MEETING HUMANITARIAN CHALLENGES IN URBAN AREAS 
STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK
1st Draft for Task Force Discussion

1.
Introduction

The overall aim of this strategic framework is to enable humanitarian actors to develop more effective responses to the challenges of disasters and humanitarian crises in urban areas. Recognising the extensive experience that humanitarian actors already possess, nine strategic tasks and supporting activities are proposed which will enhance their expertise and operational capacities.  
In achieving the overall aim, the principal objectives are to:

· consolidate and enhance existing strategies and current expertise
· identify best practices in tools and assessments and identify remaining gaps in order to improve operational capacity
· indicate where amendments to Standing Operating Procedures may be needed
· facilitate the means to determine priorities 

· provide a fuller analytical understanding of the structural factors – sectoral, service delivery mechanisms and institutional/governance systems – which mediate the strategic role of humanitarian actors in urban areas
· highlight the significance of two key elements - preparedness and urban vulnerability analysis.  
Urban disasters are very diverse and take many different forms. Each disaster has its own unique physical characteristics, intensity and duration. Mediating these characteristics are the socio-economic, political and institutional conditions of the country and specific urban areas which are impacted by the disaster and which produce complex impacts and dynamics. Just as there is no ‘normal’ or ‘conventional urban disaster’, there is no straightforward synthesis of humanitarian activities and interventions which will determine a ‘normal’ strategic response for urban areas. This generic framework seeks to accommodate potential diversity whilst recognizing the need for adaptation to the specific circumstances of different countries and cities.
The strategic framework which follows builds on five principles:

· Improve first phase response by deploying rapid assessment and action planning techniques and by enhanced staffing

· Strengthen country–led post-disaster humanitarian relief and recovery planning 

· Ensure effective and efficient co-ordination of multiple actors in designing and implementing assistance programmes

· Streamline and enhance vulnerability and needs assessment analysis
· Secure a key role for preparedness and DRR

2. Strategic Tasks
Strategic Task 1
Enhancing rapid mobilization - rapid strategic appraisal, first phase strategic action plan, and delivering IASC/OCHA ‘surge capacity’ 
Analysis

The complexity of urban disasters and in some cases, for example the Haiti earthquake 2010 and the tsunami of 2004, the speed of onset and sheer scale of the disaster event, have highlighted gaps in first-phase response and priority setting by IASC and humanitarian actors. In partnership with the host government, there is an urgent need for the IASC/OCHA to mobilise a rapid, coordinated and coherent response through the HC (Humanitarian Co-ordinator) and the HCT (Humanitarian Country Team); without this programme delivery in the early recovery phase can be severely retarded. 
Staffing issues compound these challenges in three respects. First, it has been suggested that cluster lead staff of emergency teams are insufficiently senior to co-ordinate the multiplicity of actors and the complexity of humanitarian crises in urban settings. Second, the rapid procurement of sufficient numbers of experienced staff covering the diversity of professional activities demanded by urban emergencies – the ‘stand-by’ facility – has proved problematic. Some NGOs maintain stand-by rosters of experienced disaster relief experts, and there is a small number of organisations who maintain rosters of specialised professionals. What is lacking is a strategic and systematic approach to the ‘stand-by’ facility. Conversely, the third problem – endemic in large scale crises over many years – is the rapid influx of large numbers of often small NGOs, many of whom have limited professional expertise and unclear mandates
. Their presence can obstruct efforts to establish and mobilise a strategy in the immediate aftermath and can severely compromise co-ordination of humanitarian actors. The Sphere Standards are intended to ensure minimum standards of performance and accountability by humanitarian agencies; but these standards are neither mandatory nor designed to regulate the number of humanitarian agencies providing emergency assistance. How host governments – who provide the lead - might safeguard quality assurance and monitor and regulate the number of NGOs in order to maximise the effectiveness and efficiency of the humanitarian relief and recovery programme are pertinent questions here.

Strategic actions

1. The IASC/OCHA, together with cluster leads, should investigate the feasibility of developing a stand-by facility of sufficiently experienced professional staff for each cluster who could be rapidly deployed to support first-phase action planning and surge capacity in urban disasters.

2. IASC and HC should ensure that effective support structures – professional staff, key strategic/sectoral functions - for the HC are in place, or can be immediately implemented when a disaster or humanitarian crisis occurs (see also 2.2).  
3. The HC and HCT, in partnership with the host government should expedite a strategic action plan for the immediate relief phase of operations in urban areas, comprising: immediate relief and recovery priorities linked to the Rapid Multivariable Vulnerability and Needs Assessment (RMVNA) (see Strategic Task 3); surge capacity priorities (staff, programmes and resources); co-ordination mechanisms between HCT/Government.. 

4. HC/HCT/Cluster leads, should work more closely with host national and local governments to support their role in determining the number, mandates and range of assistance to be provided by by the humanitarian organizations  and determine  immediate priority needs and institutional, logistical and material capacities of the host country and local actors to manage, co-ordinate and implement the relief and recovery operation.
Strategic Task 2
Enhancing the development of IASC Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)  for Urban Areas
Analysis 
These experiences point to the need to develop tools and methods, including Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), which will enable a much more rapid scaling-up of the strategic response, the so called ‘surge’ capacity in the first generation/phase. What is needed is a first phase rapid strategic assessment of the scale and scope of the disaster and host country capacity (ideally within the first 48 hours), and then a first phase strategic action plan (ideally within the next 48 hours). In practice, assessment and action plans are produced but in a pragmatic fashion lacking a sound and systematic approach. The aim of enhancing a coherent, rapid response facility links closely with the two following strategic tasks - Defining vulnerability and needs – enumeration, registration and targeting (where proposals are made to develop tools for Rapid Multivariable Vulnerability and Needs Assessment), and to Strategic Task 8, Enhancing preparedness and disaster risk management.  

In addressing these rapid response tasks, it is crucial to recognise the role of the host government in leading and co-ordinating the relief efforts in natural disaster situations.
Strategic Actions

1. IASC organizations to revise the existing Standard Operating Procedures as part of the contingency planning exercise, and develop SOPs that take into account the emerging realities of urban areas
2. SOPs should include issues of how capacities will be mobilized in emergencies in urban areas, how to work in scenerios when Government itself is impacted by the humanitarian crises and if there exists a capacity deficit, how to plan for evacuation centres in urban areas, who does what in urban areas, and how to stockpile effectively in urban areas, improved logistical delivery of relief items in dense and often cramped urban settings, and tools for effective debris removal in affected cities etc.
3. Clusters should work more closely with INGOs and NGOs to co-ordinate strategies for inventory design and the prepositioning of emergency supplies for urban disasters.
4. OCHA and Humanitarian Clusters should review and enhance their SOPs and disaster response strategies to take account of the specific characteristics of rapid- and slow- onset disasters and humanitarian crises in urban areas induced by climate change.  

