IASC Task Force on Climate Change

Summary and action points of the meeting held in Geneva, 21 May 2010

Participants: Care Internationalis, FAO, ICRC, IFRC, IOM, NRC, OCHA, OHCHR, Plan International, RC/RC Climate Centre, Tearfund, UNHCR, UNISDR, UNITAR, WFP, WHO, World Vision and the IASC Secretariat. The meeting was chaired by IFRC as facilitator of the task force.
This meeting focused on planning processes and coordination mechanisms for climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction and disaster risk management at country level. The rationale behind this session was to identify relevant fora and entry points for IASC agencies to engage in climate change adaptation processes. This will ultimately strengthen capacity building at regional and national levels and help utilise synergies between humanitarian and development work. 

The aim was to identify resources and facilitate exchange between headquarter and country level to make better use of regional networks. The Taskforce continues its efforts in capacity-building through an enhanced exchange of information.  
The powerpoint presentations can be found under:  http://drop.io/iasc_TF_CC_coord, pass word “iasc”. 
1. Country teams and the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) - high disaster risk countries to be rolled out in 2010

Fenella Frost, UNDP, presented the UNDAF process and its implication for IASC agencies. UNDAF, as the common programming tool of the UN development system, provides the strategic programme framework for the collective response of the UN system to national development priorities. As such, it derives its priorities from the countries’ national development priorities as expressed through e.g. Poverty Reduction Strategy.
The UNDAF is aligned with national development strategies, and involves specialized and non-resident UN agencies. Its programming principles are a human-rights based approach, gender equality, environmental sustainability, results-based management and capacity development tailored to the country context. It emphasizes mutual accountability for development results.
The UNDAF roll-out is organised in a 4-step-process that presents different opportunities for engagement: First a 1) Plan of Engagement (Roadmap) is developed to closely align UNDAF with the national processes and 2) existing country analysis is reviewed and supplemented. In these stages UNCTs have the flexibility to identify appropriate consultative processes with non-UN stakeholders (including civil society), e.g. to identify UN comparative advantage/gaps (e.g. through a stakeholders analysis). The ensuing 3) Results Formulation includes a Strategic Planning Retreat with Government and potentially consultations with other stakeholders on implementation. In the 4) Monitoring and Evaluation phase, the annual review process is aligned with national review processes and inter-agency groups are formed around each national priority. 
For programme implementation, joint UNDAF Action Plans increasingly define action and collaboration with non-UN partners. They increasingly replace the individual UN agencies’ country programme action plans (CPAP) that fed into the UNDAF. In this respect, the development of the plan presents a critical stage to define joint action/collaboration.
Besides strong alignment with government as a priority, the engagement of non-UN actors is an important element in the UNDAF development and implementation. This includes civil society and voluntary organizations; international development partners such as international NGOs and donor agencies; private sector; international financial institutions (World Bank & IMF); and regional organisations. 
UN Country teams (UNCT) have flexibility in the way they consult and engage with other stakeholders. At a minimum, UNCTs should have a formal civil society focal point and are encouraged to establish civil society advisory committees. UNCTs also have an explicit mandate to increase the capacity of civil society to engage with National Development planning processes. The presenter made it clear that the actual engagement can vary according to interest from the respective UNCT or RC. 
Disaster risk reduction has been gradually integrated in the UNDAF process. Since the late 90ies a number of international commitments have reinforced the DRR agenda, with a stronger focus on development aspects (UN Millennium Declaration; UNGA resolutions, Bali Action Plan; Hyogo Framework for Action HFA). The HFA includes commitments to integrate DRR in UN planning processes through the Resident Coordinator system and UNCTs and into development assistance frameworks, such as the Common Country Assessments (CCA), the UNDAF and Poverty Reduction Strategies (PRSP).
In 2007 the UNSG’s Policy Committee made specific recommendation on DRR and climate change agreeing on the importance of raising greater political attention/advocacy on benefits of DRR and consequences of not investing in it; to commit the UN to enhance links between DRR and climate change adaptation agendas; and to promote the mainstreaming of DRR and the HFA into the UN system’s policies and practices. This lead to the establishment of the UN Development Group (UNDG) Task-team under the UNDG Programming Group.
The integration of DRR in CCA and UNDAF process is seen as  an important stepping stone towards integrating DRR into national level development; an important sign of the UNCTs political commitment for long term risk reduction and an opportunity to increase likely success of country programmes in risk prone countries.

