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Antoine GERARD is the Chief of the World Humanitarian Summit Secretariat. Prior to his current post, Mr. 
Gérard served as the Chief of the United Nations Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) at the UN 
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). In the same office he held the position of 
Deputy Director of the Coordination and Response Division. He was the Head of OCHA’s Liaison Office to 
the EU and NATO in Brussels, influencing policy and decision-making related to humanitarian affairs. Mr. 
Gérard has a long history of humanitarian work in crises around the globe. From June 2006 to April 2009, 
he was OCHA Darfur Coordination Manager. Prior to this post in Sudan, he was the Head of OCHA in 
Burundi and Senegal and the Senior Humanitarian Adviser in Zimbabwe. From 1996 to 2002, he was the 
Advocacy Director for Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), based in New York, liaising with the United 
Nations Secretariat and US Administration and Congress. He also headed Missions for MSF in several 
countries, including Sudan, Yemen, and the occupied Palestinian territory between 1993 and 1996. Mr. 
Gérard holds an advanced degree in Arabic Language and Middle-Eastern studies from the French 
National Institute for Oriental Languages and Civilizations (Institut des Langues et Civilisations Orientales 
- Paris) and Sorbonne University degree in French Comparative Literature.  

René VAN NES, Envoy for the WHS, Netherlands Ministry for Foreign Affairs, current rotating Presidency 
of the Council of the EU 

René van Nes is an economist by background. He served in Suriname, Ethiopia and Tanzania where he 
worked for the Delegations of the European Union and headed the Economic Departments. During these 
years he specialized in Public Finance Management and Budget Support which came him a unique 
insight in the functioning of governments and the oversight role of parliaments.  He joined the European 
External Action Service as soon as it was established under the Lisbon Treaty in 2009. From 2011 – 2015 
he lead the Libya team within the EEAS and contributed to the various conflict resolution initiatives. From 
September 2015 he is the Dutch Envoy for World Humanitarian Summit, reflecting the keen interest of 
the Government of the Netherlands to contribute to a successful Summit in Istanbul. Based in Brussels he 
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maintains close relations with the EU institutions and aims at forging a strong and common EU position 
on the WHS.  

Florika FINK-HOOIJER, Director for Strategy, Policy and International Cooperation, DG ECHO 

 

 
 
Rahul CHANDRAN is a Senior Policy Adviser with the United Nations University (UNU) Centre for Policy 
Research. His previous experience covers the areas of peacekeeping, development and humanitarianism, 
as well as a focus on UN reform. Before rejoining the United Nations, Mr. Chandran was the Deputy 
Director of the Center on International Cooperation, where he also helped to run the Afghanistan 
Reconstruction Program. Mr. Chandran also currently serves on the Consortium Advisory Group for the 
UK Department for International Development’s Secure Livelihoods Research Consortium, and acts as a 
peer reviewer for a number of journals. 

He has authored a number of reports, including “Humanitarianism in the Network Age” for the United 
Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, “Civilian Capacity in the Aftermath of 
Conflict”, which received widespread commendation in the UN Security Council, “From Fragility to 
Resilience” for the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, as well as “Recovering 
From War”, a report commissioned by the British government. Mr. Chandran holds degrees from Yale 
University and the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University. 
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Cesar ARROYO, WFP Deputy Director Supply Chain Division (Common Services) 

Cesar V. Arroyo brings nearly forty years of experience to WFP’s management team.  

Over the years, Cesar has worked in various capacities in the aviation industry, covering a wide range of 
entities including military, commercial, UN Peacekeeping and the humanitarian context. Prior to 
assuming the role of Deputy SCD he was appointed in Oct 2014 WFP Regional Coordinator for Common 
Logistics Services and in April 2015 the WFP Ebola Response Regional Emergency Coordinator.    

Cesar also served as Chief of WFP Aviation Service and 2011-2013 period as a Deputy Country Director for 
WFP in Sudan, based in the North Darfur overseeing a complex operation supporting our humanitarian 
response. 

Cesar Arroyo holds a degree in Military Science and Administration and obtained several certificates in 
the aviation industry in Peru, Brazil and the United States of America. 

Kathrin SCHICK, VOICE  

Kathrin Schick has more than 25 years of experience in the development sector. Since 2001, she is the 
Director of the VOICE network, bringing together more than 80 Humanitarian NGOs in Europe.  

She worked in organizations such as the Norwegian Red Cross and Norwegian People’s Aid, as well as for 
the Directorate for Immigration of Norway, focusing on refugee issues and programs in South America. 
She subsequently gained field experience in Guatemala as Protection Officer for the UNHCR and 
consultant for CARE International. As Deputy Secretary General of the SOLIDAR network, she worked for 
seven years mainly on EU development policies and education campaigns. Her educational background 
is in Social Anthropology and Business Administration from Oslo University, Norway. 
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PART I: SUMMARY OF THE WORKSHOP  
Mr Enrique Guerrero Salom, Standing Rapporteur on Humanitarian Aid for the European Parliament's 
Committee on Development, opened the workshop by emphasising the relevance of its chosen title. He 
said 'Time for Action' was highly appropriate when looking at the worldwide humanitarian situation, as 
much more than political debate was required. It made clear that the international community needed to 
make a collective effort, and the success achieved at the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) would be a 
success for everyone. Mr Guerrero Salom reminded the workshop that 125 million people worldwide 
were currently displaced or in need of humanitarian aid. In terms of population size, this was equivalent 
to the 11th biggest country on the planet. Despite increases in spending on humanitarian aid in recent 
years, the capacity to meet humanitarian needs was declining. Last year, funds were only enough to 
cover 60% of the needs identified by the United Nations, which was the lowest percentage in history, he 
said. While financing and innovation were key challenges, principles also posed an increasing challenge. 
The principles of humanitarian aid and international humanitarian law were frequently being violated. Mr 
Guerrero Salom encouraged the Council to take a determined and committed stance in debates at the 
WHS. He announced that the European Parliament would send a delegation of 12 members from the 
Committee on Development, the Committee on Women's Rights and Gender Equality, and the Sub-
Committee on Human Rights.   

Panel I: Setting the scene — the WHS, a wake-up call for humanity 

Mr Antoine Gérard, Head of the Secretariat for the World Humanitarian Summit, also pointed to the 125 
million people in need of humanitarian assistance and the urgency of this situation. He praised the 
Agenda for Humanity, written by the UN Secretary General, Ban Ki Moon, and noted the Secretary 
General's missions to Burundi, Congo and South Sudan that were aimed at better understanding the 
humanitarian priorities and how to address them. Owing to the multi-stakeholder approach taken from 
the start, the report reflected a common agenda, representing the amplified voices of more than 23 000 
people from 153 countries. The Agenda was based, he said, on five shared responsibilities: global 
leadership to prevent and end conflicts; upholding the norms that safeguard humanity; leaving no one 
behind; ending need; and investing in humanity. 

