[image: image1.jpg]Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies
Réseau Inter-Agences pour Iducation en Situations d'Urgence
La Red Interagencial para Educacion en Situaciones de Emergencia



 
REPORT

INEE Minimum Standards Update process: 2010 edition

First meeting of Focal Points:

Purpose, process, timing, tools; Principles and Perspectives

1. Introduction

The first INEE Minimum Standards Update Focal Point meeting was held on 25-6 June 2009, generously hosted by UNICEF in Geneva, Switzerland. The meeting was led by the INEE Minimum Standards Coordinator and Update Consultant, and was the first opportunity for all focal points to meet each other. The focus of the meeting was on the process and tools that have been developed for carrying out the update, as preparation for consultations to be led by focal points from July to December 2009 (see below 8. Timeline for more details).

The agenda, see Annex 1, was constructed to cover the purpose, process and timing of the update process, and the tools that have been developed to support it. Presenters highlighted particular perspectives that will inform the update process. Annex 5 lists the presentations, and the powerpoint presentations accompany this report in a zipped file. Finally, over the two days, discussions elicited principles that will guide the update process, and are listed in section 2.

Objectives of the meeting

· To establish a common understanding amongst participants of the purpose, process, and timing of the INEE MS update process, including its relationship with the Sphere Handbook revision process

· To ensure all focal points have the relevant tools required to lead the update process for their particular area, and feel comfortable using them

· To discuss and reach agreement on principles and perspectives to guide the INEE Minimum Standards update process

Aims of the INEE Minimum Standards Update process

The aims of the Minimum Standards update process are to: 
· simplify the format and language

· strengthen key issues as needed

· address inconsistencies, faults and omissions in the 2004 edition

Three key areas have emerged as priorities in updating the INEE Minimum Standards: 

· Reflecting developments in the field of education in emergencies and post-crisis recovery since the launch of the handbook in 2004

· Making the INEE Minimum Standards Handbook easier to use
· Incorporating the experiences of INEE members using it so far
As a context for this, participants were reminded of the vision statement of INEE:

The Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies envisions a world where:
· All people in crisis-affected and fragile states have access to quality, relevant and safe education opportunities 

· Education services are integrated into all humanitarian responses 

· Governments and donors ensure sustainable funding for education preparedness, crisis response, mitigation and recovery 

· All education programs responding to emergencies, chronic crises and reconstruction are consistent with the INEE Minimum Standards and accountable for quality and results. 

Page 5 of the INEE Minimum Standards Handbook states:

‘The Minimum Standards for Education in Emergencies, Chronic Crises and Early Reconstruction are both a handbook and an expression of commitment, developed through a broad process of collaboration, that all individuals – children, youth and adults – have a right to education during emergencies. They echo the core beliefs of the Sphere Project: that all possible steps should be taken to alleviate human suffering arising out of calamity and conflict, and that people affected by disaster have a right to live with dignity’. 

Expectations and Ground rules

These were agreed at the beginning of the meeting and are included as Annex 4.

2. Principles

One of the key outputs of the workshop, developed over the two days, was a set principles for the update process. The INEE Minimum Standards Update Principles are meant to guide the update of the INEE Minimum Standards, and apply particularly to Focal Points. The content of the principles was agreed on by consensus by the present focal points. The principles have been edited by the INEE Secretariat and read: 

Principle 1: Students and communities

Like Sphere, INEE emphasizes the belief that the affected population is at the center of humanitarian action. Understanding and supporting local responses to emergencies is a priority, as is reinforcing the capacity of local actors at all levels. The focus of the INEE MS is to support and empower learners as well as teachers, parents, communities and education authorities to take back control of their futures. 

Principle 2: Language

We will promote the use of simple language, which is easy to understand and easy to translate. In other words, technical jargon and complex syntax is to be avoided. Avoid generic terms like “stakeholders”; try to be as specific as possible. We will also promote the use of positive language, that recognizes the role/contribution of all actors, including duty-bearers (primarily governments). 

Principle 3: Standards, Indicators and Guidance Notes

INEE Minimum standards are universal while indicators are not. Indicators will continue to highlight the minimum quality response. They will be supported by adequate guidance notes to highlight how to contextualize them. 