Strategic Task 3
Determine vulnerability and needs – enumeration, registration and targeting - of urban populations and communities
Analysis

The majority of the world’s urban poor live at the margins of risk to their lives and livelihoods – environmental, personal, economic, nutritional and health. Vulnerability in urban areas is a chronic, but unevenly distributed, condition that is differentially structured by demographic characteristics and the socio-spatial segregation of poor people. Risks are an endemic. Across any city, different social and demographic groups are exposed to different risks but display, often complex risk aversion strategies. Within this context, one of the defining characteristics of a disaster or humanitarian crisis is that by precipitating widespread systemic failure, for example in flood control, personal safety or food security, they exacerbate these chronic vulnerabilities beyond the normal (highly constrained) coping mechanisms of these communities. Whether natural or anthropogenic, disasters are a manifestation of collapsed coping mechanisms and acute vulnerability. The larger the disaster, the larger is the scale of collapse in these coping mechanisms and vice versa.

Accordingly, a key strategic requirement for humanitarian actors is to define, assess and map the vulnerability of different social groups in relation to the specific sectors of humanitarian action and at different stages of the emergency. This forms the basis for profiling, documenting, registering and tracking affected populations and communities in order to identify target groups and plan and implement relief programmes and operations. The strategic analysis and proposals from this part of the report should feed into the work of the Needs Assessment Task Force.
However, understanding and mapping vulnerability, and targeting assistance constitute significant methodological and logistical challenges for humanitarian organizations in urban area for many reasons. First and foremost, the deficit of up-to-date and credible information is enormous but its availability is essential for taking action in emergencies and for assessing and monitoring programme delivery and outcomes. Next, the communities that humanitarian actors seek to target are often geographically fragmented in often highly dense urban settings and different vulnerabilities are widely dispersed across a city. Third, many of these groups, for example undocumented refugees and IDPs, or those without land title, may wish to remain unidentified for fear of discrimination, harassment, detention and forced eviction. In these circumstances, disaster conditions often accentuate enduring complications of gaining access. These challenges also highlight the value of using community outreach and community based survey methods to elicit information. Fourth, the lack of pre-existing base-line data makes it difficult both to determine the level of increased vulnerability and to identify the most vulnerable, the affected and non-affected populations in relation to ‘normal’ chronic conditions. Fifth, crisis conditions draw attention to the multiple vulnerabilities which govern the lives of poor urban dwellers and thus the difficult task of co-ordinating the cross-cutting of specific service providers who are responding to the multiple needs. In this context there is often confusion and duplication between different actors using different methodologies and tools. There is a strong case for pooling resources and conducting collaborative vulnerability and needs assessments and surveys in order to streamline data collection and achieve cross-cutting responses. Finally, the highly dynamic character of a humanitarian crisis – scale, duration, impact of different humanitarian actors - inevitably generates a fast changing pattern and distribution of vulnerabilities and the need for real time data. 
As we can see, the notion of vulnerability is a key concept for the humanitarian actors. However, the methods to identify and establish the dimensions of vulnerability vary enormously between sectors. Defining some common understanding is key to developing an effective and efficient strategy for needs assessment and targeting   assistance. In general terms, the aims of vulnerability analysis are to establish: 
· Who are the vulnerable people in urban settings? 

· What vulnerabilities do they experience?

· Are there specific demographic or socio-economic groups or communities who are vulnerable or is vulnerability widespread in urban areas?

· How are the vulnerable groups/population coping with the disaster? 

· What immediate resources and coping mechanisms – eg social support networks, assets etc – do they have?

· What resources and coping mechanisms do they have to enable them to restore livelihoods after the disaster?

Overall, and echoing earlier IASC WG recommendations
, what is needed are streamlined, co-ordinated and standardised tools for vulnerability and needs assessment, where possible based on  joint analysis, which enable humanitarian actors to collect and share consolidated information. These data should be aggregated with pre-existing socio-economic and demographic data which together would provide a rapid overview of the impact of the disaster.  

Strategic actions
1.
A Rapid Multivariable Vulnerability and Needs Assessment (RMVNA)/base-line survey to profile vulnerabilities and register the affected population should be implemented as a priority immediately following the disaster
2.
It is crucial to ensure that the RMVNA (survey methods, data needs, information management, etc) is co-ordinated between humanitarian clusters, other humanitarian actors and local partners to ensure that crosscutting issues are addressed and that economies of scale in survey methods, a common baseline of data and the exchange of information are facilitated.
4.
A simple, efficient and reasonably comprehensive RMVNA is more of a priority than high degree of accuracy and detail in order to gauge the scale of operation and first phase response. Later, more systematic, sophisticated and robust methods can be deployed. 

5.
The RMVNA process should assess the availability and utility of existing social, demographic and other survey data and how these data may be built into the post-disaster RMVNA.  

6.
The RMVNA of the affected population should seek to understand and incorporate local social, cultural and economic norms and conventions which determine vulnerability and the coping mechanisms of ‘affected’ and ‘non-affected’ populations. It must be sensitive to local political systems and institutional determinants since these may affect issues and processes for identification and registration. Building relationships through outreach and dialogue with the affected communities is essential to better understand the nature and impact of different vulnerabilities and to improve survey and data collection methods. 

7.
Clusters and humanitarian actors should ensure that systems are in place to co-ordinate the management, dissemination and sharing of survey material, data, indicators and other information. 

8.
The RMVNA should provide a platform for subsequent, more sophisticated survey and assessment tools to determine levels and time series trends in vulnerability, to establish indicators to determine the changing profile of needs and to provide the basis for programme M&E. 
Strategic Task 4
IASC Clusters with partners to develop cluster strategies for urban areas taking into account the need for adaptation of approaches from non urban settings to address the humanitarian response challenges in urban areas

Analysis

Disaster response in an urban environment presents a wide variety of challenges. Humanitarian organizations often have more experience of disaster response in rural settings, and local authorities and community organisations may have little experience of planning and executing large-scale activities in response and recovery. With humanitarian actors increasingly working in urban settings, the cluster strategies and responses on mainly WASH, Shelter, Health and Protection need to be articulated for urban settings, which will involve a holistic approach, including models, strategy, partners, scenarios and capacities. Discussions with staff in the relevant organizations in Kenya and the Phillipines and some initial discussions with operational staff deployed in Haiti show that many are struggling to adapt technical rural models to urban areas, especially in the WASH sector. Developing such response models - along with their respective testing through 'dry runs' - will help in translating elements for clusters into operational plans for urban areas, as also learnt recently from Haiti. An important element linked to address this gap is identifying and embracing non IASC partners within the clusters in urban areas to leverage capacities, experiences and resources. 
Urban density and space challenges: SPHERE standards cannot be met in urban areas because of the density of the population’s living conditions. Kibera slum in Nairobi is among the most densely populated places in the world, rating higher than even the world’s most densely-populated capital city - Malé, of the Maldives. People rarely enjoy SPHERE standards in terms of living space, availability of clean water, sanitation facilities, waste management or access to health care. Although access to these are basic human rights, country development aims, such as MDGs,  have failed to keep up with their commitments. In the case of urban evacuation centres, such as Manila, SPHERE standards are further compromised in times of disaster due to severe over-crowding.  Protection and violence issues in urban context need a strategy for actors to improve protection for urban areas, involving some of the innovative approaches being used in Nairobi and Bogota. Discussions with humanitarian organizations in the Phillipines and Kenya highlighted challenges for some sectors in response in urban areas. For example WASH solutions need to be designed according to the urban context and there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution because of the different land and water table configurations in individual cities.
Strategic Actions
1. Clusters to develop response strategies for urban areas in response to the growing challenge of urbanization.  For example many small to medium sized displacement communities scattered throughout the city living in schools, church compounds or evacuation centre impact upon the programme designs constraining technical solutions for providing WASH facilities in cramped settings
.

