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NOTE FOR FILE

1. Contact Group ToR
2. Road Map

These two issues were joined, as the future of the CG is part of the road map under development.  To summarise a varied discussion, the CG had mixed opinions about the need for it to continue in its current form.  Some felt the CG could be dismantled, in part out of a sense of futility in the effort to influence GHD, in part because of the possibility that a new IASC Humanitarian Financing Group (if created by the WG) would take over the function.  Some moreover felt that a higher-level group (as the new Group would be, in some draft proposals) might fulfil the function more successfully because its higher level might make it more likely to influence the GHD donors.

Others argued for the CG to continue developing its new methods of engagement with GHD, seeing both value (keeping donors on track re their GHD commitments) and some possibility of success in the venture.  (Also, it seems likely that GHD will continue to come to OCHA for IASC views even if the CG is disbanded, so OCHA would prefer to have a structure for IASC consultation and developing common positions.)  Some also noted on a practical level that if the new group is higher-level, that would make them more likely to want to delegate week-by-week GHD engagement to a technical-level group like the existing CG.  A variant expressed on this idea was that the higher-level group would want an occasional task team to prepare the higher-level meetings with GHD.
There being no clear consensus on this issue—and indeed it being impossible to determine whether the CG would be needed until the WG’s decision on a possible new IASC humanitarian financing group, its level and scope—the group was content to await that decision at the July WG meeting and then to mold the CG accordingly (including possible disbanding).

(OCHA’s CERF Secretariat briefed the CG on the other elements of the emerging proposal to the WG on a modified humanitarian finance architecture in the IASC.  The CG has since seen the full proposal on paper.)

3. CG Co-chair selection

In view of the uncertainty about the CG’s role or continuation in the humanitarian financing architecture, and the fact that it depends on the outcome of the WG meeting, the group agreed to defer the selection of the co-chair.

4. Items to suggest for agenda of July GHD-IASC annual meeting; process of collaborating with GHD co-chairs on preparations

The group identified:
· Follow-up to 2008 financing study by Stoddard; push donors on recommendations and push on overheads study;
· Donor coordination at field level (the study on which GHD will discuss at their June 22 meeting);
· USA-led assessment on GHD in Sudan and Sri Lanka;

· Peri-humanitarian funding, including ER and the possible thematic CAP for DRR (the Norway-commissioned DRR study is at an early stage, hence an opportune moment for having an exchange on it);
· Donor’s engagement in clusters – how do their field missions fit with the rest of the architecture in the field, clusters.  How are their teams relating to the rest of the architecture, or not?

The group invited OCHA to pursue agenda discussions with the GHD co-chairs on behalf on the CG.

5. Any other business

Paper measuring GHD performance against indicators of two months ago: OCHA is refining per CG inputs and will share new draft ASAP.
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