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Key highlights of the discussion: 

Synergies: The Bonn meeting yielded a clear agreement amongst the group for work stream 10 to continue as an individual work stream, however, closely linking to and mainstreaming issues into other streams of the GB. It was concluded that having an overview of the issues as they progress in the other work streams and identifying synergies was more useful than initiating standalone interventions for work stream 10. There is also recognition that much work on the humanitarian/development nexus is moving forward in various fora outside of the GB and within organisations themselves. 
The group agreed that linkages are particularly important with multi-year planning and financing, joint needs assessments, transparency and localisation. Some highlights of the conversation include: 
· Ensuring that the group works on improving the quality of the humanitarian data and not doing that in isolation in order to enable the analysis to feed into work of other partners, including into joint risk analysis; 
· Highlighting the unique role of this work stream to operationalize linkages beyond the GB, for example with Sendai and the SDGS; 
· Need to focus at concrete deliverables in protracted crises, including education, health services and livelihoods for displaced people and to aim for robust multi-year integrated funding instruments; 
· Anticipating needs on the medium-term horizon through joint risk analysis with the aim of facilitating the identification of areas where development-oriented responses are feasible and appropriate in order to tackle root causes of recurrent crises and/or vulnerabilities; 
· Linking clearly to work around social protection and the work of the Interagency Social Protection Group on piloting of social safety nets; 
· Advancing multi-year planning and financing at country level not only looking at multi-year humanitarian planning but the interaction with development planning cycles and tools;
· Linking with the objectives and activities of the Cash Working Group. 
 
The group concluded that a specific focus could be given to issues not captured already in other work streams, such as finding solutions to protracted displacement, investments in prevention and preparedness and advancing work with MDB’s.
Follow-up: all group members

Overview of progress and knowledge sharing:  The group agreed that information exchange on initiatives, capturing best practices and knowledge management are a pivotal part of what the work stream can add to the achievement of the GB and also in keeping an overview of progress against the objectives that are in part delivered by other work streams. In this context, UNDP and Denmark agreed to establish an online platform where some of this exchange can be hosted. Follow-up: UNDP and Denmark

Utilising existing mechanism: There was consensus that existing mechanism should be leveraged to the extent possible when advancing commitments under this work stream rather than creating others.  On the agency side, there is an understanding that the IASC Humanitarian/Development and Financing Task Teams have key roles to play to bring the system together around the work stream 10 outcomes. The upcoming IASC Hum/Dev – UNDG Working Group on Transitions retreat in October was mentioned as a particular milestone to advance the commitments at the system level. Other initiatives such as the forthcoming ICRC report on protracted conflict, the World Bank financing facility for refugee hosting countries, and mechanisms such as the Solutions Alliance were mentioned as vehicles for finding ways to better operationalise the work at country level. Follow-up: all group members 

Formulating an offer in the context of the 2030 Agenda: Articulating what the Grand Bargain means for countries in the context of the 2030 Agenda was identified as a clear gap that the group should contribute to. This was highlighted in particular as an issue in the context of protracted crisis and in the context of a need for development actors to work with and in technical support of partner countries, including through looking at SDGs and interlinked indicators relating to humanitarian and development action addressing needs and vulnerability in a systematic manner at country level that the UK is already taking forward. UNDP and UNICEF agreed to convene a follow-up discussion with interested members of the group to look at how to best elaborate this further. Follow-up: UNDP and UNICEF

Focus on operationalisation: Overall, the group felt that critical next steps for the work stream include bringing commitments to country level and supporting on-going related initiatives stemming from the field. This is being operationalised across the board, for example, through field-testing taking place through Solutions Alliance, the UN/WB Partnership, and new donor strategies. The role of the work stream could be to map out the various initiatives and keep track of them through the online platform, in addition to initiating dialogue around progress and best practice.  Follow-up: all group members 

Inclusivity: The group agreed that more emphasis needs to be placed on ensuring inclusivity in the context of the work on the humanitarian/development nexus in the context of this work stream. Reaching out to partners beyond the group should be a priority. Follow-up: all group members 

Incentivising the system: Donors within the group acknowledged the QCPR as a milestone this year in advancing the GB agenda in the context of system coherence across humanitarian and development communities. It was agreed useful for the groups discussions to be passed back to capitals and missions working on the resolution Follow-up: relevant donors 




ANNEX I:
A brief snapshot of on-going activities around the hum/dev nexus: 
· IASC Hum/Dev TT -UNDG – WGT retreat on joint analysis and multi-year planning;
· Solutions Alliance country evaluations; 
· WB Global Crisis Response Platform and Global Concessional Financing Facility; 
· WB/WFP Cash Working Group; 
· EU Trust Fund for Africa that captures both hum and dev financing streams; 
· OCHA Planning and Monitoring Section (PAMS) study; 
· OCHA evaluation of multi-year planning; 
· DFID evaluation of five-year implementation of multi-year planning and funding; 
· OCHA study on multi-year financing under the IASC Task Team on Humanitarian Financing; 
· ALNAP study on adaptive humanitarian programming; 
· The Overseas Development Institute (ODI) and Global Humanitarian Assistance (GHA) both have a strong focus on tracking the duration and nature of humanitarian responses and humanitarian financing trends such as the impact of new approaches like multi-year HRPs; 
· GHD work stream on multi-year funding modalities; 
· SPIAC-B subgroup on social protection-humanitarian linkages, implementation over multiyear planning and financing frameworks; 




