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Introduction
On 15 September, the first of what will now become regular monthly ‘food crisis’ meetings took place in Geneva between NGOs and David Nabarro, the Deputy UN System Coordinator for the Global Food Security Crisis and the High Level Task Force (HLTF). David Nabarro asked for a round of issues and questions to be brought to the table by the NGOs present, to be followed by an update on the approach being taken following the launch of the Comprehensive Framework Agreement (CFA) on the food crisis.
The apparent consensus on the CFA during the meeting was that it is a useful document, but following its publication, there are some key questions on its implementation: how can this be done, by who and which organisations, using what type of framework, how activities can best be coordinated (and made coherent) and followed up, and how those carrying out activities can be held to account.

Key NGO Issues
Several points were raised by NGOs at the table, which included questions about how to actually implement the CFA and how to ensure the full involvement of civil society at country level, by suggesting more inclusive actions by Resident Coordinators or governments. A common theme was the need to involve NGOs, small farmers’ organisations, and other civil society groups as critical to the success of the response. Also, repeatedly mentioned was the need to use a much more rights-based framework in combating food insecurity and for actors working in development approaches to think through the link to social protection with the more immediate emergency response for the most vulnerable.
Inputs from Participants
Right-based approaches

The Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP) pointed out that there are areas of contradiction or likely conflict within the CFA, for example in the need for liberalisation, which has also led to undermining food production for small farmers/producers. The whole process of food production has been dismantled over the last few decades, therefore there needs to be a focus on vulnerable groups against the policies that have provoked the problems. IATP posed the following question:
· Is the ‘right to food’ reference in the CFA more than just rhetoric and can it be better integrated into the response?

Caritas Internationalis are also focused on the ‘right to food’ as the basis for approaching the crisis and longer-term food security. Suggestions and considerations were:

· To link the CFA with a rights-based approach, that was a decision of the Advisory Committee to the new Human Rights Council (HRC) to promote and protect the right to food. 
· If there is a new way to look at existing international human rights instruments and find a way to really emphasise and draw attention to the most vulnerable?
· There is a Resolution being discussed during the 9th session of the HRC, presented by Cuba, for the promotion and protection of all human, civil, political, social, cultural, and development rights, in follow up of the 7th special HRC session devoted to the negative effects of the food crisis on the realisation of the right to food for all.
Caritas stated that we should also look to mitigate problems in the future, and although vulnerability is a key immediate issue, it must be combined with a longer term view of preventing this type of crisis again in the future, using a rights-based approach.

LWF also flagged the opportunity of engaging with Olivier De Schutter, the new UN Special Rapporteur on the ‘Right to Food’ to further augment and develop potential to better frame the crisis as a rights issue. In addition, it is important to work in symbiosis with the already existing guidelines, e.g. the Right to Food-Voluntary Guidelines by FAO.
Coordination and linkages
ICVA asked that NGOs and UN agencies really start to decide how to implement joint action and to coordinate activities. Decisions need to be taken about what can be done to better coordinate, and improve humanitarian links. 
· What is the level of coordination needed from the Geneva level and perspective; and the how should we coordinate and use linkages between humanitarian and development/immediate and long-term activities? How do we also avoid duplication?
Oxfam asked how to bridge relief and development to include everyone in the critical issues; to consider what type of tracking mechanisms (for progress) and NGO liaison could be introduced; and suggested real involvement of farmers groups, for example, in seeking to share their knowledge base. The Right to Food Unit at FAO, for example, is already working on a database to monitor and examine the implementation of the voluntary guidelines.
World Vision International (WVI) highlighted how the gap between understanding policy (as this links to a longer term, development approach) and action needed on the ground is unhelpful. Instead, civil society and farmers’ groups, for example, should be invited and included at a country level in forums like the HLTF to help make the necessary links apparent. At WVI there is an internal group tasked with analysing all the organisation’s programmes to identify and deal with issues relating to food security in a comprehensive manner.
The Interchurch Organisation for Development Cooperation (ICCO) asked (by e-mail) about the international and institutional arrangement needed for coordination, highlighting the proposals from the French and British governments for a broader-reaching strategy group, and about ways to channel funds through existing institutes?

