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Introduction and Welcoming Remarks

1. Mr. Kasidis Rochanakorn, the Chair welcomed participants and thanked Mr. Sam Worthington, President, InterAction and Mr. Jim Bishop, Vice President, Director for Humanitarian Policy & Practice, InterAction for their generous hospitality and help in organizing the 73RD IASC Working Group meeting. 
2. Mr. Sam Worthington briefly introduced the work of InterAction, noting that currently some 13.7 million Americans contributed to its 176 member organizations. He also referred to InterAction’s engagement with the US Government to shift the focus on the poor and vulnerable.

3. The Chair expressed his aspiration to make further progress on the management of the IASC Working Group meetings and asked participants for brief and focused interventions to allow for time to reach clear conclusions. He noted that, as in the previous IASC WG meetings, outside speakers and participants had been invited, and gave a brief overview of the agenda.

I Improving Humanitarian Response
1.1 Consolidation and Harmonization of Needs Assessments 
4. OCHA noted that following the November 2008 Working Group, it had continued to work with cluster and sector agencies on both the harmonization and consolidation efforts with regard to needs assessments. Mr. Niels Scott, Chief Disaster and Vulnerability Policy Section, OCHA noted that the 12 month mapping exercise had revealed many existing needs assessment methodologies, which were largely disconnected and in need of harmonization. The exercise had indicated that there was a definite need for sequencing assessments in the hours, days and weeks of emergencies. It had further demonstrated the need for a common framework, not necessarily the same methodology, since many agencies had developed specific expertise, but that humanitarian actors needed to be working with the same purpose in mind. The purpose was to ensure that actors were working off accurate and agreed results that could serve as a basis for decision-making. An inter-agency group had met on 12 March 2009 to discuss terms of reference for a needs assessment group to carry forward the work, first by overseeing the production of core data sets, in collaboration with cluster/sector leads. It was envisioned that once core data sets were established, clusters could harmonize their efforts intra-cluster, and then compare their results inter-cluster. The HC could then present overall findings, which would not preclude individual assessment reports. OCHA added that it would like to seek endorsement of this needs assessment group by the Working Group.  

5. On the consolidated humanitarian situation and response analysis tool (‘humanitarian dashboard’), Mr. Nicholas Haan, Senior Technical/Policy Advisor, OCHA presented the prototype, the concept of which had been discussed in the November 2008 Working Group. The purpose of the dashboard was to provide a common ‘play sheet’ for understanding the nature and severity of a crisis by a wide range of stakeholders, with the assumption that such a dashboard would support more effective humanitarian coordination. The OCHA Assessment and Classification of Emergencies (ACE) Project had been leading the consultations through a reference group which included more than 50 actors. At the same time, the UK-based Overseas Development Initiative (ODI) had been commissioned by OCHA to conduct a study on the information needs of humanitarian decision-makers. The current prototype presented to this IASC Working Group would be revised again, and taken to a number of different field contexts to test the usefulness and practicality of the tool. It was also envisioned, that down the road, the tool could be used to compare different situations.

6. On the formation of the needs assessment group and the reference group, the IASC WG Chair inquired how they interacted with key actors such as the cluster leads. Mr. Scott noted that the 12 March meeting had agreed that the group needed to be informed by the humanitarian reform pillars and the cluster/sector leads, as well as by technical assessment people. The group was looking into having a co-chair or revolving chair, so as not to be led by one component, and ICVA would host another meeting of the group on 25 March 2009. On the reference group, Mr. Haan noted that the group was not closed, that it encouraged wider involvement from actors, and that the formation of the group was informed by the cluster system.

7. WHO noted that some damage control was needed following the GHD discussions in Montreux earlier in the month, as it appeared that agencies were presenting parallel systems to donors. The real need was greater harmonization within and among clusters, not the introduction of new, parallel and external tools.  Participants emphasized that the Needs Assessment Group should not try to oversimplify things by picking a few indicators to conduct quick assessments with a new tool, but rather build support to intra-and inter-cluster coordination. UNHCR added that the discussions in Montreux, highlighted the problem of numerous parallel assessments targeting the same people, while often using different population figures or targeting based on different criteria.  WFP noted in response to OCHA’s findings in the mapping study that the issue was one of coordination, not governance.
8. Several other participants commented on the potential for duplication by creating new tools. A number of participants noted that the harmonization exercise needed to be linked with ongoing processes including the Needs Assessment Framework (NAF), the Common Humanitarian Action Plan (CHAP), the CAP, the Post-Conflict Needs Assessment (PCNA) and Post-Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA); as well as the ongoing efforts at the Sphere project and process to write the forthcoming UN Secretary-General’s Report on Post-Conflict and Early Recovery, which discussed post-conflict needs assessments. WHO and UNDP added that early recovery needed to feature more prominently in the harmonization and consolidation of needs assessments. UNDP also reiterated that more clarity was needed on the objectives of the initiative and cautioned against the danger of ‘showering’ the field with new tools (as recently and repeatedly requested by RCs). The World Bank noted the importance of linking needs assessments to the issuance of Flash Appeals, which needed to reflect more accurately the assessments. Save the Children commented that a common framework for assessments needed to remain flexible and adapt to different contexts and cited the situation in Myanmar, with its reduced presence of humanitarian actors, as an example.

9. WHO commented that in the November 2008 WG discussions, there seemed to be agreement on the need for more harmonization of assessments within clusters. A number of participants commented that the clusters had done much work in this area and that they needed to be given a key role in harmonization. WHO suggested that the action points be rephrased so that the needs assessment group could support both intra- and inter-cluster analysis and coordination. 

10. UNICEF questioned the need for the needs assessment group to focus on core data sets and a toolbox, as the background paper had suggested. Rather, the focus could be on a framework that was informed by national needs. UNICEF added that assessments took time and involvement by many stakeholders, that there had to be a process of consensus building. It added that the harmonization and consolidation processes were very different, and that they should inform each other, but that the harmonization of needs assessments could not be driven by the dashboard. UNHCR and WFP added that the focus should remain on harmonization of needs assessments, and that once this area had been improved, the consolidation of these efforts into a decision-making tool should be considered. 

11. On the dashboard, a number of participants noted the danger of oversimplifying humanitarian situations with a tool such as the dashboard. The tool needed to be able to properly capture the situation, identify the gaps and response needed. On bringing the dashboard to the field, WHO noted it was important that this needed to be aligned with the work of the clusters. WFP added that the dashboard should be tested in countries where a lot of information was available; to test what could be achieved by the dashboard. UN-HABITAT inquired whether the dashboard would be single event-driven, or whether it could be used to measure changes over time. SCHR noted the difficulty in coming up with accurate data, particularly sensitive data, such as mortality rate, pre-crisis, and noted that there was a danger of such data being deemed accurate by merely placing it on the dashboard. SCHR added that information such as national capacity restraints and funding constraints should be included, in addition to information on cross-cutting issues.  IFRC reinforced SCHR’s comments, noting the importance of local data collection. 

12. FAO commented that the dashboard could be too general for practical use, and that it could become a quick tool for decision-making by donors. UNDP enquired about the lack of references to early recovery in the dashboard prototype and requested that such gap be explicitly corrected. ICRC commented that simplification killed diversity, and that different organizations had different ways of looking at needs and different forms of response, which could not easily be represented by the dashboard. ICVA noted that the tool should not be an end in itself and that the humanitarian community needed to continue to focus on improving its analysis and response. ICRC and ICVA noted that the dashboard could not infer that it covered an entire humanitarian situation and the response of the entire humanitarian community. ICRC added that the source of the data needed to be clearly indicated. OHCHR commented that it was not possible for the dashboard not to represent a simplification, that this was its purpose, and that it could be useful as a front page for more analysis.

