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Inclusion of Persons with Disabilities WG 
Meeting Notes

Date and time: Wednesday, 28 November 2018. 12h00-13h00 Geneva time                                	       

Participants: Kirstin Lange (UNHCR/ UNICEF), Amy Anderson (CRS), Kirstie Farmer (NRC), Sonia Molina (Independent/ German Red Cross), Karolina Brach (Medair), Kavita Brahmbhatt (IOM), Joseph Ashmore (IOM), Amina Saoudi (IOM), Salma Elsaid (IOM), Mina Mojtahedi (RCRC), Leeannne Marshall (Australian Red Cross).

1.0 Welcome and Introductions

2.0 Summary update from shelter week discussions (October)
· A number of working group sessions held during the shelter week in Geneva, the majority of these were joint inclusion of persons with disability WG together with the GBV WG. 
· Was a good opportunity to learn from the experience of the GBV WG over the last number of years. Some lessons learned included: repetitive input/ training needed in the field, as well as the need to identify key people at country level to take things forward. Also need to recognise the differences in contexts and understand the different priorities/ dynamics at play. Must talk in positive terms and find a few key things to focus on to ensure the work can be covered. The need to identify a problem and come up with a simple activity and then link it to more comprehensive guidelines. Lastly to ensure any trainings are accompanied with a practical audit to ensure understanding and mainstreaming of inclusion issues (include relevant community people).
· There was discussion around the importance of understanding how to scale inclusion work. We know there are some big issues we want to work on over the coming years – accessibility is about much more than just a few ramps and disability is about more than just physical disabilities. 
· In one session we also presented the Shelter Chapter of the IASC Guidelines for Inclusion of Persons with Disabilities in Humanitarian and did a small working session to provide comment. 
· Very positive to see a lot of interest in the sessions during shelter week. There were so many people keen to learn about inclusion of persons with disabilities and engage as soon as possible with the WG activities. It was great to discuss potential areas/ contexts for testing tools as well as understand some of the needs of the working group members along with broader discussions on the WG plan. 

Questions / feedback 
1. Question: Great to acknowledge that it is not just physical disabilities that we are dealing with, but it does mean that things become a lot more complex, with protection risks and implications, particularly around intellectual disabilities. Is this something that was investigated in great depth during the shelter week discussions? Was there any discussion around linking any work in that area with colleagues working in HPSS or anything else? Answer: For the most part it was high level conversation starting to bring out some of those issues and complexities as well as the importance of linking with other colleagues and existing in country organisations. Recognised as an area that we do need to flesh out and hopefully we can do that during the length of the working group.  

3.0 Presentation from Kirstin Lange on the DFID funded programme to strengthen disability inclusion in the HNO/ HRP process.
1. Kirstin working with both UNHCR and UNICEF as disability advisor, with 50% of her time on this program.
1. The DFID Humanitarian Investment program provides core funding to 6 UN agencies and CERF (OCHA, UNICEF, WFP, UNHCR, IOM, WHO) + CERF. These agencies have a shared results framework that means there are a number of targets that need to be achieved together. The focus of Kirstin’s work is to work with the 6 agencies to achieve the disability target. 
1. The disability target is that by the end of 2020, 70% of Humanitarian Response Plans (HRPs) are disaggregated by disability (“70% HRPs use a common recognised methodology and routinely disaggregate data on disability (with clear justification when this is not possible) in order to make programming more responsive to the needs of people with disabilities”). Every year there is also a milestone that has to be met which for 2018 is the development of guidance on how to make HRP’s inclusive. 
1. Still fairly new, but an advisory group has been established, which includes Kavita from the WG and representatives from each of the 6 agencies. 
1. Looking to find the best way to engage the clusters in this work.
1. Review has taken place of the 2018 HNOs and HRPs to look at how disability is included and how that can be built upon. * overview of the findings attached, but disability was not strong in the HRPs. Recommendations included: HRP – strengthening of twin track approach (looking at both mainstreaming and targeting), looking at how disability is considered in the targeting and prioritisation processes (moving away from general statements about ‘prioritising people with disabilities’), strengthening focus on participation and intersectionality.
1. Good opportunity for further analysis, especially with a focus on the different sectors (eg shelter) to look specifically at how persons with disability have been included in the shelter sections of the HRPs.
1. Building on the review, now focusing on how to define the target (70% of HRPs disaggregated by disability by 2020). At the moment, the idea is to include 3 components (and require them to have 2 of three) Looking for feedback on these. The three suggested components are: 
1. HRP – total number of persons in need with disabilities (can use global or national trends)
2. HRP – contains narrative on how the response will address factors contributing to vulnerability of persons with disabilities
3. Disability included in results framework  
Opened up for questions. Kirstin is interested to know if group things target is meaningful and achievable. Also keen to understand if the WG is interested to stay involved in in some way.