· Joint efforts are needed to combat food insecurity – is participation in this HLTF broad enough? What to do with the FR/UK proposals?
Implementing the CFA - Practical issues

SCHR asked about the next steps to take: 

· How do we drive and implement now, making the leap from the document to the ground? What are the trigger areas that people agree on where we can start to make changes recommended in the document?

IATP highlighted the need to avoid possible ‘cherry-picking’ from the CFA during implementation, and WVI spoke of the need for action and advocacy to maintain a focus on the most vulnerable both immediately and in the long-term. There needs to be some analytical clarity on the complexity of the shift from the document into action. WVI noted that the strong CFA focus on ‘inputs’ needs to consider issues of degraded land, for one example, which would render inputs inappropriate or pointless.

IFRC asked about how organisations will know what impact they are having and the measures taken to determine if activities can be effectively measured.
· Mapping and tracking – analysis of impact on communities – how do we know that activities are having a good impact? 

Care echoed concerns on collaboration and coordination, particularly in the sense of sharing information and data:
· There must be efforts from all levels to continue engagement with NGOs; many already have mapping or tracking data, so the obvious step would be to share information. How do we maintain collaboration and analysis and maintain linkages?

OCHA asked about funding, which is crucial to streamlining issues and how it is being approached and coordinated – through CAP or Flash Appeals for example?
Response and Follow-up Thoughts from David Nabarro
David identified two general streams of analysis through ‘country’ and through the ‘vulnerability’ or ‘groups of people’. However, the UN system ties the process very much to the country-level approach, even if the aim is for more visibility of vulnerable people.

It also became evident to David that the split or gap between emergency and long-term approaches must be closed and tackled as one endeavour. He recognises that there is a spectrum of needs. However, ‘nutritional needs’ (at child level especially) should be emphasised more and with stronger language put into use beyond the CFA. The HLTF will be very interested in the input of NGOs, which could provide evidence and help make vulnerable people visible.

There is a current general lack of funding: humanitarian donors do not want to increase funding for food; although agencies involved in the Task Force do have money that could possibly be allocated. David asked whether the focus is too much on food and, if so, what would attract donors? David also noted the need to consider the formulation of regional CAPs and to work with in-country donors to get the funding needs taken seriously.
One major point that David brought to the table was the potential funding from the European Commission (EC). The HLTF has prioritised 27 countries as potential recipients and a letter was sent to Resident Coordinators, which can be shared. The Task Force is also developing country files containing relevant information for furthering the case to the EC to share the €1 billion pledged during the Tokyo G8. The Commission wants to clarify areas of need and identify specific ‘budget lines’ for certain countries. David was interested to know if there would be any inputs or insights from a country perspective that could help avoid repeating mistakes and that could be used to encourage the EC to takes its decision.
The HLTF hopes to generate a network involving country teams, regional groups, and hubs based in New York, Rome, Washington, and Geneva to enhance implementation and coordination of the CFA, but to maintain the network as open as possible, and engage civil society. The HLTF will attempt to track (i) what is happening to people, (ii) what is being done to tackle stresses, and (iii) international inputs that will support the network. The Task Force will also engage in in-country processes – beyond the normal UNCT level – through experts/civil society, etc. and through interaction with Resident Coordinators as much as possible.
The French/British proposals would certainly be considered if David is given the opportunity, although it is not clear where the broader coalescence would lead, and it should not be too rigid.

Six areas the HLTF will push for progress:
1. Information and tracking via networks

2. Vulnerable becoming visible – especially children

3. Human rights approach for accountability

4. The trade agenda – being ‘clever’ about it 

5. Developing some key generic messages

6. Linking food security with national security

ICVA Analysis
The opportunity for inputs by NGOs allowed for several priorities and concerns to be expressed. For this first meeting, the objective for David Nabarro was very much about gathering information, in particular concerning the CFA and potential issues or gaps that may have become evident only later in implementation. The outcomes from this meeting should provide some direction on where the HLTF should focus and in summary David attempted to draw out the themes that require most attention. In the next meeting, it is hoped that there will be a more defined concept on each organisation’s role and some direction on implementing the CFA and pushing for inclusive and linked activities.
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