13. A number of participants noted that they appreciated the work done, and that they were already participating in the groups and welcomed their formation. IOM commented that the needs assessment group and reference group should have similar members. UNHCR and IFRC questioned whether there was a need for two separate groups. UNHCR proposed that the work on needs assessment and on the Dashboard be overseen by one and the group and added that the constitution of the needs assessment group needed to be carefully reviewed, so as to include both appropriate technical and strategic/policy level expertise. UNFPA questioned the link between the needs assessment group and the Information Management task force.

14. In response to the discussions, OCHA noted that the intent of the dashboard was to make the large amounts of information on humanitarian situations more understandable. OCHA noted its agreement that the harmonization of assessments efforts needed to be strongly linked to the numerous other processes named by participants, and stressed the importance of linking with clusters, and of ensuring that the IASC WG oversaw the work of the proposed needs assessment group. 

15. Mr. Scott noted his agreement with the main points of the discussion, and stressed that the needs assessment group needed to further discuss the scope of its work, bearing in mind the guidance provided in this discussion.  The main aim of the group would remain to avoid duplication and create strong linkages with other efforts in the area.  While recognizing that it was important to try to rationalize groups, Mr. Haan commented that the needs assessment group and the reference group were different initiatives, but that strong linkages needed to be maintained. Mr. Haan took note of the comments on whether or not the dashboard should be presented with an OCHA logo. In response to participants’ concerns about oversimplification, Mr. Haan commented that the dashboard was not meant to serve as an analytical tool, but rather provide consolidated information. He also noted that comments on strengthening early recovery elements of the dashboard would be taken on board.
The IASC Working Group:

1. Welcomed the formation of the Needs Assessment Group; requested the Group to develop and agree to a Terms of Reference by end April 2009, taking into account the need to align initiatives on Needs Assessment and the Humanitarian Dashboard, and circulate to the Working Group for electronic endorsement; and requested the Group to report back on progress to the next IASC Working Group.  Action by: Needs Assessment Group
2. Requested the Needs Assessment Group to include within its scope

a) Harmonisation and efficient coordination of needs assessments across clusters/sectors, recognizing that intra-cluster coordination is the responsibility of clusters. 

b) The inclusion of cross-cutting issues. Action by: Needs Assessment Group
3. Requested the Needs Assessment Group to ensure close links to related initiatives, including: the revision of Sphere and update of INEE standards; Post-Disaster Needs Assessment/Post Conflict Needs Assessment, on-going NGO initiatives on needs assessment, the SG’s forthcoming report on post-crisis recovery; and proper phasing with relevant appeals and new funding mechanisms.  Action by: Needs Assessment Group
4. With regard to the ‘Humanitarian Dashboard’, the Working Group:

a) Agreed to its further development and field testing in multiple contexts, while guarding against over simplification and ensuring it was evidence based. 


b) Requested OCHA to report to the next IASC Working Group meeting on initial results of the testing

c) Requested that an amended version, which should better reflect early recovery, be ready for roll out by the end of 2009 
Action by: OCHA.
5. Agreed that developments in needs assessment and the humanitarian dashboard should be well coordinated and aligned with the work of the clusters/sectors, and requested OCHA to report to the Working Group members on measures to ensure coordination, by end April 2009.  Action by: OCHA
1.2 Engagement in the 2009-10 Revision of Sphere Standards

16. Mr. John Damerell, Sphere Project Manager and Ms. Jennifer Hofmann, of the InterAgency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) presented on the revision of the Sphere Standards and the update of the INEE Minimum Standards. Mr. Damerell recounted the history of the Sphere Project, noting that in 2000 the IASC Working Group had endorsed the Sphere Handbook as an important tool for anyone working with populations affected by disaster. While there had been considerable engagement of IASC members with the Sphere Project, engagement remained ad-hoc, generally lacking a strategic approach. Mr. Damerell noted the importance of increasing engagement with the IASC, particularly in the coming 18 month time period during which the Sphere Handbook would be revised. The Handbook revision process would include a review of the Humanitarian Charter (possibly leading to its revision/update); a revision of the chapter on common standards, the inclusion of topics such as livelihoods in the context of food security and psychosocial support in the health chapter, as well as considering the humanitarian aspects of climate change and disaster risk reduction. The revision process would be similar to that conducted in 2003/4, when focal points, working groups, peer groups and workshops and consultations at the regional and country levels had been employed. 

17. Ms. Hofmann provided a brief history of the development and implementation of the INEE Minimum Standards. The INEE had made a presentation to the IASC Working Group in 2003, and the IASC Working Group had requested that its members inform education and child/adolescent focal points within their organizations on the INEE and on the Minimum Standards development process, had requested the CAP SWG to include a section on education in its guidelines, and had agreed that integrated needs assessments needed to reflect the importance of education in humanitarian response. Since the establishment of the cluster approach, the INEE Minimum Standards have been a key document for the education cluster. Ms. Hofmann informed the Working Group that the INEE Minimum Standards would undergo a light one year update process beginning in March 2009, which would include online consultations, thematic reference groups facilitated by focal points, in person consultations and a peer review. The INEE Minimum Standards update process will be linked to the Sphere revision process. Mr. Damerell explained that the INEE Minimum Standards were, since October 2008, “Companion Standards” to the Sphere Handbook and provided an outline of what this meant in practice. Mr. Damerell also noted that the background paper prepared by Sphere and INEE outlined two action points for the IASC to consider: to commit to active engagement in the Sphere and INEE revision processes, and to continue to undertake integration of the standards in their policies and practice,  particularly in humanitarian reform (i.e. RC/HC training; in ToR of Humanitarian Country Teams (HCT); within the relevant clusters at global and field levels) and in appropriate tools (i.e., needs assessments, the CAP, and real-time evaluations). 

18. A number of participants stressed their strong support for these revision processes, and noted that they would actively participate. UNICEF expressed appreciation for the Sphere Handbook and the INEE Minimum Standards, noting that education in emergencies had came a long way, and that it was now considered part of the standard humanitarian response. Concern, IMC and UNHCR noted that they were in favor of including education as its own chapter in the revised Sphere Handbook. IOM, IMC and SCHR voiced their support for including psychosocial health as part of the health chapter, with IMC suggesting that the IASC Guidelines on Mental Health and Psychosocial Support could provide useful guidance. IOM inquired whether camp coordination would also be included, particularly since there had been significant changes in the sector, and also inquired as to the extent climate change would be reflected. OCHA also inquired about the link with DRR, and suggested that the Sphere revision process engage ISDR.  SCHR commented on the importance of including cross-cutting issues in the revision process. 

19. UNDP reported that it had already been in contact with the Sphere Project manager and agreed that UNDP and the global CWGER would lead the integration of ER principles across the various sectoral chapters of the revised Handbook. OHCHR noted the importance of the rights-based approach used by the Sphere Project and inquired whether work done by the ICRC on protection could be used as a basis for a protection chapter to be added to the Handbook during the revision process. ICRC added that it was committed to the process and supported the suggestion of adding a protection chapter to the Sphere Handbook. 

20. FAO commented that it was happy to see the inclusion of livelihoods in the revision, and that it and its partners would be pleased to contribute. FAO also noted that the revision process in this area should link with the Food Security Forum, which had convened for the first time in April 2008. SCHR added that CARE and Oxfam, in addition to FAO and WFP had convened the Food Security Forum, and that SCHR would be pleased to be engaged in this area. Also supporting FAO’s intervention, WFP noted that the considerable work had been done in food assistance and food security - that it was now a broader concept which included food, nutrition and livelihoods, and that there were a whole range of new tools in this area. 

