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1. The Changing Humanitarian Landscape and the Implications for the IASC
The ICRC President set out his thoughts on the changing humanitarian landscape, which provided the backdrop to a discussion by Principals on how the IASC could potentially respond to these changes. The reduced number of conflicts should have resulted in less work for the humanitarian community but different conflict dynamics and natural disasters were counteracting this. The Syrian conflict was emblematic because of the political dynamics and significant religious differences unfolding, which challenged us all. There is a trend in protracted crises, where progress is seemingly made on the political front, but high levels of violence continue, e.g. Iraq. The uncomfortable mix of crime and conflict presents another type of challenge. Recurring issues, such as health care in danger, affect systems which are disintegrating. 
There are a number of challenges for the humanitarian community. Donor demands produce an uncomfortable balance between accountability and bureaucracy creating a “clash of counter-bureaucracy and humanitarianism,” where more reports do not necessarily lead to a better response for beneficiaries. Humanitarian needs are increasingly not met with requisite funding in an environment of unpredictable funding. Neutral, independent humanitarian action is questioned, with government restrictions making it difficult for humanitarians to operate where they should. The unlimited “license to operate” of humanitarians is coming to an end as we are increasingly challenged in how, and where, we engage with countries. Our ambitions have expanded beyond life-saving work into addressing vulnerabilities and resilience. What should be the breadth and depth of humanitarian agendas in the future, and how do we build bridges with the increasing number of humanitarian actors? Technology is also redefining our relationships with beneficiaries. Instead of creating a new humanitarian system, we should explore how to be more experimental, agile and flexible.

The ICRC Director-General proposed alternative IASC coordination and operational models: 

i. an operational model focused on coordination on the ground, with an “entry fee” of relevant operations on the ground. The coordination would ensure no duplication and no gaps in response. Access, relevance, and principles would unite those around the table. The chair would rotate based on the crisis and would not necessarily be UN-led. 

ii. a bridge model to connect as many actors as possible on specific issues to come to an agreement, on both forward-looking issues and those requiring concrete lobbying, for example on what kind of reporting to donors would be reasonable. It would require connecting with agencies that are not usually around the table, but that add some value, like KPMG or PWC. The chair should stay with the IASC and could be linked to the ERC role. This model would be similar to a professional network and could leverage new communications tools.

iii. a protection model with the best protection actors, including human rights NGOs, around the table to rethink how we do protection over the next two to three years. It would be a unique platform that would put protection at the centre of the agenda.

iv. status quo, but with a common vision of what unites the IASC, given the differences between organizations. How the IASC operates will also need to be streamlined, particularly if a common vision cannot be agreed. 

During the discussion, it was noted that the first and fourth models proposed (i.e. operational and status quo) could be seen as complementary and that the operational model was de facto the way the system is moving. Another model suggested in place of the status quo was to bring together professional networks using communication tools that cut across organizational structures. These networks would be results oriented, in line with the Principles of Partnership. Several participants suggested that the various models could co-exist and that the IASC needed to be agile, with a flexible agenda that addressed the desire for results-oriented discussions. In order to recover humanitarian space, it is essential to create a system that adapts to each situation. It was proposed that the next meeting include a session on protection and humanitarian financing with relevant people invited.  Consideration should also be given to who should chair the sessions.

Among humanitarian actors, there is a need to better understand the different interpretations and understandings of humanitarian principles. More outreach is needed to better explain humanitarian principles, particularly to states and those who do not necessarily subscribe to the principles. It would also be useful to show where the values that underpin humanitarian principles originate to counter the perception that they are western, and to demonstrate their practicality. Abandoning humanitarian principles is not an option. While we have overestimated the consensus around the principles, we have also underestimated the need to create a better understanding of what the principles mean in concrete situations. There is a constant need to find a balance between humanitarian principles and practice, particularly in increasingly challenging settings. For example do we pull out when humanitarian principles are violated? How can we have discussions, in order to gain access, with actors that are considered “unacceptable” to donors without detrimentally impacting relationships with donors? One participant stressed the need to use more fully the work of the Task Team on Revitalizing Principled Humanitarian Action to support the outreach on humanitarian principles. 
The World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) can play an important role bringing together the diverse actors involved in humanitarian response to discuss these issues. Looking at security in adverse situations, it was suggested that some common, innovative effort was needed to ensure that operations continued, while ensuring support for them. The need for a division of labour in terms of advocacy around protection and delivering protection on the ground was also suggested. Others felt that the advocacy should be based on operations on the ground. There was agreement that in order to ensure resources go where the needs are, more creativity in communication with the public is required. It is also important to look at how traditional donors' funding can be made available to a more diverse set of humanitarian actors, and particularly to national actors. Using a diversity of voices to drive public interest in the work we perform is essential. 