Mr Gérard then outlined some of the events planned for the WHS. The summit was to include an 
announcement plenary, not only for heads of state or government, but also for other actors to announce 
the humanitarian projects and commitments they intended to deliver. There would be several high level 
roundtable discussions to allow leaders to focus on some of the major humanitarian challenges, such as: 
recommitting to respect for the rule of law, the empowerment of women and girls, management and 
preparation for natural disasters and climate change, and investing in humanitarian financing. Special 
sessions would be held around key themes, for example urban crises, education in emergencies, putting 
people at the centre of the humanitarian response system, and the use of data for risk analysis. 
Announcements of commitments made would be made available online, in order to reinforce the 
obligations and to drive the agenda forward post-summit.  

René van Nes, Envoy for the World Humanitarian Summit, Netherlands Ministry for Foreign Affairs, current 
holder of the rotating Presidency of the Council of the EU, began by emphasising that the summit was one 
of the key priorities of the Dutch Presidency. He went on to mirror Mr Guerrero Salom's presentation of 
the severity of the worldwide humanitarian situation, describing those affected as having no voice and 
the WHS as an opportunity to speak out on their behalf. Mr van Nes identified the current period as a 
tipping point, where the continued failure to prevent and reconcile conflict was leading to more 
displacement than ever and to a steady erosion of respect for international humanitarian law. Conflicts 
were becoming more brutal, extreme violence was jeopardising aid workers and spill-over effects were 
creating instability reaching far beyond the affected regions. He pointed to the constraints caused by lack 
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of funding and the fact that humanitarian funding had never been so inadequate to cover needs, despite 
the unprecedented generosity in 2015 of contributions totalling EUR 20 billion.  

Mr van Nes identified three priority areas for the outcomes of the summit: safeguarding humanitarian 
access and respecting international humanitarian law; finding a better answer to forced and protracted 
displacement; and significant humanitarian aid reform. The emphasis of the Dutch Presidency would also 
be on three specific cross-cutting issues: humanitarian innovation (innovative solutions, partnerships, 
methods, financing and technologies); gender equality (women should play a central role in all phases of 
the humanitarian process); and protracted forced displacement (rethinking the way aid workers 
cooperate with partners from the development sector and political actors from the onset of a crisis).  

Following the report from the high level panel on humanitarian financing (HLP), the Dutch Presidency 
and Kristalina Georgieva, EU Commissioner and Member of the HLP, had organised a meeting on 29 
February in Amsterdam with 15 major donors and 15 major implementing organisations to take forward 
the proposals made by the HLP based on the notion of the Grand Bargain on Humanitarian Efficiency. 
Specific proposals that came out of the meeting included more multi-annual and unmarked funding as 
well as reduced reporting requirements. Aid organisations would reciprocate with greater transparency, 
more coordination and improved cost-consciousness. Two further meetings were planned in March and 
April, to allow for the definition of collective commitments ahead of the WHS. 

Mr van Nes said the Netherlands saw the WHS as a unique platform for developing new ideas and 
expected it to generate huge political momentum for humanitarian assistance. It should serve not as an 
end goal but as a starting point for better supporting the 125 million people in need.  

Commenting on the experts' contributions, Ms Virginia Murray, Political Minister-Counselor of the US 
Mission to the EU, called for people's needs to be put at the centre of the humanitarian response. This 
would better equip humanitarian aid workers to carry out their work and would allow vulnerable people 
to become self-sufficient, spending less time being dependent on international charity. She outlined the 
four strategic aims of the US: major UN institutional reforms; reducing the impact of conflict on civilians; 
moving beyond the humanitarian and development divide; and working to secure commitments from 
countries that are not traditional donors. Ms Murray underlined the US's appreciation for the Grand 
Bargain and its role in creating a roadmap towards a more efficient humanitarian system. She stressed 
the responsibility of the US to reshape its own business model in order to better feed into that of the UN, 
and announced that the US would play a constructive role at the summit. 

Mr. Mohamed Igueh Ofleh, Senior Economist at the Permanent Representation of the African Union in 
Brussels, said the WHS would provide a platform for achieving a consensus on the common challenges 
and subsequent summits should focus on implementing the world's demands, agreed in Istanbul. African 
leaders had mandated the AU Commission to put together a joint African position ready for the WHS 
through a consultative process involving AU Member States, the regional economic communities and 
civil society. Key focus areas included: strengthening the role and capacities of the state, reforming the 
global humanitarian aid architecture, increasing the recognition of national and regional priorities, and 
increasing country ownership. Mr Igueh Ofleh announced that the AU was planning to set up a 
humanitarian agency. Furthermore, the Union hoped that the AU Convention for the Protection and 
Assistance of Internally Displaced Persons in Africa would be adopted by the UN General Assembly. There 
were various triggers for humanitarian problems and therefore a holistic, global system was needed, 
founded on humanitarian principles, peace-building and the strengthening of good governance. In terms 
of financing, Mr Igueh Ofleh reiterated the need for assistance from non-traditional sources and stressed 
in particular the need for more predictable funding in order to allow for better planning. 
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Ms Farida El Allagi, Permanent Representative of Libya to the EU, pointed to the links between 
humanitarian needs, radicalism and terrorism. From the Libyan perspective, humanitarian needs had thus 
far not been met. Noting the high level roundtable discussions planned for the WHS, she proposed 
holding a roundtable on why current efforts were failing. There were lessons to be learnt, she said, such 
as the lack of impact monitoring, the failure by governments to provide the funding they had pledged, 
the top down approach with insufficient consultation of stakeholders, the weak role for civil society, the 
excessive bureaucracy and competition in securing funding, the lack of internal coordination of 
international institutions such as the UN and EU, and the heavy reliance on statistics, which did not 
always represent the reality. Ms El Allagi called for young people and ordinary citizens as well as the 
traditional speakers to be invited to speak at high level discussions. Overall, Libya was very disappointed 
that after five years very few deliverables had been put in place.  

Christophe Yvetot from the UN Industrial Development Organisation (UNIDO) stressed the crucial role 
of the private sector and trade, particularly in the context of linking humanitarian action and 
development. He said the private sector had a part to play in reconstruction so that affected people could 
get back to their jobs as quickly as possible and begin to rebuild the economy. He called for humanitarian 
actors to think ahead to recovery and development from the outset. 