21. WHO commented that the Sphere Handbook and the INEE Minimum Standards had been developed before the cluster approach, and that it was important to now ensure harmonization between the two. WHO proposed that cluster leads be the focal points for IASC engagement in the revision processes.  OHCHR congratulated all those who had been involved in the Sphere Project, noting that this had been a major contribution and had been an example of extra-ordinary leadership by NGOs and other humanitarian actors. Bearing this mind, and that the Sphere Project had come first before the clusters, OHCHR commented that perhaps the clusters needed to adapt to the standards rather than the other way around. WFP commented that when the clusters were first introduced, WFP had suggested that it had wanted the clusters to use Sphere Standards where they existed for each cluster. WFP added that it would support adding references to cluster engagement in the first recommendation of the paper, but did not feel the clusters were the fundamental channel for engagement. 

22. IOM asked for clarification in the first recommendation of the paper, as the level of engagement by the IASC appeared vague. WFP suggested that the Sphere Project issue a formal invitation to the IASC to provide focal points to the revision process. OCHA noted that it had formally written to the Sphere board to support the process, and relayed that it could take on a facilitation role, such as it had in needs assessments. 
23. UNHCR voiced its support for the use of Sphere Standards within IASC practices, such as the clusters and humanitarian coordination system. OCHA added that the revision process should also link in with IASC contingency planning processes.  On the UNHCR Handbook, which Mr. Damerell had referenced as having reversed standards and indicators to the Sphere Handbook, UNHCR explained that its definitions were devised to represent cause and effect - by trying to achieve a standard, an outcome would be achieved. Mr. Damerell noted that UNHCR’s standards were on the whole higher than comparable indicators in the Sphere Handbook. Whether referring to standards (UNHCR) or indicators (Sphere), Mr. Damerell noted that it was always important to ‘contextualize’ the use of the standards/indicators.
24. Mr. Damerell thanked participants for their interest and useful feedback. All the comments on various areas such as DRR, climate change and food security were well-noted and Mr. Damerell commented that Sphere was already in contact with colleagues in ISDR. With regard to camp management, Mr. Damerell indicated that Sphere has had discussions with representatives from the Camp Coordination and Camp Management cluster to determine the best way for their engagement with the revision process. On the suggestion to include a protection chapter, Mr. Damerell noted that at the moment protection was considered a cross-cutting issue, but that changes might become evident as the revision evolves. ICRC informed about its current efforts aimed to develop protection standards and stressed that these needed to be taken into account by the Sphere Revision process. ICVA added that there could be some sort of companionship relationship with the ICRC in this area. On education as a separate chapter, Mr. Damerell and Ms. Hofmann noted that this had been a topic of longstanding discussion in the Sphere board which had concluded that including an education chapter would make the Handbook too long and a less useful tool, and that the companionship relationship between the Sphere and INEE could add greater value to the role of education in disaster response. Ms. Hofmann added that the companionship relationship was seen as a key achievement for the education sector and humanitarian response in general. She also noted the comments with interest, adding that INEE was already liaising with the DRR community. 
The IASC Working Group: 
6. Welcomed the Sphere Project Handbook revision and INEE Minimum Standards update process.  

7. Recognised the need to engage both agencies and clusters in the revision process, while avoiding unnecessary duplication.  Action by: Sphere Project/INEE
8. Committed to an active engagement with the two revision processes, including consultations at global, regional and country levels, and agreed that IASC Organisations and Cluster Leads will nominate focal points to engage with the revision processes for relevant technical sectors and cross-cutting issues.  Action by: IASC Organisations (with nominations by April 10 2009.)
9. The IASC Working Group (specifically those participants who are not members of the Sphere Project Board) requested the Sphere Project Board to:

a) Provide the IASC organizations with a formal written invitation to take part in the revision process

b) Consider giving greater attention to Protection, perhaps through a separate chapter in the Sphere Handbook, and taking into account the on-going work of OHCHR and ICRC

c) Consider including the INEE minimum standards in the Sphere Handbook

d) Consider giving greater attention to preparedness and contingency planning in the revised handbook

e) Look for ways to link the work of the Food Security Forum to the revision process
1.3 Humanitarian Country Teams

25. Mr. David Kaatrud, Director, OCHA Coordination and Response Division, recalled that at the 72nd IASC Working Group in November 2008 it was agreed that draft Terms of Reference for Humanitarian Country Teams based on research and field consultation would be circulated in the first quarter of 2009. He noted that in response to this decision, OCHA prepared two background documents as a starting point for further field research. Mr. Kaatrud suggested the guidance be finalized in 2009 and presented for endorsement at the end of the year. He noted that governance, possible co-chairing arrangements, and the relationship between the cluster approach and composition of the HCT were key issues to be discussed. 

26. The Chair urged participants to consider HCTs as one of the key pillars in the humanitarian coordination architecture and emphasized the need to strengthen them. The distinction between HCTs and cluster leads, as well as the leadership role of the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) needed to be well thought out. He noted that the purpose of the agenda item was not to seek endorsement of the HCT guidance, rather, to provide a starting point for further field research and analysis. 

27. Participants generally appreciated guidance on HCTs and welcomed the background papers as a useful starting point. However, several participants stressed that the use of the term ‘governance’ was not appropriate and noted that there was a significant difference between effective coordination and governance. SCHR stressed that the concept of humanitarian governance had not been raised at the Global Humanitarian Platform and suggested that it was more appropriate to see HCTs as a flexible and informal committee rather than as governance
28. A number of participants raised the question of the relationship between the cluster system and a strengthened HCT, and whether agencies would be represented or cluster leads. ICRC, expressed its preference for agency representation in HCTs. WFP and OHCHR voiced their concern that organizing an HCT according to clusters did not address cross cutting issues. UNICEF suggested the possibility of a ‘double hat’ with heads of agencies also representing the respective cluster. WHO emphasized the importance of including agencies in HCTs, while not abandoning the cluster structure. 

29. WHO noted that more guidance was needed on the relationship with donors and added that while an ongoing dialogue with donors was desirable, they should not be members of a HCT. WFP mentioned that in this regard a degree of flexibility was needed, and that a blanket exclusion of donors may not be appropriate.  ICRC and Save the Children voiced concern over a possible loss of independence if the HCT was too closely interlinked with host governments. UNDP stressed that the principle of ‘collective’ ownership of/responsibility for humanitarian coordination should be reflected in this discussion and emphasized that the issue of the relationship with governments could not be swept under the carpet; and suggested  practical mechanisms, adapted to each specific country situation be developed. Citing the example of Sri Lanka, UNDP recounted the positive experience of a small group of HCT members meeting regularly with the government to discuss specific issues. 

30. UN DOCO noted that the relationship among HCTs, UN Country Teams (UNCTs) and UN Disaster Management Teams (UNDMTs) needed to be clarified.  UN DOCO enquired whether early recovery and preparedness, usually discussed within UNCTs also formed part of the HCTs TORs. Several participants agreed with the need to define the HCTs role pre, during and post disaster/emergency.

31. UNICEF suggested the HCT should be inclusive of key stakeholders, and that openness should be the rule rather than the exception. There was general agreement that HCs and RCs performing humanitarian coordination roles should ensure that HCTs were inclusive of UN and non-UN humanitarian actors, including, where relevant, local NGOs. 

32. Mr. Kaatrud cautioned that while a certain degree of flexibility was important, it could lead to the blurring of lines of accountability. DOCO noted that the principle of mutual accountability of RC/HCs and HCTs should apply as it was already the case for the relationship between the RC/HC and the UNCT. A number of participants voiced their preference for the Humanitarian Coordination (HC) Group to oversee the research and production of revised IASC guidance on HCTs by the end of 2009, also reflecting greater clarity of purpose. After the completion of field research and further consultation, the revised HCT guidance should be presented to the IASC Working Group for endorsement. 

33. The Chair summarized the session pointing to the need to look at coordination in a holistic way, starting before the outbreak of violence or the occurrence of a disaster. In the wake of an emergency, possibly UNCTs should become more flexible and inclusive, adjusting to arising coordination needs. The Chair noted the need to define the HCTs relationships with donors, clusters and its role in a pre-disaster stage. He also noted agreement that the notion of governance was not the way forward to define the role of HCTs. 