2. IASC organizations/clusters should examine models and tools which work in rural contexts and determine how and if they can be adapted for use in their urban-specific contexts.

3. In developing strategies for urban areas, clusters must articulate land-specific risks following conflict or disaster include difficulty in finding appropriate land for transitional or long-term resettlement in urban areas.
Strategic Task 5
Ensuring effective collaboration and partnership between humanitarian actors and host government institutions and multi-stakeholder partnerships with local actors:

· Supporting the role of the host government through institutional collaboration and interagency co-ordination with national and local government agencies and urban authorities and developing compatibility with local structures and capacities
· Establishing effective coordination mechanisms/partnerships and participation of local actors  
Analysis

The host government – at national and local (urban) administrative levels – must play the lead in post-disaster humanitarian relief and recovery planning: humanitarian actors play a complementary role supporting and strengthening government action. At the same time engagement and participation of local actors are essential for effective disaster response. Thus, whereas Strategic Task 3 proposed strategic actions to enhance intra-organisational roles and responsibilities within IASC and OCHA and cluster co-ordination, Strategic Task 4 now focuses on inter-institutional collaboration and co-ordination between humanitarian actors and host government agencies, urban authorities and local partners in response to urban disasters and humanitarian crises. 
A fundamental difference between rural and urban area lies in the diversity of institutional capacity, leadership and technical expertise to respond to disasters and for this, if no other reason, the host government must take the lead. Even so, there are ‘governance gaps’. The capacity and effectiveness of urban administrations and institutions vary greatly from country to country and within a given country – notably, small and medium-sized cities have more limited human, governance and financial resources to deal with humanitarian crises. Moreover, the disaster or crisis itself may have severely weakened local capacity – staff may have been killed or fled armed conflict and supplies, registers, documents, maps and office equipment may have been destroyed, making it a challenge for the remaining administrators to plan and implement assistance programmes. Working with local partners and with well-formulated tools of community outreach is essential. Not only will these partners be more in tune with the needs of the communities they serve. With local knowledge they will also be able to reach inaccessible and densely built informal settlements.  

Thus, recalling the point emphasized in the Phase 1 report of MHCUA, collaborating and complementing the host government institutions and local partners constitutes one of the most significant strategic and operational challenges for humanitarian agencies. 

Identifying and working with the array of urban interlocutors and decision makers is a complex but necessary activity in the urban context. These include, for instance, local governments, service-providing agencies, line departments of national and provincial governments, urban councils and technical departments, faith-based groups and community based organizations, police departments, and in cases of disasters, entities especially designated to address the crisis and coordinate relief and reconstruction. Developing effective partnerships with several layers of government institutions can be highly complex and often bureaucratic. On the other hand, failure to engage with host country stakeholders may actually weaken national and local ownership of response and capacities. 

In their current operations, evidence suggests that Humanitarian Clusters often tend, perhaps unwittingly, to disregard these national and local actors in crisis conditions and may thus fail to connect with, support or enhance available response resources and coordination mechanisms. One reason is that, in emergency conditions, the clusters and HCT have insufficient prior knowledge of local stakeholders and collaborative structures and the capacities they may have. This emphasises, again, the need for preparedness.

In summary, humanitarian actors need clearer and more effective strategic policies for working with host governments and their disaster response agencies and also with local actors in urban areas. 
Strategic Actions
1. The IASC and Cluster Lead Agencies should consult with the national disaster and emergency agency/government authorities in ‘at-risk’ countries to identify the government ministries and departments at national urban levels, that are responsible for key disaster response sectors, the response capacities of these agencies as well as NGOs, civil society organizations, the private sector  and local actors, and the co-ordination structures which may be in place

2. The IASC and Cluster Lead Agencies should ensure that their organizational structures and operational activities co-ordinate with those of the host government and do not create parallel structures that may undermine or weaken existing ones. To this end, focal points in cluster lead agencies should aim to link directly with government lead agencies
3. HCT and Cluster Lead Agencies should strengthen the host country’s response capacity by i) providing capacity-building initiatives and ii)  technical assistance to support national and urban authorities and local partners in developing priorities for relief, early recovery and reconstruction strategies and in addressing DRR and disaster management 
4. IASC should articulate a strategy to work with non IASC partners in leveraging capacities, resources and experiences in urban settings for relief and recovery assistance to crisis 
5. HCT and Cluster Lead Agencies should determine handover and exit strategies at an early stage of the recovery programme

Strategic Task 6
Enhancing protection and security for affected urban populations 
Analysis
The security and protection needs of affected populations present new and complex challenges for humanitarian actors dealing with disasters and humanitarian crises in urban settings. They constitute one of the most significant differences between rural and urban settings. Human rights protection and security must remain the government’s prerogative and responsibility through their national and urban level institutions, and legal and normative frameworks. But humanitarian actors have a key role to play in supporting these responsibilities, in advocacy, and in monitoring adherence. Some innovative approaches have been developed – for example the UNHCR’s new urban refugee policy
. Yet, strategic policies and operational tools to guide these activities in the novel setting of urban areas are lacking. A shared understanding of the concept of protection is also needed by the three main protection agencies (UNHCR, UNICEF and OHCHR) to ensure a coherent approach and to ensure that the different facets of protection are covered
.

There are two strategic dimensions. On the one hand there are the protection and security needs for urban communities as well as for specific vulnerable groups such as children or women. Urban dwellers may be threatened by conflict and other forms of more localised violence in urban areas carried out by armed groups, gangs, drug cartels, crime syndicates. These chronic conditions can exacerbate, or be a source of a humanitarian crisis. Natural disasters may accentuate these risks and the incidence of violence and exploitation. More specifically, on the other hand, there are the protection needs for the increasing number of refugees and IDPs who migrate to cities.

As regards the population as whole, the large numbers of poor urban households living in densely populated parts of cities and towns in the developing world confront the daily threat of localized violence: at other times urban conflict and riots between different community groups produce crisis conditions and may lead to the destruction of basic infrastructure, displacement and further threats to life. The differential gendered impact of violence, whether chronic or acute, places women and children at especial risk. SGBV violence in urban areas is rampant due to the characteristics of the city itself such as size, density and the heterogeneous socio-economic and ethnic mix of the population. Women and children are also at a special risk of domestic violence, human smuggling and trafficking. 

