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Introduction:

The Options that are presented here reflect the discussions that took place during the IASC Working Group Retreat in Geneva and Montreux, Switzerland from September 17th to 19th, 2007. Additional options were raised through the pre-retreat poll and the retreat preparations, but were not brought to the table during the meeting. 

Agenda item 1: The humanitarian world today – impact on the IASC today and in the future

There was widespread agreement that the IASC was important but not necessarily the best forum or format to face the challenges identified. 

The options identified to help make the IASC the body needed to face humanitarian challenges were:

1. The revision of membership to include more or different actors;

a. Expansion of the current membership to include  additional (humanitarian) actors as members, both UN and non-UN (mainly NGO);

i. Options for additional members included donors, member States, beneficiaries, 

b. The creation of an “IASC Plus”, where once a year non-IASC members or Standing Invitees would be invited to participate in a larger IASC meeting;

c. The expansion of the current members to include additional actors and a revision of current members and Standing Invitees to ensure that they meet criteria (to be established);

d. The establishment of a an annual membership fee for members (and Standing Invitees) of the IASC to encourage commitment

The poll reflected that the expansion of the membership is linked to the question of how decisions are taken and what they imply for the Standing Invitees. This was not discussed further at the Retreat. 

No revision of the criteria for Standing Invitees was proposed, nor was there a discussion on whether the Standing Invitee membership should be expanded. 

Generally, it was felt that the level of representation should be left to the agencies and organisations concerned, with some requirements that could be given by the Secretariat, such as seniority of the representative in order to be able to commit the organisation and have access to the Principal, distinction between the person representing the organisation at the Principals’ meeting and the one at the WG, commitment to participate regularly in the WG and/or Principals’ meetings.

2. More flexible participation models; 

a. The NGO consortia are encouraged to bring additional NGO members along (for the UN it would remain 1 + 1, whereas for the consortia it could be 1 + 2). (NB: There was no discussion as to whether this model could or should be applied to the Red Cross/Red Crescent Standing Invitees.)

b. Guest participants, such as academics or thinktanks could be invited to substantiate the analysis needed to inform the debates

3. A better defined joint vision among members and Standing Invitees of what the primary role and objectives of the IASC are, which should include 

a. The need to be more field relevant

b. A clearer weighting of the IASC priority activities for coordination, policy guidance, advocacy and others

c. A clearer emphasis on the nature of the crises that should be addressed, whether current operational or protracted situations;

d. A statement concerning the position of the IASC and its accountability, as well as its possible role as a governance body ;

e. The position of the IASC vis-à-vis other coordinating bodies

f. A restatement of the need to adopt better tools to manage the transition from response to recovery.

This option is the partial reflection of the debate that took place when the Retreat participants were asked to define 3 top priorities for the IASC as a system and for the IASC WG. 

Agenda item 2: Options for the IASC Principals’ Agendas

In general there was agreement on countries, either on their own operational merits or as case studies to illustrate some of the humanitarian policies and coordination challenges:

· Iraq

·  Darfur 

· Somalia

 and on themes that would need to be discussed in addition to the IASC WG Retreat and recommendations on membership:

· humanitarian space/security and humanitarian organisations; 

· humanitarian financing and 

· humanitarian implications of climate change

· lessons learned from natural disasters from recipient governements

Options for 

1. Defining and preparing the agenda

a. By the ERC

b. By representatives of the UN and the non-UN members in turn

c. By the IASC Secretariat following the suggestions of the IASC WG and Retreat outcome

2. Formats of the meetings
a. 2 meetings per year 

b. Options for ad hoc meetings for crises also via video conferences

c. Meeting on the margins of ECOSOC of the IASC Principals with GHP and GHD

d. A whole day meeting on substantive policy and strategy issues with possible thought and trends analysis

On the whole, the Retreat participants felt that a guest speaker could be interesting but would risk squandering precious time when the aim of the face to face IASC Principals’ meetings should be decisions. 

Agenda item 3: Top priorities for the IASC (not originally foreseen in the Retreat agenda)

To define the top priorities of the IASC in light of the GA Resolution 46/182, following options were presented:

1. For the IASC as a global system:

a. Clarification of the objectives and roles of IASC members and Standing Invitees

b. Clarification of the decision-making process

c. Need to increase the relevance of its work in the field 

d. Need to preserve the humanitarian principles and space 

e. Ensure focus in emergency response and protracted crises

f. IASC Role vis-à-vis the evolving operational coordination bodies and issues

2. For the IASC WG:

a. Definition of and recommendation for an accountability framework for the humanitarian system

b. Increase of accountability and performance of clusters

c. Facilitation of production of normative guidance using best practices and lessons learned

d. Strengthening of international humanitarian response in areas such as needs and impact assessment, transition issues, information management and mapping of capacities

e. Strengthening of international humanitarian response through improved coordination and operational capacities

f. Streamlining of scope/mandate and timeframes of the Subsidiary bodies and their accountability and relevance

g. Increase relevance of its work for the field

Agenda item 4: The IASC Working Group – housekeeping and working modalities

The Retreat participants broke out in smaller groups and were asked to discuss options that could help solve some of the outstanding housekeeping issues that had been identified by the poll and by the IASC Secretariat. The results presented were the options discussed in the break-out sessions but do not reflect a discussion within the plenary. For time reasons, the Retreat participants were asked to react to the options presented, but there was no room for an in-depth discussion that could have led to decisions being taken or agreed on. 