· Qualities in indicators

We will aim for the following qualities in indicators: short; useful for field operations; evidence-based and/or broadly agreed upon; simple and precise language; general in nature, i.e. applicable and “contextualizeable” to a range of settings; systematically linked to standards and guidance notes; balance of impact, output and process indicators. 

· Qualities in guidance notes

We will aim for the following qualities in guidance notes: systematically linked to indicators; providing background information, definitions, guidance and examples of contextualization. 

Principle 4: Timeframe and context

We bear in mind that education is a continuum of activities, programs and policies that begins with preparedness, guides an acute response when needed, setting the stage for long-term strengthening of the education system. Therefore, the focus of the INEE Minimum Standards continues to be on preparedness and response to acute emergencies (both from conflict and disasters), chronic crises and early recovery settings. The Guidance Notes need to highlight possible specificities per phase and per context. In your consultations, try to see whether it is possible to identify the indicators that apply specifically to the acute stage of the emergency. 

Principle 5: Mainstreaming key issues

Mainstreaming the ten key issues identified by INEE member’s as priorities
 means ensuring that the INEE Minimum Standards Handbook is a useful tool for working on these issues as they pertain to education in emergencies. The key issues will be defined in the introduction chapter and reflected throughout the handbook. It is not necessary to mention the key issues everywhere but they should be highlighted where it makes a critical difference. In addition, the whole handbook should be reviewed from the perspective of each key issue to check that the specific rights/needs/questions they encompass are addressed.  

3. Relationships

A key aspect of the update process will be the relationships fostered between the focal points and their reference groups with other players.

With INEE Task Teams

Focal Points should seek to use the technical expertise of the INEE Task Teams on ECD, adolescents and youth, gender, inclusive education, and HIV/AIDS. Linkages between reference group members and Task Team members have already been established, but it may also be helpful to reach out to the wider Task Team where larger inputs or discussions are needed. 

With Sphere Focal Points

The list of Sphere Focal Points has been shared with INEE Minimum Standards Update Focal Points. Siobhan Foran and Mike Wessels are joint focal points for gender and psychosocial support respectively. Other Focal Points should reach out to relevant Sphere Focal Points, to stay tuned into discussions that may relate to the INEE Minimum Standards. Ideally, INEE MS Focal Points would become members of the relevant Sphere Working Group, and vice-versa. 

With IASC Clusters

In its 2009-2010 workplan, the IASC Education Cluster has identified cross-cutting issues that are either the same or related to those tackled by INEE Minimum Standards Update Focal Points. Therefore, linkages will be made between relevant members of the IASC Education Cluster Working Group and INEE MS Update reference groups. The Education Cluster Unit in Geneva has actually proposed to establish joint reference groups for the INEE MS Update and the IASC ECWG. While this won’t be systematic, bilateral discussions have already taken place. In addition, it will be key for Focal Points to bear in mind the “early recovery” approach to humanitarian action and request the support or participation of the Early Recovery Cluster Unit as needed in their discussions. 

With INEE MS Category Focal Points

INEE Minimum Standards Update Focal Points leading discussions on the 10 key issues that have been identified by INEE members as priorities for updating/strengthening, will work with INEE Minimum Standards Focal Points for each category and for the introduction. This will ensure that in addition to being more accurate about cross-cutting issues, the 2010 edition of the INEE Minimum Standards Handbook represents a coherent document, and that each category remains logical and helpful. Both types of Focal Point  will participate in the second focal point meeting, in October 2009. 

4. Thematic areas working together

To explore further the update process, focal points to work together in groups to look at where their issue is already represented in the INEE MS (based on preparation for the meeting), at the linkages between their thematic areas, and to start considering ways to work together, including the possible challenges. Focal points were grouped as follows: 

· Youth, ECD and and Inclusive education

· HIV and AIDS, Instersectoral issues, Psychosocial and child protection

· Rights and Disaster risk reduction/prevention

The tables below reproduce the flip charts that each group prepared, which will be relevant particularly as focal points start working with their reference groups and explore links with other areas. Not all groups covered all points on their flip charts.