A representative from the Turkish embassy emphasised that the root causes of the global humanitarian 
problem needed to be addressed. The WHS would be an opportunity to explore new tools and new 
financing mechanisms. The representative underlined that the whole international community would 
need to contribute and therefore called on all countries to attend the summit at the highest possible 
level. 

Ms Ruth Farber, EU-CORD, International Disability and Development Consortium, called on the EU to 
present the voice of disability at the WHS. There was little inclusion of disability in the MDGs but it had 
been better represented in the SDGs, after much advocating. Ms Farber highlighted the importance of 
including disability in data and indicators. 

Mr Abdulmoshen Al-Mansour, from the Kuwait embassy in Brussels, noted that during the past five 
years his region had seen several humanitarian crises, with the Syrian crisis being the biggest 
humanitarian disaster of modern times. He advocated the discussion of new methods for providing 
assistance to those displaced, particularly in terms of health services and immunisation, employment for 
refugees and displaced persons and education for children.  

Ms Inge Brees from CARE International was supportive of the Grand Bargain and said CARE would 
assume its own responsibilities to increase efficiency. However, she emphasised that tweaking the 
current system was not enough. The UN Secretary General's report moved away from the normal 
discourse towards attempting to reduce humanitarian needs in the first place. She noted that it did not 
set out clear steps for doing so and she therefore hoped that the WHS would fulfil this role. She went on 
to question the possibility of changing states' behaviour, such as that of Russia, Syria and Saudi Arabia. 
She asked what would be done to hold actors to account and whether reform of the UN Security Council 
could be considered, given that, in her eyes, it was currently failing.  

Mr Guerrero Salom concluded the Q&A session by reiterating the need to connect with the people 
affected and to consider the day to day needs on the ground. He praised those working in the field, 
saying they were the real heroes.  

In response to the questions from the floor, Mr Gérard echoed the message of the Turkish mission that 
the WHS was an international community event and therefore not only Member States, but also youth, 
civil society, affected communities and the business community should be represented.  He agreed that 
regional priorities and action plans should be incorporated and praised the efforts mentioned by the AU 
representative. Mr Gérard stressed the need to put people at the centre of the humanitarian system, 
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which was a very different way of working, but this was what the WHS would try to achieve. He also 
underlined that the WHS could only be a starting point, and that implementation of commitments and 
reforms would take many years. 

Mr van Nes recalled that bridges were being built between security, humanitarian aid and development. 
While it was important to protect the humanitarian sector's space and principles, there was a need for 
long-term instruments to deal with long-term crises. Though this already existed at the level of dialogue, 
the WHS would, he hoped, help to translate it into action. Although the Grand Bargain, which dealt with 
financing and humanitarian effectiveness, was important, Mr van Nes called for political ambition to 
move much further at the WHS.  

Mr Guerrero Salom brought the first panel to a close by emphasising the need for the summit to focus on 
adopting the right direction, to be accelerated later, whenever possible, so as to be on the right track, at 
least, towards solving the humanitarian problem. 

Panel II: Reaching an ambitious outcome in Istanbul and ensuring its implementation 

Florika Fink-Hooijer, Director for Strategy, Policy and International Cooperation, DG ECHO, presented the 
EU position on the WHS. She began by praising the multi-stakeholder process leading up to the WHS for 
being innovative and trust-building. However, she highlighted the risk of raising expectations too high 
and stressed the need for a realistic approach, viewing the discussions to be held at the summit as 
stepping stones, and underlining the difference in nature between the WHS and the Sendai and the SDG 
summits, which had ended with political declarations and universal targets. Ms Fink-Hooijer said the EU 
was reaching out to UN Member States to get them on board to share best practices in overcoming local 
and national crises. She emphasised the need to have critical voices present as well. Referring to the 
Secretary General's Agenda for Humanity, Ms Fink-Hooijer applauded the powerful manifesto for 
speaking not only to the humanitarian community, which was familiar with the concepts, but also to the 
wider political community, including the development and security sectors. Looking at what was missing 
from the report, Ms Fink-Hooijer noted the limited attention given to UN reform. She spoke in favour of 
the Grand Bargain and highlighted the EU's willingness to explore suggested improvements such as 
multi-annual funding, strategic thematic priorities, and reduced reporting requirements. She also 
questioned whether a change in approach was needed with more systematic risk assessments and 
verifiable needs assessments. Ms Fink-Hooijer reiterated the need to strengthen the nexus between 
development and humanitarian action. She concluded with the hope that by committing to the summit 
and its conclusions, the EU would encourage others to follow suit.  

Mr Guererro echoed this sentiment, requesting diplomatic representatives to work on ensuring high 
representation at the summit, as political momentum would be crucial. 

Mr Rahul Chandran, Senior Policy Advisor, United Nations University Centre for Policy Research, recalled 
that no one was really seeking a summit or a high level meeting, they were seeking change. The summit 
was merely a means to an end. Like the other speakers, he supported the Secretary General's report, 
deeming it a framework in which to think about change. It was a call to Member States to live up to their 
commitments and to take the lead on this issue. In terms of ensuring that the commitments undertaken 
in Istanbul were effective ones, Mr Chandran outlined four factors that would need to be clarified: the 
core outcomes being sought; what precisely would be done to ensure those outcomes; how these 
measures would be implemented; and, most importantly, who was going to be accountable for 
delivering on those commitments. He identified a key problem in that one system could not deliver three 
very different things: crisis response, long-term support for protracted crises and resilience and risk 
reduction. A system without clear functions had no form and a lack of accountability hindered 
assessments of what was working and what was not working. Mr Chandran's proposals included a peer 
review process ensuring transparency regarding how well countries were performing; promoting 
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broader insurance coverage as a sustainable financing model for mitigating risk in affected communities 
(to be operational by 2020); finding a way to work in cities, because there was currently a lack of 
understanding of how they are affected (for example by small disasters such as slum collapses and 
landslides); and reform of the UN, led by Member States, who are the owners and governors of the 
institution. Three specific suggestions regarding the latter included a mandate review, massive 
decentralisation in order to be closer to the field and, echoing the Libyan ambassador, a commission on 
humanitarian failure to encourage reflection on lessons to be learnt. Mr Chandran ended by underlining 
that it was the EU, Member States, the UN and large NGOs that controlled the humanitarian system. It 
was therefore their responsibility to give up a certain level of control in order to walk away from what 
they know, towards something better.  

