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The PCWG met on 30 March 2006.  The meeting was chaired by UNHCR and attended by OCHA, UNICEF, UNDP, WFP, OHCHR, ICRC, Office of the RSG-IDPs, NRC, Save the Children Alliance, IRC, InterAction, World Vision, and Terre des Hommes.  Representatives of UNHCR, UNICEF, OHCHR and MONUC also participated in the meeting via telephone from DRC.
Developments in DRC



The meeting began with a briefing by the UNHCR Deputy Representative for DRC, outlining recent developments in the establishment of the protection cluster in DRC.  It was noted that in developing the protection cluster concept in DRC the intention was to design a system that was able to address protection problems resulting from high levels of violence against the civilian population, the sheer size of the country and the problems of access.  Inspiration had been found in what was being developed in Sudan and the establishment of protection working groups in the provinces supported by a steering group in Khartoum.  This model had been discussed with partners and it was agreed to pursue something similar in DRC, with priority focus on Ituri, North and South Kivu and Katanga.  It was noted that MONUC had already established working groups in Bukavu and Goma.

UNHCR has assumed leadership of the protection cluster in cooperation with MONUC which had an important and extensive presence in the country (which was critical in terms of opening up access in the country) as well as significant assets that could be used to support protection activities. 

The objective of the protection cluster was to capitalize on what has already been done by MONUC and other actors as well as to give protection a much stronger voice in DRC with increased advocacy on protection issues.  For protection to move forward in DRC it was also important to undertake a mapping exercise of protection needs and capacities and to better understand the capacity of partner agencies.  This would be undertaken in the next 2 months.

The protection cluster had issued guidelines/TOR on the establishment and functioning of the protection working groups and which saw the remit of such groups as being concerned with protection of civilians (as opposed to any particular category such as IDPs) and protection from violence.  Part of the rationale for this was to avoid having the protection cluster become a “super cluster” that would take over the work of other clusters.  However, the protection cluster would maintain a droit de regard over the other clusters.

It was noted that in terms of membership, while international NGOs were invited to be part of the working groups – and were encouraged to attend – such an invitation had not been extended to local NGOs.  In part this was due to the sheer number of such NGOs.  There were also concerns about their security.  At the same time it was acknowledged that the local NGOs needed to be associated with the working groups and that steps would be taken to facilitate this.

MONUC emphasized the importance of protection from violence as a guiding principle for the work of the protection cluster as this was repeatedly mentioned by the local population as their principal concern.  The importance of the role of the MONUC military was also emphasized, noting that dialogue had improved and that there were cases of good collaboration.

OHCHR (Kinshasa) emphasized additional protection and human rights problems in DRC, notably in terms of the lack of a functioning justice system and poorly equipped prisons and the need for reform in both these sectors if impunity is to be addressed effectively.

UNICEF (Kinshasa) noted that there was still not broad agreement in DRC on some of the concepts proposed and that many challenges remained in terms of implementing the approach. UNICEF reiterated the concern that the protection cluster might be seen as the do-it-all cluster and that it would be important that it maintain a focus on protection of civilians.  Regarding the draft TOR, these were still under discussion and there were issues concerning the coherence with the protection approach at the global level.  Concern was also expressed at moving forward, such as with the development of the TOR, without having first undertaken the needs/capacity mapping exercise.  Guidance was also requested in terms of the concept of “provider of last resort” and what this means in the DRC context.

The Chair noted that there was nothing to preclude the cluster from moving forward with the TOR given that these can be amended and updated as necessary and to reflect new developments.  It was also noted that there seemed to be a common understanding of what protection meant in the DRC context and that corresponded to the “areas of responsibility” outlined in Annex 2 of the global protection cluster’s report to the IASC Principals.   Agreement had been reached on the broad approach and what was important was to now move forward with assessing, monitoring and reporting and towards making a practical difference on the ground.  UNICEF noted that practical steps were being taken to move forward in the form of better informed advocacy by various actors, including at the international level.

Responding to a question concerning the UNHCR taking on protection of civilians rather than just conflict-affected IDPs, UNHCR noted that there was consensus in DRC that it was not possible to distinguish between different population groups and that the focus must be on protection of civilians.  In terms of strategy development, both UNHCR and MONUC noted that the emphasis was on a bottom-up approach but with a group based in Kinshasa to take up issues that cannot be resolved locally.  It was also necessary to link to efforts to reform the security sector and address issues such as payment of salaries to police and military which were essentially the root of some of the protection problems in the country.