Natural disasters accentuate these threats to safety and security. As homes and livelihoods are destroyed and people are displaced to temporary settlements, they become more vulnerable to exploitation. These characteristics limit humanitarian space as well as indirectly contributing to mortality and morbidity due to disrupted food supply and malnutrition, destroyed livelihoods, injuries, and collapse of or lack of access to health systems and infrastructure. Women are subject to violence – rape and sexual exploitation - whilst children, additionally, lack effective protection since family tracing mechanisms may be destroyed, for example. 
Armed conflict and the aftermath of civil disorder or fighting in densely populated areas produce particularly acute conditions. These situations often result in high numbers of civilian casualties and the destruction of vital infrastructure and services, such as hospitals and water purification plants.
Moreover the legal and institutional support system to protect the vulnerable is weakened in crises situations and this may lead to a climate of impunity. Conflict, urban violence and disasters inevitably stretch the capacities of already under-resourced police, and judicial and penal systems to apply legal norms and rights for highly vulnerable affected populations.

Crises of violence and destruction impede the delivery of relief items and assistance such as food assistance, medical and health services, and limit options for engagement with counterparts and stakeholders in urban settings. All these circumstances pose difficulties of access to vulnerable populations by humanitarian actors and for these reasons community-based approaches are essential whilst also having recourse to the legal apparatus to protect rights-based norms. The presence of a range of urban authorities (police, justice and sector-specific departments) and civil society actors present significant opportunities for humanitarian agencies to deliver enhanced protection to affected populations in collaboration with these diverse interlocutors. 

Refugees and IDPs in urban areas also experience the same generalised violence and exploitation which confronts local communities. But their insecurity is compounded by specific protection gaps related to their legal status which become evident in urban areas. In comparison to encamped refugees in rural areas, where international actors can assist with protection and registration needs, defence of their human rights in urban areas is a major challenge because the majority of urban refugees and IDPs are unregistered and undocumented. Their invisibility is partly a matter of choice - fear of harassment, detention and possible refoulement if they approach the formal protection institutions in urban areas. Even where they have legal status they may encounter difficulties in having their documentation and rights respected by government authorities and service providers. In addition, urban authorities are often unable or unwilling to respond effectively to rapid new influxes and to assist the new arrivals. 
Moreover, unlike rurally encamped refugees, urban refugees and IDPs settle spontaneously amongst host communities in cities. As a result, they are usually invisible to aid agencies and humanitarian assistance. Thus they are much less likely to have access to basic services and physical protection in an urban setting. At the same time, they are often confronted with xenophobia, discrimination, exploitation and hazardous employment circumstances. In their struggle to survive, they may become involved with prostitution, sexual abuse, criminal gangs, human smugglers and traffickers. Because of their vulnerability they may prefer to remain 'invisible' and will not report the abuses which they experience to the police or municipal authorities. 

The diversity of the urban refugee and IDP population, like the needs of the host population must be taken into full account when developing humanitarian protection and assistance strategies. These populations include significant numbers of women, girls, boys and elderly people, all of whom have specific needs. 

Given these complexities, targeting forcibly displaced people in urban areas is, like the host population, highly problematic. In addition, the displaced typically live alongside other impoverished urban households who frequently have similar needs related to physical risks and socio-economic vulnerability. Targeting runs the risk of offering preferential treatment to displaced people, thereby increasing the potential for tension and conflict with other city dwellers. A community-based approach is therefore more appropriate for these needs linked to strong rights-based advocacy in relation to the protection of legal status. 

Strategic activities
1. HCTs should work closely with civil society organisations and government agencies in order to develop community-based/community outreach methods to identify and monitor the security and protection needs of different population groups impacted by disasters and humanitarian crises. 

2. HCTs should focus on strengthening advocacy for groups in need of protection with government and public service providers, the judiciary and the police/authorities.

3. HCTs should support training and capacity building for human rights organisations and with appropriate government agencies in human rights and refugee/IDP protection principles to enhance the protection of target groups, human rights monitoring, improve/restore the rule of law, promote accountability of security sector. 
4. HCTs should provide resources/support for appropriate and accessible services and measures for specific groups (e.g for reporting abuse/SGBV or providing health and reproductive services for women). 
5. HCTs should promote policies for the physical protection of ‘at-risk’ groups by local enforcement agencies (e.g patrolling and area security, responding to imminent threats against civilians, tackling proliferation of arms and gangs). 
6. HCTs should strengthen information-gathering and monitoring capacities with regard to human rights and IHL violations.
7. The Protection Cluster and UNHCR should safeguard the specific protection needs of refugees as elaborated in UNHCR urban refugee policy (eg providing reception facilities, undertaking registration and data collection, status determination etc). Where an urban IDP population is present, consideration should be given to supporting similar protection services. 

8. HCTs should build the capacity of local and national authorities to engage with urban refugee and IDP populations and to fostering constructive relations between local communities and urban refugees/IDPs.
Strategic Task 7
Enhancing humanitarian strategies to support early recovery of urban households’ livelihoods 
Analysis

Early recovery depends on effective strategies and operational capacities across a diverse range of institutional and sectoral activities such as rebuilding infrastructure and shelter, ensuring the provision of health care and sustainable food supply, and implementing policies for DRR. The IASC, OCHA, the Early Recovery Humanitarian Cluster and humanitarian actors already possess extensive operational capability; but recent experience, together with evidence drawn from the field study, indicates that a significant strategic and operational gap lies in the approach of humanitarian actors to livelihood restoration as a part of early recovery practices. This is the focus of the present strategic task.

Poor urban communities may, necessarily, have to tolerate temporary shelter, the slow clearance and repair of earthquake damage and destroyed infrastructure since these disaster outcomes are not those that they can easily remedy themselves. But ultimately, successful early recovery is about restoring, as rapidly as possible, household livelihoods and the means by which disaster affected communities can rebuild their own lives in a sustainable and independent way. We know that in the cities of global south, the livelihoods of the urban poor are both extremely dynamic and highly precarious. Yet following a disaster or humanitarian crisis, these characteristics also provide an outstanding opportunity for an innovative humanitarian response to support early recovery and provide the foundations for longer term reconstruction and DRR to reduce future vulnerability. At the same time, restoration of livelihoods relieves the burden on humanitarian actors, diminishes dependency on assistance (both benefits thus potentially lowering the costs for humanitarian actors), and achieves the wider benefit of unlocking the means for local communities to participate in, and take more responsibility for, the recovery process. 

