSG’s position on the role of humanitarians in the Djibouti negotiation.  However, he noted that the political arm of a donor country may not take the same view as its humanitarian department or  development department. There was fragmentation between donors and within donors in their approaches to politics, humanitarian aid and development. 

81. On CONCERN’s point on red lines, Mr. Bowden stressed that the issue be analysed in terms of risk management and criticality of the situation.  He stated that the concept of redline should trigger common action rather than common withdrawal.  On political negotiations, while access was critical, the real issue was to find interlocutors in the Shabab leadership.  More effective strategies for negotiations in Somalia were required.  Mr. Bowden proposed the GHD address critical issues in Somalia, and hoped that GHD would do a case study in Somalia to examine donors’ responsibility.  Needs assessments had already taken place and donors needed to respond with humanitarian aid according to need.  On the remote control approach, Mr. Bowden conveyed that OCHA was considering collecting lessons learnt on the approach. 

82. Mr. Mauchle clarified on the “light approach” of ICRC, and said that ICRC’s 30 staff had an extensive local network to deliver assistance, including the staff of the local Red Cross national societies. ICRC’s main activities included support for two hospitals in Mogadishu and 34 clinics in Somalia, as well as water trucking and food distribution.  He noted that impact was difficult to measure given the worsening security situation.

83. Ms. Schümer said that there were several other parties to the conflict other than Shabab and raised concerns about the myth that humanitarian assistance could only be delivered to TFG areas and not to Shebab-controlled areas.  She  requested  lobbying  to influencing the decision makers at the highest level to exert pressure on donor countries to fulfil their responsibilities. There was a need to explicitly highlight the negative impact of the lack of donor support to the affected population, including that of broader regional impact in East and Horn of Africa. She said  that the humanitarian community could not  afford to set a precedent that if security did not improve, the affected population would need to move to neighbouring countries such as to Kenya.
The IASC Working Group: 

15. Welcomed UNHCR’s intention to organise a roundtable event on humanitarian space in Chad by January 2010.  Action by:  UNHCR, with the Chad Humanitarian Country Team.
16. Looked forward to receiving proposals from UNICEF for one or more event(s) on humanitarian space in Pakistan.  Action by: UNICEF.
17. Requested OCHA and UNHCR, as co-chairs of the Core Group on Humanitarian Space, to consult with Core Group members and propose a work plan for 2010, for endorsement by the Working Group.  Action by: Core Group Co-chairs, for WG endorsement by end 2009, as per other Subsidiary Body work planning procedures.
18. Agreed on the importance for IASC organisations sustaining their engagement in the IASC Focal Point Group on Integration.  Action by: IASC Organisations, as relevant.
Steering Group on Security (SGS) 
84. Ms. Christine Knudsen, UNICEF, explained that the Steering Group on Security (SGS) was established by the IASC Principals in December 2008.  Since June 2009, significant progress had been made in reviewing and revising Saving Lives Together (SLT), which provided the framework for UN-NGO security cooperation.  The SGS undertook a series of surveys on security, which had led to the development of the initial draft of a revised SLT, which formed the basis for the SLT Conference held in Geneva in October 2009 in Geneva.  One of the outcomes of the conference was UNDSS’s commitment to strengthen SLT through improved communication and training. Another outcome was a strong call for increased extra budgetary resources for security, as per by the Secretary-General’s statement to the General Assembly in October 2009.  The SLT Conference issued a joint statement which identified common challenges and common objectives, while recognizing different mandates and modes of operation of agencies.  The revised SLT framework should allow agencies to maintain independence while recognizing a common security framework guided by joint principles.  As the next step, the SGS planned to submit a revised SLT document to the IASC Principals preparation for the February 2010 Principals meeting.  The draft revised document will be sent to the Working Group for comments in December 2009.

85. Ms. Knudsen outlined four options as to how to move forward on security: a) IASC to have oversight and implementation functions, b) IASC to have oversight function, and DSS to have operational functions, c) IASC and Inter-Agency Security Management Network (IASMN) to have joint oversight and operation functions, d) SGS to continue its work.
86. Participants welcomed the update.  The Somalia NGO Consortium stressed the importance of translating the revised SLT document into action, and noted that in the field SLT was often regarded as just a piece of paper.  The Somalia NGO Consortium also called for true collaboration among agencies in applying the SLT, as UN decisions on security would have direct and often negative consequences for NGOs in the field.  ICRC and IFRC reiterated that, while they were willing to collaborate with UN agencies in security matters, SLT, designed for UN-NGO collaboration, would not apply to them.  ICRC suggested using the previous term “UN-NGO collaboration” in the document rather than “UN-non-UN”, which implied the inclusion of Red Cross Red Crescent Movement.  
87. With regard to next steps, InterAction said that it supported a proposal that UNDSS be the institutional home for SLT.  OCHA noted that the IASC should share oversight responsibilities for rolling out the SLT. OCHA also noted that there was need for structured methods to obtain extra budgetary financing for security, through for example the Flash Appeal or the CAP, as it was unlikely that the UN Common Security system would increase financing for field security.  
88. Regarding preparation for the SLT item on the agenda of the February 2010 Principals meeting, there was a general sentiment that the SGS was bypassing the Working Group in preparation for the Principals meeting and some participants called for greater role for the Working Group in this regard.  The Chief of the Secretariat clarified that SGS/SLT may be proposed by the ERC as one of the agenda items for the February 2010 Principals meeting and that a decision on agenda items would be made, as normal, by the ERC in consultation with the other Principals.  Ms. Knudsen added that the SGS will share the final report of the SLT Conference with Working Group members for their comments. The report would form the basis for preparing the Principals meeting, as per the agenda. 
Humanitarian Civil Military Relations

89. Mr. Alan Butterfield, Head, Field Operations and Field Support, Civil Military Coordination Section (CMCS), OCHA, introduced the session by reminding the meeting that in March 2009 the IASC Working Group had tasked OCHA to re-submit a paper analysing the current state of, and challenges regarding, humanitarian civil-military relations, current military initiatives in the humanitarian field, and options for how humanitarian organizations could move forward.  He observed that the relationship between humanitarian and military actors had changed considerably over the last decade as the functions of the military had shifted from traditional warfare to a range of humanitarian and reconstruction interventions.  In international response to complex emergencies, humanitarian actors now found themselves operating alongside peacekeeping missions and foreign military actors, posing new challenges. Against this background, OCHA proposed the establishment of a forum that would address common ground and challenges in humanitarian civilian interaction.  