Break-out group 1: Agenda setting (including issues such as standing items, ad hoc participants, criteria for decision making, background documents, venues and working modalities)

1. Options presented for the agenda:

a. Fewer topics per meeting

b. Length of the meetings and sessions to be determined by the topics

c. No information items or updates

d. No standing items per se

e. WG defines items ahead of time (possibly in the previous WG session); the themes proposed need to have sponsors

f. The Principals should propose or drive the agenda, but the WG members need to be able to maintain a right of initiative

2. Options presented for agenda setting process:

a. Principals choose preferences and priorities from the list of subjects that was defined (countries and subjects) and circulated to them by the IASC Secretariat

b. Suggestions by sponsors

3. Options presented for the Background documents:

a. Inclusion of action point only when and as necessary

b. Inclusion of a problem statement

c. Description of the issues and of the options (emphasis on the plural)

d. Addition of other reference documents, that do not necessarily have to be of the IASC

4. Options presented for the invitation of ad hoc participants:

a. Proposal by a “sponsor” for specific items

b. Consultation to WG which can concur or propose alternatives

5. Preferred option for the venues of the IASC WG meetings: status quo

Break-out group 2: Participation and format (including issues such as options for different participation models, decision making, implementation and follow-up of decisions, expansion of membership, working modalities)

1. Options presented for the expansion of membership: Solicitation of interest in direct membership in the IASC through the UN, the NGO consortia members and the Red Cross/Red Crescent family

2. Option for participation: flexibility (especially for specialists) and need to reach out to other players (regional structures, donors, etc.); consortia can be asked to nominate up to two additional members

3. Options for decision making: record of dissent and application of Chatham house rules where appropriate

There was no discussion on the implementation and follow-up of decisions or on the accountability of the members and the Standing Invitees vis-à-vis their implementation responsibilities.

Break-out group 3: Interrelations between the WG and its Subsidiary bodies, and the clusters (including the working modalities)

Options for the interrelations between the WG and its Subsidiary bodies were not presented. However, the option to let the IASC WG suggest discussion on the clusters when the need is felt for guidance, pending the decision of the WG and the Principals as to the role of the IASC as a governance body of the clusters was presented. 

Break-out group 4: Relations to the IASC Principals, the ERC and the Humanitarian Coordinators (including the working modalities)

1. Options presented for the relation between the IASC WG and the Principals:
a. WG can pass issues up to the Principals with options

b. Principals can delegate issues to the WG

c. Principals’ agenda can be delegated on a rotating basis to each of the trio in turn through the WG

2. Options presented for the relation between the IASC WG and the ERC:

a. No need for expansion of current structural relationship

b. ERC meets and develops relationships with the individual members of the WG

c. ERC participates occasionally in person or via video in the WG sessions

3. Options presented for the relation between the IASC WG and the Humanitarian coordinators:

a. HCs can suggest work for the WG (NB: link to agenda setting process would still need to be clarified; OCHA as sponsor?)

b. HCs are encouraged to provide feedback on the usefulness of the IASC output (in conjunction with the HC strengthening project)

c. HCs should meet individual WG members

d. IASC WG should make better use of the HC Retreat 

Break-out group 5: Outreach (including issues such as better outreach to and from the field, regional and country offices, to other UN and non-UN coordinating bodies, the Emergency Directors meetings, communication of the IASC and branding of IASC products)

1. Options presented to strengthen the IASC “Identity”:

a. Encourage strengthening but with criteria on how to use the identity elements (“no abuses”)

b. Creation of an IASC logo

2. Options presented on the communication of the IASC:

a. Continuation with the standard lay-out and IASC products

b. Once there is more clarity on the IASC “modus operandi”, further progress should be made on the communication of the IASC identity

3. Options presented for the outreach of the IASC to other UN coordination fora:

a. Two-way information sharing process

b. Is done through the ERC as head of the IASC

c. Circulation of information to IASC UN and non-UN members

d. Informal contacts encouraged when relevant

4. Options presented for the outreach of the IASC to other non-UN coordination for a:

a. Two-way information sharing process

b. Is done through the IASC Secretariat

c. Circulation of information to IASC UN and non-UN members

d. Informal contacts encouraged when relevant

5. Options presented for the outreach of the IASC to ECOSOC:

a. Active participation as IASC

b. Status quo: information sharing through OCHA and consultation through OCHA with IASC members and Standing Invitees

6. Options presented for the outreach of the IASC to the field:

a. Provision of policy guidance

b. Development of useful tools

c. Close interaction with HCs (NB: Need to harmonise this with the options presented by Break-out group 3)

Many of the options presented throughout the Retreat are not mutually exclusive but can be additional when appropriate allowing for a graduated response. 
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