The livelihood approach is now a well developed analytical and policy tool widely used in development practice involving poor households. Although applied initially in rural areas it has been extensively used in the much more complex setting of urban households. In this context it also offers a novel way of understanding and strategizing opportunities for early recovery after disasters. 
The livelihoods approach focuses on three household-level resources - capabilities, assets and strategies – and how these are deployed as a means of living. In the present context, this could be extended to the means of coping and recovery after disaster. Such an approach requires a detailed understanding of pre-disaster livelihood systems and the functioning of the urban economy, how these attributes have been impacted by the disaster and thus the extent to which recovery may replicate, replace or have to create new livelihoods. It might be conjectured that the destruction of assets is the most marked feature of an urban disaster: capabilities are least likely to be affected, except by the loss of household members in the disaster but, like household strategies, may need to change and adapt to post-disaster conditions and opportunities. 

Clearly, if humanitarian actors are to engage in supporting livelihood recovery this requires detailed knowledge which can only come through collaborating with local partners – civil society organizations, academics familiar with the socio-economic analysis of their cities, and urban administrations – who have the detailed understanding of the local communities. Collaboration introduces other features of the livelihoods approach such as working with or through community level organizations as well as with public sector agencies. It involves strengthening local institutions and structures which, in the case of early recovery for poor urban households, could include factors such as: rebuilding local markets; providing micro-enterprise support and funding; providing protection to ensure that people and their scarce assets are protected from theft or corruption; and encouraging local authorities to relax trading and licensing controls so that poor urban households can kick-start economic activity without the regressive impact of these regulatory constraints. The livelihoods approach also involves capacity-building and participatory methods, facilitating local ownership of strategies, processes and institutions, learning from change – particularly appropriate in early recovery - and adaptation and promoting sustainability.
By helping to connect livelihoods with early recovery, humanitarian actors can assist households and the structures which support them in rebuilding and sustaining their livelihoods and ensuring that they take account of DRR strategies. A recent ALNAP review highlighted several principles which should guide humanitarian actors in supporting the process of early recovery.

	ALNAP
principles guiding humanitarian actors in re-establishing local economies and livelihoods
· working with or through organisations of long standing in the area, which already have an understanding of livelihoods and the measures needed to protect and support them post-disaster 

· supporting aid delivery that uses and builds on local capacities, thereby limiting the use of external personnel, and reducing costs

· taking time to understand how the urban poor are coping, and designing aid programmes to support these household initiatives to build ownership

· using participatory approaches in all stages of programming assessment, design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation

· recognising the importance of rural–urban linkages in providing opportunities to deal with disasters in either locale.




Source: ALNAP Responding to urban disasters: Learning from previous relief and recovery operations,2009  page 17 www.alnap.org/pool/files/alnap-provention-lessons-urban.pdf
Whilst the type and scale of the disaster, as well as the pre-existing structure of the urban economy, will determine the resources and services needed for early recovery, livelihoods recovery is a cross cutting issue. The majority of those affected by the disaster or humanitarian crisis will be the urban poor whose livelihoods predominantly depend on the informal sector of the economy – small scale, localized and specialized business which is labour intensive, highly competitive, micro-financed and motivated by household decision-making. There are several areas where humanitarian actors can play a strategic role in assisting livelihood recovery. 

The reconstruction process itself is the most obvious component although evidence is mixed on the extent to which disaster-affected populations can be involved. Shelter and food supply offer the most obvious opportunities for livelihood recovery since they are not only life essential but also significant elements of the micro economy in which the urban poor are engaged. Most poor urban dwellers build their own shelter. Thus assisting the self-build reconstruction process after disaster is not only a household necessity, it also provides substantial opportunities for livelihood recovery by re-creating artisanal employment (recovering capabilities), restoring building materials markets (a key livelihood asset in short supply after disaster), transportation of goods using local haulage capacity. Humanitarian actors can provide technical and logistical support to local partners and as well as guidance on building standards for DRR policies. They may also assist by providing short-term financial assistance to assist the housing reconstruction process. Involvement of local household enterprises in larger-scale reconstruction is mainly limited to employment generation. Even here, humanitarian actors can provide assistance to ensure that reconstruction funding supports, wherever possible, the local urban or regional economy rather than relying on large corporate contractors.

Food supply after disasters and crises lends itself to similar early recovery opportunities. Daily food purchase and consumption governs the livelihoods of most poor urban households. At the same time selling food is an important livelihood strategy in which women are often the main participants. Disasters severely disrupt food supply and distribution systems forcing up prices and causing shortages. Like shelter reconstruction, early recovery of food supply is not only essential to prevent secondary impacts such as food insecurity and severe nutritional deficits, but also to support livelihood recovery. Beyond the specific first phase requirements, humanitarian actors can help to support livelihood recovery by assisting local actors in mobilizing food-for-work programmes, rebuilding local markets, supporting the development of intersectoral recovery and development programmes of food, health, nutrition and sanitation. Targeting women, it is clearly a very important component of early recovery strategies in the food sector. Market-based methods such as price subsidies, funded by humanitarian actors, may have a part to play but less common because of the potential longer term impacts on price structures.  

Humanitarian actors can also play an important role in assisting urban authorities and local partners in developing intersectoral strategies for leveraging local suppliers and contractors across the whole recovery programme, thereby preventing local livelihoods being crowded out by larger commercial and corporate enterprises. This involvement may not only reduce costs and expedite logistics. It will also help to safeguard local household livelihoods, retain their ‘ownership’ of disaster recovery, and generate new economic activities.   

Just as protection is an essential requirement for disaster affected populations, so too protection is also a more specific component of livelihood recovery where humanitarian actors can provide strategic support. Physical security and material protection of livelihood assets – commodities, plant, money – is an obvious requirement for early recovery if affected households are not to suffer further losses. Support for police and other security measures is needed. Another dimension is financial protection. After disasters, scarcity forces up the prices of commodities and rents, for example. Other consequences of price rises are forms of extortion and exploitation, often against women and children. Violence and extortion may prevent household members from working and thus diminish livelihood opportunities. Host governments and urban administrations must lead on enforcing protection through legal and regulatory and ‘soft law’ measures; but humanitarian actors can assist in creating the cross-cutting, intersectoral strategic framework for these initiatives.   

In summary, across a range of activities and sectors, humanitarian actors have a key role to play in supporting local actors and urban authorities in devising an economic recovery strategy which has the household livelihoods approach as one of its core elements. Since material and financial assets are most impacted by disasters, supporting asset recovery should form a significant part of the contribution which humanitarian agencies make. As we have seen, livelihood recovery is a cross cutting challenge and so humanitarian actors must ensure that it is mainstreamed into the operations of all the clusters. 

Strategic Activities

1. IASC should encourage Humanitarian Clusters to develop and mainstream household livelihood recovery into early recovery strategies;

2. HCTs and Humanitarian should work with urban partners and public sector agencies to devise and strengthen strategies for household livelihoods focused on local enterprises, resources and capabilities; 

3. HCTs and the Protection Cluster should work with local police and security and regulatory authorities to strengthen measures to protect households’ livelihood assets, safety of household members and protection from exploitation. 