	Where currently represented in the Handbook:

	HIV and AIDS
	Intersectoral linkages 
	Psychosocial/child protection

	Mainly in Teaching and learning
	All sections, to varying degrees
	· Community participation

· Analysis

· Assessment

· Planning

· All 5 categories and some annexes

Missing:

- Policy/coordination in relation 

to protection

· access and learning

· teachers

· teaching and learning

· policy and coordination

· child participation (a different emphasis from participation)

	Inclusive Education
	Youth
	Early Childhood Development

	‘Special needs’. Inclusive Education not well defined, needs review
	Appears in participation as specific group with specific needs, such as non formal education activities.
	Included in a limited manner. There needs to be more clarity and there is a lack of a life-cycle approach.

	In the absence of the Gender focal point, this group also considered the area of gender: Language is not gender-sensitive (eg ‘community participation’)

	Rights
	Disaster Risk Reduction (Disaster Prevention)

	- Rights based language, especially in the Introduction and chapter 5

- Levels of references:

· textual (laws)

· the word ‘rights’

· ‘Rightsy’ vocabulary and sentences: accountability, participation, equality, discrimination

· Accountable entities: authorities, governments, international community, +?

· Target groups: marginalised, vulnerable, gender, people with disability etc
	· Oblique references to: safety, secrurity, survival, protection, physical well-being, coping, contingency planning

· No reference to DISASTER at all. Consequence: you will only make the link to disaster preventionif you are in the know.

	Otherwise, for both Rights and Disaster Prevention, no structural changes are needed.


	Linkages to other issues:

	HIV and AIDS
	Intersectoral linkages 
	Psychosocial/child protection

	· Age groups continuum

· Psychosocial issues

· Teacher training

· Content/curriculum

· Methods

· Gender (a ‘driver’ for new infection)

· Intersectoral approach

· Inclusiveness – getting the right teachers


	- Each of the five categories
	Psychosocial

· For all ages: ECD, youth are not represented

· other sectors

· Rights

· Disaster risk reduction

· Teachers/parents

· Community

Protection (legal/rights)

· Safety

· Vulnerability

· Marginalised groups

· Girls




	Challenges, Priorities, Debates

	HIV and AIDS
	Intersectoral linkages 
	Psychosocial/child protection

	- To get a cross sectoral 

approach – access to services, 

counselling etc

· Knowing your epidemic/drivers/behaviours etc – address at determinates of the behaviour

· Results based approach
	Rationale:

· common language

· guides inter cluster work during emergencies, coordination
	Psychosocial

· Extent of detail – descriptions are too limited, only described in relation to a particular impact

· Psychosocial services to youth is missing

Protection

· Doesn’t sufficiently interface with crosscutting issues – youth, gender etc need attention (always coupled with protection or child protection). Closely linked to life-skills – there needs to be more clarity in terms of identifying responses to different types of education/multiple layers – capturing this is a challenge

· Linkages are not detailed well in different contexts: disaster, conflict, rights



	Next steps in relation to the INEE MS Update process:

	Sharing information and data access issue:

Need to understand better:

· What education can do to support other clusters and what other clusters can do to enhance learning outcomes

· Develop mechanisms for coordinating the groups (themes) working on any sectoral issue
· Envisage an additional standard on: intersectoral issues/other sector service provision that regroups what other sectors/clusters can contribute to in education cluster/can benefit from in the education cluster


Application of the INEE MS

Many of the challenges and possible solutions raised by the groups highlighted issues relating to the application of the INEE Minimum Standards:

	Challenges:


	Possible solutions:



	Early childhood, Youth and inclusive education

	Indicators – qualitative vs quantitative?


	Review definitions

	Where to be specific, where to be inclusiev: how to balance?
	

	M and E


	Assessment frameworks to be reviewed jointly (pages 29 and 34)

	How to support contextualisation?


	Common principles + where necessary specific focus

	How all focal points to be updated on different issues?
	

	How to make sure MS is put into practice?
	

	Rights and Disaster Risk Reduction/Prevention

	The mechanisms for applying/institutionalising rights?
	Deeper? Wider? Infused?