The IASC Working Group:
10. Agreed that the Humanitarian Country Team Draft Guidance provided the starting point for further field research to be carried out by OCHA, ICVA and other partners to analyse current practices, both good and poor, leading to the refinement of the HCT guidance.
11. Requested the Humanitarian Coordination (HC) Group to oversee the research and production of revised IASC guidance on HCTs by end 2009, with the revised HCT guidance presented to the Working Group for endorsement once research and consultation is complete.  Action by: OCHA overseen by the HC Group
12. Agreed that Guidance for Humanitarian Country Team is more appropriate than Terms of Reference given the need for flexibility and for enabling rather than prescriptive language. 
13. Agreed that HCT guidance needed to reflect greater clarity of purpose.  Action by: HC Group.
14. Agreed that the HCT guidance should reflect the role of the HCT in 1) ensuring strategic exchange between humanitarian actors, rather than in governance, and 2) upholding International Human Rights Law, International Humanitarian Law and humanitarian principles.  Action by: HC Group.
15. Agreed that HC’s and RC’s performing humanitarian coordination roles should ensure that HCTs (or equivalent) are inclusive of UN and non-UN humanitarian actors, including, where relevant, local NGOs.  Action by:  OCHA to communicate to all HCs, and in consultation with UNDOCO, to RCs performing humanitarian coordination roles

16. Agreed that the updating of HCT guidance take account of and clarify: 

a) The engagement of Clusters

b) Relationships with 1) donors 2) host governments, 3) the UN Country Team and 4) the UN Disaster Management Team

c) The role of the HCT in funding decisions and its relationship with financing mechanisms (for example Common Humanitarian Funds)

d) The role of the HCT before, during and after disaster/emergency Action by: HC Group
1.4 Strengthening Humanitarian Coordination

34. The Chair welcomed Ms. Inyang Ebong-Harstrup, Associate Director UNDOCO as an invitee for this session. 
35. Ms. Claire Messina, OCHA Humanitarian Coordination Support Section, provided an update on the achievements as well as remaining challenges in the implementation of the ‘Five Strategic Goals and Action Plan on Strengthening the Humanitarian Coordinator System’. Challenges remained concerning the accountability of HCs towards the humanitarian community. A sound tool, the RC/HC/DO and UNCT Performance Appraisal System, had been developed by DOCO, OCHA and other UN system partners for the RC system, including HC and DO functions.

36. With regard to HC TOR, she noted that the process of revision of the HC TOR had started in September 2008 and had included two rounds of consultations with HCs, UNDSS and DOCO, and several rounds of consultations with IASC HC Group members. 

37. With regard to Humanitarian Coordination Competencies, Ms. Messina recalled that they had been developed by OCHA in consultation with the HC Group and DOCO. The Competencies mirrored and built on 7 of the 8 Resident Coordinator competencies, and included three additional competencies specific to Humanitarian Coordinators. She proposed that the Competencies be used in three contexts: HC Pool selection and HC designation, training/competency development, performance monitoring and appraisal. She noted that the benchmark for appraising HCs on results was the ERC/HC Compact, which was going to be mainstreamed within the HC element of the RC/HC/DO Performance Appraisal System this year. 

38. Ms. Ebong-Harstrup, thanked the IASC for the invitation, welcoming the cooperation between the humanitarian and development community. Referring to her experience as RC in Trinidad and Tobago, she briefed on the complexity of the triple functions of  RC/HC/DOs, with one person performing the requirements of three posts. Hence, in some cases it had been a challenge to find suitable candidates for these functions. Separate HC designations, as in Myanmar after cyclone Nargis, were the exception rather than the rule. Ms. Ebong-Harstrup welcomed the establishment of the HC Pool as a feeder to the RC pool and encouraged OCHA to identify RC/HC candidates for Zimbabwe and the Central African Republic as soon as possible. On performance appraisal, she noted that in the past it had been rather one sided, placing unrealistic demands on an RC/HC without taking into account the performance of the UNCT. Further guidance was also needed on the expectations towards non-designated HCs, carrying out functions of RC/HC/DOs. 
39. A number of participants welcomed the candid nature and the quality of analysis provided by OCHA’s paper ‘Strengthening the HC System: the Unfinished Agenda’, requesting the HC Group to take the analysis into account in its forward planning. Some participants pointed out the risk of placing unrealistic expectations on one person, having to carry out three jobs at the same time and expressed concern about the current system setting RC/HC/DOs up for failure. OCHA noted that the DO functions were going to be reformed soon, possibly adding more responsibilities, with the Brahimi report ‘Towards a culture of security and accountability’ going through the Chief Executive Board. WFP recommended focusing on the ‘doable’.

40. ICVA, Concern Worldwide and the International Medical Corps, advocated for the separation of RC and HC functions, requesting the HC Group clarify the circumstances under which a separate HC was designated, and the process for such designation. Whilst several other participants noted their support of the linkage of the RC and HC functions and UNDP encouraged all stakeholders to be realistic in their approach to the various issues related to the HC function.  UNHCR added that its view remained that there are circumstances when it is appropriate to separate the HC and the RC functions and that the system should be such that this can be implemented when required.
41. Several participants noted their support for the use of the HC Pool as a potential source of candidates for the selection of RCs as well as HCs. Several agencies requested the HC Group clarify the selection procedures for RC/HCs from the HC Pool, in consultation with UNDOCO, particularly regarding RCs performing humanitarian coordination functions. Ms. Messina noted that the ERC had committed to use the HC pool as a source for RC/HC candidates (subject to their passing the RC Assessment Centre)  not only for stand alone HCs. 

42. With regard to the Terms of Reference for the Humanitarian Coordinator and the Humanitarian Coordination competencies, most participants endorsed the seven proposed action points put forward in the background paper. ICRC noted its endorsement of action points 1) and 2), however requested some modifications in the way the role of the HC was explained, including the role of the UN and partners. 
43. There was general agreement that the ERC, supported by OCHA, should use the HC competencies as a benchmark for decision-making in designating HCs, both from the HC Pool and in other circumstances. Participants recommended using the HC competencies when considering the suitability of candidates for RC positions in countries where the RC was expected to perform humanitarian coordination functions; as a standard for training and competency development; performance monitoring and performance appraisal of HCs and RCs performing humanitarian coordination functions. On training, OHCHR mentioned the importance of including training on international human rights law in addition to international humanitarian law.
44. On performance appraisals, a number of participants supported the idea of mutual accountability of the HC and the HCT. Several participants stressed the need for the HC Group to closely cooperate with UNDG and UNDOCO.

