The Global Humanitarian Platform Beyond 2010:

Relevance, Added-value, and Benefits

Introduction

The first dialogue to explore ways of enhancing the effectiveness of humanitarian response brought together 40 leaders of UN humanitarian organizations,  NGOs, the Red Cross/Red Crescent movement, the IOM and World Bank in Geneva, Switzerland on 12 -13 July 2006. 

It was agreed by the 40 leaders that a meeting of a new Global Humanitarian Platform would be jointly planned by the UN, the NGOs and the Red Cross/Red Crescent movement and would be ‘flexible, ad hoc, time-bound and action-oriented.’ Furthermore the new platform would meet annually for three years, to provide a forum for strategic dialogue on urgent humanitarian issues. 

The GHP was established to:

· Articulate principles of authentic or strategic partnership, which include a commitment to equality, diversity, transparency, mutual accountability and complementary roles 

· Focus collaboration in the field on two to three countries where Humanitarian Community partnership teams are established and through them test the impact of operating on common principles of partnership on improved humanitarian performance.  
· Provide a forum for focused discussion of particular strategic issues, such as accountability, capacity-building, security, or transitions, and

· Adopt a statement on issues of common concern, a draft of which is to be circulated in advance, which will serve as a collective advocacy effort by the humanitarian community.

Many of the benchmarks set in 2006 have been met by the GHP. The ‘Principles of Partnership’ (PoP) were subsequently developed and disseminated to the field. Progress has been made in promulgating the principles throughout field and global level coordination structures. 
Workshops have been held in Amman and Bangkok to discuss and promote the PoP. The case studies of Chad and Myanmar were discussed at the Principals meeting in 2008. In 2010, further discussions will focus on the Philippines and Pakistan. 
Strategic issues have been and will be discussed by the Principals under the ‘partnership lens’ including global threats and challenges, supporting national capacity, humanitarian space, humanitarian-military relationships and the so-called ‘new business model.’ 

In 2006, participants also agreed that at the level of their own organizations, they would commit to work together in a spirit of partnership and to disseminate information about this commitment within their organizations. They will also seek to implement this commitment through specific measures within their own organizations – for example, through their training and orientation programs, and performance management systems.  When conflicts arise between humanitarian actors, they agreed to try to resolve them in a spirit of partnership.

Progress in terms of improved partnership, was noted in the 2008 GHP meeting, and any further progress that has been made throughout the course of 2009 will be noted at the February 2010 meeting.  

Options for a way forward

At the end of the third GHP meeting, the Principals are now faced with the option to either conclude the platform as was initially agreed in 2006, or to maintain the GHP or a similar partnership-type forum. 

In order to stimulate thoughts and discussion around a possible path forward at the GHP Principals meeting three possible options for taking the GHP forward have been drafted below. The options are not exhaustive but rather are aimed at highlighting the relevance and added value of continuing a partnership forum forward and how frequent meetings would be.  

Opportunity for discussion of these and other options will be provided in the last session of the GHP on February 3, 2010. 
Option 1
- An informed dialogue among the most representative group of humanitarian agencies at the international level
The GHP can be considered the most representative body, at the international level, of agencies involved in humanitarian action. It is also the only body at the international level that brings together the Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement, UN agencies, and NGOs with the specific goal of enhancing the effectiveness of humanitarian action. 

The GHP has provided a platform that is not dominated by the agenda of any one particular group of agencies. Several NGOs from developing countries, which, traditionally, have found it challenging to relate to the international humanitarian community, have found a forum in the GHP where they can have a voice on humanitarian issues that affect them.

The GHP’s main product to date, the Principles of Partnership (PoP), has set a clear direction for partnership in the humanitarian community. Partnership does not depend on contractual relationships, but on a shared commitment towards making humanitarian action more effective. The PoP have become the benchmark for determining the quality of partnerships between humanitarian agencies.

The GHP has recognized that partnership is key to ensuring better humanitarian outcomes. More needs to be done, however, in order to put the PoP fully into practice. Instituting a culture of partnership among GHP participants takes time, as does engaging with southern NGOs. Fundamentally, the GHP’s focus and priorities are of a longer-term character than the three meetings it has (almost) had since in its inception in 2006.

Further Potential for the GHP

Too often the humanitarian community is perceived as self-serving and not concerned with the interests of affected populations. This viewpoint is again coming to the forefront in the coverage of the Haiti response. International mechanisms for humanitarian policy dialogue and coordination carry a particular risk in this regard if they do not reflect field realities and capacities in their discussions. By continuing the GHP, it will remain the annual forum for informed dialogue among the most representative group of humanitarian agencies at the international level. 