	This needs to be a document used before a disaster


	Train/share now



	‘Linguistic gloss’ (eg ‘rights-based’) could be a double-edged sword, it may not add value. It needs to link to operationalising – have a ‘tool-like’ character, not paying lip service. Therefore integrate throughout, make it normative,  be reflected in benchmarks
	Stress why the particular issue is important, and how to use and where to find the tools to put it into practice

	Complex emergency/fragile state – a ‘paternalistic’ experience, ‘us’ and ‘them’
	Infusion of respect of an intact state/authority and duty-bearers who need our support

	The language of the INEE Vision statement does not include disasters or ‘build back better’
	

	The terms  of ‘crisis’, ‘disaster’, ‘emergency’ are used differently during the handbook
	Add the word ‘disaster’ throughout


5. Reference Groups

Another key element of the update process is the way in which focal points will work with their reference groups. The following points emerged from discussions:

· Focal points act as facilitators for their reference group. As such, they should: 

· aim to remain neutral in discussions 

· provide orientation to reference group members, that can provide the ‘raw material’ for discussions. This could include information from other consultations led by non reference group members

· always acknowledge contributions 

· Decision-making within the reference group should as far as possible be by consensus. A brief presentation was given on working with consensus; see Annex 5 for a Guide to consensus-based decision making. This also provides guidance on teleconferencing.

· Joint reference group members (ie one person being a member of more than one reference group) to facilitate comunication between the two reference groups, should be encouraged. There was however some concern that being a member of two reference groups could prove too time consuming. Nevertheless ‘cross-fertilisation’ between reference groups, is very important. This can take place through ongoing conversations between members of different reference groups as relevant. This has already started for example between members of the DRR and Inclusive education groups, and the Gender focal point and members of several other reference groups.

· Focal points for Sphere and INEE will be invited to participate in the other’s working/reference groups.

6. Different types of Consultation

There was a brief presentation of the tools that have been developed to support focal points in the update process, and that focal points received in advance of the meeting. Different types of consultation were discussed in groups, as follows:

Led by or involving the Education cluster

- Reach out to country level cluster leads. The first general introduction should come from the Education Cluster Unit in Geneva, letting cluster leads know that they should expect to be contacted regarding the update process.

- Try to work/facilitate 2 types of consultation:

· ‘Cluster +’ –  involving cluster members, government, INEE users/trainees 

· Community level (youth, teachers, parents)

Personal contacts as well as those through the cluster lead should help facilitate work with the clusters

‘Community’ level

· The facilitator should be very aware of ethical issues involved in consulting at community level, and should know the context very well, in order to adapt questions/the discussion effectively

· Open-ended questions may be a way to capture useful feedback covering the ‘situation broadly’. A possible approach would be to take each (or one or more) of the five categories and ask open questions around that. Prompts could then be given to other issues, perhaps linked to the two questions provided by each focal point.

· Less critical to quote text from the MS, but rather to gather ‘fresh perspectives’.

· The Reference tool, rather than the full INEE MS may be more appropriate as the supporting document for consultations at community level, given that participants at this level may have little or no prior knowledge of the INEE MS. It will be necessary to adapt the language to talk about the standards in terms that don’t assume knowledge of the MS.

· Focus on gaps in the emergency education provision; group some ‘focal point’ issues that may not otherwise be covered, such as ‘who was left out in prior emergencies?’

· In conclusion, it will be important to:

· Record participants’ names

· Keep them informed, if possible find a way to feed back to them the results of the update process

· Invite them to join INEE and any other relevant network (eg COGGS)

· Assure them that their contribution will be acknowledged

·  One to one consultations at this level may be most appropriate

Led by reference group members and other specialists

Reference group members should be encouraged to hold their own consultations, and also to identify people external to the group who could do so. It was noted that ‘stakeholder groups’ for the INEE MS go beyond INEE members to include their partners. Governments and people affected by disasters are particularly important to include. Their knowledge of the INEE MS may be little or none, so a different kind of consultation may be required. However it is essential to involve them.

The focus of workshops can be planned anticipating the feedback that may be received. A workshop could look at just one standard, or part of one. Be strategic in the choice of focus – this will probably change over the time of the process. The kind of feedback required in July is likely to be different from that in October, based on gap analysis and progress made by the reference group in reaching consensus on some points, but needing further discussion/input on others. Bear in mind the facilitator’s expertise – they should be comfortable with the chosen focus, especially if they don’t know the INEE MS well.