To move ahead on the relief/development divide, analysing the obstacles and suggesting ways forward would be helpful, particularly by looking at how local/national organizations operate. Humanitarians need to be careful not to go too far into development work; and be clearer about what we are responsible for, otherwise it will appear that we are responsible for everything and we will inevitably fall short.

Generally, there needs to be greater engagement with the global South – particularly NGOs and civil society – as well as local government and regional organizations, such as the OIC. Communicating better by engaging partners and beneficiaries to show the achievements of humanitarian response, as well as acknowledging failures in a systematic way is important in ensuring more direct communication with the public.
The Principals agreed that they would continue their debate on reconfiguring the IASC during their May 2014 meeting. 
Under the Changing Humanitarian Landscape and the Implications for the IASC, the IASC Principals agreed to:
1. More creatively communicate with governments and people, in a context specific and sensitive manner, on reaffirming humanitarian principles through improved coordination among IASC organizations. Action by: IASC organizations supported by the Working Group by end November 2014.
2. Identify the main obstacles to bridging relief and development actions through a review of efforts over the past several years with a view to identifying good practices.  Action by: Working Group, by end November 2014.

3. Discuss protection, humanitarian financing and potential IASC reconfiguration at the next IASC Principals meeting as a step towards addressing the challenges of a changing humanitarian landscape, and in order to continue to promote humanitarian principles. Action by: ERC and IASC Principals, May 2014.

2. Our Collective Response in 2013

The Chair of the Emergency Directors Group (EDG) highlighted achievements and challenges in implementing the Transformative Agenda (TA) in 2013. More personnel with humanitarian backgrounds are being deployed from the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) Pool. Surge capacity has been mobilized more quickly in the Sahel, Philippines, Syria and Central African Republic (CAR). Humanitarian Country Teams (HCTs) are willing to be more self-critical. Coordination structures are starting to be more streamlined. There is more practical implementation around accountability to affected populations (AAP) and protection from sexual exploitation and abuse (PSEA), for example in the Philippines.  
There are remaining challenges: the HC Pool needs to be expanded and diversified; there are still difficulties getting the right HCs deployed to some places; and the system is stretched by three L3 emergencies. Donors are reluctant to share the risk with IASC organizations, so there is a need to engage with donors on their role. 

Several organizations described how the TA had changed their internal structures and processes to strengthen their capacity to respond to emergencies. Several commented on the low awareness of the TA in the field. While there was appreciation for the energy around the TA by NGOs, making the TA relevant for NGOs remains a challenge. Confusion about the TA exists not only among NGOs, but also among UN country offices. Ensuring that documents are straightforward and easily applicable with short summaries at the top of the documents could help to make the TA easier to understand. 

The international response in the Philippines should not be overly lauded, given that the government was prepared and normally does not require international assistance. There were concerns about humanitarian financing in the Philippines: careful attention must be paid to ensuring that the CERF and emergency funds reach the right organizations, not just international ones. 

The appropriateness of L3 declarations in slow-onset crises, such as CAR, requires review, particularly given that the TA was developed to deal with major natural disasters. It was suggested that different categories of L3 might be useful. Looking at L2 crises and forgotten emergencies should be a priority to prevent deterioration to L3. A sign of success would be to not have to declare an L3. 

One of the challenges of getting an appropriate HC into CAR was that no one would apply: getting good candidates to apply is essential. Individual organizations have their own obligations to deliver and therefore want to have their best staff enable that delivery. It is important to find ways to make such individuals available to the broader humanitarian system -- particularly to take up leadership roles in large-scale emergencies for essential periods -- without jeopardising the individual organization's ability to deliver on its obligations. The system of appointing RC/HCs was described as “fundamentally flawed” and a review was proposed to ensure we get the right people in place at the outset rather than having to 'fix the problem' at a later stage. It is essential to get people with the right skillset from the beginning. 

Under our Collective Response in 2013, the Principals agreed to:

4. Continue to communicate, disseminate and implement the Transformative Agenda in the field with common messages contained in concise, easy-to-understand documents. Action by: Emergency Directors Group in 2014.

5. Prepare paper on how to engage donors in risk management. Action by: UNICEF by the end of April 2014. 

6. Review the system by which Humanitarian Coordinators are appointed to ensure that the best people are selected. Action by: ERC and UNDP by November 2014. 
7. Propose new candidates for the HC Pool and HC positions to expand and diversify the Pool. Action by: IASC organizations by November 2014.

8. Monitor the evolution of slow-onset crises, and review the applicability of the Transformative Agenda to respond effectively to avoid escalation requiring an L3 declaration. Action by:  Emergency Directors Group by November 2014.