45. In summary, the Chair noted general agreement with the core message of the background paper on how to manage unrealistic expectations and strengthen support to the HC. He also noted agreement on the HC TOR, with some changes requested by ICRC. The Chair also highlighted the need to clarify processes for the identification and appointment of stand-alone HCs.
The IASC Working Group:
18. Took note with appreciation of the frankness and quality of the analysis and the strategic directions provided by OCHA’s paper, "Strengthening the HC System: the Unfinished Agenda”, and requested the HC Group take the analysis into account in its forward planning, as well as the need for alignment with the development of the HCT.  Action by:  HC Group

19. Supported the use of the HC Pool as a potential source of candidates for HC positions, and (subject to their passing the RC Assessment Centre) RC/HC positions and RC positions where the RC was expected to perform humanitarian coordination functions and requested the HC Group to clarify the procedures for these and other possible deployments from the HC Pool, in consultation with UN DOCO.  Action by:  HC Group, with UNDOCO in coordination with the IAAP.
20. Requested the HC Group, in consultation with the ERC, to clarify the circumstances under which a separate HC may be designated, and the process for such designation.  Action by: HC Group, with the ERC

21. Endorsed both the Terms of Reference for the Humanitarian Coordinator and the Humanitarian Coordination Competencies (with the minor revisions, as agreed during the meeting).  Action by:  HC Group to manage dissemination of these documents
22. Requested the ERC, supported by OCHA, to use the HC Competencies; 

a) as a benchmark for decision-making in designating HCs, both from the HC Pool and in other circumstances, 


b) as a benchmark when considering the suitability of candidates for RC posts where the RC was expected to perform humanitarian coordination functions.  

c) as a benchmark for training/competency development, performance monitoring, and performance appraisal of HCs and of RCs performing humanitarian coordination functions (within the HC elements of the RC/HC/DO appraisal system). Action by: OCHA to ensure the HC Competencies are incorporated in the procedures cited in a-c above

23. Encouraged UN members of the IASC to use the HC Competencies as one of the benchmarks for considering the suitability of candidates for RC posts where the RC was expected to perform humanitarian coordination functions.  Action by: UN members of the IASC

24. Requested that efforts to strengthen the HC system continue to be conducted in close alignment with the RC System and in cooperation with UNDG and UNDOCO.  Action by:  HC Group, with UN DOCO

II Key Challenges and New Trends
2.1 Humanitarian Consequences of Urbanization

46. Mr. Gert Ludeking, Director a.i. UN HABITAT Geneva, reminded participants that UN HABITAT agreed to take the lead in drafting an action plan on how to address the humanitarian consequences of urbanization. The concept note was circulated in February and UN HABITAT included the feedback received in an annex to the background document.  Limited urban management capacity and lack of affordable land and housing markets had led people to settle in high risk areas, with insufficient water and sanitation facilities or adequate urban health care systems. Insecurity and violence prevalent in slums had led to further displacements. The highest expected growth was predicted in Asian cities, while the population in African cities was going to outnumber European and North American cities combined by 2030. The humanitarian response challenge consisted of adapting existing rural approaches and tools to urban settings, as well as expanding collaboration with national authorities to include urban authorities. Urban NGOs needed to be identified for response collaboration, and the registration of beneficiaries in complex urban settings was going to be a challenge. 

47. Mr. Dan Lewis of UN HABITAT added that the purpose of the strategy paper was to outline the characteristics of a humanitarian crisis in an urbanizing environment and provide an assessment with actionable recommendations for adapting relief operations to complex urban settings. The draft strategy paper was expected to be completed by November 2009. The proposed methodology was to create an informal task force being mindful of the need to coordinate with the IASC informal Task Force on Climate Change. 
48. The Chair thanked UN HABITAT for introducing the topic of urbanization and mentioned the experience of cyclone Nargis, where the majority of the affected population was located in the city of Yangon, while international response capacity had been focused on rural areas. A number of participants welcomed UN HABITAT’s initiative to develop a strategy paper to be presented at the 75th IASC Working Group meeting in November 2009, and noted their interest to contribute to this process.

49. During the discussion on the scope of the strategy paper, OHCHR noted the protection and human rights challenges such as the exploitation of the urban poor by criminal elements and cited examples in Haiti and Nairobi, adding that land tenure issues involving the urban poor resulted in volatile situations.  ODAFEC suggested the strategy paper be closely linked with the policy work on the effects of climate change. FAO suggested the urbanization strategy paper build on the work on land tenure led by UN HABITAT and UNDP within the Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery. InterAction noted that it expected to establish a shelter network including urban settings in the summer of 2009. WFP noted its work with the World Bank on social safety nets during the food crisis and encouraged the World Bank to participate given its expertise. WFP suggested as the work progressed, the establishment of a network should be considered to focus on the humanitarian aspects and not duplicate the work of other processes including those led by UN HABITAT. 
50. ICRC said it was exploring the impact of organized violence in urban settings, starting with a project in Rio de Janeiro. IFRC suggested a more narrow focus because the topic was vast and the experiences in different regions would vary. Concern Worldwide stressed that there were limited incentives for governments to provide services in slums since they were primarily illegal. Welcoming UN HABITAT’s initiative, SCHR noted its preference for the term ‘humanitarian consequences in urban areas’ rather than ‘urbanization’, and pointed to the current gap in analysis and response capacities in urban areas. Expressing its interest in participating in the process, IOM mentioned that the same process that motivated people to move from rural areas to cities also led them to migrate abroad. OCHA noted that urbanization featured prominently in the ERC’s five year vision and stressed that the identification of analytical tools was required to take account of market analysis, migration and land tenure. OCHA noted that the background paper did not elaborate enough on programme delivery challenges, and highlighted the fact that urban settings were highly political and complex environments for agencies to operate in. ICVA suggested case studies such as Gaza, Monrovia and Lebanon as a starting point for analysis, to provide some clear strategies for the future. UNHCR mentioned that it was planning to hold a conference in December on Protection and Assistance in Urban Areas, recognizing that this issue constituted a significant challenge for UNHCR.

51. WFP noted that the IASC should limit its involvement to the humanitarian dimension of rapid urbanization and cautioned that by focusing on adaptation and prevention, the IASC might create parallel mechanisms of processes already in place in the development realm. Several participants agreed with this viewpoint. IOM compared the discussion on urbanization to the broad issue of climate change, also cautioning against a loss of focus. UNDP, on the other hand, pointed to the possibility of bringing the humanitarian and development community together on an issue that transcended both spheres. In this respect, addressing the challenge of prevention was of vital importance, not only from the disaster risk reduction angle, but also with regard to issues such as crime and the proliferation of small arms in urban settings. UNDP added that once the proposed Task Force produces a strategy, the issue could effectively be mainstreamed in the work of the clusters.  
52. Regarding process, several participants suggested creating a formal or informal Task Force, to assist in framing required actions. The Chair explained that the difference between formal and informal Task Force was that the latter could lead to a more flexible process. IOM stressed the need to clearly define a specific sunset clause of the Task Force.

53. WFP expressed its preference for a resource network on urbanization, which would allow the participation of non-IASC organizations. This suggestion was supported by a number of participants. OCHA highlighted the need to engage donors early on in the process. WHO cautioned against creating yet another sector for the issue of emergencies in urban settings, involving separate mechanisms. Instead, WHO advocated for existing clusters to give more attention to urban settings. 
54. Mr. Ludeking agreed with the need to limit the focus on the humanitarian dimension and indicated that the scope of and methodology for the Strategy could be drafted by the Task Force in its first meeting and circulated to the Working Group for electronic endorsement. 

55. The Chair summarized the session noting that the issue of urbanization could be addressed from different angles, including development and humanitarian, also taking into account the discussion on climate change. He recommended first defining the big picture and then focusing the attention on the humanitarian realm, to avoid duplicating the work of other fora.
The IASC Working Group: 
25. Welcomed the effort behind the concept note on the “Humanitarian Consequences of Urbanization” 

26. Agreed to establish a Task Force on Urbanization, led by UN HABITAT, to develop a strategy paper for the 75th Working Group meeting in November 2009.  Action by:  UN HABITAT as Chair of the Task Force 

27. Agreed that the Strategy would focus on the humanitarian dimension of urbanization, to avoid duplicating the work of other fora.  Action by:  UN HABITAT as Chair of the Task Force

28. Agreed that the scope of and methodology for the Strategy would be drafted by the Task Force in its first meeting and circulated to the Working Group for electronic endorsement.  Action by:  UN HABITAT as Chair of the Task Force
29. Agreed the Task Force may form the basis of a resource network, including potentially organisations outside the IASC.  Action by: UN HABITAT as Chair of the Task Force
2.2 Humanitarian Space – Progress to Date

