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Executive Summary

Destruction of livelihoods and deforestation as a
result of brick production for humanitarian operations
in Darfur. Dried up wells due to over-driling for water
by humanitarian organisations in Afghanistan. Ruined
livelihoods from an over-provision of fishing boats and
consequent fishing stock depletion in post-Tsunami
Sri Lanka. Failure to meet waste treatment standards
leading to environmental contamination in Haiti and
the largest outbreak of cholera in recent history. These
examples illustrate how humanitarian or peacekeeping
actors, by failing to take environmental issues into
consideration, undermine their purpose: to save lives
and preserve and restore livelihoods.

Ensuring that environmental considerations are taken
into account at the earliest possible moment of
humanitarian action can make a difference — for people
and the environment.

Environmental stewardship during humanitarian action
reduces conflict drivers and increases resilience. To be
effective, however, what is needed is for the environment
to be systematically integrated into humanitarian
programmes and operations: this is a humanitarian
responsibility, not a choice. Timely planning, identifying
key needs and issues, together with cross-sectoral
integration of environmental issues before and during
humanitarian action can help make that difference.

This study, commissioned by the JEU, and with the
financial support of the Government of Finland, is the first
stageinalarger project that seeks to examine the current
state of integration of environmental considerations into
humanitarian operations and to recommend collective
action to improve the effectiveness, accountability, and
sustainability of humanitarian action. It examines some
of the achievements to date and proposes—based
on extensive consultations — how the future agenda
might be defined.

This study comes at a time when questions are being
asked about the effectiveness of humanitarian response,
particularly in relation to sudden-onset emergencies.
Emergencies are times when life-saving priorities come
to the fore. However, the many links between this
fundamental objective and the environment are all too
often overlooked or postponed until emergency needs
have first been addressed. Sometimes this can be
too late: for example, damage done by people cutting
trees to cook their food, or a lowered water table due
to over-extraction has had serious implications on the
very people the humanitarian response is designed to
support.

Through this study, lessons and experiences of what
has and has not worked to integrate environment into
humanitarian operations are considered, building a
case to support timely and consistent mainstreaming

of environmental considerations during humanitarian
action. Specific entry points are suggested, including
within the Humanitarian Programme Cycle (HPC),
primarily in the preparedness and assessment phases.
Failure to integrate at such times will have negative
impacts, causing environmental degradation and
destruction, and ultimately lessening the survival and
recovery prospects for the victims of conflict and
disasters.

Donors have a critical role to play if a change is to
happen. As this study shows, attention to environmental
mainstreaming in humanitarian strategies varies greatly
between donors. Moreover, there is no correlation
between the inclusion of environmental considerations
in donor policies, the existence of environmental
funding criteria, and effective mainstreaming of the
environment in programmes which they fund. The
environment is never used as a restrictive criterion for
gaining access to funding, leaving vagueness in how
this is addressed in relation to specific contexts and the
level of emergency.

Based on a review of studies, evaluations and
consultations with governments, donors, UN agency
staff, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), field
practitioners and technical specialists, the findings in
this study represent a solid body of evidence for a need
for change. A “business as usual” approach to planning
and managing the environment in humanitarian action
is no longer acceptable. Such change, however, needs
to happen in a holistic manner, both at the systemic
and policy level as well as on the ground. This requires
learning from past experiences, firm commitments to
affected communities and greater accountability.

Conclusions and recommendations are focused on
the humanitarian system, including clusters and the
donor community. Emphasis is placed on a number of
the overarching initiatives of the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee (IASC), including the HPC. It is also
emphasised that this level of decision-making is one of
the main vehicles through which accountability can and
should be pursued in humanitarian response.

There is a need to make humanitarian action fit for
the future, anticipating risks and challenges such
as increased vulnerability due to climate change.
This requires a fundamental shift towards a model
of humanitarian action that not only strengthens
the response to crisis, but also learns and adapts in
order to anticipate crisis, acts before they become
crisis and prevents their recurrence®. Better attention
to environmental stewardship, with its multiple and
inextricable linkages with human livelihoods, is central
to this.