9. Address the recommendations of operational peer reviews of each L3 system-wide response. Action by: IASC Principals.

3. Protection and Integration

The High Commissioner for Refugees underlined that protection is central to humanitarian response. There are, however, contradictions faced when delivering assistance in a context of human rights violations and/or in an integrated mission where the UN is a party to the conflict. The proposed statement on the Centrality of Protection has three purposes: 

i. stress the centrality of protection in action (planning, policy and engagement); 

ii. indicate what humanitarian action should do to contribute to a comprehensive protection strategy; and 

iii. propose two recommendations: conduct a whole-of-system review on protection in humanitarian crises taking into account policies and the UN Rights Up Front Plan of Action and, based on the outcomes of the review, develop a comprehensive policy on protection. 

On Somalia, an analysis of why the Security Council (SC) had decided that the UN should be structurally integrated was presented. There was a frustration among states that humanitarian organizations did not consolidate the military gains made, particularly as states felt that it was important to deal with the “war on terror.” In addition the letter from the Swedish Development Minister had expressed frustration at the lack of humanitarian presence in parts of Somalia and the letter from the Somali Government requested a more joined up UN response. The HCT’s Nairobi location did not work. Given these factors, there was a loss of trust in the UN’s capacity to deliver. Among UN agencies and departments, different messages were conveyed to the SC during their deliberations on the Resolution, despite the clear recommendation from the Secretary-General. To add to these challenges, SC members did not always understand the difference between strategic and structural integration.

Since the decision on Somalia, DPKO had adopted a policy on integrated planning. The IASC needed to engage in this process. Advocacy and awareness-raising about the difference between strategic integration and structural integration is essential to help states understand that strategic integration allows for humanitarian space to be maintained. In order to avoid any further adverse impacts of integration in Somalia, a mitigation strategy was suggested, as was a review of integration and its impact on humanitarian action.

On the protection statement, some noted that its tone was “benign” and some of its language could confuse. The absence in the statement of UNHCR’s protection role in refugee situations was questioned. Other comments included the need to include the nexus with rule of law; the sources of harm; the definition of vulnerability; and protection of implementing partners. There was also a suggestion to revisit the IASC definition of protection. The purpose of the statement was reiterated as showing the commitment of the Principals to protection, while closer attention would be required to the formulation of the protection policy. 

Under Protection and Integration, the Principals agreed to:

10.  Endorse the statement on “The Centrality of Protection in Humanitarian Action.”   
11. Develop a mitigation strategy to mitigate against risks to humanitarian space and to prevent a deterioration of the humanitarian situation in Somalia. Action by: Emergency Directors with support from the Task Team on Revitalizing Principled Humanitarian by March 2014.
12. Review the impact of integration on humanitarian action. Action by: Working Group with support from the Task Team on Revitalizing Principled Humanitarian by end 2014. 

4. Resilience: Why does it Matter to the Humanitarian Community? (Sahel as a Case Study)

Presentations by the Regional HC (RHC) for the Sahel and the Executive Secretary of the Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel Region provided an in-depth analysis of the challenges facing the Sahel. The demographic curve is increasing while the economic curve is declining, combined with dramatic changes in rainfall and harvests. Changing the timing of the Sahel appeal to reflect the seasonal realities was seen as useful. 

The term “resilience” was questioned as, to many people, it is seen as a solution to the problem not a mitigating factor. The word “resilience” does not translate into other languages; it is not a concept that is well-developed, as it depends on context; and it needs better definition. Many in the group thought that there was a race between resilience and drought in the Sahel, and that drought seemed to be winning when looking at food insecurity trends over the past decade. The big question is what kind of “game changers” would be necessary to make a difference, and how can people and governments be convinced of the need to address challenges in a “game changing” manner? With climate change, parts of the Sahel are becoming uninhabitable. 

The question of durable solutions for IDPs was raised, given that the focus had been on refugees. Investing in young people is a huge opportunity, often missed. The protection of girls and empowerment of women were seen as priorities to slow down the demographic explosion. Many commented on the need to support the RHC's efforts to bridge humanitarian and development assistance through joint analysis, planning, fundraising and more effective division of labour. The forthcoming challenge of responding in northern Nigeria in 2014 was also highlighted.

Under Resilience, the Principals agreed to:  
13. Stress the importance of common risk and vulnerability analysis, and drawing on examples of good practice, ensure that new factors are included in the analysis. Action by: IASC Task Team on Preparedness and Resilience, Regional Humanitarian Coordinator for the Sahel and IASC organizations.

14. In communications, stress that resilience is not a panacea and highlight the need to distribute funding equitably across sectors. Standard key messages that can be used by IASC Principals should be developed by the IASC Task Team on Resilience and Preparedness. Action by: IASC Task Team on Resilience and Preparedness and IASC Principals in 2014.