56. Mr. Raouf Mazou, Deputy Director, Division of Operational Services, UNHCR, recalled that the November 2008 IASC Working Group meeting had requested UNHCR and OCHA to convene a Core Group to elaborate further the concept of humanitarian space and to develop an Action Plan. The Core Group was convened on a number of occasions and it agreed to focus initially on holding two roundtables – one regional and one thematic. A number of countries were considered, and it was agreed to try to hold the first roundtable in Chad, after getting agreement from the RC/HC and the Country Team. It was agreed that the agenda needed to be field-driven, and the Core Group had provided the RC/HC and Country team with a menu of themes for discussion as options. OCHA, UNHCR, and NRC were playing an active role in supporting this roundtable, and ICRC had also expressed its interest to contribute. The plan was to send a small team (possibly a staff member from UNHCR and one from NRC) to help the field prepare and look into budget issues. UNHCR and OCHA had agreed to contribute resources. The aim was to hold the roundtable at the end of May. In the event of security concerns surrounding N’Djamena, other options, though less desirable could include holding the roundtable in neighboring Cameroon. Mr. Mazou noted that the possibility of holding another roundtable on the same theme – in Western Pakistan, was also being considered; UNICEF was exploring this possibility. 
57. Ms. Christina Bennett, OCHA, provided a briefing on OCHA’s efforts to facilitate consultations with IASC organisations on UN integration efforts. In 2008, the UN Secretary-General reaffirmed that integration would be a guiding principle for all conflict and post-conflict situations where the UN had a country team and a multi-dimensional peacekeeping operation or political mission/office. Since then, a number of processes had been launched, including: 1) the drafting of guidelines for the Strategic Assessment – an assessment of the overall nature of the situation which determines what type of UN presence is necessary, 2) the revision of the Integrated Mission Planning Process (IMPP) guidelines, and a 3) discussion paper on the Integrated Strategic Framework (ISF) - a concept for guidelines for shared planning between UN Country Teams and UN Missions. 
58. The November 2008 IASC WG and the December 2008 IASC Principals meetings requested OCHA to facilitate consultations with IASC agencies. Since then, informal ad-hoc consultations had taken place by email, with OCHA requesting feedback from IASC agencies on the documents outlined earlier. On 2 March 2009, OCHA held a director-level meeting, which included DPA and DPKO. Some of the concerns expressed by IASC agencies in that meeting included: the need for humanitarians to remain engaged in integration efforts - so that humanitarian issues were not subsumed by political or peacekeeping issues; the need for greater clarity on how the UN made decisions on integration; and the need to include that socio-economic issues concerns in integration efforts. The role of the RC/HC was also important, particularly in being engaged early on in discussion on integration in the field. It was agreed at the 2 March meeting that OCHA would hold such meetings immediately prior to the quarterly UN Integrated Steering Group meetings chaired by DPKO at the USG and ASG level, so that the ERC could bring IASC agencies’ concerns to the table. Finally, Ms. Bennett noted that OCHA had requested focal points from interested IASC agencies, so that integration information and requests for feedback could be disseminated as quickly as possible to IASC agencies. 
59. On the roundtables, OHCHR commented that it was important to include actors such as DPA or DPKO, or other peacekeeping forces involved in the discussions. OFADEC added that it was important to include local actors. SCHR inquired as to how the IASC could benefit from these roundtables, and whether a roundtable could be held on perceptions of humanitarians. 
60. WFP inquired as to whether there had been discussions in the Core Group on the global roundtable. WFP would be hosting an internal event on humanitarian assistance in complex emergencies on 17-18 June 2009, including external experts, and offered 19 June as a possibility for the global roundtable to take advantage of these external experts. ICVA noted that it was in the process of drafting ToRs for two consultants to work on making the draft commentary it had developed with SCHR on the NGO and Red Cross/Red Crescent Code of Conduct into more of a living document, as well as developing materials for learning events/workshops on humanitarian principles. ICVA added that it would circulate the ToRs and welcomed suggestions for consultants. 
61. UNICEF noted its support for the roundtables, stating that it was looking at options for Pakistan. UNICEF noted that it would most likely need to be low key, small and at a high level, given the current environment, and that UNICEF was looking at dates in early June. There appeared to be buy-in from the field, and there was also a possibility of linking such a Pakistan roundtable with Afghanistan. ICVA commented that even if the roundtable in Pakistan was small, it was important to involve NGOs. 
62. WHO commented that while it would be useful to hold these roundtables, the IASC needed to work on a clearer collective policy response to preserve humanitarian space. Commenting that it was felt that humanitarian space was the number one issue at the time for humanitarians, and highlighting situations in Sudan, DPRK and Pakistan, WFP noted the urgent need to discuss humanitarian space and minimum standards under which humanitarians could operate. This also needed to be linked with operational decision-making. WHO noted that some of these discussions were taking place in the Emergency Directors Meetings and inquired as to how these could be linked in with discussions in the IASC. 
63. A number of participants voiced their strong concern regarding humanitarian space and operating conditions in Sudan. ICVA noted that while meetings and consultations on Sudan appeared to be happening in New York, OCHA was not bringing in organisations outside of New York and called for better coordination. Several participants commented that Sudan should be a focus of the IASC Principals meeting on 30 April 2009. The Chair inquired as to whether the Core Group could take up the task to prepare the session on Sudan for the IASC Principals. 
64. On integration, OHCHR commented that while it was not easy, it was possible to build up humanitarian space within missions, adding that there had been a number of situations where humanitarians could not have acted without space created by the UN missions. OHCHR noted that it did not believe an integrated mission was the number one threat to humanitarian space. 
65. UNICEF added that it believed progress had been made on integration efforts, but that integrated presences were being rolled out very quickly, and how these unfolded needed to be reviewed. UNICEF also noted that in recent examples, it appeared that politics were driving decisions rather than actual circumstances on the ground. It was important to better understand who was making these decisions and how. 
66. Noting that it had been requesting consultations on integration for three years, ICVA stated that it was good a consultation process was now in place. ICVA noted however that the deadlines for commenting on integration issues were extremely tight. SCHR commented that a number of its members appeared to be particularly interested in joining the consultations. IOM noted it would be helpful to know when the director levels meetings would take place well in advance. SCHR inquired about the time-line for moving forward on the development of field guidelines for integration. 
67. On the ICC consultations, OHCHR noted that it had a lot of experience in this area and would be ready to contribute. ICVA noted that these consultations needed to be done with extreme caution, particularly in light of the situation in Sudan. In response to inquiries on timings of consultations, Ms. Bennett noted that OCHA would be having an informal consultation on 26 March, and also noted that the note of caution on these discussions was well-received.  
68. In response to the discussion on the roundtables, Mr. Mazou commented that one of the main objectives of the roundtables was to have a dialogue with local actors. Reports would be produced following the roundtables, which would outline policy proposals for how to try and improve humanitarian operating environments. Mr. Mazou noted that the Core Group could be a possibility for preparing for the IASC Principals meeting in April. In response to this, InterAction and ICVA inquired as to whether the Group could be expanded for such preparations. 
69. In response to the discussion on integration, Ms. Bennett noted that there was still a large gap between policy and practice, and that DPA and DPKO were undergoing a cultural shift in understanding that country teams and humanitarians needed to be included early on in the discussions. She noted that OCHA tried to do its best to avoid extremely tight deadlines, but that at times this was not under OCHA’s control. She added that it was hoped the focal point system – where interested NGOs could be contacted immediately - would help the consultation process, and asked the NGOs consortia to provide focal point names as soon as possible. 