2 Saving Lives Today and Tomorrow: Managing the Risk of
Humanitarian Crises. www.unocha.org/saving-lives
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KEY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THIS
STUDY

Key conclusions of the study can be summarised
into four categories: system-wide accountability and
responsibility; mainstreaming environment at system
and field level; advocacy and evidence; and funding
environment in humanitarian action. Conclusions and
their respective recommendations are summarised
here.

I.SYSTEM-WIDEACCOUNTABILITY ANDRESPONSIBILITY

Environment is still not systematically taken into account
in global humanitarian action, despite being critical for
effective, sustainable and accountable humanitarian
response.

Recommendations:

1. The United Nations (UN), IASC, the UN Office for
the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA),
humanitarian organisations and donors should
address the lack of leadership and accountability
for environment during humanitarian action as part
of the IASC Transformative Agenda and ensure
that environment is taken into consideration in
a timely, consistent and routine manner in all
operations and at all levels.

2. OCHA and the United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP), with support from donors,
should increase the political commitment and
human and financial resources dedicated to
environment in humanitarian action.

Il. MAINSTREAMING ENVIRONMENT AT SYSTEM AND
FIELD LEVEL

Mainstreaming the environment is an approach that is
critical for, and should contribute to, a long-term vision
of effective, principled and sustainable humanitarian
action. It needs to be translated into clearly defined
actions to achieve this vision, both at the policy and
field levels.

Recommendations:

3. Develop a detailed proposal for action including
a full analysis of at least five priority countries
that actively engage all concerned humanitarian
partners.

4. Existing mechanisms to promote environmental
mainstreaming should be better analysed, their
impacts documented, and approaches adapted
and strengthened and sustainability ensured.

5. Environment should be mainstreamed within every
stage of the HPC.

Ill. ADVOCACY AND EVIDENCE

There is a need for better understanding and a strong
evidence-base within the humanitarian system as to
the crucial benefits of mainstreaming environment in
humanitarian action.

Recommendations:

6. Document detailed case studies built on field and
management perspectives to provide evidence
of what has and has not worked effectively in
addressing environmental issues in humanitarian
action.

7. Adopt and execute strong advocacy strategies
targeted at humanitarian practitioners, ensuring a
broad-scale approach to, and understanding of,
mainstreaming environment.

IV. FUNDING ENVIRONMENT IN HUMANITARIAN ACTION

There is a chronic lack of funding for environment in
humanitarian action.

Recommendations:

8. Donors should develop an environmental
mainstreaming policy for humanitarian aid.

9. Donors should integrate environmental
mainstreaming  while  analysing  programme
proposals.

10. Donors should make the consideration of
environmental impacts explicit in their decisions,
therefore driving practitioners to include these
impact statements in funding proposals.

11. Donors should commit to longer-term funding.

12. Donors should  strengthen  knowledge  of
programme officers and operational partners at
headquarters and country levels, and establish a
technical support helpdesk.

If the above recommendations are put into action, the
aimisthat, by 2020, environmental considerations would
be factored into humanitarian action in preparedness
and emergency response — in a timely, consistent and
accountable manner — in at least ten priority countries,
resulting in more effective, accountable and sustainable
support to people in need of humanitarian assistance.



1. Introduction

The objectives of humanitarian action are to save
lives, alleviate suffering and maintain human dignity
during and in the aftermath of man-made crises and
natural disasters, as well as to prevent and strengthen
preparedness for the occurrence of such situations
(Good Humanitarian  Donorship Initiative  2003).
However there are many examples of humanitarian or
peacekeeping actors undermining these objectives by
failing to take environmental issues into consideration
in their operations. For example, the destruction
of livelihoods and deforestation as a result of brick
production for humanitarian operations in Darfur
(UNEP, 2008); dried up wells due to excessive drilling
for water by humanitarian organisations in Afghanistan
(Weinthal et al. 2014); ruined livelihoods from an over-
provision of fishing boats and consequent fishing stock
depletion in humanitarian recovery operations in post-
tsunami Sri Lanka (Alexander, 2006); and failure to meet
waste treatment standards leading to environmental
contamination in Haiti and the largest outbreak of
cholera in recent history (Cravioto et al. 2011).

These examples highlight that despite the environment
being recognised as an integral cross-cutting issue in
the humanitarian cluster approach — as part of the
2005 Humanitarian Reform Agenda — and despite
the rise in initiatives that consider the environment,
environment is still not systematically mainstreamed in
humanitarian response.