15. Ensure ongoing discussion between humanitarian and development actors in the field on areas of common action in support of resilience efforts to ensure complementarity. Review the recommendations of the Regional Humanitarian Coordinator for the Sahel and provide support as required to RC, HCs and HCTs at the country level. IASC Task Team on Resilience and Preparedness and IASC organizations in 2014.

5. Moving Forward

IASC Priorities: The Chair of the WG presented the five priorities: AAP/PSEA; humanitarian financing; protection in humanitarian crises; preparedness and resilience; and revitalizing principled humanitarian action. She encouraged the Principals to task the WG when areas required policy development. Several Principals thanked her for leading the process, and all endorsed the priorities.

AAP/PSEA: The champion for AAP reported on progress and challenges and suggested a light exercise to take stock of challenges and good practices faced in implementing the IASC Commitments on AAP. The adoption of an AAP plan in the Philippines and the deployment of an inter-agency AAP Coordinator in both the Philippines and CAR were positive steps. 

The champion for PSEA presented the work done over the past two years, particularly by the Senior Focal Points on PSEA. The draft report to the Secretary-General on PSEA was presented for endorsement. The report was endorsed with one change to define the threshold for cases to be referred by the UN to the criminal justice system. The report on options to improve recruitment practices in the context of PSEA was presented and endorsed. The Principals thanked the AAP and PSEA champions for their leadership and asked them to continue their advocacy role.   

World Humanitarian Summit (WHS): The ERC briefed on the WHS and said that it was intended that NGO and civil society consultations take place before each regional consultation. It was hoped that the IASC through the WG and the Task Teams would be involved in the consultation process. An update on WHS preparations would be shared with Principals with the final summary record of the meeting. 

IDPs Outside Camps: The current assistance structures are geared to IDPs in camps. There was agreement to look at documents and experiences and develop a good practices paper.   

The ERC briefed on the latest developments on Syria.

Under Moving Forward, the IASC Principals agreed to:

World Humanitarian Summit

16. Circulate an update on WHS preparations. Action by: ERC by 10 January 2013.

IASC Priorities

17. Endorse the five priorities for the IASC as a whole for 2014 and 2015.  
Accountability to Affected People and PSEA

18. Undertake an internal examination of how the Commitments on Accountability to Affected Populations adopted by the IASC Principals in December 2011 have been used to identify one weakness and one good practice that can be shared via e-mail with AAP Champion, Jasmine Whitbread. Action by: IASC organizations by end of April 2014.

19. Endorse the draft report to the Secretary-General and the recommendations therein with one change to define the threshold for the UN to refer cases of abuse to the criminal justice system. Action by: IOM by the end of December 2013.
20. Endorse the report on improving recruitment processes in the context of PSEA; request that the appropriate steps be taken to implement the recommendations in their respective agencies. Action by: IASC organizations in 2014.

21. Request PSEA Senior Focal points to work towards the implementation of the Minimum Operating Standards on PSEA within their respective agencies and establish internal and IASC level monitoring mechanisms to ensure accountability. Action by: IASC organizations, by 1 November 2014.

22. Request that Jasmine Whitbread, Save the Children International, continue acting as AAP Champion; and that William Lacy Swing, IOM, act as PSEA Champion, with both working closely together to advocate for AAP and PSEA respectively. Action by: Jasmine Whitbread and William Lacy Swing in 2014.
IDPs Outside Camps
23. Request the Working Group and Task Teams to analyse the relevant points of the paper “Responding to IDPs outside camps: A critical humanitarian challenge” for their work. Action by: WG and Task Teams by March 2014.

24. Request IASC organizations to share relevant experiences in addressing the needs of IDPs outside camps with the office of the Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights of IDPs, who will prepare a document on good practices. Action by: IASC organizations by June 2014.
25. Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights of IDPs to report back to the IASC Principals on the outcomes of these steps. Action by: Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights of IDPs by December 2014.

6. AOB

IOM offered to host the next IASC meeting on 15 May 2014 in Geneva and UN-HABITAT invited the IASC to meet in Nairobi in December 2014. The offer by IOM to host the meeting in May 2014 was accepted. IASC Principals were asked to comment on UN-HABITAT’s offer for December 2014 when commenting on the draft Summary Record. 

Under Any Other Business, the IASC Principals agreed to:

26. Accept IOM’s offer to host the next IASC Principals meeting on 15 May 2014 in Geneva; and consider UN-HABITAT’s invitation to host the Principals meeting in December 2014 in Nairobi. Action by: ERC and IASC organizations when commenting on the draft Summary Record.
Prepared by: IASC Secretariat
Inter-Agency Standing Committee
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