90. Mr. Daniel Pfister, civil military advisor to the NGO Coordination Committee in Chad, presented the Chad experience on civil military relations, highlighting three challenges: (a) information sharing, (b) evacuation planning, and (c) armed escorts for the humanitarian community. On information sharing, Mr. Pfister noted that there were forums for information exchange but no mechanism for common analysis.  The fact that NGOs were not represented at the Chad SMT posed a challenge for information exchange.  NGOs were frustrated by a lack of guidance and consideration for NGOs from MINURCAT’s  evacuation planning process. NGOs were trying to mobilise donors, and were engaged in bilateral discussions with UN DSS, MINURCAT and OCHA, to increase NGO participation in evacuation planning.  On armed escorts, Eastern Chad was under UN Security Phase IV requiring mandatory escorts for all UN staff.  Mr Pfister noted that, lately, the government had imposed mandatory escorts on all NGOs, a worrying trend.  There was no humanitarian representation in the Bureau de Protection et des Escortes (BPE), an organisation composed of various military actors providing escorts, and little attempt to promote the humanitarian agenda in discussion with BPE.  The IASC Chad had recently decided to reinvigorate its collective advocacy on protection and humanitarian principles with the BPE.  
91. Participants welcomed the revised background paper prepared by OCHA and expressed appreciation for the analysis of existing challenges.  On the proposed forum, Interaction, WHO and CONCERN supported the establishment of a formal Sub Working Group.  InterAction stated that existing coordination mechanisms with NATO and the US military were often ad hoc and inconsistent and added that it would be pleased to have one its members acting as co-chair the proposed group. 
92. SCHR, ICVA, IOM, ICRC, WVI, WFP, OCHA, UNICEF and UNHCR voiced their preference for an informal and flexible forum. SCHR, WHO, ICVA and WVI called for more clarity on the link between the proposed forum, the Steering Group on Security (SGS), the Integration Focal Point Group and the Core Group on Humanitarian Space.  WFP proposed a separation of policy and operational discussions, with the proposed informal group addressing primarily operational issues.  ICRC stated that it would be pleased to be invited for specific meetings of the informal forum as a standing invitee.  UNICEF supported an informal group but also saw value in establishing a longer term strategic forum at a later stage to address overarching policy issues such as protection of civilians vis-à-vis civil-military relations.  OCHA, noting that training had limitations in influencing military behaviour, suggested more systematic dialogue with military actors, through, for example, participating in the Multi-National Exercise 5, to influence military doctrine.
93. ICVA raised concerns on how the proposed group would address policy issues and asked for clarity on the role of OCHA’s Policy Development Studies Branch (PDSB) in relation to OCHA CMCS regarding this group.  ICVA would not endorse the proposed ToR as there was still no clarity on whether the proposed group would focus on information sharing, policy, or operational issues that could be addressed at field level.  
94. WorldVision, responding to Mr. Pfister’s presentation on armed escorts, said that it supported a revision of the IASC Guidelines on armed escorts.  
95. Mr. Butterfield, in response to the comments made, noted that there may be overlaps with SGS, and hoped these will be coordinated once the informal group begin its work. He stressed the need for lessons learnt from the field to be brought to, and disseminated from, the proposed forum. He proposed that the informal group focus on operational issues, policy gaps and revise the civil-military guidelines as needed, and that the TORs would be revised and circulated to the Working Group. 
96. The Chair summarized the session, noting that there was support for an informal group on civil military issues. The Chair requested organizations to propose issues for the agenda of the group and urged the group to prepare a framework on civil military issues in 12 months from now.  
The IASC Working Group: 

19. Agreed to form an informal IASC forum on humanitarian civil-military relations, with the possibility of a formal structure in future, if agreed by the Working Group.

20. Welcomed the proposal from InterAction to act as co-chair of the forum, with OCHA 

21. Requested the forum co-chairs to agree, in consultation with IASC organisations, on priority issues for discussion at regular meetings of the forum during 2010.  Action by: Co-chairs of the informal forum, by end 2009
22. Requested the forum co-chairs to ensure that issues under consideration by the forum were coordinated with other IASC bodies, including: the Core Group on Humanitarian Space, the Steering Group on Security and the Focal Point Group on Integration. Action by: Co-chairs of the informal forum, from the outset and continuing. 

23. Requested the forum to review its arrangements and report back via the co-chairs to the IASC Working Group in November 2010. Action by: Co-chairs of the informal forum, to provide a progress report and review of arrangements by September 2010.
Meeting Humanitarian Challenges in Urban Areas
97. Introducing the background documents, Mr. Gert Ludeking, UN-HABITAT, Chair of the Task Force on Meeting Humanitarian Challenges in Urban Areas, reminded the meeting that the aim of the Task Force was to assess key strategic and practical challenges in administering humanitarian assistance in urban areas and to prepare a set of recommendations for an IASC strategy.  Over the previous four and a half months, the TF had identified 10 rapid urbanization challenges, defined 15 key humanitarian challenges and prepared an initial strategy paper. 