Strategy Task 8
Building the capacity of humanitarian actors to respond to the impacts of disasters and humanitarian crises in urban areas precipitated by rapid- and slow- onset climate change 
Analysis

The current and potential impacts of climate change on urban settlements in the global south are profound. The increasing incidence of rapid onset disasters attributed to climate change – through extreme weather events - is compounding the already substantial environmental problems and impoverished living conditions generated by rapid urbanisation in recent decades. In the next few decades there is the propensity for these impacts to increase, driven by slow onset phenomena of rising sea levels and desertification. They will produce permanent changes in urban areas potentially causing more frequent disasters and humanitarian emergencies. Whilst the first line of response must remain with national and local actors, there are equally significant challenges and implications, in both the short and the long term, for the supporting role provided by humanitarian agencies.

The changing context and nature of humanitarian needs generated by the impacts of climate change on cities, requires the reconfiguration and mainstreaming of disaster and risk management strategies in urban areas by humanitarian actors. Four factors are relevant here: scenarios of humanitarian crises caused by rapid-onset extreme events and slow-onset environmental change; the multi-hazard characteristics; the secondary consequences of climate change induced disasters; and bridging the developmental and humanitarian divide in responding to urban disasters and crises. 
First, in developing a strategic response, it is helpful for humanitarian actors to distinguish between rapid-onset phenomena, the so called ‘extreme events’ – increasing frequency of extreme events and natural hazards such as hurricanes, pluvial and fluvial floods, coastal storm surges, land slips - and slow-onset trends where the humanitarian consequences will be caused by  rising sea levels and desertification. All these hazard types are mediated to a greater or lesser extent by the form of urban development: excessive densities and weak or non-existent urban infrastructure may substantially magnify the impacts of the disaster event and hence accentuate vulnerability. Some rapid- and slow- onset phenomena often present a continuum of impacts rather than distinctively different outcomes, for example salination of coastal plains, wetlands and aquifers, and the incidence of drought.
Humanitarian actors are familiar with the relief and recovery strategies and operations associated with rapid-onset events, whether or not they are driven by climate change. The increasing incidence of rapid-onset events, attributed to climate change, emphasises the need to develop, preparedness and DRR strategies which are elaborated in Strategic Task 8. 

By contrast, the impacts of slow-onset climate change on the response of humanitarian actors to urban disasters are far less well understood. Indeed, that a disaster or crisis can be slow-onset rather than a sudden event is a vital conceptual challenge those humanitarian actors must confront. Slow onset trends will increase the intensity and duration of urban vulnerabilities and humanitarian needs. Some of the principal phenomena and impacts are as follows.

Rising sea levels are the slow onset manifestation of flooding that will permanently submerge substantial coastal areas where an important proportion of the world’s population lives. These outcomes will contribute further complexity to the physical, environmental, infrastructure, livelihood and health impacts and humanitarian responses. Intra-urban migration will be a most obvious consequence and urban and peri-urban farmers and fishermen will be pushed into destitution through loss of livelihoods. Thus both permanent population displacement and short term displacement (from flash floods) within cities will occur simultaneously: this will pose a complex set of demands on humanitarian actors for emergency interventions impacting heavily on developmental objectives as well.

A second key issue, evident in this outline of how these phenomena impact urban areas and generate humanitarian crises, is that they and other environmental conditions do not occur in isolation from each other. Instead, they usually work in combination as multiple stressors to create multi-hazard exposure and multi-dimensional crises. Thus the socio-ecological and socio-economic conditions of urban areas make it much harder for urban systems to withstand or cope effectively with extreme weather events than rural areas. Where high vulnerabilities exists even small increases in or changes to hazard can result in disaster. 

A third feature of the susceptibility of urban areas to these climate change induced disasters, is what are termed the ‘secondary outcomes’. These may be even more severe because of the living conditions of the urban poor. For example, flood water and untreated sewage from open sewers carried along by flood water constitute major health hazards, carrying water borne diseases such as cholera and dysentery, polluting drinking water supplies and/or leading to temporary breaks in water supply. Protracted flooding leads to disruption of the already fragile economic livelihoods of low income urban dwellers. Flooding can severely disrupt urban communications and supply chains, an outcome which, simultaneously, hampers the logistics of humanitarian intervention and thus compounds the impacts. These secondary outcomes are not, of course, unique to climate-change induced disasters. The difference is both their increasing frequency and the much long periods of exposure and vulnerability that urban dwellers will face.

Long onset climate change also produces a range of secondary impacts which humanitarian actors will need to take into account in their strategies and operations. Perhaps the most significant and severe will be the potential increase in both inter- and intra- urban displacement and more permanent migration, and thus an increase in the rapidity and scale of urbanisation in low income countries. Increasingly impoverished rural dwellers will swell the speed and scale of rural to urban migration, increasing urban vulnerabilities and placing cities at greater risk of disasters and humanitarian crises because of the added pressure on already inadequate systems. Declining rainfall will deplete water supply and urban dwellers will be required to spend more time queuing for water at communal supply points, pay more for water for their households or be forced to drink unsafe water, thereby increasing financial and health stress on livelihoods and the potential for further impoverishing poor urban households. Another secondary consequence of both inter- and intra- urban displacement will be increasing pressure on land supply and access to shelter in the cities of the developing world. Already unable to cater for current needs, failing urban land and housing markets may become a source of tension and violence in cities. 
Fourth, although climate change will increase the propensity for cities and towns to experience disasters and humanitarian crises, it is important to emphasise that these events reinforce the significant on-going existing structural and spatial vulnerability of urban areas and thus the form and impact of humanitarian crises. Disasters, whether induced by climate change or not and whether this is rapid- or short- onset, unfold when a) development policies have failed to enhance governance and institutional capacity, b) when policies aimed at economic and social redistribution have failed to reduce the chronic conditions of poverty and marginalisation and c) when preparedness and DRR policies have been neglected. It is these shortcomings which underpin the vulnerability of the mass of the world’s urban poor. In short, risk, vulnerability and disasters are first and foremost socially constructed phenomena linked to the process of urbanisation. Thus the linkage of climate change disasters to underlying structural conditions is important because there is much that can be done to improve disaster management and especially preparedness strategies (elaborated in Strategic Task 8) through mainstreaming them in economic, social and spatial development strategies. 

Strategic Activities 

1. The IASC Climate Change Task Force and Humanitarian Clusters should review and develop sector-based strategies for vulnerability analysis, risk mapping, and preparedness planning related to rapid- and slow- onset disasters and humanitarian crises induced by climate change. 

2. IASC should strengthen links with UNHabitat, UNDP, UNEP and UNCC in order to develop tools and processes which link emergency humanitarian responses to longer term development and adaptation strategies in urban areas.

3.

IASC should support government and civil society organisations in embedding climate change awareness, adaptation and resilience strategies in their urban policy frameworks.

5.
IASC should assist host governments in enhancing urban-based preparedness and DRR capacity (mitigation, response, recovery and reconstruction) in urban administration and assist host governments in integrating climate change vulnerability, preparedness planning and risk mapping in urban development and planning strategies and policies.