Several challenges were identified in the organisation of consultations by reference group members:

· Financial/time

· Ownership/watered down or specialisation: a choice may need to be made between involving many different people in the interests of ownership, but thereby getting less specialist input; conversely having a lot of specialists but a more homogenous group

· Focal points will need to keep track of consultations run by reference group members and others 
7. Information sharing

Information sharing between focal points, and externally, will be critical to success of the update process. The following supports to information sharing were identified:

External:

· Listserv: messages to be sent out regularly by the INEE Secretariat

· Webpage: now online at http://www.ineesite.org/standardsupdate
· Blog: recently launched on the INEE site, providing opportunity for discussion of the update process

Internal:

· online secure community: due to be launched end July

· email list

· shared calendar: Document 3 of the Focal Point tools, which will be transferred online once the secure community is operating

· access to each others portals (eg COGGS)

· person to person

· webconferencing: more information to be provided by the INEE Secretariat

8. Timeline and next steps

July-September 2009: Consultations led by focal points, supported remotely by the INEE MS update consultant. 

By 1 October 2009: Cross-cutting issue focal points submit first draft of updated text to category focal points, along with summary of areas requiring further discussion or consultation. Preparation of first draft of updated text by category focal points, supported by INEE MS Update consultant.

19-21 October 2009, Geneva: Second meeting of focal points

The focus of this workshop will be on content, based on presentation and discussion of recommended updates by thematic/cross-cutting and category focal points. The objectives will be:

· To identify areas of overlap or controversy that require further discussion and/or consultation

· To provide the opportunity cross-cutting and category focal points to work together, to ensure cohesion of the document.

· To allow time for drafting updated text of the INEE Minimum Standards.

October-November 2009: Focal points (including those for categories) lead final consultations. Additional online consultations as agreed. Preparation of second draft of updated MS.

By 7 December 2009 (30 October on Focal Point ToR): Cross-cutting issue focal points submit: 
1. Final list of clear and specific inputs on any deletions, changes and/or additions with respect to assigned issue to include in 2010 edition, including recommended tools, updated terminology annex (output 4 of the ToR)
2. Written rationale for changes in the standards, indicators and guidance notes (output 5 of the ToR)
December 2009: Finalisation of second draft of updated MS, including recommended format changes. 

January 2010: Peer review process (INEE Minimum Standards Working Group members)

February 2010: Online version of final draft available for final comments by INEE members

March 2010: Final editing and production

April 2010: Launch of INEE Minimum Standards 2010 

9. ‘Beyond the process’

There was a discussion started early in the meeting about how to capture the discussions and ‘new wisdom’ that are likely to be generated by the reference group discussions, but which may not make it into the handbook. It was suggested that the final output for focal points could include two additional documents:

· a brief outline (‘2 pager’) of what it has been agreed by the reference group is meant by this issue in the context of this update Jennifer – my notes are a bit vague on whether this is actually an output at the end, or something that FPs could produce in advance as a tool for working with reference groups, like the concept note prepared by Conflict Mitigation??
· a longer more academic document, with the potential to be published, that would record the ‘new wisdom’ generated.

Further details about this will be provided at the second focal points meeting, by the end of which a format for a longer more academic document will have been agreed.

INEE Secretariat

28 July 2009

Annexes

1. Agenda

2. List of Participants

3. Focal Point Contact list 

4. Expectations and Ground Rules

5. Guide to Consensus-driven decision making

6. Presentations 

Annex 1

	INEE Minimum Standards Update Process: First Focal Point meeting, 25 and 26 June 2009

	
	Purpose, Process, Timing, Tools

	
	Principles and Perspectives

	
	AGENDA

	
	
	

	Time
	Thursday 25 June
	Friday 26 June

	9.00
	Welcome and Introductions
	Review of the previous day

	9.15
	Workshop objectives and overview
	Presentation: Initial findings of the Online Consultation in English

	10.00
	Setting the scene for the INEE MS Update process
	Discussion and agreement on language 

	10.40
	Break
	Break

	11.00
	Working with consensus
	Tools of the process 

	11.30
	Presentation: Sphere Project
	

	12.00
	Presentation: Conflict mitigation
	Presentation: DRR

	12.30
	LUNCH
	LUNCH

	13.45
	Working together: overlap and links between cross-cutting issues
	Presentation: Early Recovery 

	14.15
	
	Organisation and management of the process

	15.10
	Break
	Break

	15.30
	Gallery walk of flip charts
	Timeline 

	16.00
	Implications for the update process: Indicators, Language, Applicability 
	Outstanding questions for clarification 