98. Professor Roger Zetter, the consultant to the Task Force, summarised the issues associated with humanitarian assistance in rapidly urbanising areas.  These included:  (a) risks and vulnerability far greater in developing countries, (b) urbanisation process contributing to ‘chronic’ and ‘slow-onset’ emergencies, (c) humanitarian crises accelerating urbanisation, (d) small and medium-sized cities  less prepared, and more at risk, (e) disasters differentially impacting the urban poor, (f) vulnerability varying amongst different social groups, (g) conflict and urban violence generating insecurity and (h) a lack of effective multi-hazard preparedness and mitigation.  Professor Zetter then outlined the institutional, operational and sectoral challenges faced by the humanitarian community.  Institutionally, there was a multitude of actors involved, including non-traditional actors (academics, architects, planners, media, urban institutions), which presented additional complexity in coordination.  Operational challenges included: (a) how to identify target beneficiaries and their needs; (b) how to adjust organisational tools and procedures, and (c) how to ensure linkage between humanitarian response and risk reduction in urban areas.  Sectoral challenges included; urban shelter; housing, land and property (HLP) rights; protection, gender-based violence, and violence; and security and health risks. 

99. Ms. Jeanine Cooper, Head of Office, OCHA Kenya, provided a case study from Kenya.  Following the UN Secretary-General’s visit to Kenya in early 2007, the UN Country Team in Kenya endorsed a humanitarian strategy for four beneficiary populations, including the urban poor.  The combined effects of food crisis, climate change and economic crisis had increased vulnerability in urban areas.  Humanitarian actors realized that the tools, mechanisms and the coordination structures that worked well in crises in rural areas or in camp settings were often inadequate in urban settings. OCHA began to include urban needs in its humanitarian analysis and information products in June ’09 and two Emergency Response Fund (ERF) projects were funded in urban areas in August.  UN-HABITAT and OCHA jointly convened a stakeholder meeting attended by 96 participants from government, donors, NGOs, UN, CBOs and community representatives. The meeting agreed on key next steps, including: (a) the elaboration of advocacy strategies for more appropriate response on humanitarian issues in urban areas; (b) identification of triggers/indicators for humanitarian emergencies in urban settings; and (c) preparation of a workshop to begin elaborating a common action plan.  
100. Mr. Siamak Moghadam, Country Programme Manager, UN HABITAT in Pakistan, provided a case study from Pakistan.  He outlined key challenges of the current situation  in Pakistan: (a) security and access to affected population were limited; (b) multiple humanitarian challenges (earthquakes, floods, and armed conflicts); (c) weakness of civil society; (d) general underdevelopment and poverty in disaster-and conflict-affected areas; and (e) large numbers of IDPs and refugees both in urban and rural areas.  He then highlighted specific urban challenges, including among others: multi-dimensional aspect of humanitarian response, particularly for IDPs; limited capacity of provincial and city authorities; difficulties in identifying target beneficiaries; urban shelters; urban livelihoods, and scarcity of land to accommodate IDPs in urban areas in the aftermath of earthquake.   
101. Mr. Ludeking proposed that the Task Force be extended for another 12 months to: (a) develop tools and guidance for urban application (vulnerability assessments, targeting assistance to beneficiaries, registering and profiling displaced persons, hazard and risk mapping, obtaining data in slums, informing beneficiaries); (b) assess capacities of urban authorities, NGOs and CBOs through 3 to 6 case studies, and; (c) collate and share typologies of urban humanitarian crisis into a matrix.
102. Participants commended the comprehensive work of the Task Force thus far.  Many endorsed the extension of the Task Force, but asked that its scope be streamlined, as the recommendations, while reflecting the very rich analysis, were too broad and needed to be prioritized.  WFP suggested removing any recommendations requiring more than 12 months to complete, while WHO suggested that the Task Force limit itself to production of outputs within a set timeframe, while avoiding the development or implementation of programmes.  WHO also saw that the Task Force could be valuable in creating a dialogue on the mainstreaming of urbanization across Clusters and agencies. UNDP also supported the mainstreaming of urbanisation issues into the work of the clusters and agencies, once the Task Force achieved its objectives.  WFP suggested that an NGO co-chair the Task Force. 
103. WFP was in favour of a strategy that addressed urban vulnerability issues broadly while ensuring that it covered specific vulnerable groups and issues including food security, IDPs/refugees, water and sanitation, and nutrition.  CONCERN proposed that the development of context-appropriate tools and indicators relevant to urban settings was the priority.  Child Fund agreed, adding that such tools would enable donors to support early action and preparedness in urban settings.  FAO asked whether the Cluster approach should be taken as point of departure to address urbanization issue, while UNICEF expressed hesitation in making urban issues too Cluster-driven as this coordination mechanism may not be the most adapted to the country context.  UNICEF said that it would support and engage with recommendation 1 on mapping, in particular the identification of tools which had been, or could be, adapted to the urban context.   UNDP supported a mapping exercise of internal expertise, resources and capacities.  
104.  Lutheran World Federation (LWF) questioned whether it was possible to translate mapping into concrete policies and training within the proposed timeframe. Danish Refugee Council (DRC) suggested that impact indicators be developed to measure progress by the TF.  WFP asked for clarification on how the countries for case studies would be chosen.
105. Participants reflected on the scope of IASC engagement in the area of urbanization and humanitarian assistance.  IFRC felt that there were two issues that were inter-related but requiring two fundamentally different approaches - delivery of humanitarian assistance in urban settings on one hand, and urban risk reduction and management on the other.   Given that many agencies were already involved in the area of urban risks, IFRC felt that addressing urban risks may be beyond the scope of the IASC.  There was a need to identify common parameters relevant to the IASC as a whole, beyond agency specific response.  Agreeing with IFRC, WHO and IOM suggested that the focus of the IASC be on humanitarian action in urban settings, as urban risks would be under the remit of development actors.  On the other hand, UNDP and Child Fund supported a stronger emphasis on preparedness and DRR in the strategy, within the limits of what was realistically achievable.  UNICEF, WFP and FAO suggested more emphasis on preparedness and transition in urban contexts.  WFP emphasized that government leadership and accountability, as well as strong partnerships, was crucial in planning and operationalizing urban interventions.  In addition, WFP flagged the issue of potential dependency on social services by urban communities, and emphasized the importance of balancing rural and urban programmes. 
106. LWF remarked that displacement into urban areas caused by internal conflicts would require different approaches from those outlined in the paper.  In Colombia, some displaced would need invisibility, a different humanitarian strategy from the one addressed in the paper.  