The IASC Working Group:
30. Agreed that an expanded Humanitarian Space Core Group would prepare a discussion paper on the situation in Sudan for the IASC Principals meeting in April 2009, should Sudan be confirmed as the country case for the Principals meeting, with an expanded Core Group meeting as part of the preparation.  Action by: Core Group
31. Welcomed the planned round-table discussions in Chad and Pakistan as outlined by UNHCR and UNICEF, respectively, recognising that participation may need to go beyond the IASC.  Action by: UNHCR and UNICEF
32. Looked forward to the Core Group’s recommendations for policy guidance at future Working Group meetings (timing to be determined).  Action by: Core Group
33. Welcomed the OCHA proposal to convene IASC director level-meetings on Integrated Missions on a quarterly basis, and requested OCHA to provide as much advance notice as possible.  Action by: OCHA
34. Agreed that each interested IASC organization will nominate a focal point for Integration in order to facilitate the quick turnaround of inputs to DPA and DPKO. Action by:  IASC Organisations, by April 17 2009
2.3 Guest Speaker: Professor Andrew Natsios

70. Mr. Natsios, former US Special Coordinator for Sudan, had been invited to speak to the IASC on his insight on the situation in Sudan and lessons it provided for the humanitarian community. Mr. Natsios began his presentation by noting that while actors in the development community strived to achieve massive overhauls in certain developing countries, the capacity of the international community to influence countries in the most stable conditions, let alone unstable conditions, was extremely limited. To this end, he noted that it appeared the international community had been trying to impose an impossible template on Sudan for years. With the current deplorable situation in Darfur, the broader picture - including the situation between North and South Sudan - and the international’s community’s lack of influence over Sudan, needed to be borne in mind. 

71. Mr. Natsios outlined the many instances over the years when the international community had tried to use sticks to influence the Sudanese Governments’ behavior – which in turn, had caused the Government to respond even more negatively. Within this context, he expressed his concern over the ICC indictments, and what they could potentially mean for peace in Darfur and the Comprehensive Peace Agreement between the North and the South. A number of participants expressed their thanks for a very interesting presentation, with several noting their extreme concern for Darfur but also the rest of Sudan. Participants agreed that t
he discussion underscored the importance of addressing Sudan at the next IASC Principals meeting in April. 

2.4 Plans for World Humanitarian Day

72. Mr. Rashid Khalikov, Director, OCHA New York, recalled that the General Assembly, in resolution A/63/L.49 had declared 19 August to be “World Humanitarian Day”. The day was meant to contribute to increasing public awareness of humanitarian assistance activities, signal the importance of international cooperation and honour the workers who serve the humanitarian cause and were killed or injured in service. Activities could be carried out at headquarters, or at various field locations. Mr. Khalikov noted that on 19 August many staff members and diplomats would be on leave, which would make planning more difficult.

73. A number of participants expressed their support for commemorating humanitarian workers who died in the line of duty. UNHCR noted that the GA’s choice of the date 19 August, the day of the Baghdad bombing, clearly pointed to the intention of honouring fallen colleagues. 

74. SCHR enquired if the term ‘World Humanitarian Day’ might be referring to victims of humanitarian crisis, rather than humanitarian workers. Possibly, the term ‘World Humanitarian Assistance Day’ was more suitable. WHO cautioned against linking world humanitarian day with world humanitarian memorial day, proposing increased advocacy for humanitarian issues instead.

75. A number of participants suggested that OCHA should seek guidance from agencies with experience of planning other days such as “World Refugee Day” and “International Human Rights Day.” Mr. Khalikov noted that OCHA would report back on plans for World Humanitarian Day at the next IASC Working Group meeting. Several participants recommended the UN Secretary-General to give a statement on 19 August.

The IASC Working Group:
35. Agreed OCHA would prepare a one page proposal outlining an advocacy strategy on “World Humanitarian Day” for the IASC Principals consideration, recommending: 1) a statement from the UN Secretary General; 2) the focus for 2009 to include the honoring of humanitarian colleagues killed or injured, while ensuring the needs of people living in humanitarian settings are highlighted; 3) Guidance for the field proposing options for the commemoration World Humanitarian Day.  Action by:  OCHA.
36. Agreed that OCHA should seek guidance from agencies with experience of planning other days such as World Refugee Day and Human Rights Day.  Action by:  OCHA.
37. OCHA to report back on plans for World Humanitarian Day at the next IASC Working Group meeting.  Action by:  OCHA.
2.5 Informal “Off the Record” Session on the Implications of the Financial Crisis for Humanitarian Financing

76.  The World Bank presented its paper “Swimming Against the Tide: How Developing Countries are Coping with the Crisis” which was prepared as a background document for the G-20 Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors Meeting in March 2009.  As previously agreed by participants, the discussion was unminuted to encourage a frank exchange. 
The IASC Working Group:
38. Agreed that the impact of the global financial crisis on the humanitarian sector would be on the agenda of the next two Working Group meetings, with additional “off the record” updates on the global economic crisis by the World Bank.  Action by:  IASC Secretariat, World Bank.
2.6 Civil-Military Relations

77. Mr. Michael Marx, Senior Adviser, OCHA Civil Military Coordination Section, presented OCHA’s proposal for the establishment of an IASC Sub Working Group on Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination. He noted that during the past years, a marked shift of military actors carrying out humanitarian and disaster response missions had taken place. He stressed that a more structured method should be developed to establish good working relations between military and civilian actors.

78. The Chair mentioned that OCHA had consulted with several agencies in Geneva on this issue and had tried to incorporate the relevant feedback in the current proposal.

79. WFP expressed its reservations about establishing an IASC Sub Working Group on this issue, enquiring whether it was geared towards policy discussions or technical and logistical issues, and emphasising that policy discussions on Civil Military Relations could not be delegated down to a Sub Working Group. Should the focus be on technical and logistical issues then WFP would consider co-chairing this subsidiary body. Several participants agreed with this viewpoint. WHO noted that, being an IASC mechanism, it had expected the group to focus on policy issues. Mr. Marx explained that the Sub-Working Group was intended to focus on technical issues and to establish a dialogue between civil and military actors. UNICEF stressed the importance of engaging with military actors at the policy level, including operational issues, proposing that the discussion could be led by an operational agency with OCHA’s support. 
80. UNHCR enquired whether civil military relations could be discussed within the Sub Working Group on Security. Mr. Marx cautioned against merging these two issues. Attempting to convince military actors to observe humanitarian guidelines was a separate issue from security.

81. ICRC questioned the use of the term ‘civil military coordination’, recommending replacing it with ‘humanitarian - military coordination’. Mr. Marx replied that the term ‘Civil-Military Coordination’ was already a well-established term used by the humanitarian community, and, therefore, not easy to change. 
82. In summary, the Chair requested OCHA to prepare for the next Working Group meeting a paper analyzing the current state of humanitarian civil-military relations, including proposals how current challenges could be addressed. This paper would identify the key policy issues to allow the Working Group to discuss and determine whether another more focused group was necessary. 
The IASC Working Group: 
39. Requested OCHA to prepare for the next Working Group meeting a paper analyzing the current state of humanitarian civil military relations, and including proposals for how current challenges can be addressed.  Action by:  OCHA
III Advocacy and Outreach Initiatives

3.1 Global Internally Displaced Persons Advocacy Campaign and Plans for inter-agency Partnerships

83. Mr. Oliver Lacey Hall, Chief, Communications Services Section, OCHA, introduced the recently launched campaign to strengthen advocacy on displacement. The ‘core group’ supporting the campaign included the Office of the RSG on the Human Rights of IDPs, NRC/IDMC, the Brookings-Bern Project on Internal Displacement, and UNHCR. He extended an invitation to other interested IASC partners to join this core group.
84. The focus of the campaign in 2009 was to:

· Strengthen national authority action – i.e. adopt Guiding Principles into domestic legislation, allocate national budget to support IDPs).

· Strengthen response of UN agencies, NGOs and other partners to protracted IDP situations in selected countries.
· Secure more predictable and principled donor funding for durable solutions programming.

