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The tenth Retreat on the Consolidated Appeal Process and Humanitarian Financing was held in Montreux on 18-19 March 2010 at the invitation of the Geneva-based convening group (Canada, Netherlands, Switzerland, Sweden, UK and the USA, joined by GHD Co-Chairs Ireland and Estonia). Participation totalled close to 100 people and included senior representatives from the donor community, the United Nations humanitarian agencies, the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and the NGO community. The retreat also benefited from the participation of panellists including the Under Secretary General for Safety and Security.

These conclusions aim to encapsulate the main ideas from the discussions and to serve as a point of reference for future dialogue and follow-up actions. The conveners selected two key themes for the retreat, both in areas facing funding challenges in humanitarian appeals. The first, early recovery had been cited by many participants in previous Montreux Retreats as an issue needing focused donor-IASC discussion. The second, safety and security in humanitarian action, was considered topical in light of humanitarian operations in high-risk environments. 
General observations:

The Montreux Retreat reaffirmed that relations between donors, UN agencies, NGOs and the Red Cross family have evolved into a mutually supportive partnership since its first edition in 2000. Participants underlined the importance of this forum for creative, catalytic thinking, where humanitarian actors can openly and informally share their thoughts under Chatham House rules. 
To mark the tenth anniversary of the Montreux Retreat, participants reflected upon the evolution of the CAP since 2000:  

· The fundamental rationale for the CAP remains as relevant today as when it was first conceived.
· As a coordination tool, the CAP is now more strategic, prioritized and inclusive.  
· Efforts to reform the humanitarian coordination architecture in recent years have enhanced the CAP as a common platform for dialogue and detailed planning throughout the year.  
· Participation in the CAP has grown sixteen-fold to include 350 organizations in 2010, up from 22 in 2000.
The main outcomes of the Retreat were:
Conclusions on early recovery:

The question of how to best manage the transition from emergency assistance to longer term recovery is one that the international community has grappled with for many years. A step towards addressing this was the development of the Early Recovery concept which aims to begin critical recovery work at an early stage and ensure that humanitarian assistance is done in a more sustainable way. This is now an increasingly well understood and valued approach. But, exactly what constitutes Early Recovery, and how Early Recovery activities are funded in humanitarian appeals is still not fully agreed upon. 

The objective of the discussion was to develop a common understanding of how ER should be included in humanitarian appeals. The intention was also to increase mutual understanding of the opportunities and constraints donors face when funding ER activities from humanitarian envelopes. The definition of ER as agreed by the Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery (CWGER) was used.

ER is an essential part of humanitarian action, not only does it contribute to targeted life sustaining activities, it also presents humanitarian actors with an exit strategy from a crisis.  ER is thus a strategic component of the CAP and should be factored into effective humanitarian planning and response. 

ER is naturally integrated and mainstreamed in most humanitarian projects across the clusters, and therefore receives funding from most donors. Despite impressions of particularly poor funding, some of the background analysis indicates that ER-type projects are funded at 40-50%. Whilst this is no worse than the overall average for other non-food humanitarian sectors it demonstrates that significant gaps remain. 

Specific findings: 

· In most humanitarian emergencies there is an ER cluster. In a typical CAP, the ER cluster’s projects are not representative of that CAP’s total ER content: projects with ER components can and do occur in any cluster. The specific ER cluster projects tend to be those that do not fit intuitively into other clusters. Both these types of ER activities seem to have a similar degree of funding.

· To establish what recovery projects should be considered as ER and deemed eligible for inclusion in a CAP, some determining criteria could be further developed.  For example, well defined life sustaining operations which address time-critical needs and have a rapid impact. This work could build on the criteria already developed by the CWGER. 

· It is important to reinforce the credibility of ER projects with evidence of needs and impact, for instance the reduction of dependence on relief. Continued work in the Needs Assessment Task Force (NATF) to develop relevant indicators will be important. There is also a need to develop better monitoring and evaluation tools for ER. It was suggested that a research project would make a useful contribution to developing such tools.