107. OCHA noted that emerging mega-trends (such as migration, financial crisis and water scarcity) would pose new challenges to urban vulnerabilities, requiring new partnership with non-traditional actors, such as the IMF, and the capacity development of new partners.  Child Fund suggested examining partnerships with local actors (government and community based organisations).  ICVA added that inclusion of Southern NGOs was crucial to the Task Force’s activities, but that financial constraints faced by Southern NGOs often made it difficult for them to participate in headquarter-based Task Force meetings and workshops.

108. UNICEF noted that the Kenya case study illustrated that population density and vulnerability in urban settings meant that different approaches would be required.  OHCHR added that participation of beneficiaries in decision-making was critical issue.  Other issues for consideration, for OHCHR, were push and pull migration factors, and a fine balance between targeted delivery and discriminatory practice of delivery.   ICRC stated that it was engaged in humanitarian activities in urban settings in armed conflicts and other situations of violence, and would be currently piloting new approaches in Rio de Janeiro.  It had contributed to the work of the MHCUA and the latter discussions would feed into ICRC’s internal reflection on urbanization and armed conflicts or other forms of violence. 
109. Mr. Ludeking noted participants’ call for prioritisation of recommendations, and underlined that the Task Force would develop a common framework that would address different dimensions of vulnerabilities addressed by different agencies.   Mr. George Deikun, UN HABITAT, the new chair of the Task Force, clarified that the Task Force did not intend to address all 15 challenges identified in the study, but rather, to examine how agency-specific tools and procedures could be adapted to address humanitarian challenges in urban settings, including preparedness and DRR.  The Task Force will provide a forum to exchange lessons learned and information to facilitate the process.  Mr. Moghadam, responding to IFRC’s comments on urban risks, reported that in Pakistan, there was disaster risk management and mitigation component within the one-UN programme that identified risks in urban settings linking to preparedness component.  The National Disaster Management Authority was convening meetings with the humanitarian actors in attempt to create regional centers, in collaboration with WFP, on preparedness.  On how to deliver humanitarian assistance in urban settings, Mr. Moghadam stressed need to develop tools, for example for identifying beneficiaries. 
110. The Chair expressed appreciation for the work done by the Task Force, UN HABITAT for leading the process, and the presenters for the analysis.  He noted that the TF initiative was driven by the recognition that there was a need for more clarity on how to deliver humanitarian assistance in urban settings.  The Task Force was expected to improve IASC understanding on humanitarian challenges in urban settings, to galvanize the work of agencies through enhancing inter-agency coordination. He summarized key elements raised during the discussion: importance of preparedness; importance of cluster mainstreaming; gender, partnership, and context specific indicators. 
The IASC Working Group: 

24. Agreed to extend the MHCUA Task Force mandate to end 2010, with a concentration on humanitarian response and preparedness in urban settings.

25. Requested the Task Force to prioritise further the initial strategy paper’s recommendations, to ensure they 1) are achievable within one year 2) are of common interest. Action by: MCHUA Task Force to revise recommendations to be addressed in 2010, for agreement by the Working Group by end 2009.
26. Requested the Task Force to ensure it takes an inter-agency approach beyond actions to be taken by individual organisations by providing a platform for the sharing of information and experience. Action by: MCHUA Task Force, by end 2009.
27. Requested the Task Force to oversee the implementation of the revised recommendations, once prioritised and agreed by the IASC Working Group, with an emphasis on mapping and sharing of experience and tools related to MHCUA. Action by:  MCHUA Task Force, with IASC organisations, by end 2010.
28. Requested the Task Force to complete the Strategy Paper on MHCUA and for presentation with a progress report at the Working Group meeting in November 2010.  Action by: MCHUA Task Force. 

29. Invited IASC organisations to consider acting as co-chair of the Task Force with UN-HABITAT. Action by: IASC Organisations.

Humanitarian Financing

Update on the Proposed IASC Humanitarian Financing Group
111. The session and the three background papers were introduced by Mr. Steve O’Malley, Chief, CERF Secretariat, OCHA.  Following a proposal to the IASC Working Group in July 2009, it was decided to establish an IASC Humanitarian Financing Group to address issues regarding humanitarian pooled funds and broader humanitarian financing issues/trends. Since then, a concept note had been prepared and discussed with sufficient consensus to move ahead. Draft Terms of Reference and a work plan were developed and further discussions held, including with members of the IASC Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD) Contact Group, the CERF Inter-Agency Group and the CERF Partnership Task Force.  The draft TOR for the HFG group covered pooled funding mechanisms, links with the GHD, and the humanitarian programming cycle, in particular preparedness and Early Recovery.  The HFG would maintain links with bodies whose work also touched upon humanitarian financing, such as the CAP Sub-Working Group and the CHF Working Group.  These technical groups would not report directly to the HFG.  