The integration of climate change concerns into UNDAF guidance is not yet fully established. The focus is on the link with disaster risk reduction to avoid overloading the UNDAF planning, even though there is no complete overlap between climate change adaptation and DRR. An inter-agency group of climate change experts has been established that can be deployed to UNCTs on a called-on basis.  
2. National Platforms
Glenn Dolcemascolo, UNISDR, presented the National Platforms for Disaster Risk Reduction. National Platforms come in a variety of shapes, but generally they 1) are a nationally owned and led forum or committee of multi-stakeholders; 2) serve as an advocate for DRR at different levels; 3) provide coordination, analysis and advice on areas of priority requiring concerted action through a coordinated and participatory process; 4) are a commitment to work on prevention, preparedness and mitigation instead of merely focusing on disaster management and recovery. 
They support the identification of urgent needs in the area of DRR and inter-related social, economic and environmental problems. They can support the allocation of resources, presentation of timetables and monitoring and reviewing of implementation. By doing so, they provide a framework for a wide range of national, regional and international stakeholders for systematic thought and consensus-building to priority actions across sectors and the territory. 
National Platforms serve as catalysts for national consultations and consensus building, as well as for DRR priority identification and policy formulation, implementation and monitoring DRR activities with emphasis on managing progress toward DRR objectives rather than producing a “plan” as an end product. 
National Platforms can also facilitate the allocation of resources from donors, development banks, and UN agencies that are not represented in their respective countries. This can be advanced by advocating the importance and necessity for UN country offices to support the integration of DRR into UN-backed development programmes. 
Most of the 65 national platforms to date are government-led, which implies a high level of commitment. 29 include multi-stakeholder participation, whereas it is difficult to assess the actual participation. 

The Global Platform for DRR 2009 adopted the recommendation to support the development of National Platforms as multi-stakeholder structures, including private sector, NGO and civil society; to use the capacities to develop coordination mechanisms and strategies for DRR at the local level; and to facilitate and co-ordinate links between climate change adaptation focal points and NPs to avoid parallel mechanisms and to link existing expertise. 
UNISDR is currently conducting a review of the National Platforms to assess their sustainability and effectiveness. The main value of NPs lies in advocacy and coordination. The inclusion of partners depends on the enabling environment, sometimes also on legal restrictions. For example, Red Cross Societies are almost universally engaged. Currently, National Platforms are often located within national disaster management structures. A participatory, bottom-up approach still needs more time and learning. 
3. National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs). Presented by Sharon Oseku, UNITAR

The National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) provide a process for Least Developing Countries to identify urgent and immediate needs to improve their capacity to adapt to the present/future threats from climate change. This process aims to identify priority adaptation activities of LDCs and formulate priority project profiles to adapt to the present/future threats. At the same time the NAPAs serve to communicate information relating to the vulnerabilities and adaptation needs of the LDCs through a simple and direct channel and facilitate access to funding institutions for implementation (i.a.GEF). This serves to improve coordination between NAPAs and national strategies.

The role of UNITAR in the NAPA process consisted of three regional workshops for SIDS and LDCs, the publication of best practices (see link) and support to NAPA teams through an online resource library (http://www.napa-pana.org/ ) and ad hoc technical support. By now 44 NAPAs have been completed, that is developed and costed. A break-down of NAPA projects by sectors shows that of the 448 projects submitted 45 concern Early Warning and Disaster Management, with the highest number of 138 dealing with agriculture and food security. Out of these projects, 38 project proposals have been submitted to the GEF of which 36 have been approved as eligible for funding through the LDCF. 
The projects comprise both mechanical interventions and the setting up of systems and awareness-raising. The total financial resources required to implement all NAPA projects amount to USD 500 million. Further support is needed for scientific and technical support, as the process requires extensive data use, information and analysis, as well as technology development and transfer and capacity building. 
To further support the process, UNITAR in 2008 has organised two implementation workshops with IFAD for countries that have identified agriculture as a priority. In 2010 a NAPA implementation workshop will be hosted in collaboration with UNFCCC. Through the EU’s Global Climate Change Alliance UNITAR provides further support. 
In the ensuing discussions the participants enquired about the possibilities of NAPAs to receive funding. UNITAR underlined that although no money had been allocated yet and the momentum of the process had decreased, the NAPAs still presented an excellent source of information about immediate adaptation needs, combined with capacity-building within national structures. 

4. Vietnam: Presented by Peter Newsum, Care International, Vietnam

Peter Newsum, Care Vietnam, presented the existing planning mechanisms. DRR has been on the agenda in Vietnam for a long time and there is a variety of coordination mechanisms. Until 2008, the NDMP (Natural Disaster Mitigation Partnership) included government representatives, UN and donor governments. To address the problem of the secretariat being outside of government structures, it will be integrated into the Disaster Management Centre (DMC) under the Ministry of Agriculture. The landscape is still evolving around the nation-wide DRM programme. 
On the NGO side there is a Disaster Management Working Group that is more informal while the government is more focused on DM planning. The National Platform could be an excellent mechanism to bring all the actors together, but it is still not fully functional. 

Climate change adaptation is still a relatively new topic, with Vietnam being one of the most affected countries. The Prime-Minister has requested a national target programme to identify the targets and policy. Climate change is established in the Ministry of the Environment, while the Ministry for Agriculture is in charge of disaster management. Through the services of a standing office, the Government is aiming at getting all the stakeholders around a table. 