	16.30
	
	

	17.00
	Presentation: Education cluster
	Next steps (Timing)

	17.30
	
	

	18.00
	End of the day

	19.00
	OPTIONAL GROUP DINNER
	 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	KEY:

	
	Sessions on the Purpose of the update process
	Sessions on Principles for the update process

	
	Sessions on Process
	Sessions on relevant Perspectives 

	
	Sessions on Focal Point Guidance and Tools
	Sessions on Timing
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INEE Minimum Standard Focal Points Meeting 25-26 June 2009

Geneva (UNICEF)

List of participants

	Name
	Key issue
	Organisation/Position
	Location
	Contact

	Participants

	Wendy Wheaton
	Child protection and

psychosocial support
	Independent Consultant
	Amherst, USA
	wendylwheaton@gmail.com

	Margaret Sinclair
	Conflict Mitigation


	Project Lead, Education in Conflict
	Office of Her Highness, Qatar
	margaret_sinclair@yahoo.com
msinclair@hho.gov.qa


	Marla Petal
	Disaster Risk Reduction


	Co-Director, RiskRed
	Geneva, Switzerland

/Istanbul, Turkey
	mpetal@imagins.com

	Arnaud Conchon
	Early Childhood Development


	Emergency Specialist, ECD, UNICEF
	New York, USA
	aconchon@unicef.org


	Anna Maria Hoffmann
	HIV/AIDS


	Education Specialist, HIV/AIDS, UNICEF
	New York, USA
	amhoffmann@unicef.org

	Yahoko Asai
	Inclusive Education


	Education Programme Officer, UNICEF
	Asmara, Eritrea
	yasai@unicef.org

	Stephanie Hodge
	Inter-sectoral linkages


	Cross-Sector Coordination Programme Specialist, UNICEF


	New York, USA


	shodge@unicef.org


	Peter Hill-Larsen


	Rights


	Coordinator of the Right-to-Education project, ActionAid
	London, UK
	Peter.Hyll-Larsen@actionaid.org

	Naseem Awl
	Youth
	Education Specialist, Youth and Adolescent UNICEF
	New York, USA
	nawl@unicef.org

	Avishan Chanani
	
	Sphere Handbook Revision Coordinator
	Geneva, Switzerland
	avishan.chanani@ifrc.org


	Presenters

	John Damerell
	Companionship: Background, what it means; Sphere Revision process, place of Education; Next steps - linking the 2 processes
	Sphere Project Manager
	Geneva, Switzerland
	john.damerell@ifrc.org


	Susan Nicolai and 

Roger Wright
	INEE MS Update within IASC Education Cluster workplan and linkages with education cluster activities
	Save The Children

UNICEF
	Geneva, Switzerland

Geneva, Switzerland
	susan@savethechildren.ch
rwright@unicef.org


	Charlotte Lattimer


	Cluster WG on Early Recovery and Education/the INEE MS
	Knowledge Manager, Early Recovery Team.

Global Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery - Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR), UNDP Geneva
	Geneva, Switzerland
	charlotte.lattimer@undp.org


	Facilitators and organisational team

	Pilar Aguilar 
	Opening remarks
	UNICEF
	Geneva, Switzerland
	paguilar@unicef.org

	Jennifer Hoffmann
	Facilitator
	INEE Coordinator for Minimum Standards 


	New York, USA
	jennifer@ineesite.org

	Alison Joyner
	Facilitator
	INEE Minimum Standards Update Consultant
	Geneva, Switzerland
	msupdate@ineesite.org

	Jennifer Mungai
	Organiser
	UNICEF
	Geneva, Switzerland
	jmungai@unicef.org

	Pascal Kouamé
	Rapporteur/presenter
	INEE Minimum Standards Update Intern
	Lausanne, Switzerland
	pascal@ineesite.org
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INEE Minimum Standards Update Focal Points Contact List
	Key issue
	Name
	Position/Organization
	Location
	Contact