112. WHO expressed satisfaction over the progress made in streamlining of humanitarian financing work and noted that, while it may be logical to keep CAP separate due to its own dynamic, and asked why the CHF Working Group should remain stand-alone.  WFP and WHO asked for a way to enhance the interface with the GHD.  ICRC also sought clarification on the relationship with the GHD, and said that ICRC’s bilateral discussion with GHD should not be precluded by IASC representation at GHD.  WFP welcomed the inclusion of Early Recovery into the Group’s workplan, and  stressed the need for stronger IASC input for GHD.  WVI emphasized the need for discussions on funding mechanisms for NGOs, including benchmarks for measuring the effectiveness of CERF funding.  
113. IFRC reminded the meeting that the funding mechanisms for the UN and the Red Cross Red Crescent Movement were separate, whereas the background documents only referred to the former.  IFRC also requested that financing of Early Recovery should be further integrated in the documents.  Child Fund supported the inclusion of preparedness and Early Recovery as part of the broader focus. 

114. FAO and UNDP welcomed the progress made on establishing the group and suggested that it discuss both policy and operational issues while aiming to balance between the two dimensions.  UNICEF concurred that the HFG should ensure a balance between policy and operational issues and ensure harmonization, while urging the scope of the group to be manageable.  UNICEF recalled the decision made at the 74th Working Group meeting to hold periodic ½ day Working Group sessions on Humanitarian Financing, and suggested inviting directors of resource mobilisation to the session, but reiterated the donors should not be invited.   FAO, supported by UNICEF and UNDP, proposed WHO as co-chair of the HFG, so that there would be a fair representation of European-based agencies.  OCHA noted the concern over the lack of funding for preparedness and reported that the issue had been raised at the last Emergency Directors meeting.  UN-HABITAT highlighted the significance of funding for preparedness and Early Recovery in the HFG and suggested the HFG help to build an understanding among the donors on enhancing preparedness by reducing vulnerability of the population.   UNDP also emphasized that the HFG should act as an effective mechanism for a robust IASC engagement with donors.  
115. ICVA and Child Fund asked for the removal of the one plus two formula for NGO participation in the group from the TOR.  On the issue of the co-chair, ICVA proposed that the decision on the HFG co-chair be postponed for now and suggested that an INGO might be interested to take this role.  ICVA proposed that the recommendations of the Stoddard Financing Review Study on be addressed by the HFG.  

116. Mr. O’Malley responded that it was critical for the GHD and the HFG to have a clear liaison between the two groups and that a proposal was under discussion to have the chair of the GHD contact group take the liaison role with the GHD group.  Support would be requested from the HFG to inform and prepare the liaison focal point so that the collective IASC view would be well represented at GHD.  On the CHF working group, he noted that it would be difficult to merge it with the HFG, given that donor participation in the HFG might not be desirable.   On measuring effectiveness of the CERF, he reported that the CERF Secretariat was working on a Performance and Accountability Framework, and had recently presented elements to the CERF Advisory Group.  On the transaction cost study, he agreed that the HFG could address some of the recommendations of the study, but noted that there should be a collective decision as to which recommendations to implement.  On balancing policy and operational issues, he was pleased to report that many of the operational issues related to CERF were close to resolution.  It was intended that a solid forward looking agenda for the HFG would be prepared so that the policy discussions could be scheduled well in advance. On the issue of NGO participation, he agreed on open membership, but stressed the importance of continuity and consistency in representation.  The IASC Secretariat clarified that one plus two formula was not a rule in subsidiary bodies, and that reference to it could be removed from the TOR.

The IASC Working Group: 

30. Endorsed the proposed Terms of Reference for the IASC Humanitarian Financing Group (HFG) as an overarching, ongoing group to address humanitarian financing issues, retaining an appropriate balance between operational and strategic issues. 

31. Requested the HFG to operationalize the Work Plan for 2010, in consultation with IASC organisations. Action by: HFG.
32. Agreed to change the TOR to make the participation of NGOs non-restrictive.  Action by: HFG
33. Requested HFG to seek means for stronger interaction with the Good Humanitarian Donorship group, in discussion with the co-chairs of the GHD.  Action by: HFG.
34. Requested the HFG to select a Geneva based co-chair at its first meeting.  Action by: HFG.
35. Requested the Group on Humanitarian Financing, in concert with the IASC Secretariat, to identify strategic issues to be discussed at a special half-day session on humanitarian financing as part of an IASC Working Group meeting before the end of 2010. Action by: HFG, with the IASC Secretariat with the session prepared by September 2010.
Update on UNHCR/WFP/UNICEF/NGOs Partnership and Financing Mechanisms
117. Ms Solene Edouard of Child Fund and Mr Bernard Doyle of UNHCR provided an update on the initial discussions with regard to the UNHCR/ UNICEF/WFP consultation with NGOs on UN agency-NGO financial partnership and contractual arrangements. A first meeting took place in September in Geneva where it had been agreed to develop a matrix of issues to be addressed.  It was also agreed that the focus of the group would be limited to UN agency-NGO agency financial partnerships and contractual arrangements, mindful that its work should not duplicate that of the HFG.  The Matrix consisted of a list of issues proposed by NGOs, with a set of indicators, current policy standards to address these issues, and the status of field implementation.  Ms. Edouard explained that the matrix, once agreed, could be used for joint monitoring of partnerships.  Mr. Doyle expressed the hope that the group would tackle a small number of issues common to the UN agencies and NGOs and highlighted the challenge of delivering results, given the gradual progress achieved in recent years. 
118. UNICEF noted that the group would need to start with small, workable outputs and move towards broader goals and deliverables. SCHR asked whether the Matrix could be eventually developed into a monitoring tool.  WFP recommended the identification of "early wins", recognizing that some of these issues were already being addressed while others would be best addressed bilaterally given the variety of processes, procedures and funding mechanisms of NGOs.  ICVA asked the Working Group to develop mechanisms for the enhanced participation of NGOs, noting that local and national  NGOs have limited  capacity compared with many INGOs. 
119. Mr Doyle conveyed that a meeting would be soon convened to agree a small number of issues, and requested the Working Group allow flexibility in the timeline for reporting outcomes of the group, given that the issues to be addressed had yet to be determined.  