In addition, there is a donor technical working group, a climate change working group and a local NGO network on climate change. Vietnam clearly has a wide range of groups both for response and advocacy. There are a range of coordination mechanisms requiring more work to become fully effective in particular related to integration of CBDRM and CCA
Government is supportive of coordination and improvements are being seen consistently. Workshops are being organized by different agencies in order to improve coordination as well. In terms of coordination as well as content, there is a large overlap between DRR and CCA, this can be observed on the side of donors, but also NGOs who are merging departments. From the standpoint of beneficiaries this does not make a difference. 
Government and Prime Minister have been proactive in addressing the risks and dangers for development gains and have made climate change adaptation a priority. A national target programme to NGOs and donors has been developed and the Government is working with NGOs and donors on an action plan. The focus is more and more on addressing vulnerability and poverty. To support that, Care is using the CVCA to build capacity 

Bhupinder Tomar, IFRC Representative for Vietnam, added that large-scale community-based DRR programmes are being implemented with the support of government, because the climate changes are already being felt. He added that the time for pilot projects was over as it was time to reduce present and future risks now. 

The discussion addressed the question of how to integrate the various coordination mechanisms. The National Platform could be an ideal mechanism to integrate the various groups, but is still not fully functional. 

5. Nepal: the Nepal Risk Reduction Consortium: Presented by Daniel Kull, IFRC
Daniel Kull presented the Nepal Risk Reduction Consortium. The NRRC has been created to support the Government of Nepal in developing a long term DRR Action Plan building on the new National Strategy for Disaster Risk Management. The aim is to initiate a multi-stakeholder participatory process with the Government of Nepal and civil society organizations and to identify short to medium term disaster risk reduction priorities that are both urgent and viable within the current institutional and policy arrangements in the country.
The consortium has been formed in May 2009 and launched October 2009. Its leading members are ADB, IFRC, UNDP, UNISDR, OCHA and World Bank, with the UN Resident Coordinator presiding the meeting. It reflects the priorities of the Hyogo Framework for Action and follows main recommendations of the 2009 Global Platform. Its proposed programme budget is USD 131 million (for 3 years, currently concentrating on 1 year appeal) 
The programme focusess on school and hospital safety, including structural and non-structural aspects, emergency preparedness and response capacity; flood management in the Koshi river basin; integrated community based disaster risk reduction/management and policy and institutional support for disaster risk management.
The consortium is now past the initial stage. The programme has been drafted, and it includes many local, national and international implementing partners. The modalities have been discussed, and an updated partner mapping has been undertaken by each flagship leader. The draft TORs have been developed by OCHA for a transitional technical support team, secretariat and steering committee, and in the meantime the Government announces its own Steering Committee TORs, but has yet to call a meeting. The consortium has benefited from support from the UN HC who is planning to organise a donor’s conference. 

The lessons learned so far are that there is a clear benefit of coordination, as Nepal sees more and more actors getting involved in DRR/CCA and efforts are not always complementary. This can sometimes lead to duplication and some areas receive less focus than needed. The consortium can be used to get all main partners working towards a common set of government-approved DRR activities and a mapping of in-country resources against those targets is helpful. So far the inclusion of NGOs and civil society has been good, but explicit linkages/synergies with CCA are still needed.
In terms of financing there does not seem to be much ‘new’ money flowing in: mostly current resources are mapped to fit framework. Joint fundraising for activities could be a challenge and needs to be determined to see how it will be generated and dispersed among partners. It is important to define clear responsibilities to avoid that a ‘loose consortium’ could stall when it is time to move past the groundwork to implementation. Each flagship leader is required to undertake coordination, planning, monitoring and evaluation of activities and track resources. For community-based activities this would be full-time job.
The sustainability of the project is ensured by working intensively with the government and local organisations. 

OCHA added to the presentation the work done by the local consultant who is mapping ongoing activities, entry points, information resources and needs. It will be important to look at local resources from technical services. The TORs have been circulated to the Task Force. The outcomes of this work should be useful for a wider group of actors. This could also be a structure to use for the national dialogues that could come up with “three things we could do”. Interested agencies should contact Roy Brooke, Daniel Kull or Jette Michelsen. 
In the ensuing discussion agencies noted the difficulties of appropriate finance and expertise. UNHCR noted that environmental considerations in the UNDAF processes were still in an early stage. More clarity was needed on entry points. 

UNDP pointed to the fact that UNDAF is a reflection of national development processes which entails a wide range of issues. There is no easy solution to the problem, but international partners have to find ways of engaging with government-led processes to ensure sustainability. 
The Red Cross Red Crescent Climate Centre underlined the need to respect and harness diversity among the actors and to find a common way to capture this. 

Next steps: 

Some agencies proposed to come together in a small group to take this issue forward. Concrete proposals from OCHA were to: 

· Take information on entry points, tools, resources and digest it into a simple and user-friendly package

· Look into regions, countries with an analysis-driven approach to see what is needed

· Have a “live” mechanism to identify needs, not in generic terms, but whenever demand arises drawing on the existing expertise within the TF and wider network

· It will be important to look at existing mechanisms to link climate change and disaster risk reduction needs and bring them together
UNISDR was interested in supporting the “packaging” through ISDR support and the sharing of capacity-development exercises to share with other agencies. It was important to get more information out of the Nepal discussion.  In the identification of needs it was important to look at UNDAF proposed offices to engage a demand-driven mechanism to provide more info. 
6. AOB. 

The Chair announced her departure by mid-July. The next meeting will be on 23 June.  
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