· Transparency about the ER nature or component of projects is important, although some fear that flagging ER projects in CAPs would negatively influence chances of funding. To better track funding and increase transparency, a ‘marker system’ could be developed.
· Donors do not all compartmentalize funding into humanitarian and development envelopes as rigidly as is sometimes perceived. When a division does exist, it need not be an obstacle if donors can apply regulations and tools flexibly and more closely co-ordinate their humanitarian and development programmes. There is no need for the development of new funding mechanisms for ER activities.
· Humanitarian donors and operational actors should proactively encourage earlier involvement of development colleagues in emergency situations. It is in the interest of the humanitarian community to take the lead in reaching out to development colleagues. 

· A forum or platform aimed at bringing humanitarian and development partners together to discuss key issues surrounding early recovery and transition should be created. As necessary, these discussions could include peace-building, state-building and Disaster Risk Reduction partners.
Conclusions on safety and security:
While global casualty figures for aid workers appear to be declining, the humanitarian community is facing an increasing number of violent attacks against aid workers in a limited number of highly insecure, large-scale humanitarian operations. The nature of insecurity facing the humanitarian community is diverse and ranges from banditry for economic gain to politically motivated violence, or a combination of these elements. Humanitarian actors must therefore adapt their risk management strategies and actions to address threats in each specific context. Approaches to security should enable humanitarian action and emphasize ‘how to stay’ instead of ‘how to leave’.

Security measures are an integral part of good programming in high risk environments. It is difficult to track expenditures or costs related to safety and security measures, as they are presented in diffuse and non-centralized ways, often embedded in operational projects. Therefore funding gaps cannot be adequately identified and cost effectiveness cannot be evaluated. While there was no conclusion as to how costs should best be reflected, it was generally considered that gaps exist in resource mobilization or allocation.

As humanitarian agencies look to identify new ways to manage risk, donors and partners should consider how these individual approaches fit into a coherent strategy that maximizes the security benefits for the broader community, and how funding can be made available in a manner that accommodates a variety of partners’ security strategies. To this end, the objectives of the discussion were to identify ways to increase coherence in donor policies and mechanisms for funding safety and security; to strengthen the international architecture for security risk management; and to establish a dialogue on these issues.

Specific points:


· 
The discussion was welcomed as a first focused dialogue among donors and partners on policy, operational and funding aspects of safety and security. In addition to ongoing discussions among operational agencies, donors undertook to identify a platform for discussions among themselves on these topics; the GHD co-chairs agreed to follow up. An appropriate forum for future dialogue between donors and partners should also be identified. 

· 
There are three generally-accepted approaches to promote safety and security – deterrence, protection and acceptance. Acceptance serves as a foundational strategy for nearly all humanitarian agencies, while elements of protection and deterrence can also be implemented. However, deterrence strategies in their extreme form could have a negative impact on the perception of international humanitarian assistance, and thus undermine efforts to carry out effective acceptance strategies. While some form of protection is usually necessary, most participants considered broadly-based acceptance as being the most efficient and sustainable approach. All strategies should be preceded by an analysis of program criticality.

· 
The actions of one agency can affect others operating in the same context; as such, all partners should consider their choice of security strategy, individual actions and behavior in light of their impact on collective security interests.  

· 
It is necessary to balance ‘horizontal’ common security platforms and ‘vertical’ agency-specific security measures. A number of components of risk management strategies (i.e. risk analysis and assessment, information gathering and sharing, incident reporting, and common services) should be jointly owned and funded. In addition, context specific risk analysis is needed at multiple levels, and UNDSS has a key role to play. At the same time, agencies retain the responsibility for their own security, and some partners require security autonomy to maintain their independence.  

· 
Proactive communication is a critical component of security and should be appropriately integrated into risk management strategies.

· 
Specific questions for further in-depth discussion in forums to be identified include: accountability in remote management of programs; role of the state; use of and funding for private security companies; obligations on donors and operational partners to have robust policy and practice as a criteria for funding; the potential impact on security of military involvement in humanitarian operations; and thresholds for security funding needs beyond which humanitarian operations are unviable or cost-ineffective.

· 
The CAP is the most appropriate instrument to plan and fund horizontal, common humanitarian security platforms and services. Projects should be carefully considered and form part of an agreed, broad security strategy that enables effective humanitarian action. 
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