120. Ms. Edouard added that while the group’s primary  focus would be on addressing a small set of issues, subsequent focus would be on joint monitoring of the partnerships.  Regarding diversity of NGOs, it was hoped that the group was examining the best format for representation to reflect diverse views including that of local NGOs.  She also noted that ultimately, many of the issues would be tackled through bilateral discussions but this would not preclude issues being discussed at a collective forum. 

121. The Chair concluded by asking the group to prioritize and report back on the timeline.

The IASC Working Group: 

36. Took note of the update provided on UN-NGO financial partnership discussions and requested the relevant partners to agree on a limited priority list of issues to be addressed, with a plan for addressing these issues, and inform the Working Group at the appropriate time. Action by: UNHCR-UNICEF-WFP, with other UN organisations/IOM as appropriate, with NGOs.
Update on the IASC Task Force on HIV in Emergency Settings
122. Mr. Leo Kenney, Co-Chair of the IASC Task Force on HIV/AIDS, presented the draft, revised IASC Guidelines for Addressing HIV in Humanitarian Settings.  He reminded the meeting that MDG6 aimed to halt and reverse the spread of HIV by 2015.  2007 data indicated that more than 60 % of the 33 million people living with HIV (PLHIV) lived in Sub-Saharan Africa, while 1.8 million of PLHIV were also affected by conflicts or disasters.  The majority of countries with Humanitarian Coordinators had generalised HIV epidemics.  Mr. Kenney noted that HIV was neither solely a health issue, nor simply a development issue, stressing the need to provide HIV services to all phases of emergencies.  The linkages with national AIDS programmes and transitional situations were often neglected. 

123. Mr. Kenney explained that the Task Force had been re-convened in 2006 to update the 2004 IASC Guidelines on HIV/AIDS interventions in Emergency Settings.  The Guidelines were revised to: address developments in humanitarian coordination; reflect the feasibility of administering Anti Retroviral Therapy (ART) in humanitarian settings; and address monitoring and evaluation.  The revised IASC Guidelines on HIV/AIDS Interventions in Emergency Settings were recently electronically endorsed by the Working Group.  The Task Force was seeking an extension to focus on roll out of the Guidelines to the field.

124. Participants welcomed the revised Guidelines, and expressed support for a one-year extension of the Task Force.  WHO, supported by UNHCR, stressed that the HIV mainstreaming and the roll out of the Guidelines should be done primarily through the Clusters, and that the TF should focus on the roll out of the Guidelines, while avoiding the creation of parallel mechanisms.  WHO and UNICEF called for clearer identification of roles and responsibilities of the Clusters and Task Force in the next steps.  UNHCR and UNFPA both supported the Guidelines being field tested.  

125. UN-HABITAT emphasized the importance of the HIV AIDS programmes being explicitly integrated into existing national AIDS programmes, so as not to divert resources from other life savings and primary health interventions, and asked to what extent the Guidelines address mainstreaming HIV into national structures.  WFP added that local champions and partners were important resources for rolling out the Guidelines.  IFRC stressed the importance of government buy-in to disseminate and roll out the Guidelines.  UNICEF noted that trickling down the Guidelines into operations would require time, and suggested that the work plan revisit the timeframe for rolling out to be more realistic.  UNDP expressed that Early Recovery aspect could have been more explicitly addressed in the Guidelines.  ICVA and UNFPA supported the proposal for NGO co-chairmanship of the Task Force.  OCHA suggested that the review of IASC products would have lessons learned for roll out of the Guidelines.  

126. Mr. Kenny responded that there were gaps in Early Recovery in the Guidelines but that the Task Force would continue to work with Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery to fill in the gaps. He agreed with the centrality of Clusters, but also emphasized that the HIV mainstreaming into Clusters could be facilitated through national AIDS actors and with the Joint Team on AIDS.  He noted that there was often a disconnect between National Strategic AIDS plan and the humanitarian action plan.  On resources for HIV, Mr. Kenny mentioned that the Task Force composed of several UN agencies was working with the Global Fund to look at predictable funding for HIV programmes, including in humanitarian settings.  Finally, he mentioned that the roll out of the Guidelines would be done through the Task Force, but that commitments from all member agencies of the Task Force were required.  

127. The Chair concluded the session by highlighting that: (a) that the Task Force would be extended for one year; (b) that the Clusters would mainstream the Guidelines with assistance of the Task Force, (c) the Task Force would review operationalisation of the Guidelines in partnership with the clusters and relevant national actors and Joint AIDS Team members; (d) the Guidelines would be revised as required during the lifespan of the Task Force, and (e) the Task Force would focus on roll out of the Guidelines.  He also said that the revised Work plan would be circulated, along with the Work Plans of other subsidiary bodies. 