Mr Cesar Arroyo, World Food Programme Deputy Director of the Supply Chain Division, presented the 
WFP's position on the Grand Bargain. The proposal included 10 commitments to be adopted by WFP, 
UNHRC, UNICEF, OCHA, UNRWA and FAO. Mr Arroyo focused on four of them. Firstly, the commitment to 
providing more support and funding tools for national first responders. Mr Arroyo assured his audience 
that the WFP supply chain was designed to support local businesses, with more than 60% of its USD 3.5 
billion spent on local markets. He also cited examples of WFP efforts to communicate directly with those 
affected by disasters to allow programme design to be adapted to the needs of the people. Secondly, the 
Grand Bargain called for a reduction of duplication and management costs. The WFP enabled 
humanitarian partners to deliver cost-effectively through common services, including the UN 
Humanitarian Aid Service (UNHAS), the UN Humanitarian Response Depots (UNHRD), the Fast 
Information Technology and Telecommunications Emergency and Support Team (FITTEST) as well as 
through its leadership of the Logistics Cluster which in 2015 had facilitated the delivery and storage of 90 
400 MT of relief supplies on behalf of 245 organisations, supporting 13 operations.  

In response to the Ebola crisis, the WFP had endeavoured to utilise local structures in Guinea, and, before 
leaving Liberia, had passed on knowledge in order to maintain the bases established as part of the 
response within the national disaster management structures. Thirdly, the Grand Bargain called for scaled 
up cash-based programming. Mr Arroyo said the WFP was already engaged in this, having increased the 
use of cash-based transfers from 4% in 2012 to 25% in 2015. The fourth commitment referred to more 
financial transparency. Mr Arroyo pointed out that the WFP was ranked first amongst 381 participating 
organisations in the International Aid Transparency Initiatives. However, the WFP cautioned against 
comparing overhead or management costs to drive competition within the humanitarian system. 
Different organisational objectives and missions may result in a variation of management and 
programming costs. Mr Arroyo concluded by underlining that the humanitarian community 
demonstrably relied on the WFP and the organisation was committed to continuing to make 
improvements, such as those advocated in the Grand Bargain. He also highlighted the need to reach out 
to the private sector and to invest more in preparedness. 

Kathrin Schick, from VOICE, began by questioning how many declarations those at the workshop had 
heard in their lifetime. She repeated Mr Chandran's message that it was imperative to determine who 
would monitor the process, saying this needed to be addressed now rather than after the summit. In 
order to maximise influence in Istanbul, she recommended that international NGOs should seek to 
complement NGOs from the global South. Furthermore, the EU must put forward a common position, 
which would be facilitated by the upcoming Council conclusions. Ms Schick emphasised in particular the 
importance of diversity, inclusion and new partnerships. She recalled High Representative Mogherini's 
Global Strategy, which included a chapter on conflict and a chapter on resilience. In terms of resilience, 
there was a tendency to focus on states and the fight against terrorism, but community and individual 
resilience must also be considered. She noted that the impact of counter-terrorism legislation was in fact 
becoming a hindrance to humanitarian aid. Furthermore, Ms Schick recalled the Commission's 
commitment to humanitarian work inside Europe. She concluded by presenting her support for the 
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Grand Bargain, in particular the inclusion of NGOs, but deemed it necessary to begin with the reform of 
the UN and other donors. 

During the Q&A session Alexandra Strang, from Action Contre La Faim asked what commitments could 
be expected regarding violations of international humanitarian law, and what kind of mechanisms were 
envisaged to monitor commitments after the summit. 

The speakers then responded to each other's interventions and to the questions from the floor.  

Mr Gérard began by underlining that the commitments made in Istanbul must be transformational in 
order to demonstrate a willingness to change. The intention was to define measurable commitments, as 
referred to in the Agenda for Humanity, and establish a post-summit monitoring process Upcoming 
events like the ECOSOC meeting a month after the WHS, the High Level Political Forum meeting on the 
SDGs in July 2016 and the report by the Secretary General to the General Assembly on the WHS would be 
important moments for following up the WHS and the commitments made.  

Ms Fink-Hooijer clarified that the roundtable on norms at the WHS should address violations of 
international humanitarian law. With regard to monitoring, she pointed to the existing structures at EU 
level, such as the implementation plan for the European Consensus, which in many ways addressed 
issues to be taken forward at the WHS, and which would allow the EU to measure how far EU Member 
States met their commitments. She went on to emphasise that the international community had already 
signed up to precise targets relevant for humanitarian action in the context of the Sustainable 
Development Goals and the Sendai Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction, and it was important not to 
reinvent the wheel. She also announced an upcoming communication on linking development and 
humanitarian assistance in situations of protracted and forced displacement, which would propose a new 
"business model". 

Mr Chandran said it was better to move away from what the commitments would be and towards a focus 
on form. The WHS needed to produce a story based on desired outcomes that citizens would be able to 
understand. If the story was about actors and instruments rather than outcomes, success would be less 
likely. 

Concluding remarks 

Mr Guerrero Salom wound up the workshop by calling for the political commitments that had been 
made to be realised through action on the ground, saying this was a key point to have arisen from the 
workshop and a crucial point to insist upon in Istanbul. He hoped there would be enough political 
pressure to ensure that commitments were ambitious and fully implemented. He said the EU must play a 
strong role in ensuring an ambitious outcome for the summit, noting in this respect the importance of 
the Council and the Dutch Presidency, as well as of the individual Member States. He thought that in the 
coming years we would see an increase in risks for various reasons, such as climate change, unresolved 
conflict and war. Istanbul should therefore be a starting point, opening a new phase of humanitarian 
assistance. He finished by calling on everyone, the Committee on Development, the Parliament, the 
European Union, the Member States, all the participants of the workshop and the entities they represent, 
as well as citizens, to continue taking a proactive approach, for the good of the 125 million people in 
need.  

 

Summary drawn up by the Policy Department, Directorate-General for External Policies 
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PART II: THE WORLD HUMANITARIAN SUMMIT 2016 – 
REQUIREMENTS FOR AN AMBITIOUS OUTCOME (Briefing by 
Rahul Chandran1) 

1 Background 
‘When did turkeys ever vote for Christmas?’2 

 

No-one has substantially questioned the need for a World Humanitarian Summit (WHS). The WHS 
introduction to the Secretary-General’s Report One Humanity: Shared Responsibility (UN Secretary General, 
2016) (hereafter One Humanity) notes that ‘we are confronting some of the greatest challenges of our 
time’ – with 125 million people in need of assistance, 60 million people forced from their home, 37 
affected countries, and $20 billion needed. 

The assumption that reform is necessary to meet these challenges, and that the WHS is the way to 
accomplish reform has echoed through the WHS consultation process. What is less clear are the desired 
outcomes and the steps that will achieve them: what exactly is to be reformed, how will the reform will 
be accomplished, and who will be responsible for implementing reform? The consultation process has 
allowed a wide range of positions to emerge. 