Purpose

Given the diversity of agencies that constitute the humanitarian community, the GHP should not be seen as a forum that takes decisions. Other forums, such as the IASC, are perceived as taking decisions by consensus. Instead, the GHP adds value by providing a platform for the exchange of views and sharing of positions to help make participants aware of how their organizations’ missions and contributions to humanitarian response relate and can be mutually reinforcing. By exchanging their views and experiences, participants can also explain how they attempt to make humanitarian action more principled and how they intend to address new humanitarian challenges. Understanding the GHP in this way gives it the potential to become the most relevant body in ensuring complementarity among operational humanitarian agencies. This potential of the GHP needs to be fulfilled. 

The GHP agenda should be one that is developed by a representative group of those agencies that participate in the GHP. More needs to be done in order to ensure that the GHP is a unique forum that does not replicate agendas of other international bodies, but that it sets its own agenda. With all GHP participants being on an equal footing, the way in the agenda is set is different from other existing forums. Given this unique defining characteristic of the GHP, it has the opportunity to provide a more holistic view of the opportunities and challenges facing the humanitarian community. 

For the GHP to become a forum that truly helps organizations achieve more effective humanitarian outcomes there will be a need for participants to approach the GHP as more than just an annual gathering. There is a need within organizations to ensure that the discussions of the GHP are taken forward and that the PoP are put into practice. That commitment has to be taken by each individual organization, but also in terms of working together between meetings. It also means working with the broader humanitarian community that does not attend the meetings, but which also forms an essential part of humanitarian response.

The creation of the GHP has been an important achievement in the efforts of the humanitarian community to work better together and to achieve better humanitarian outcomes collectively. This imperative guiding the GHP is too important to be given up, therefore the GHP continue to meet on an annual basis for another three years.

Option 2: A strategic dialogue at the international level
At the time the GHP was initially proposed the intent was to bring together the UN agencies, Red Cross Movement and major NGOs responsible for most of the assistance provided by the NGOs, a volume which surprised some UN officials during the Tsunami response. The meeting was to strengthen bonds between these major players to try to improve combined service delivery and perhaps reinforce advocacy initiatives. 

As the GHP evolved the attendance was expanded to make it more representational of the entire NGO community, and how the UN and NGOs could work together more productively became the focus with the elaboration of the ‘Principles of Partnership’. At the 2008 meeting there was some discussion of the value of an annual dialogue on strategic issues confronting the humanitarian sector to share perceptions and preferred responses. 

Option two would have an annual meeting which would focus on strategic issues, be broader in its NGO composition than the IASC Principals’ meetings yet within a manageable number, and permit more extensive discussion than is possible within the five hour confines of the IASC Principals’ meetings.     

Option 3: The GHP to be held less frequently and to focus on thematic issues
In 2006, the Global Humanitarian Platform provided the humanitarian community with the ‘Principles of Partnership (PoP).’ Participants at the meeting also committed themselves to incorporating these principles – responsibility, equality, transparency, complementarity, and results- oriented approach – into their on-going work. 

In order to enable the principles to be incorporated various measures have been taken by individual organizations, including active dissemination of the Principles to their staff. Others have incorporated them into their training, or are using them in conducting staff appraisals. 
Other changes have been made including using the principles as a basis for guidance on Humanitarian Country Teams. There is also a growing awareness of the importance of partnership within the clusters. In the 2007 GHP meeting, some NGO representatives pointed out that the Principles were useful not only in strengthening relationships between UN and non-UN actors, but also in increasing collaboration between international and national NGOs. 

Changing the culture of each organization; ensuring that staff are expected to work collaboratively with others, but also are rewarded for that collaboration is a process that will take time. Changing the guidance and ensuring that coordination structures at the field and global level adequately reflects principles is ongoing, but continues to require development of guidance for the field level and a sustained effort by individual organizations to ensure that the principles are reflected.

The GHP was not created as a permanent, regular forum. However, the need to strengthen partnership amongst humanitarian actors and to continue the UN – non-UN dialogue on equal footing around key humanitarian issues remains important and must be pursued. The option of GHP meetings every 2-3 years would enable us to review progress in the implementation of the PoPs and discuss challenges of strategic importance, whilst efforts to improve partnership, dialogue, and better humanitarian outcomes should take place within existing fora and meetings, and within individual organizations. GHP meetings could be organized back to back with other fora such as the Good Humanitarian Donorship group to strengthen the understanding and dialogue within the broader humanitarian community. 

While an annual GHP meeting would have the advantage of keeping the momentum, it would require significant energy and investment that may be difficult to sustain. Moreover, it risks duplicating the role of the IASC Principals meetings, and as a result reducing their interest in attending. 

� Option 1 is proposed by ICVA and VOICE