UNHCR noted the need to ensure that it had sufficient coordination capacity and that it had benefited so far from short term deployments, including through ProCap.  However, it could not continue like this and it would be necessary to deploy staff with longer-term contracts.  The need for enhanced reach-out to and involvement of the NGO community was also noted in regard to which it was suggested that UNHCR convene a specific meeting on this with the NGO community.

In response to an earlier question concerning concrete protection interventions, UNICEF noted that the emphasis tended to be on advocacy and that there was a need for the protection cluster to move towards a more differentiated protection response.  The Chair noted that the protection cluster at the global level had already offered and remained ready to provide support to capacity/needs assessment and strategy development efforts in DRC.  UNICEF noted the need for guidance and tools, such as for needs assessment.  OCHA-IDD noted the need to distinguish in this regard between needs assessment and capacity mapping.  What was important was undertaking a needs assessment and on that basis identify what capacity is required to respond and what capacity actually exists in country.  The Chair, while noting that the inter-agency Needs Assessment Framework (NAF) was rather weak on protection it provided a useful basis on which to start and move forward.  The Chair noted that there was need for an overall national strategy saying who does what.  Once that was developed the protection cluster at the global level would be in a better position to offer support.

IDP Data Collection



NRC provided an update on the progress made in terms of the joint NRC-IDD initiative looking at IDP data collection.  It was noted that the name of the exercise was modified even if the purpose of the exercise remained the same.  The object of the exercise is to produce practical guidelines for practitioners aimed at assisting them in identifying who is and who is not an IDP.  The draft guidelines will consist of chapters outlining the objective of the guidelines, who is and is not an IDP, and different methodologies that can be used for profiling and counting IDPs.

On the basis of the research undertaken so far, including through field missions to DRC and Somalia, it was noted that there were certain grey areas such as in regards to the difficulty in some situations of actually determining who is and who is not an IDP.  In this regard, it was proposed that a panel of experts be formed at headquarters among interested participants of the PCWG to take a decision in such cases.  Another issue that would need to be addressed by the guidelines was in relation to when displacement ends.  It was noted that the Brookings Project had been looking into this issue for quite some time and that once that work was completed it would need to be referred to in the guidelines.  The Office of the RSG agreed to find out the status of that work.

Once the first draft of the guidelines are complete they would be shared with the IASC Steering Group and also the Protection Cluster for comments.  While the purpose of the guidelines was clear, clarity was required in terms of who would actually take the process forward once the guidelines had been endorsed by the IASC-WG.  Others noted that decision on this might only be possible once we have the final product, though it might be that UNHCR should be responsible for taking this forward as cluster lead for protection.  The Chair noted that Annex 2 of the cluster report to the IASC includes data collection among the “areas of responsibility” and in regard to which UNHCR is listed as focal point agency.  It was also noted that the guidelines would need to be clearly related to the NAF.

DRC advised that it is about to undertake a survey/profiling of the IDP settlements in Bosaso, Puntland/Somalia. As a consequence, OCHA/Nairobi has recently asked DRC if we would be willing to take this further than Bosaso and pilot the IDP Profiling guidelines and tools throughout Somalia. DRC is very interested in doing so and the modalities for such an exercise, which would be an inter-agency collaborative intervention, are currently being discussed. Simultaneously, DRC is presently undertaking an IDP profiling appraisal mission in Northern Uganda.

AOB



The mid-term review meeting on the first draft of the Pinheiro Principles Handbook will be held at OCHA-IDD on Monday 10 April.  The objective of the meeting will be to provide the consultant with real-life-based tips on addressing restitution challenges to be added to each section.  The draft now is largely normative in nature, but much of this will be boiled down to general principles in the final draft. The final draft will be designed to provide guidance based on past experience and best practice to practitioners facing real restitution challenges in the field.    

IDD reported on the first round of ProCap training that was undertaken from 20-25 March, involving 25 participants from various standby partners.  This was the first of three trainings and the next would be based outside of Europe.

OCHA reported that a workshop was being held to update the Needs Analysis Framework.

The latest draft of the operational guidelines for human rights protection in natural disasters, prepared by the RSG-IDPs, would be reviewed at a one day meeting in Geneva on 12 April.  Comments could be sent to Claudine Haenni, Adviser to the RSG (haenni@un.org).

UNHCR reported that work was ongoing to establish a protection cluster portal that would greatly assist in the distribution of invitations to meetings and of key documents.   In terms of collecting protection-related material UNHCR noted that they were working on designing a web-based facility for this but that it would be at least 2 months before this was operational.

Next meeting



The date of the next meeting would be announced in due course and would likely be focused on the issue of physical protection and involve the participation of Romeo Dallaire.  
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