At the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) 
global forum (Knox Clarke and Obrecht, 2015) the consensus of 73 % of attendees was that the United 
Nations (UN) was in need of reform. They hoped that the WHS would ‘reform UN agency mandates and 
roles to better meet the basic humanitarian needs of affected people.’ The Emergency Relief Coordinator, 
however, has made it clear that he feels that ‘the system is not broken’ and that the UN does not need to 
fundamentally change (Wall, 2016; and Aly, 2015). 

The recent Secretary-General’s High Level Panel on Humanitarian Financing observed that ‘[i]nsufficient 
funding for humanitarian aid means not only more suffering but also a wider spread of global instability’ 
and asked governments to use the WHS to ‘sign up to the concept of a solidarity levy and create a steady 
revenue stream for humanitarian action.’ (High-Level Panel on Humanitarian Financing, 2016, p. vi) 

Southern NGOs read a clear demand for a transfer of power to locals in the WHS synthesis report3 and 
presented a Charter for Change (Charter for Change, 2015), calling for greater localisation. 
Representatives of global NGO’s saw the consultations as affirming that ‘we’ve got the model 
right…what we struggle with is the delivery.’ 

The strongest area of consensus is that more political leadership is necessary to end and prevent conflicts 
(United Nations, 2016, Core Responsibility 1). But against this backdrop of differing opinions, the report, 
with over 130 explicit recommendations in the Agenda for Humanity and over 160 imperative statements 
(where actors must/should/need to) in the body of the text, has had to balance the need to keep all 
stakeholders happy with the need to be concrete. The choice has been to centre the report on ‘lofty 

 
1 The content of the Briefing does not reflect the official opinion of the United Nations or the United Nations University. Information and 
views expressed are the sole responsibility of the author in his personal capacity.  
2 Christina Bennett, Overseas Development Institute, http://www.odi.org/comment/10324-whs-world-humanitarian-summit-un-
agenda-humanity (accessed 24/02/2016) 
3 For a detailed discussion, see Wall, 2015. For the synthesis report, see World Humanitarian Summit secretariat, 2015 

http://www.odi.org/comment/10324-whs-world-humanitarian-summit-un-agenda-humanity
http://www.odi.org/comment/10324-whs-world-humanitarian-summit-un-agenda-humanity
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concepts of humanity, shared responsibility and solidarity’ (Aly, 2016) and the result is both inspirational, 
and deeply aspirational. 

The aspirational tone raises questions: If 70 years of the United Nations – an organisation whose charter 
remains anchored in saving succeeding generations from the scourge of war – has not changed the 
global political calculus; if all the public and private pressure over Syria has allowed 1.5 % of the 
population to be killed and 45 % of the population to be displaced4; and if the free movement of persons 
within the EU – ‘a fundamental right guaranteed by the EU to its citizens’ (EC, 2016) – cannot survive an 
influx of people fleeing war and starvation...then what chance does a World Humanitarian Summit have 
of ensuring greater political leadership to end conflict? How will it unite people around a common (and 
undefined) principle of humanity?  

It is the rightful exercise of the Secretary-General’s role for the report to identify the need for Member 
States to live up to their own commitments. Indeed, One Humanity is explicit on this point, noting that 
‘…when many express doubt in the ability of the international community to live up to the promises of 
the United Nations Charter to end wars or to confront global challenges, we need, more than ever, to 
reaffirm the values that connect us.’ (United Nations, 2016, paragraph 15) 

But statements of shared responsibility will not, by themselves, produce change, no matter how 
convincing their moral argument. The task of such reports is to mobilise Member State attention on 
critical issues; to try and reset the narrative to create an enabling environment for actual reform; as well 
as to make concrete proposals for change.  

And despite harsh reaction from some quarters, one honest critic of the UN, Mukesh Kapila, trenchantly 
observed that the Secretary-General ‘can’t do more than say to the world: “Look, here’s the nature of the 
problem. Here’s the nature of the gaps. If you’re really interested in solving these kinds of problems, these 
are things that need to happen”.’ (Aly, 2016) 

2 A passing of the baton 
The publication of the report marks the passing of the baton from the WHS Secretariat to the Member 
States and other humanitarian stakeholders. If they wish to ensure that the World Humanitarian Summit 
is a success, they must now take substantial ownership of the process. The Summit will feature (WHS 
secretariat, 2016): 

a. A Commitments to Action document, summarising Member State promises; 

b. A Chairs' summary and a subsequent Secretary-General’s Report 

c. Special sessions seeking commitments on Financing, Urban Issues and Innovation. 

This format offers humanitarian stakeholders the chance to draw on the ideas generated by the 
consultation processes and One Humanity in order to define: 

a. Outcomes: The summit needs to provide a clear narrative of what global humanitarianism will look 
like if all its commitments are implemented. This is a key missing piece, and is critical to ensuring that 
the WHS has a reception beyond the technical audience. One Humanity and the WHS Synthesis 
Report are too detailed. One suggestion is that if humanitarian stakeholders can, at the Summit, tell 
the story of a disaster in the year 2020 and of how they see the world responding, it may inspire a 
wider audience, and lend credibility to the process. 

 
4 For a summary see Black, 2016. For the original report, see SCPR, 2016. 
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b. What: Clarity on the precise nature of the issue(s) that the WHS commitments are supposed to 
address; 

c. How: Clarity on the pathway where proposals can use existing or new tools to enable innovations 
and/or changes to the system and/or solutions to problems – drawing again on the global 
consultation process and One Humanity, which offer ideas; 

d. Whom: Identify accountability mechanisms so that internal and external change is not only 
rhetorical, but actually happens.5  

At the same time, Member States would also be well advised to remain humble. Improving a global 
response to disaster and conflict is a wicked problem, which means6:  

a. The nature of the problem is difficult to clearly define; the problem possesses many 
interdependencies which are often multi-causal, and are unstable; 

b. Attempts to address wicked problems often lead to unforeseen consequences; 

c. Wicked problems usually have no clear solution, and effective remedies involve changing 
behaviours; 

d. Wicked problems hardly ever sit conveniently within the responsibility of any one organisation and 
can be characterised by chronic policy failure. 

Therefore, any proposals should recognise these constraints and risks – that there are real limitations to 
our knowledge and understanding of how to address present challenges, let alone meet future needs. 
Part of the basis for a renewed engagement with our shared humanity needs to be a commitment to 
learning, and to continuous adaptation based on this learning. 

3 One problem to rule them all 
A guiding principle for building a system is ‘that form ever follows function’ (Sullivan, 1896).  A core 
problem identified in many of the discussions leading up to the WHS is that the functions of the system 
remain poorly defined. ALNAP, one of the most astute observers of the system, observed early in the 
process that ‘the formal system…is meant to be using a limited amount of money to fill a dizzying 
number of gaps: resilience, preparedness, provision of assistance and protection in the short term; long-
term provision of basic services; urban crises and “mega” health disasters’ (Knox-Clarke, 2015). 