“Recent evaluations have shown that cross-
cutting issues, including the environment, are not
sufficiently taken into account in humanitarian

response.”
Cluster Approach Evaluation Phase 2.
GPPI/Groupe URD. 2010.

The environment is fundamental to effective humanitarian
action for two primary reasons. First, environmental
issues can be underlying and contributing factors to
humanitarian crises, for example, conflicts over limited
natural resources, while disasters and conflicts also
cause direct damage to the environment. Second,
humanitarian action can also have negative impacts
on the environment. Relief and recovery operations
can aggravate underlying environmental problems and
exacerbate risk and vulnerability if managed inadequately.
Additionally, mass population displacements caused by
crises can also have direct and extreme impacts on the
environment. Environmental impacts of disasters and
conflicts can thus threaten lives, health, livelihoods and
security.

Based on these links, there is growing recognition
that environment needs to be consistently and
appropriately addressed in humanitarian preparedness
and response. Failure to address environmental risks
prior to or during an emergency, or postponing these to
a later stage of programming, can seriously affect the
relief and recovery process, cause further suffering and
additional loss of life, undermine livelihood recovery
and increase peoples’ vulnerability.

1.1 SCOPE OF STUDY

This study, commissioned by the Joint UNEP/OCHA
Environment Unit, and with the financial support of
the Government of Finland, reviews the current state
of integration of environmental considerations in
humanitarian action and outlines a way forward on
how environment should be consistently taken into
account at all phases of humanitarian programming,
leading towards improved effectiveness, accountability
and sustainability of humanitarian action. As the first
stage of a larger project, it examines some of the
achievements to date and proposes, based on extensive
consultations, how the future agenda might be defined.
Findings indicate that despite recognition of the links
between environment and humanitarian response
among humanitarian practitioners and despite a host
of quality initiatives, standards and guidelines, there is
a wide gap between policy and practice and a clear
lack of accountability and responsibility in ensuring that
this gap is bridged and that theory is transformed into
practical action.

The study builds the case and outlines a way forward
on how environment should be consistently taken into
account during humanitarian action. Recommendations
are made on how environment might be strategically
integrated, for example with the Humanitarian
Programme Cycle (HPC) as an entry point.

Box 1. Definition of environment

“The physical, chemical and biological surroundings
in which disaster-affected and local communities live
and develop their livelihoods. It provides the natural
resources that sustain individuals, and determines

the quality of the surroundings in which they live. [t
needs protection if these essential functions are to
be maintained.”

Sphere Project. 2011.



For the purpose of this study the Sphere definition
of environment (Box 1) is adopted, given that this
recognises the interface between community needs,
livelihoods and ecosystem services. Every sector in a
humanitarian response is linked to the environment —
directly and indirectly. Understanding and appreciating
these links is essential to improving the quality and
effectiveness of humanitarian action.

This study provides an independent perspective of
past initiatives, though with a view to influencing future
policy decisions and practical actions. Ultimately, it
seeks to serve as a stepping stone towards taking
environmental mainstreaming to the next level, from
both a policy and practice perspective, to assigning
and endorsing responsibility for ensuring environmental
mainstreaming and proposing steps for systematically
integrating environment into humanitarian operations
for the benefit of people affected by crisis, the quality
and effectiveness of humanitarian programming, and
the environment.

1.2 METHODOLOGY

Over 100 people were consulted as part of this study,
representing government, the donor community, UN
agencies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
and individual consultants/experts. Primary data was
gathered using a multi-level approach:

e an online survey completed by 34 respondents;

e 47 semi-structured interviews conducted via Skype
or telephone with field practitioners, donors, OCHA
heads of country/regional offices, key OCHA staff
and others linked in some way with the IASC
Cluster/sector approach; and

e 22 face-to-face interviews with field practitioners,
project managers, government representatives,
UN agencies, donors and decision-makers from
17 agencies in Khartoum, Sudan, during a one-
week mission?®.

Data from the interviews and surveys were triangulated
with a literature review and desk research that included
an analysis of past experience of environmental activities
being considered as part of humanitarian response. A
second component focused exclusively on the financial
aspect required for environmental integration as part
of the humanitarian process. Views were sought from
the donor community to determine the current thinking
and the degree to which the environment features in

% Sudan was chosen as an additional source of potential
information given the presence of an Environmental Field Advisor,
at the time seconded to OCHA (see chapter 6.2)

selected donors’ humanitarian policies, practices and
contributions.

