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I Context

As the work of the GHD Contact Group (CG) is largely dependent on the activities of the Good Humanitarian Donorship Implementation Group (GHDIP), the IASC Working Group in its 63rd session of November 2005 agreed to continue the Contact Group in the current format and on ad hoc basis until the final dissolution of the GHD Implementation Group. Although the UK assumed the chair in July 2005, the first meeting was not convened until five months later on 12 December 2005. As the group only met on two occasions throughout the year besides the Stocktaking meeting on 13 July 2006, the CG did not convene in person. However, information was exchanged on a regularly basis through electronic mail, thus avoiding extra for all concerned. The progress report, therefore, is rather a reflection of the key activities and decisions of the GHDIG. 

II Progress report 2006:

In the 12 December 2005 meeting, it was pointed out that more needed to be done on the outstanding issues of the Implementation Plan and to follow up on the agreed Stockholm principles. From the CG side, the need for donor accountability and reporting to the FTS on donor contributions was stressed as specific issues requiring further attention. With regard to harmonization of reporting requirements, it was agreed that despite good progress made, more needed to be done on mapping a way forward on harmonisation of management demands. The Chairs of the respective agency donor support groups (ICRC, UNHCR and OCHA) agreed to take this further in the respective bodies.

Important in the GHD initiative was the DAC decision to include humanitarian assistance in peer reviews on a voluntary basis. The peer reviews undertaken by the DAC in 2004-5 (Norway, Sweden, Australia, Switzerland, Belgium, and Germany) included humanitarian assistance and provided some useful insight in policies and policy gaps and apparent fragmentation. In all cases, the levels of humanitarian assistance are inflated as assistance to refugees during their first year of asylum in the donor country is included in overall levels of humanitarian assistance. While this is fully consistent with OECD reporting guidelines, even the DAC secretariat noted in its synthesis report that in a number of cases this support is larger than the level of overseas humanitarian assistance provided. Worth noting was that Australia was highlighted as the country with the most potential for increasing its levels of humanitarian assistance and praised for greatest coherence in policy terms. Norway and Sweden were seen as good humanitarian donors with high levels of humanitarian assistance, but both showing a level of policy fragmentation, while Germany came across as the worst performer in terms of GHD, particularly in light of its overall assistance programmes.  (The report compiling the humanitarian part of the six reviews was shared with the CG.) Extensive lobbying from a number of donors also led to the GHD being discussed at the DAC High Level Meeting (Ministerial) on 5 April, at which the ERC stressed the importance the UN attaches to the process, in particular the value of harmonization. The ministers endorsed the 23 principles and practices of Good Humanitarian Donorship and agreed that humanitarian action of DAC members continue to be part of DAC peer reviews. They recognized that GHD provides the framework against which donors will strive to deliver their humanitarian assistance. There was also support for the DAC to continue improving its collection of data on humanitarian financing complementary to the data collection by FTS. 
Like for other IASC Subsidiary Bodies, also the work of the GHDIG was greatly influenced by the Humanitarian Response Review (HRR), and the humanitarian reform at large, including the cluster approach. The HRR recommendations addressed to donors were presented at the second meeting held on 1 March. It was agreed that GHD could be the forum follow-up on the seven recommendations, albeit with some amendments and taking into account the work that was already ongoing with regard to broadening the donorbase for humanitarian assistance, for which OCHA was asked to lead in summarising various initiatives and their value, to which donors could feed in.    

With regard to the decision to increase focus to the field to operationalise GHD-principles and in particular donor coordination, OCHA contacted all CAP countries and inventorised the existing coordination structures. Instead of the recommended provision of a certain percentage for support for preparedness or rapid reaction, it was decided to continue to focus on improving preparedness funding as such, as already being done through ProCap, CERF and agency reserves. IASC members would have to revert with an indication of what is truly necessary.

The Annual Stocktaking meeting was held on 13 July at which OCHA – FTS Manager gave a brief presentation on “CERF and Common Funds: what lessons has OCHA learnt re: needs-based resource allocation?” in the discussion on needs-based resource allocation: delivering impartial humanitarian financing in practice, which aimed at finding practical ways that donors could apply individually and collectively to ensure needs-based resource allocation.  Participants agreed to concentrate future efforts on improved key initiatives for assessment and analysis of need, data and evidence base for humanitarian action (e.g. SMART, HTS, NAF and FTS); impartial allocation of resources (collecting existing evidence, including from evaluation of common funds, whether reduced earmarking results in more impartial allocation ); and donor coordination on funding intentions. As visibility is an important criteria for donors in provising unearmarked contributions, a study will be undertaken under Denmark’s lead.      

The CG Chair attended the donor-only part of the meeting as observer, but was asked several questions which would have benefited from prior consultations with the CG, which regretfully could not take place. As the agenda was shared with all CG members, individual Agency views were received on specific Agenda-items for that part. The proceedings of the meeting were shared with all members of the CG and the GHDI Chair briefed IASC representatives on the outcome of the meeting.  

The GHDIG will continue to work on following areas, taking into account the need for closer coordination with the IASC on some of them: 

(a) Developing best practice in needs-based resource allocation;

(b) strengthening donor coordination at country level; 

(c) continuing to monitor progress against GHD indicators, 

(d) continuing to progress the harmonisation and simplification of donor reporting and engagement with agencies;

(e) continuing to develop and share good practice in the creation of national policies and domestic implementation plans;

(f) national policies and domestic implementation plans;

(g) Sharing best practice in the promotion and implementation of disaster risk reduction.

III Progress against Work Plan 2006: 

As the workplan of the IASC Contact Group on GHD is largely dependent on that of the GHDI, there is little value in taking credit for the work of the CG itself. Most of the interaction took place on-line and as the TOR of the CG determine, the focus was on providing the linkage and information sharing between the two fora.  

IV For attention of IASC Working Group:

1. Proposal for the IASC Contact Group on GHD to continue in the same format and on ad hoc basis in line with the continuation of the GHD Implementation Group. 
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