They further explored this theme in their response to One Humanity, in a manner worth reproducing in 
full: 

 
5 This formulation leans on the Problem-Driven Iterative Adaptation (PDIA) concept, pioneered by Andrews, Pritchett and 
Woolcock. PDIA focuses on solving locally nominated and defined problems in performance (as opposed to transplanting 
preconceived and packaged “best practice” solutions); It seeks to create an authorizing environment for decision-making that 
encourages positive deviance and experimentation (as opposed to designing projects and programs and then requiring agents 
to implement them exactly as designed). It embeds this experimentation in tight feedback loops that facilitate rapid experiential 
learning (as opposed to enduring long lag times in learning from ex post “evaluation”). It actively engages broad sets of agents 
to ensure that reforms are viable, legitimate, relevant, and supportable (as opposed to a narrow set of external experts 
promoting the top-down diffusion of innovation). Further details on the PDIA approach can be found at 
http://www.cgdev.org/publication/escaping-capability-traps-through-problem-driven-iterative-adaptation-pdia-working-paper 
(accessed 24/02/2016) 
6 Tackling wicked problems: A Public Policy Perspective, Australian Public Service Commission, 2007. This section of the paper 
draws heavily on prior work done for the ECOSOC dialogue, with Cooper and Ivanovic  that looked at the links between relief and 
development, cf. Chandran, R; Cooper, H.; and Ivanovic, A., 2015. 

http://www.cgdev.org/publication/escaping-capability-traps-through-problem-driven-iterative-adaptation-pdia-working-paper
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While humanity may be our ‘shared value’, the problem is that development and 
humanitarian assistance represent two very different applications of this value, which arise 
out of distinct moral circumstances. Development assistance, as embodied in the 2030 
Agenda, is a vision of humanity at its best: it depicts the ideal world to which we want our 
societies and governments to aspire. Humanitarian assistance, as embodied in International 
Humanitarian Law, is a vision of the ground floor for humanity: it provides the minimum 
threshold that we as a modern world are willing to accept in how human beings are treated. 
While shared humanity is at the core of both, they offer very different points of focus. 
[Obrecht, 2016] 

This speaks to the central unresolved tension of the entire WHS process. International assistance must 
deliver solutions that require a variety of different outcomes: 

a. Crisis response: Rapid interventions to help meet short-term needs from a sudden-onset crisis – 
most often in response to natural or man-made disasters; 

b. Long-term support: Ongoing support to a situation with longer-term needs – such as conflicts, or 
situations of chronic vulnerability; 

c. Resilience-building/risk-reduction: Helping communities, cities and countries to build back better 
after crises or reduce the effects of future to crises. 

These distinctions are imperfect. The manner of delivery is also affected by the context. ALNAP 
(Ramalingam and Mitchell, 2014) identified four differing models of assistance – looking primarily at crisis 
response and longer-term support, but that are arguably equally applicable to resilience/risk efforts, that 
are shaped by their context: 

a. The Comprehensive model: where humanitarians attempt to strategically and operationally 
substitute for the domestic response because of the inability of governments and local actors;  

b. The Constrained model: where humanitarians are severely limited by domestic actors, government 
and others, who may be creating the crisis and/or actively restricting the delivery of aid; 

c. The Cooperative model: where humanitarians need to work in close collaboration with domestic 
national and civil society actors; and,  

d. The Consultative model: where humanitarians fill gaps in nationally-managed responses, typically 
in developed countries7. 

That the current system is struggling to deliver these different outcomes, across these models, is 
reflected in its sprawl. In the absence of agreement on the functions, the system lacks a form, and 
lines of responsibility and accountability are harder and harder to draw. National governments retain the 
primary responsibility for the well-being and protection of their citizens (UN Secretary General, 2015, 
paragraph 84, bullet point 1).  But who is ‘responsible’ for providing support to the middle-income 
countries that are overwhelmed by millions of refugees from Syria? Who is responsible for delivering 
education services in the eastern Congo, after more than 20 years of constant violence? How is that 
responsibility funded?  

  

 
7 Specific wording is taken from  http://www.alnap.org/blog/120.aspx — a concise summary of Ramalingam and Mitchell, 2014. 

http://www.alnap.org/blog/120.aspx
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4 Concrete further steps 
All of these questions do not have to be answered in Istanbul. But clarity on outcomes and on what 
commitments are addressing will be essential.  One Humanity also contains a number of ideas that are 
ripe for concrete commitments. In its breadth, it offers the groundwork for deeper thinking; at the same 
time, there are also some marked omissions. This short note cannot cover the entire sweep of its 
recommendations, so it explores, briefly, four dimensions.  

The first is what a commitment might look like in Istanbul. The second, is to explore through the example 
of financing, where stakeholders might be able to go deeper into the ideas of the report; the third where 
they might add more depth on underserved areas, such as the urban question; and finally, it addresses 
the perennial question of reform of the United Nations. For each of these, it proposes a sample 
commitment as a policy recommendation to the EU Parliament. 

4.1 Getting to commitments, and then seeing them through 

Istanbul will mark the beginning of a process, not the end. As such, the commitments made by Member 
States, more than any other actors, will set the forward pathway. It is Member States who shape the UN 
system, and Member States who, largely, fund global humanitarian response.   

To motivate stronger commitments to stronger outcomes, Member States will need to come together 
quickly – there is limited time between today and Istanbul. They will need to formulate common 
statements of outcomes. One Humanity and the WHS Synthesis report could provide the basis for many of 
these statements. The European Union is also in a particular position of influence to articulate collective 
outcome statements, because of its ability to bring together Member States that play significant roles in 
the humanitarian system, as well as through the force multiplication effect of the scale of its own funding 
to the humanitarian system. But it would have to move quickly. 

There is also no format for commitments yet. Careful thought – beyond the scope of this paper – will be 
required to develop a format, and to articulate concrete commitments. But if Member States can leverage 
the legitimacy of the global consultation process and the ideas both the consultations and One Humanity 
contain, and if they are willing to grapple with how their commitments relate to the issues of form and 
function, as explored above, the WHS could provide the beginning of the imperative process of 
describing humanitarian systems in terms of their functions, and developing forms that deliver those 
functions. 

This would also recognise that the period after the WHS will be critical to ensure implementation. Three 
ideas could help to secure Europe-wide implementation, and send a useful signal to the wider world: (1) 
continued high-level political attention – perhaps through the identification of an Envoy for WHS 
implementation with regular reporting requirements to parliament; (2) a substantive link to peer review 
processes that increases the pressure for compliance, ideally linked to a scorecard and hard, independent 
ratings process of EU Member States quality of implementing EU-wide commitments; (3) a radical 
embrace of transparency with respect to proceedings. The opaque nature of decision-making on 
humanitarian actions is a particular driver of suspicion, doubt and uncertainty, and the EU has long-
championed transparency. 