Questions / feedback 
1. Question: How many HNOs and HRPs were reviewed? Answer: HRP 21, HNO 19 
1. Question: if only 2 out of 3 components (above) were to be required for HRPs, what would the result be today? What is the baseline? Answer: Currently, no HRPs achieve 3 out of 3. No HRPs currently have the no. 1, although this seems an achievable component going forward.  Around 71% have no. 2 and 19% for no. 3. For the 2 out of 3 is about 30% (need to check).
1. Question: It was mentioned that there was a lot of good practice in the WASH sector. Is there a reason for this? Answer: In WASH there are a lot of very practical measures that can be taken to improve accessibility and generally these are quite well understood. In WASH they also have a quality and accountability framework that has a strong disability component. Section B (protection) has quite a strong focus on disability: https://washcluster.net/sites/default/files/2018-07/Humanitarian%20WASH%20accountability%20Framework.pdf  Also, the 5 WASH minimum commitments, again with a strong focus on disability: https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/operations/cameroon/document/wash-minimum-commitments-safety-and-dignity-affected-people 
1. Question: Is there a reason that the proposal is for 2 out of 3 components to define the target? No. 1 could be an easy win? Answer: This is not set in stone, and very keen to get ongoing feedback on this. 2 out of 3 was raised as an option to offer a bit more flexibility. In theory No. 1 should be any easy win and No.2 is already happening. Is it realistic to require all 3?
1. Question: What does it mean to include different levels of obligation in the HRP framework? If we just make an estimate of the number of persons with disability would that necessarily lead to meaningful considerations within programming? Answer: Good point, lot of discussion around meaningful entry points to promote inclusion of persons with disabilities. One of the things coming up is around projects. People are saying that what is probably more meaningful than the HRP is at the level of design of projects. Kirsten will send around a draft proposal that is looking at improving inclusion in the design of projects. This would be a complementary activity to the HRP project. The HRP work is important particularly around improving the visibility of persons with disability, but concurrently need to both be strengthening the needs assessment process as well as inclusion in project design (these last two are outside of DFID project).
1. Question: 71% of HRP currently include no. 2 component – is this happening in sufficient detail to understand the factors that are contributing to the vulnerability of persons with disabilities and how the response should account for that? Or is it more general reference to persons with disabilities being part of vulnerable groups? Answer:  Sufficient, no. The 71% is around any reference to factors, but it does go beyond just a list of vulnerable groups. There is a lot more work to do.
1. Question: What is the best way to include no.3? Answer: Still discussion within the project about whether the HRP is the right place to have mention of disability in the results framework and how meaningful it would be to just have the words mentioned in the HRP. Still investigating whether it is more useful at project level.
1. WG discussion that project level will likely be where there will be the most impact. Struggle to have crosscutting themes in results framework as very difficult to measure. WG indicated that it was keen to be part of ongoing discussions around strengthening inclusion at the project level.

Actions from this discussion: 
· Leeanne to share materials from Kirstin (HNO/ HRP review, draft projects proposal)

4.0 Update on IASC process
· IASC Task Team is now in a phase where there is a second draft of the Guidelines for inclusion of persons with disabilities in Humanitarian action. This includes the sector specific chapters (eg shelter). This draft will be circulated by the end of November and it would be great to get the WG’s input on this (especially the shelter one). Case studies will be sent back by end November also.
· There are two consultations coming up before the end of the year, one in Brussels on 6 & 7 December (regional consultation) and one in Geneva on 10 & 11 December (multi stakeholder consultation – bringing everyone together to talk about the guidelines and the next steps).
· Setting an agenda for rolling out the guidelines next year (dates not confirmed).

Action: Co-leads will share the second draft of IASC guidelines when they are received. 

5.0 Presentation of the draft ToR for the WG Consultant (to devise the testing methodology) 
· Part of the mandate and purpose of this WG is to test tools for inclusion of persons with disabilities in shelter and settlements, especially in terms of accessibility. In order to do so, the WG co-leads would like to hire a consultant to develop a methodology for testing existing tools, such as All Under One Roof and many others, including some of the guidance produced by the GBV working group.
· We do recognise that there is a need to test these tools in a variety of contexts and during different parts of the humanitarian cycle, because ultimately we want to have evidence to support guidance that the Global Shelter Cluster would endorse. We want to have in place a rigorous system to provide solid evidence.
· This ToR is for a consultant to develop the methodology, pilot the methodology in a few field settings and then revise the methodology. It makes sense to link these activities to ensure consistency.
· The co-leads have discussed that this methodology could also then be used by shelter agencies to test how inclusive/ accessible their programs are in an ongoing basis (to be shared with the working group).
· It is envisaged that the consultant should have a strong understanding of what inclusion of persons with disabilities means (social and rights based model of disability). It would be great if they were also already a shelter expert. Hopefully a combination of both. 
· Through the working group we will identify the potential places for piloting of the methodology.
· Some feedback has been received to date that the ToR is too broad. Would be great to get more feedback and thoughts about how to refine.

Questions / feedback 
· NRC, Medair, CRS and IOM all mentioned they may have opportunities to help pilot. Also chasing up potentials within IFRC.

Action: Leeanne to send out draft again for comment by working group members. 
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6.0 AOB 
· Question: Do we still need case studies? Answer: Yes, we hope to continue collecting these over the next few years. Feel free to use the IASC templates.

7.0 Conclusions

7.1 Next meeting: 
· In the new year (early 2019)
Action: Leeanne will send doodle poll to find appropriate time

7.2 Conclusions/ summary of actions:

	Action
	Who
	By when 

	Investigate/ suggest potential case studies
	All
	Ongoing

	Identify opportunities to test AUOR and other guidelines
	All
	Ongoing

	Share materials from Kirstin (HNO/ HRP review, draft projects proposal)

	Leeanne
	December 2

	Send out ToR draft again for comment by working group members.
	Leeanne
	December 2

	Share the second draft of the IASC 

	Co-leads
	When received
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