The IASC Working Group: 

37. Endorsed the extension of the IASC Task Force on HIV until end 2010. 

38. Requested the Task Force to focus on roll out and mainstreaming of the revised guidelines, in particular through Clusters, and with Joint AIDS teams, national authorities, and other relevant actors.  Action by: Task Force.
39. Requested the Task Force to circulate a modified work plan for electronic approval by the IASC Working Group.   Action by: Task Force by December 2009.
40. Encouraged NGOs to propose a co-chair for the Task Force.  Action by: IASC NGO Coalitions. 
IASC Calendar and IASC Priorities

128. Mr. Simon Lawry-White presented the draft IASC Calendar and IASC Priorities 2010.  Mr. Lawry-White proposed that following dates for IASC Principals and Working Group meetings:  a) Principals Meeting (4 February, Late May/Early June 8 December), b) Working Group Meeting (17-19 March; 23-25 June; 17-19 November).  Since preparing the background papers, the GHD had announced that the Montreux retreat would take place as that proposed for the March Working Group meeting, so this would need to be altered.

129. On the draft IASC Priorities 2010, he explained that the background document was prepared by the IASC Secretariat as a thought-piece to provoke discussion and to help the Working Group members to prioritise issues to be addressed collectively in 2010.  There was no expectation for IASC to address all the issues outlined in the paper.  The document was accompanied by two annexes (a) pending action points from the past Working Group and Principals meetings; and (b) a consolidated list of priorities identified by IASC subsidiary bodies.  

130. On the draft Calendar, participants noted the following key dates for consideration in revising the dates for 2010 IASC meetings:

· Week of 8 December: UNHCR’s High Commissioner will have pledging conference
· Date of suggested June Working Group meeting at same time as UNHCR Standing Committee
· Last week of June: UNHCR NGO consultations
· 1st week of June: InterAction forum
131. Regarding Priorities, participants expressed appreciation for the richness of the document and called for more focus and prioritisation.  UNICEF stressed the need to rationalize and bundle together the themes and priorities addressed by both IASC Working Group and subsidiary bodies.  WFP suggested that the IASC examines its own capacity with a view to reducing the number of IASC subsidiary bodies.  ICVA added that there were too many IASC bodies for NGOs to follow all of them.   

132. With respect to the grouping 2 on the Humanitarian Reform Agenda, Child Fund agreed with continuing IASC engagement to complete the reform processes.  Many participants supported Humanitarian Leadership of RC/HCs as a priority for 2010.  UNHCR said that the HC appointment mechanism needed to be clarified in 2010, as it was concerned about the lack of consultation for selection and appointment of HCs.  UNHCR and UNFPA stated that they would also like more clarity on decision-making processes for HC appointment, including for dual-hatted RCs/HCs and separate HCs.  Echoing UNHCR, ICVA raised concerns over unclear mechanisms for selecting dual- or even triple- hatted HCs.  The recent appointment of DSRSG/RC/HC in Iraq was cited as a problematic example.  UNHCR and the Office of the RSG of IDPs said that topic of Humanitarian Financing was critical.

133. Regarding grouping 3 on Quality Improvement Initiatives, many participants saw needs assessment and the Dashboard as the priority.  WHO noted that credible and consistent data and information across the humanitarian actors was essential for effective humanitarian response.  For Child Fund, accountability to affected population would require IASC attention. SCHR, while agreeing on importance of accountability, questioned how IASC would link with other forums addressing the accountability.  OCHA suggested a holistic approach that would connect information requirements across the humanitarian programme cycle, i.e., preparedness, funding, needs assessment, operationalisation of programme through Clusters, and monitoring and evaluation. 

134. ICVA made suggestions for improving the Working Group meetings, such as an advance meeting with focal points to set the agenda, and expressed frustration that despite the number of quality presentations by external resource persons, the discussion at Working Group meetings tended to focus on process issues, rather than on substance.  ICVA suggested that this Working Group meeting be evaluated.  WFP proposed that country specific discussions again be on the agenda at future Working Group meetings. 

135. Many participants stated that the grouping 4 on Humanitarian Principles, Space and Security were of primary interest for them, and stressed the need to streamline ongoing processes involving civil-military coordination forum, core group of humanitarian space and the security steering group.  With respect to the work of the Core Group, UNHCR expressed its hope to have more NGOs participating.  WHO stated its view that humanitarian diplomacy be included in this grouping, as a way to advocate for the protection of civilians in armed conflicts, as well as a means to negotiate with state and non state actors on the issue of humanitarian space.  

136. With respect to grouping 5 on Protection, the RSG on the HR of IDPs clarified that it would continue to roll out the Framework, but that this did not need to appear in the IASC agenda for 2010. 

137. With regard to the grouping 6 on Mega Trends, many participants were enthusiastic about moving forward the issue of vulnerability.  OCHA and UN HABITAT felt that impacts of mega trends on human vulnerability should be looked at.  IFRC noted the lack of credible and consistent data to prove humanitarian impacts of mega trends, and suggested developing a global, evidence-based understanding of these issues.  OCHA suggested that a common definition of vulnerability be developed.  UNDP suggested that the climate change, DRR and vulnerability be considered altogether.  The Office of the RSG IDPs asked how the issue of climate change would be addressed after the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change meeting in December 2009. 

138. On grouping 7 on Changing Approaches to Emergency Response, UNDP agreed on the need to effectively engage governments and partnership with development actors in addressing pressing humanitarian needs.  WHO stated that capacity building of local actors and clarification of division of labour between the IASC and local actors would be critical for ensuring a predictable humanitarian response.  UNICEF reported that internally it was undertaking work on capacity building for national and regional bodies, and expressed commitment to capacity building, if there was an agreement by the IASC to address it.  FAO, UNDP and OCHA suggested that preparedness should be tackled, in connection with broader issues such as DRR and climate change.  