The maintenance of political attention beyond the EU is critical to the long-term success of the WHS. This 
will only happen if the WHS is itself a success, and launches robust enough follow-up processes that 
demand engagement. The EU and its Member States are critical in this regard, because of the signalling 
effect. There is a strong argument that a critical outcome from the 2016 WHS should be a call for a 2020 
WHS at head-of-state level, that reviews progress on commitments, thus ensuring attention. Finding a 
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strategic way to link reporting to the High-Level Political Forum at the United Nations may also offer an 
opportunity to achieve the same outcome. 

Two sample commitments for the EU are offered below, that draw on the model of 
outcome/what/how/whom outlined above.  They draw on ideas expressed in the consultation process 
and in One Humanity and would, if implemented, likely deliver improved outcomes. But they are also 
necessarily flawed proposals. 

Their purpose is: 

a. to illustrate the potential for Member States to make Istanbul the start of a process of change; 
b. to highlight the need for the EU to develop its own coherent vision for the outcomes it desires, and to 

link these to their proposals for commitments.  

Given the level of reform required for commitments, this paper cannot outline an exhaustive list of the 
possible commitments. There are also no correct answers to some of the questions asked by One 
Humanity. One brief report cannot reconcile all of the tensions described above, and the pathway to a 
better humanitarian system will require experimentation and experiential learning. 

As noted earlier, the WHS needs a clear narrative of what global humanitarianism will look like if all its 
commitments are implemented. Any commitments offered by the EU would benefit strongly by being 
linked to a concrete scenario that models the current climate of response, and how it would be made 
different by the commitment. Four or five general scenarios could arguably provide the foundation for all 
of the (hopefully many) European commitments to be made at Istanbul. 

 

Proposed EU commitment to prioritise national 
capacity 

 
Outcome: All international assistance that is scheduled to last beyond X 
days adheres to the principle of national capacity first.  
What: A commitment to ensure that international capacity reinforces, rather 
than replaces, national capacities. 
How: After X days of assistance, a plan must be developed that specifies the 
transfer of assistance to national/community means of delivery within X 
days, and provides clear explanations of any exception, with written support 
from local organisations that these exceptions are valid.  
Whom: All assistance from the European Commission’s Directorate general 
for humanitarian aid and civil protection (ECHO) will be reviewed against 
these commitments. After a 3 year phase-in period, organisations that are 
non-compliant will lose their eligibility for direct (ECHO) and indirect funding 
(contracts through ECHO grantees). 
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Proposed EU commitment to more integrated 
planning 

 
Outcome: After 12 months of assistance, all emergencies operate with multi-
year ‘Crisis and Resilience Plans’8.  
What: Ensures that emergency assistance has a sunset clause, and that the 
“developmental” aspects of emergencies are considered up-front.  
How: All ‘humanitarian’ appeals are limited to one ‘rapid response’ appeal 
with a duration of no more than 18 months.  
Within 12 months, a multi-year Crisis and Resilience Plan should identify 
programmes that are (1) reviewed for their scale after a year; (2) likely to 
continue for 2-3 years; (3) likely to span a 5-year or longer time-cycle, and 
transition/link to the ongoing development process within that time-frame.   
Plans should (1) be agreed by governments and agencies; (2) provide a single 
binding plan for donors and agencies alike; (3) focus on outcomes.  
Whom: The EU will implement this system in three countries, based on 
agreement from the host nation. It will fund a fully independent lessons 
learned exercise at 18 months and 3 years, and present these lessons learned 
publically. Based on these lessons, it may revise this commitment accordingly, 
but will move to full global implementation by 2020, at which point it will 
cease to finance contexts, UN agencies and other implementing partners that 
are not in compliance with this approach. 

 

4.2 Going deeper: fixing humanitarian financing by moving sudden-
onset crises to an insurance model 

Like the High Level Panel on Humanitarian Financing, One Humanity echoes the need to tackle the 
problem of sustainable financing. Its ideas on strengthening aid allocations to fragile situations, ensuring 
the viability of the Peacebuilding Fund, and increasing the International Development Association (IDA) 
Crisis Response Window are all robust.  

Ongoing research between the Department for International Development (DfID) and the World Bank, 
however, has focused on the need to ‘create certainty when an unexpected event occurs’ (Dercon and 
Clarke, 2016). Their work suggests that the most effective way to ‘create a sustainable global 
humanitarian system’ is to have it built ‘around the principles of insurance’. Without reproducing the 
argument here, the move is to clarify where responsibilities for managing risks lie, prior to disasters, and 
to provide hard financing arrangements to meet contingent liabilities based on risk. 

It is, again, beyond the scope of this note to identify how to build an insurance mechanism to, as their 
book is titled, make disasters dull. But the WHS provides the opportunity for a number of stakeholders to 
come together – perhaps in public/private partnerships – and explore how to do so in a serious fashion. 

 
8 This example draws on ideas developed with Claire Hajaj, and first articulated in “Time for a Reset: Fixing the Faulty 
Humanitarian Appeals Process.” Rahul Chandran and Claire Hajaj, http://cpr.unu.edu/time-for-a-reset-fixing-the-faulty-
humanitarian-appeals-process.html (accessed 24/02/2016). It is also consistent with the call in One Humanity under Collective 
Responsibility Four for “collective outcomes” and “multi-year plans in three to five year durations.” 
 

http://cpr.unu.edu/time-for-a-reset-fixing-the-faulty-humanitarian-appeals-process.html
http://cpr.unu.edu/time-for-a-reset-fixing-the-faulty-humanitarian-appeals-process.html
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Identifying a fool proof mechanism for financing crisis response would free up resources and space to 
explore how to address the gaps in conflict financing.  

Proposed EU commitment on funding sudden 
onset-crises at the national and city level  

 
Outcome: 5 of the top 20 countries and cities at risk for sudden-onset crises in 
Lower and Middle Income Countries have a plan for insurance in place by 
2020. 
What: Creates a sustainable financing model for countries and cities to 
manage risk. 
How: The EU, together with the United Nations, World Bank and Regional 
Development Banks, works with governments, municipalities, and the private 
sector to explore: 
(a) What information would be required to identify and categorise risks in 

sufficient depth that they are insurable in volunteer countries and cities  
(b) What financial mechanisms and instruments could be used to (i) 

support the extension of insurance to countries and cities under 
consideration; (ii) to strengthen the incentives for disaster risk 
reduction efforts; (iii) leverage financing for such efforts. 