This study has focused primarily on the global
system level to address issues with environmental
mainstreaming, with a particular focus on transparency
and leadership. A proposal for action at country level
is suggested as a next step to follow this study, that
would address cluster and country specific issues
and fully integrate the views of a wide cross-section of
stakeholders.




2. State of Environment in Humanitarian Action

2.1 THE EVOLUTION OF ENVIRONMENT IN
HUMANITARIAN ACTION

The links between environment and effective
humanitarian action have evolved from a variety
of perspectives and experiences. One of the most
influential changes has resulted from greater focus on
disaster risk reduction (DRR) and the often inevitable
causal links with environment, for example vulnerability
caused by ecosystem degradation. Learning from DRR
approaches, humanitarian actions are now increasingly
starting to address the underlying causes of disasters
in preparedness and planning and building community
resilience into response actions.

Measures towards improving the quality of humanitarian
response have developed in parallel to the evolution
of DRR and addressing the underlying causes of
vulnerability to disasters. The 1994 Rwandan genocide
resulted in the Joint Evaluation (1996), which was a
primary driver towards improving NGO performance
and establishing means for accountability. A key
result of this evaluation was the Sphere Handbook of
Minimum Standards and wide adoption of the Red
Cross Code of Conduct* (IFRC 1994).

Visible impacts of humanitarian operations on the
environment came to the fore in Rwanda. For example,
in 1994, some 524,000 people fled from Rwanda to the
Benaco camps in Tanzania to escape the conflict. Six
months after these camps were established, refugees
were sourcing firewood within a five-kilometer radius
of the camps. One year later, however, the distance
was more than ten kilometers, a sign of rapid fuelwood
depletion (Shepherd 1995). Despite this, interventions
by the humanitarian community were slow to address
peoples’ needs for fuel, resulting in the requirement of
a large-scale rehabilitation programme to address the
degradation caused.

This led to the inclusion of a specific recommendation
on environment and relief operations within the
Joint Evaluation: “Standard operating policies and
procedures should be prepared for donor organisations,
UN agencies and NGOs that will help to minimise
and mitigate adverse impacts of relief operations
(whether refugee or internally displaced person (IDP))
on surrounding populations and their environment”
(ODI 1996). Although this is recognised in the Sphere
Standards and the representation of environment,
climate change and DRR were specifically strengthened
in the recent (2011) Sphere revision process, there are
stil no standard operating procedures to minimise
negative impacts of relief operations on affected
people and their environment, despite the gap being

4 Principle 8 of the Code of Conduct of the Red Cross: “Provide
humanitarian assistance in ways that are supportive of recovery
and long-term development, striving to ensure support, where
appropriate, to the maintenance and return of sustainable
livelihoods and transitions from humanitarian relief to recovery and
development activities.”

recognised and the existence of many tools created for
this purpose (see chapter 2.3).

In addition to being raised as an issue central to the
quality of humanitarian programme, environment is
also recently more frequently being linked to quality
and accountability approaches to humanitarian
response. This is reflected in some standards
initiatives, including, for example, the One World
Trust Global Accountability Framework (Hammer and
Lloyd 2011) and within some NGO accountability
frameworks, such as Tearfund’s quality standards for
emergency response (2009). Within the UN system,
current debates on a Core Humanitarian Standard are
considering how to best ensure representation of the
environment. There are also examples of the integration
of environment responding to donor concerns, both
directly, for example the European Union Humanitarian
Consensus® and indirectly, for example in Principle 9 of
the Good Humanitarian Donorship (Good Humanitarian
Donorship Initiative 2003) that advocates for linking
relief to development and supporting sustainable
livelihoods.

Evidence from this study, however, shows that despite
this evolution of overarching policy on standards for
humanitarian response and despite the documentation
of evidence of the need for environmental integration
in humanitarian action dating back 20 years, this is yet
to lead to a systematic incorporation of environment
in practical activity on the ground. Evaluations are
continuously coming to the same conclusions: it is time
to move beyond these and put recommendations into
action.