· Increase awareness of internal displacement.
85. Mr. Lacey Hall also invited partners to identify which countries to prioritize in the campaign. UNFPA, IMC, IOM, and UNDP expressed their support for the campaign and their interest in joining the core group within the limits of their capacity. ICVA said some of its members, in addition to NRC, might be interested in joining the campaign. UNHCR recalled its experience in organizing advocacy campaigns, suggesting either a one day event or a combination of many events over time. The key question was to frame a campaign that could trigger behavioral change, carefully targeting a specific audience. 
The IASC Working Group:
40. Welcomed the Global Internally Displaced Persons Advocacy Campaign. 
41. Agreed that OCHA would contact the several Working Group participants who offered their organisation’s support, to allow them to engage in the campaign.   Action by: OCHA.
3.2 IASC Sub Working Group on Gender E-Learning Project

86. Ms. Julie Montgomery on behalf of the IASC Gender Sub-Working Group gave a brief update on the IASC Gender E-Learning Project. Currently, an E-learning course was being designed, providing humanitarian workers with guidance on gender analysis, programme planning, and actions to ensure that the needs of women, girls, boys and men were considered in all aspects of humanitarian response. Ms. Montgomery invited the IASC Working Group to review the product in July 2009 and to endorse it electronically. Once endorsed, she encouraged participants to support the distribution of the training material at the field level, as well as to contribute financially to the translation of the product.

87. UNICEF expressed its commitment and UNHCR noted its interest to provide input on the content of the training course. WHO enquired if the course was going to be primarily geared towards clusters and suggested it be integrated into cluster training. Ms. Montgomery encouraged cluster leads to stay engaged with the Gender Sub-Working Group on the development of the course. 
The IASC Working Group:
42. Welcomed the development of the gender e-learning course. 

43. Agreed that clusters should engage in the development of the e-learning course. Action by: Global Cluster/Sector Leads

44. Agreed that the Sub Working Group on Gender in Humanitarian Action could endorse the course, once complete.  Action by:  SWG on Gender in Humanitarian Action
IV Business Session
4.1 Review of IASC Products

88. Mr. Simon Lawry-White, Chief, IASC Secretariat, briefed participants on the Secretariat’s proposed review of IASC products in 2009. Based on the premise that substantial investments were being made in the production of products, the IASC was lacking information on the actual use of the products in the field. The objective was to generate guidance on how to best design products, with a focus on field application. Of the 90 existing IASC products, the proposal was to select ten products for review, with five to be analyzed in depth. The process would include a literature review, interviews with authors and users of products, E-surveys, and country case studies. Most of the work was going to be carried out by the IASC Secretariat with the support of a consultant. 

89. A number of participants expressed their support for the proposal. WFP recommended producing objective and structured data rather than to base findings on anecdotal interviews. UNFPA recommended looking at how many IASC agencies were using specific products, noting the importance of translating guidelines into different languages. SCHR suggested not enlarging the survey too much. ICRC noted while that they were not using IASC products in the field, however, that the products had influenced internal decision-making. 

90. Mr. Lawry-White requested organizations interested in participating in the planned review of IASC products to submit suggestions to the IASC Secretariat by 3 April 2009. He also noted that the impact of IASC products on IASC organizations’ policy was going to be included in the review.
The IASC Working Group:
45. Requested organizations interested in participating or guiding the IASC Secretariat’s planned review of IASC products to contact the Chief of the Secretariat. Action by: IASC Focal Points by April 3 2009
46. Requested the Secretariat to include in its planned review the impact of IASC products on IASC organisations’ policy.  Action by: IASC Secretariat
4.2 Venue Proposal for the November IASC WG Meeting
91. The Chair noted that UN HABITAT had kindly suggested hosting the November 2009, 75th IASC Working Group Meeting at its headquarters in Nairobi. The idea of conducting the IASC Working Group meeting in the field was not new. Mr. Dan Lewis of UN HABITAT was open to specific suggestions on how to structure the meeting to make the most use of the venue.  
92. Some members voiced concern with holding the meeting in Nairobi due to cost considerations, as well as the perception it gave during the current economic downturn. Some participants mentioned time constraints and would not favour conducting a meeting so far from most agency’s headquarters.

93. Various participants expressed their appreciation of UN HABITAT’s invitation, but said the added value of conducting a Working Group in Nairobi must be clarified. In response to the issue of “added value” the participants suggested the agenda could include country or region specific issues with members of the Humanitarian Country Team. The focus on urbanization could also be strengthened and take advantage of the presence of actors in the regional including NGOs, UNEP and others. 
94. WFP, IFRC, ICRC and SCHR noted that dividing the group on this issue should be avoided, recommending that the Chair make the decision. 

Thanking UN HABITAT for the invitation, the Chair supported the proposal to conduct the November IASC WG in Nairobi and suggested the host UN HABITAT work closely with the IASC Secretariat to draft an agenda which would take advantage of the resources available in Nairobi.  Action by: UN-HABITAT

Any Other Business

Sexual Exploitation and Abuse

95. Ms. Kate Burns Policy Development and Studies Branch OCHA noted as an information item for participants that OCHA was intending to provide guidance on SEA (Sexual Exploitation and Abuse). The IASC had been in the lead on the issue of protection from SEA, in 2005, adding that the topic had been taken on by Executive Committee for Peace and Security/Executive Committee for Humanitarian Affairs. Ms. Burns noted that minimal progress had been made in the humanitarian community, and no references to SEA were included in the Humanitarian Coordinator ToR nor in the cluster operational guidance. Deputy Emergency Relief Coordinator Catherine Bragg had held a meeting in March 2009 with Deputy Principals, in order to reposition SEA and more follow-up was planned. InterAction noted its strong support for the initiative.
IASC Secretariat

96. Mr. Simon Lawry-White, Chief, IASC Secretariat, mentioned that the IASC Annual Report was about to be released, and thanked UNICEF for its support in printing the report. 

97. Mr. Lawry -White informed participants that the IASC Secretariat New York and Geneva had held its first combined workshop in January, generating some ideas for improving IASC processes. These suggestions were going to be shared with IASC focal points in a meeting in April 2009. 
98. Mr. Lawry -White noted that, as a result of the IASC Principals discussion in December 2008, IOM had drafted a letter on the humanitarian consequences of climate change which was shared with the informal Task Force on Climate Change. The draft letter was being further developed with IASC Focal Points with a view to be signed off at the IASC Principals meeting in April 2009. 
Sudan

99. ICVA called for a stronger coordination role in responding to the situation in Sudan where there had been little HQ coordination to date led by OCHA. There were a multitude of fora currently dealing with Sudan and not enough coordination between them. OCHA mentioned that the Emergency Directors had met a couple of times on this issue.  IFRC recalled that in the past OCHA had established a Task Force in responding to massive crises.  
Reference Group on Human Rights

100. OHCHR proposed the closure of the IASC Reference Group on Human Rights and Humanitarian Action. OHCHR noted that the IASC Sub-Working Group on human rights had existed since 1998 and had been transformed by the IASC WG into a reference group in 2007. While the issues under discussion were important and valid, it was felt that the reference group was best advised to pursue these issues through existing IASC sub mechanisms as well as through ad hoc mechanisms. After having consulted with active members of the IASC Reference Group, no major objections had been put forward against its dissolution.
The IASC Working Group: 
TASK FORCES ON MAJOR EMERGENCIES
47. Agreed that the IASC should revisit the setting up of Task Forces for each major emergency, taking into account existing mechanisms to cut down on the number of meetings and to minimize confusion between operational and policy issues.  Action by:  IASC Secretariat, with OCHA
IASC Reference Group on Human Rights in Humanitarian Action
48. Agreed to discontinue the Reference Group on Human Rights in Humanitarian Action, with its work being carried on elsewhere in the IASC.  (Subsequent to the meeting, OHCHR agreed to provide a short note for the Working Group recommending how elements of the Reference Group TOR could be covered by other IASC bodies). Action by OHCHR
Prepared by: IASC Secretariat, May 2009
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