8.
UNCTs should assist governments and urban authorities in developing short and medium term strategies for:

· improving delivery, maintenance and development investment in basic urban infrastructure in particular improving urban flood defences and drainage 

· upgrading health care and sanitation provision to mitigate the impacts of rising temperatures, water shortages and air pollution

· land delivery for permanent resettlement of displaced urban populations;
· regional settlement and resettlement policies to cope with accelerating urbanisation and permanent population displacement;

9.
In relation to the increasing and permanent population displacement caused by climate induced disasters and slow onset crises, UNCTs, Protection Cluster and UNSGSR forIDPs should assist governments in developing and implementing national guidelines to protect the rights of urban populations from, during and after displacement as a result of disasters. 

Strategic Task 9
Enhancing preparedness and disaster risk management in urban areas  
Introduction
The unpredictable timing and location of urban disaster events and humanitarian crises (eg the tsunamis of 2004 and 2010, the Haiti earthquake, urban riots in Kenya in 2008), plus the fact that no two humanitarian emergencies are the same, raises the fundamental question of the extent to which preparedness and risk management should be incorporated into a humanitarian strategy for urban areas. The lack of a strategy constitutes perhaps the most significant gap in the activities of IASC, OCHA and the clusters.

Accordingly, this strategic task shifts the focus of the strategy from the emergency response tasks of relief and early recovery to the less familiar challenges, amongst humanitarian actors, of urban preparedness and DRR. These strategic tasks are conceptually and operationally quite different from relief and recovery. However, preparedness is not a discrete activity but an essential part of a continuum of activities and processes which link preparedness to relief, early recovery, rehabilitation and disaster risk management. Improving the effectiveness of relief and recovery is contingent on enhancing the quality of preparedness. 

Given these considerations and their complexity in the urban setting the first section briefly highlights the value of preparedness and DRR whilst the next section advocates and emphasises the rationale for humanitarian actors to engage with urban preparedness and DRR. Examining some of the conceptual challenges, the third section outlines a preparedness and DRR framework for humanitarian actors. The last section draws attention to the need for humanitarian actors to prioritise their preparedness activities – both in terms of sectors and geographic locations/hot spots.  

Overview

Preparedness requires investment of scarce development and emergency assistance funds which only yield value (a return) when a humanitarian emergency or disaster actually occurs. Thus, the opportunity cost may seem high in comparison to the measurable returns from the direct ‘investment’ of emergency assistance after a crisis has hit a city. Nevertheless, there is sufficient, though fragmentary, experience over many years to confirm that the potentially beneficial impacts of preparedness and DRR are, inter alia: 

· lower overall costs of assistance (financial, human and material), or better value for money 

· reduced human impacts (loss of life and livelihoods) 

· increased effectiveness of humanitarian assistance (eg more rapid reinstatement of services, reconstruction of dwellings and restoration of economic activities)

· improved programme design (better attuned to local needs, capacities and socio-cultural norms)
· capacity to rebuild with more secure and safer techniques.
The Rationale for enhancing urban preparedness and DRR 

Urban preparedness and DRR are pressing humanitarian challenges. The rationale for developing more effective preparedness measures comprises the following interconnected reasons. 
First, and most obviously, as the world urbanizes it is urban populations that will be proportionately more affected, augmented by the increasing number of IDPs and refugees who migrate to cities. Moreover, given the high density of urban populations, in any crisis a significant number of people will inevitably be affected. Second, the greatest impacts of a disaster in urban areas do not result from the event per se, but because the impoverished environmental and physical conditions in which the majority of the world’s urban poor live predisposes them to high levels of vulnerability when disasters strike. Governments and donors have failed to invest in basic services, infrastructure and preparedness which could mitigate the severest impacts, and so vulnerability is a constant feature of urban life for low-income households. Third, because they already live on the margins, poor urban households in the developing world have been less successful in constructing appropriate coping capacities and resilience mechanisms in the face of disaster compared to their rural counterparts who have developed coping strategies over generations. For these reasons, preparedness and DRR make sense simply by reducing the potential number of people who might be affected.

Fourth, characteristically urban disasters and emergencies are complex in that they tend to produce multi-variable impacts and multiple needs. This is because urban livelihoods, quality of life conditions (health and nutrition), personal safety, governance structures, service delivery mechanisms all interact in complex, dynamic and often poorly understood ways. Disasters create high degrees of turbulence and volatility within the urban system which can have potentially catastrophic impacts on the way these variables interact. Moreover, effective plans in place before a disaster can help to speed up recovery and minimise post disaster risks. Given the recurrence of urban disasters, humanitarian actors have yet to develop effective DRR tools before reconstruction starts. In these terms, preparedness and DRR make sense in reducing the scale and scope of the impacts of disasters especially on poor people. 

Finally, set against these challenges is the fact that urban areas provide a potentially effective platform on which to build preparedness and DRR. They are much better resourced than rural areas to respond to crises (availability of professional staff, information, communications systems, civil society organisations); affected communities and the potential number of people who can be reached are generally much more accessible (although disasters and urban violence may temporarily restrict access); and physical materials and equipment are more readily available. In addition, INGOs and NGOs have extensive, informal experience of working with governments, urban administrations and local partners to develop preparedness policies. They also have experience in prepositioning emergency stocks or contingency ordering from regional suppliers, although these logistical preparations are more often for rural disasters. However these activities are ad hoc and poorly co-ordinated, militating against efficiency and effectiveness – a situation which clusters should address. Nevertheless, from the perspective of opportunities which exist in urban areas, preparedness makes sense because it potentially adds value to existing capacities and resources. 
Developing a preparedness and DRR framework for humanitarian actors

Preparedness and disaster risk reduction (DRR) dominated the efforts of the disaster relief community in the 1980s and 1990s and many INGOs and NGOs have developed extensive expertise in this field. Yet the lessons learned from this experience, as well as from more recent large-scale urban crises, have yet to be translated into the humanitarian praxis for urban areas in a systematic and comprehensive fashion. 
Preparedness and DRR are not expensive luxuries but necessary investments which have not been fully engaged by the IASC who have key role to play in mainstreaming these aims and co-ordinating activities as part of a strategy for urban areas to support governments and urban administrations who must be the lead agencies. Many governments have long-established national-level disaster and emergency preparedness and recovery units to co-ordinate these activities, often in partnership with the national Red Cross/Crescent Societies. Inevitably they are poorly funded and often lack sufficient professional expertise. More active engagement and strategic support by the IASC and clusters would help to strengthen preparedness and DRR. 