	Child protection and

psychosocial support


	Mike Wessels

Wendy Wheaton
	Independent Consultant

Independent Consultant
	New York, USA

Amherst, USA
	mwessell@rmc.edu 
wendylwheaton@gmail.com 

	Conflict Mitigation



	Kerstin Tebbe
	Coordinator for Education and Fragility, INEE Secretariat
	Paris, France
	kerstin@ineesite.org

	Disaster Risk Reduction


	Marla Petal
	Co-Director, RiskRed
	Geneva, Switzerland

/Istanbul, Turkey
	mpetal@imagins.com 

	Early Childhood Development


	Arnaud Conchon
	Emergency Specialist, ECD, UNICEF
	New York, USA
	aconchon@unicef.org

	Gender


	Siobhan Foran
	GenCap Advisor to the Global Cluster, GenCap
	Geneva, Switzerland

/Dublin, Ireland
	sforan@iom.int 

	HIV/AIDS


	Anna Maria Hoffmann
	Education Specialist, HIV/AIDS, UNICEF
	New York, USA
	amhoffmann@unicef.org

	Inclusive Education


	Yahoko Asai
	Education Programme Officer, UNICEF
	Asmara, Eritrea
	yasai@unicef.org

	Inter-sectoral linkages


	Stephanie Hodge

Claudio Osorio
	Cross-Sector Coordination Programme Specialist, UNICEF

Regional Advisor in Disaster Reduction
Water and Sanitation Initiative, UNICEF
	New York, USA

Panama City, Panama
	shodge@unicef.org
cosorio@unicef.org

	Human Rights


	Peter Hyll-Larsen
	Coordinator of the Right-to-Education project, ActionAid
	London, UK
	Peter.Hyll-Larsen@actionaid.org

	Youth
	Jenny Perlman Robinson

Naseem Awl
	Senior Program Officer Children and Youth, Women’s Refugee Commission

Youth and Adolescent Development Specialist, UNICEF
	New York, USA

New York, USA
	JennyP@wrcommission.org
nawl@unicef.org
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Expectations and Ground Rules

Expectations of the meeting

Expectations were expressed by participants at the start of the meeting as follows:

· Will there be scope to expand INEE vision to address disasters and bridge support to governments. To be able to fulfil Minimum Standards themselves wherever possible?

· Exchange of experiences and ideas with other colleagues for streamlining issues of EIE.

· Through the process; better understand and articulate how cross-cutting areas will feature in the Minimum Standards indicators.

· A clear understanding of the process of update, and how our focal point contributions fit in.

· Linkages between Sphere and INEE: an expression of the “Companionship Agreement”.

· To clarify the linkages and working relations between the INEE Minimum Standards update process and the Sphere Handbook revision.

· Higher profile for Conflict Mitigation land. Feedback on how Conflict Mitigation and others themes relate to protecting education from attack. (These are sometimes grouped as “conflict risk reduction” or “protection, prevention and peace building” but for the INEE revision, they are separate.)

· Clarify the Minimum Standards framework, and guidance with regards to cross sector inputs for quality Education.

· To understand the process and scope that the Minimum Standards Update will take and how to create synergies with other ongoing and related initiatives.

· To know clearly how I can facilitate / liaise between Task Team and Reference Group.

Ground rules agreed for the meeting

These were agreed at the start of the meeting:

· No Blackberries / Cell phones 

· Emailing at coffee breaks

· Punctuality
· Speak loudly and clearly
· Coffee available
· Low on technical language-avoid acronyms

· Patience with newbies

· Respecting differing opinions

· “Parking lot” – issues that need further discussion

· One discussion at a time

Annex 5

Guide to consensus-driven decision making

Acknowledgement: This document was originally prepared by the Sphere Project for the Sphere Revision process Focal Points meeting, 11-13 May 2009. It has been adapted for the INEE Minimum Standards update process Focal Points meeting, 25-6 June 2009.

Consensus is the basis on which the INEE Minimum Standards Handbook was built. In keeping with this ethos, the new edition of the Handbook is being updated also using a consensus-based approach, led by focal points as key facilitators. These notes are offered as a resource for this process.

What is consensus?