139. Other issues raised were: regional humanitarian issues and regional coordination issues (by UNFPA and OCHA); and enhanced participation of southern NGOs in the IASC processes (UN HABITAT).  UNICEF proposed that a meeting with IASC Focal Points be convened before end 2009, to discuss IASC priorities 2009 and procedural matters. 
140. In response to WFP’s proposal to have in depth country specific discussion at Working Group meetings, the Chair noted that preparation for such agenda would require flexibility and spontaneity given rapidly changing circumstances of country concerned. 

141. Mr. Lawry-White noted that the feedback could be grouped into two sets: (a) actions that were already part of outstanding IASC action points; and (b) actions aimed at making the IASC more strategic.  The latter might require a change in thinking, and commitment and leadership at the IASC Working Group level.  He proposed that the Secretariat produce another paper summarizing the discussion, and that participants be asked to respond to the revised paper to allow a final set of priorities to be agreed early in 2010. 

The IASC Working Group: 

41. Requested the IASC Secretariat to revisit and re-propose the dates for meetings in 2010. Action by: IASC Secretariat, by end November 2009.
42. Requested the IASC Secretariat to reissue a paper capturing proposed IASC priorities for 2010 for circulation and e-discussion.  Action by: IASC Secretariat, by November 25 2009, with further comment by IASC organisations and finalisation before end 2009.
AOB

World Humanitarian Day (WHD)
142. OCHA summarised lessons learnt from 2009 World Humanitarian Day (WHD) and options for 2010 WHD event.  The lessons learnt from the 2009 event indicated that engagement with the media was crucial and that working with new media was something to be considered more seriously.  Some criticism had been received that that the Day was too UN-centric, and there was a need to collectively reverse this perception.  Another lesson learnt was that Member States could play a greater role in commemorating the event, through use of Goodwill Ambassadors and other eminent persons.  

143. With respect to 2010 WHD preparation, OCHA announced that it would be happy to re-convene a Working Group to lead the preparation.  The proposed theme of 2010 WHD was “challenges to humanitarian space”. There was a challenge to translate this theme to suit the general public.  Another challenge for 2010 preparation was resource mobilization including cost sharing mechanism to finance the event in 2010.  OCHA reported that Sergio Vieira de Mello Foundation had agreed to collaborate with the IASC to raise funds for WHD and to employ people, as necessary.  

144. CONCERN asked whether the proposed theme was finalized and whether there were other options, noting that the proposed theme on humanitarian space might be relevant to a few countries only.  It also stressed the importance of involving grass-roots organisations in the event.  ICRC stated that indeed the 2009 event had been perceived by ICRC as UN-centric and expressed its reservation to be involved in the 2010 event.   The IFRC recalled that the International RC/RC Movement already had its "humanitarian day" on 8 May.     UN-HABITAT suggested that humanitarian staff security could be more attractive as a theme for general public.  The Chair reminded the meeting that security had been the theme of WHD 2009.  

The IASC Working Group: 

43. Requested that the OCHA-convened working group for World Humanitarian Day further refine the proposed theme of 'challenges to humanitarian space' for World Humanitarian Day in 2010 to ensure it can be readily communicated to a wide audience.  Should this not prove workable, an alternative theme of Vulnerability could be considered.  Action by: OCHA-convened working group for WHD.
44. Requested that the OCHA-convened working group clarify roles and responsibilities within the group.  Action by: OCHA-convened working group for WHD.
45. Requested that the OCHA-convened working group clarify resource mobilisation for WHD 2010, including in relation to the Sergio Vieira de Mello Foundation in WHD.  Action by: OCHA-convened working group for WHD.
Cluster Evaluation Phase II
145. Mr. François Grünewald, consultant, provided an update on the Cluster Evaluation Phase II.  Four case studies had been completed (Myanmar, Uganda, Haiti, Chad) and 2 more (oPt and DRC) were expected to be completed by December 2009.  It was planned that the synthesis report compiling 6 case studies would be finalised in February 2010 for presentation at the March Working Group meeting.  The preliminary findings suggested that the following were major achievements of the cluster approach: (a) improved national policies and standards due to engagement of some clusters with government actors; (b) successful identification and avoidance of duplication through the cluster approach; (c) enhanced interaction among all humanitarian actors, including non-members. (d) Positive side-effects on cooperation among NGOs, and (e) Cluster approach and CAP/Flash Appeals reinforcing each other.  The preliminary findings also indicated the following areas requiring improvement: (a) Insufficient analysis of existing mechanisms before roll-out (earlier planning of exit and hand-over strategies needed); (b) minimal accountability of cluster lead agencies to HC; (c) little support received at country and especially at local level (limited pro-activity by global clusters together with lack of demand from the field); (d) weak inter-cluster coordination (limited attention to cross-cutting issues); and (e) persistent overlap and duplication in needs assessments. 

The IASC Working Group: 

46. Agreed that the full evaluation report from the Cluster Phase II evaluation should be considered at the March 2010 Working Group meeting.  Action by: OCHA with the evaluation steering group.
UN Humanitarian Air Service
146. Mr. Charles Vincent, WFP, reported that, following a review by the Joint Inspection Unit of the WFP managed United Nations Humanitarian Air Service (UNHAS), and in line with a recent High Level Committee on Management (HLMN) conclusion, UNHAS will convene a group of interested user organizations to discuss and report back at a future meeting of the IASC WG on the reinforcement of the UNHAS mandate, the sustainable funding options for UNHAS, and consider and decide on upgrading the status of the UN/International Aviation standards (AVSTADS). 
Concluding Remarks

147. The Chair concluded the 75th IASC Working Group meeting by thanking participants for a productive meeting. He also expressed appreciation to UN HABITAT for its invaluable support.  UN HABITAT said that it would be happy to host the Working Group meeting again in two years time. 

Prepared by the IASC Secretariat, December 2009
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