Developing a preparedness and DRR strategy for humanitarian actors has been inhibited because the conceptual framework and the methodologies of disaster and emergency preparedness relevant to urban areas, and the links to relief, early recovery, rehabilitation and development, are poorly understood. 
From the perspective of humanitarian actors, urban preparedness comprises a number of elements. 
First, and the main focus for most humanitarian actors to date relates to commodities and logistics – prepositioning emergency stocks of food, temporary shelter and the like, and rapid transportation to the disaster location. Although important, this utilitarian (and often symbolic) function is conceptually restricted because, critically, it begs the question of where, when, what type of disaster and intensity is being anticipated and above all the level of risk (ie population affected) against which specific types of investment is taking place. 
Addressing these questions introduces the second element. Urban preparedness is primarily a knowledge-based, risk analysis and early warning process, not a ‘physical’ activity: but this function is far more weakly conceptualised and operationalised in the urban context. Strategic preparedness should be informed, on the one hand, by more effective hot spot mapping
 and better links to surveillance and early warning information systems and, on the other hand, by contingency planning and scenario building. From this perspective, the capital costs are much lower, in comparison to the costs of prepositioning large stock volumes and the opportunity costs are also much lower; but they may yield far greater returns in terms of lives saved and damage reduction. 
Third, Strategic Task 4 demonstrated that improving the effectiveness of relief and recovery depends on enhancing partnership between humanitarian actors and collaboration with host government institutions and multi-stakeholder engagement with the wide range of local actors that are present in urban areas. But too often collaboration is rapidly organised by the HCTs after the emergency has struck. These ad hoc arrangements may both lack coherence and  exclude some potentially valuable local partners  By institutional mapping and making contingency plans for collaboration and partnership in advance of the urban disaster, preparedness has a vital role to play in improving the institutional co-ordination and response capacity of humanitarian actors. This is a task which UNCTs are well placed to undertake.
Fourth, new types of urban humanitarian crises are emerging, or at least they are increasingly recognised, such as the influx of large numbers of refugees and IDPs to urban areas, urban nutrition, health and food crises as well as urban violence. The impacts of these, largely anthropogenic driven, crises are increasingly understood. But the ways of conceptualising the risks posed and thus the scope for preparedness, for example preparing measures to protect people from urban violence, are very poorly developed.

Fifth, perhaps the biggest challenge is to recognise that urban disaster preparedness and especially DRR is not just an essential humanitarian tool but a developmental goal achieved through building sustainable cities. This is because it is the patterns and process of urbanization in the developing world that determine the scope and intensity of natural and man-made disasters, not the disaster event itself. As long as the urban poor live in physically hazardous environments and lack adequate basic infrastructure for water supply, drainage and flood protection, urban humanitarian crises will always have severe impacts. Improving the quality of urbanization, through long term development and planning strategies, and through more effective DRR policies and practices, is an essential priority to secure safer urban environments in the longer term.

Setting priorities

In developing a strategic approach to preparedness, priorities must be determined since resources are scarce, disaster events are unpredictable and it is therefore impossible to develop the same level of preparedness for every city. There are two dimensions to priority setting. 

Regarding natural disaster early warning, many national, regional and international research centres provide increasingly sophisticated surveillance and epidemiological information. These data sources help in identifying and categorising potential ‘urban hotspots’ which may be more vulnerable to natural disasters. But, as noted in the Phase 1 report of the MHCUAs, more research is needed to refine hotspot mapping. Nevertheless this constitutes a key tool for IASC and UNCTs to identify cities where urban preparedness should be prioritised. Much better co-ordination of these information sources is needed and more precise focus on urban areas and locales within cities is required. 

The increasing scale and frequency of conflict, riots and warfare in urban areas and the consequential destruction of basic infrastructure, displacement and further threats to life, constitute, as we have seen, a significant new challenge for humanitarian actors. However, the lack of tools to predict for these politically more sensitive events, remains an important gap in a strategy to develop preparedness measures.

Strategic actions

1. The IASC should ensure that UNCTs/RC work closely with national governments, as lead agencies, in developing a comprehensive strategy for disaster preparedness and DRR policies and practices for urban areas. The strategy should also include a regular updating cycle and timeframe.
2. UNCTs/RC should work with host governments to determine strategic disaster preparedness humanitarian contingency plans, and DRR priorities for most-at-risk cities and areas within cities - principal disaster risks, sectoral needs for humanitarian assistance and programme requirements. 

3. IASC and non IASC organizations need to anchor their preparedness activities at the municipal level and advocate with mayors and disaster response departments for joint disaster preparedness: defining roles and responsibilities of different actors, priority needs to be addressed etc. Some of the measures can be, mapping of municipal disaster risks and vulnerable areas and population, enhancing capacities of the local government in disaster response and preparedness,, mapping of capacities and resources such as those o private sector enterprises, faith based organizations and NGOs, which could join in simulation exercises and raise their own awareness of preparedness gaps and allow for information-sharing on particularly useful techniques and procedures. 
4. IASC should work with host governments to prepare a repository and capacity mapping framework of urban institutions and administrative agencies and relevant civil society organisations as part of the disaster preparedness and DRR strategy and which can also be used during the sudden onset crises. This should also include a directory of national co-ordination focal points for the main programme sectors/clusters.

5. In developing preparedness plans, OCHA/UNCTs should draw on the expertise which INGOs and NGOS have gained in working with national governments and urban administrations on preparedness and DRR policies and practices.

6. OCHA should work with governments and urban administrations in disaster scenario building and simulation exercises for staff training to assist preparedness measures and humanitarian contingency planning in terms of humanitarian needs assessment and programme requirements. 
7. Clusters should review and mainstream appropriate preparedness, early recovery and DRR policies and practices into their sphere of operations. 

8. IASC should commission further research on ‘urban hotspot’ mapping in order to prioritise preparedness and DRR activities at international and national levels.   
� The detrimental impact of the large number of ‘non-professional’ NGOs on the first phase response in Haiti and the problems this created for co-ordinating relief and recovery efforts are noted in the Final Summary Record and Action Points of the IASC Principals Meeting, 6th May 2010, PR/1005/3431/7





� a) The Global Public Policy Institute and Groupe Urgence-Rehabilitation-Developpement, IASC Cluster Approach Evaluation  2nd Phase, Synthesis Report, April 2010, page 56.


� HYPERLINK "http://www.gppi.net/fileadmin/gppi/GPPi-URD_Cluster_II_Evaluation_SYNTHESIS_REPORT_e.pdf" ��www.gppi.net/fileadmin/gppi/GPPi-URD_Cluster_II_Evaluation_SYNTHESIS_REPORT_e.pdf�


b) IASC Guidance Note on Using the Cluster Approach to Strengthen Humanitarian Response, November 2006, notably recommendation 15. 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.humanitarianreform.org/humanitarianreform/.../cluster%20approach%20page/.../" ��www.humanitarianreform.org/humanitarianreform/.../cluster%20approach%20page/.../�..








� Phillipines, Ketsana Programme visit Report, Oxfam


� UNHCR: Policy on Refugee Protection and Solutions in Urban Areas, UNHCR Geneva Sept 2009 www.unhcr.org/cgi-bin/texis/vtx/search?page=search&docid=4ab356ab6&query=urban%20refugees


� UNHCR: Earth, wind and fire: A review of UNHCR’s role in recent natural disasters PDES/2010/06 June 2010





� Pl insert ref to the OCHA Hot Spot mapping





PAGE  
1