Consensus does not mean that every member of the group agrees with every decision.  It does however mean that everyone agrees to accept the decisions reached, which may mean that on occasion they choose to live with a decision that is less than ideal for them, for the sake of collective progress. A consensus-based process takes into account and validates each participant; and everyone gets the opportunity to voice their opinion, or, if they feel strongly enough, block a proposal. There will be moments when they give up their stand, just as there will be other moments when their ideas prevail.

Building consensus can be a demanding process. It demands a high level of trust among the members of the group, and a significant commitment of time and effort. 
How to build consensus

There are some tried and tested methods that will increase the chances of success: 

1. TAKE THE TIME TO BUILD TRUST
We all know intuitively what it takes to build trust among people, and the specific circumstances will dictate the best approach. Examples might include
· Choosing an environment, and setting a mood, which puts people at their ease;

· Being transparent about the process, so everyone knows that they will be heard; 

· Agreeing the ground-rules for decision making (e.g. the practice of moving forward only when everyone feels comfortable doing so, even if only by agreeing to differ); 
· Reminding ourselves why we are here, reaffirming the belief  that each member is doing their best for INEE
· Fun and games
2. AGREE BEHAVIOURS

Even when we are all committed to coming up with a joint agreed decision for the sake of a common cause, sometimes the way we behave, usually from our own enthusiasm, gets in the way. You can start a consensus-building session with a reflection on behaviours that people find helpful. These are most effective when developed and owned by participants themselves, and usually contain at least these basic elements:

· Active listening with an open mind 

· Clear communication of own ideas

· Treating differences of opinion as helpful rather than harmful 

· Making sure you are happy with the decision; do not go along with it just to avoid conflict, or go to majority vote for a quick solution. Try to go for real consensus.

3. USE A FACILITATOR

You do not always need an outside facilitator, but they can help make the process of reaching a consensus decision easier. By taking care of the mechanics (from ensuring all are heard to getting the final decision agreed), a facilitator can free up others to be more engaged in the debate. If you don’t want to have a full-time facilitator, two participants can take turns to co-facilitate. 

The facilitator is the servant of the group. Their job is to draw out the best thinking of the group, not to promote their own view. They should strive to remain as neutral as possible in the discussion. When you get stuck, the facilitator can move the group on by restating the elements that have been agreed, focussing attention on the work left to be done, and reminding the group that consensus is not about everyone agreeing, but everyone being prepared to accept what is being proposed. 

4.  BE METHODICAL

You can follow a “discussion cycle” when dealing with significant themes. Although this may sound somewhat mechanical, in practice it is what we do most of the time, and sometimes it can help to be explicit about it.  It consists of  

	· Presentation by person proposing the issue. 

· Clarifying Questions by anyone to make sure that everyone understands what is proposed

· Discussion and debate, with possible amendments suggested

· Call for consensus, by show of hands or other means (not to be confused with voting)
	· 


· Addressing concerns: If consensus is not achieved, each dissenter presents concerns, potentially starting another round of discussion, modification of the proposal, and another call for consensus. 

5.  DEAL WITH DISSENT CONSTRUCTIVELY

There will always be situations where certain individuals seem to be blocking consensus. This may be for the very good reason that they strongly believe that the decision is wrong. Do not try to squash dissent, but try to overcome it by:
· Asking if the individuals are willing to "step aside" – i.e. agree to disagree, and accept that even though the decision may not be to their liking, it is not wrong. 

· Calling “time out” and inviting the whole group to reconsider. Silence for a few minutes may result in an amendment that would resolve the impasse.

· Parking the issue – lay it aside for another time (and identify when that will be).

· Examining motives  –  

· Ask the whole group if they think those who are withholding consensus are doing so in full understanding.
· Ask the dissenters to examine themselves closely to assure that they are not withholding consensus out of self-interest

Annex 6

Presentations

(contained in attached zip file)

1. Updating the INEE Minimum Standards

2. Building Consensus (including handout: Guide to Consensus-driven decision making)
3. Sphere Project
4. Conflict Mitigation

5. Education Cluster (including handouts: ECWG Workplan and TOR INEE-EC Reference Groups

6. Initial Findings of the INEE MS Update Online Consultation

7. DRR Perspectives

8. Early Recovery
























































































� Gender, HIV/AIDS, Inclusive education, ECD, Youth, Conflict mitigation, Disaster risk reduction, Human rights, Sphere Chapters, and child protection and psychosocial support. 
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