In 2020, EU and partners host a major lessons-learned exercise to understand 
outcomes and potential for extending the insurance system, if any. 
Whom: EU agrees to fully fund this scheme; EU envoy on WHS 
implementation to provide regular reporting to the European Parliament (EP). 

 

4.3 The unanswered question: future-proofing humanitarian action 

A key special session at the WHS will focus on urban issues. One Humanity does not cover these issues in 
detail. This is striking. We live in an urban century, but we have little information on cities9. There is a 
focus on the mega-cities, which offer outsized risks, and there is a greater and growing understanding of 
how to manage and mitigate these risks. 

But the majority of future urban population growth is expected to take place in developing cities, which 
are highly fragile, and about which we know very little. There are over 3 500 cities with a population of 
more than 250 000 and less than a million – a minimum of 875 million people.  The ongoing problem of 
displacement is also a particular concern as the majority of people both in displacement and in return 
migrate to cities. 

Early work (Muggah, 2016) has shown that while city fragility is concentrated in Sub-Saharan Africa, and 
South and Central Asia, there are also fragile cities in North America, Western Europe, the Middle East and 
East Asia.  The universality of this fragility offers a useful opportunity for stakeholders at the WHS to re-
prioritise the urban agenda, retain a strong link to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and begin 
to understand some of the contours of potential future humanitarian risks. 

 

 
9 I am grateful to John de Boer and Louise Bosetti of the UNU-CPR Fragile Cities programme for their input on this section. 
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Proposed EU commitment to address urban issues 
in humanitarian response 

 
Outcome: The EU is more able to support a response that addresses urban-
specific needs and situations.  
What: Builds a body of knowledge around specialised urban needs beyond 
mega-cities, particularly with respect to the challenges of migration and of 
informal governance arrangements among vulnerable populations. 
How: The EU supports a major UN + multi-lateral bank, and urban stakeholder 
(e.g. ICLEI) research project designed to build a body of knowledge on (i) the 
specific dimensions of urban vulnerability to sudden-onset disasters in cities 
with a population of between 250 000 and 1 000 00010; (ii) the small-scale 
disasters that affect these cities and particular communities (such as slum-
dwellers); (iii) on non-state response mechanisms and how formal 
humanitarian response can engage these; and (iv) on how patterns of 
migration into these cities create and alter this risk/response dynamic. 
Based on this body of policy-research, the UN and the multi-lateral banks 
develop a framework for urban response by 2018, and present proposals on 
the necessary instruments to address urban needs by 2020.  
Whom: The EU will support the creation of a special envoy on Urban 
Disasters, working with all relevant parties, and providing annual updates to 
the EU Parliament. 

 

4.4 Reform of the United Nations 

Key systemic issues that relate to the United Nations are less clearly addressed in the report. And while 
this is appropriate, given its larger focus, the WHS also represents an opportunity for stakeholders to 
articulate the need for reform. One Humanity acknowledges this, noting that the world must ‘transcend 
the humanitarian-development divide’ and ‘move beyond the comfort of traditional silos [in order to] 
work across mandates, sectors and institutional boundaries.’ It also states, strongly, that ‘To make the 
United Nations fit for the future, the Summit must spark a process of renewal in the way the organisation 
works across mandates and responsibilities.’ 

The underlying diagnosis is that the UN’s response architecture is outdated. It was created in a different 
political world, to cope with different types of responses, and with different sets of partners. As has been 
argued throughout the process, it needs deep change. It needs its core mandate issues to be addressed. 
And it needs governance reform11.  

There are many ideas to extend this to improve the core humanitarian architecture – in addition to One 
Humanity’s ideas on bridging the humanitarian-development divide. An idealised set of outcomes would 

 
10 See, for example, Global Report on Human Settlements, 2007 at http://www.preventionweb.net/files/2585_2432alt1.pdf 
(accessed 24/02/2016) or the 2015 UNISDR Global Assessment Report 
http://www.preventionweb.net/english/hyogo/gar/2015/en/gar-pdf/GAR15_Pocket_EN.pdf (accessed 24/02/2016) which 
highlights the “alarming development…that both the mortality and economic loss associated with smaller-scale, recurrent 
localized disasters are trending up.” P.6   The lack of broader research on this topic is part of the basis for calling for this 
commitment. 
11 See for example: ALNAP, 2015;  Chandran, 2015; and Chandran et al 2015. 

http://www.preventionweb.net/files/2585_2432alt1.pdf
http://www.preventionweb.net/english/hyogo/gar/2015/en/gar-pdf/GAR15_Pocket_EN.pdf
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address planning issues in the UN, the need for devolution/decentralisation and the clamour for a 
mandate review. Addressing all of these issues is, again, beyond the scope of this brief note.  

 

Proposed EU commitment to localisation through 
the United Nations 

 
 

Outcome: The Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs is located 
much more closely to its regional partners, able to build more robust 
planning relationships with governments, municipalities and civil society 
organisations, and able to fund them faster in emergency response. 
What: Empowers the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
(OCHA) to build deeper regional and local relationships to enable faster 
humanitarian response, and more localised funding. 
How:  The EU works to build a truly global coalition that, in the UN General 
Assembly Resolution that responds to the Secretary General’s report from 
Istanbul, requests the Secretary-General to propose decentralizing the United 
Nations Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs such that: 

(a) 60 % of all staff are located in regional offices by 2018 
(b) 20 % of all CERF allocations flow to regional and national 

organisations in emergencies by 2020 
In turn, the EU will: 

(a) Ensure that CERF is adequately funded to meet these demands; 
(b) Mirror these allocations in its own funding instruments, 

ensuring that 20 % of all ECHO direct funding also flows to 
national organisations; 

(c) Implement the various OECD recommendations on risk 
management, and move towards an enabling environment for 
fiduciary risks, recognizing the benefits; 

Whom: The EU and ECHO agree to make this change a political priority and its 
Member States agree to consistently advocate for it across all the bodies of 
the United Nations; to fund at least 50 % of any transition costs required by 
OCHA to move staff to the field. EU Special Envoy on WHS implementation to 
report to the EP on implementation. 

 

5 Conclusions 
The most striking feature of engaging with the WHS consultation process was the inevitability of change. 
The system, as it stands, will not stand. Change is happening, and the system can catch up, or not catch 
up. Fewer people will die unnecessary deaths if humanitarian stakeholders can come together at the 
WHS and manage the transition to a different and deeper partnership. But to do so will require those who 
have the most vested interests in the current system to surrender and share power, and embrace change. 
And as the epigraph says: when did turkeys ever vote for Christmas? 
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