Box 2. Proactive early warning

Conflict in Darfur resulted in unprecedented
concentrations of people imposing high, localised
demands on water resources. In a proactive move
to managing a critical resource for human survival,
research in Darfur identified 21 IDP camps that were
potentially vulnerable to groundwater depletion in

a dry year. Immediate analysis of the sources of
recharge by monitoring was recommended to allow
an evaluation of the actual, rather than potential
vulnerability to be undertaken. Better analysis of
the hydrogeological situation allowed this risk to
be defined and contingency plans and mitigation
measures to be designed.

Tearfund. 2007

5The “do no harm principle” is the minimum requirement
underlying such policies and aid approaches, which also means
that environmental and other longer-term considerations must be
taken into account from the outset even in short-term emergency
interventions.  http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/media/publications/
consensus_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/media/publications/consensus_en.pdf
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2.2 HUMANITARIAN ~ COORDINATION AND  THE
ENVIRONMENT

In an effort to improve the effectiveness of humanitarian
response, the Under-Secretary-General and
Emergency Relief Coordinator commissioned the 2005
Humanitarian Response Review (OCHA 2005) as adirect
outcome of the recognised inadequacy of humanitarian
response in a number of situations, primarily in Darfur
(conflict), Somalia (drought) and South Asia (post-
tsunami). The Review’s recommendations covered a
number of issues including human resources, common
humanitarian services, financing, the Humanitarian
Coordination function and the idea of creating “clusters”
in order to provide greater predictability in humanitarian
response and accountability.

In July 2005, the IASC created these clusters as the
sectoral coordination mechanism in humanitarian
action. While the original focus of the clusters was on
“gap-filling” in relation to the response to IDPs, the
IASC decided to create 11 clusters.

The cluster approach, together with the 2012 IASC
Transformative Agenda, were seen as opportunities
to integrate what are commonly referred to as “cross-
cutting issues”, of which environment is one. However
a recent independent study commissioned by OCHA
found that there appears to be little if any consistency
in approach, commitment and dedicated resources
to these issues by the clusters, Humanitarian Country
Teams and donors at the international and local levels.
As this publication noted “...a growing body of evidence
confirms that the subjects, themes and approaches
generally termed cross-cutting... are not adequately —
and often not at all - reflected in the way humanitarians
plan and execute their operations” (Calvi-Parisetti,
2013).

Thus, although environment was singled out for priority
attention as part of the 2005 Humanitarian Reform,
there is little evidence of political and financial support
to this at the global or operational level in any systematic
way. There are, however, notable exceptions, for
example in the Shelter and WASH clusters where needs
assessments were conducted by CARE International
and ProAct Network (2007-2010) to determine cluster
members’ needs in terms of technical guidance, tools
and approaches which would enable and promote
cluster-specific integration of priority environmental
concerns. Corresponding training was then developed
and, in the case of Emergency Shelter, a series of
training events held for regional and national shelter
experts. Similar assistance was provided through the
same channels — though to a lesser degree — with the
Camp Coordination and Camp Management (CCCM)

8 http://www.globalhumanitarianplatform.org/doc00001833.html

Cluster.

Even with these examples of good practice there
are multiple challenges, for example how to address
environmental concerns across the entire cluster
system in a sustainable manner, beyond one-off
training events. Standards also vary between clusters.
In waste management for example, the Shelter and
WASH (Water, Sanitation and Hygiene) -clusters
advocate for different approaches in solid and liquid
waste management.

In 2007, two vyears after the Cluster Approach
was initiated, the UK Department for International
Development (DfID) commissioned an “Exploration of
Opportunities and Issues” to investigate environmental
mainstreaming in humanitarian response (ERM, 2007).
The study concluded that there was a need for:

e partnerships and coordinated action;

e information collection and sharing of good practices
to increase awareness;

e an enabling policy, and monitoring and evaluation
framework; and

e a need to refine, raise awareness of and train
people in existing tools.

Figure 1. Cluster coordination
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WFP & FAQ WFP

Dy

Emergency
Telecom-
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Camp Water,
Coordination and Sanitation
Camp Management and Hygiene
IOM'/UNHCR? UNICEF

Source: OCHA

"This work was funded through the respective cluster arrangements.
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Following a review of these conclusions, in consultation
with a group of environmentally conscious NGOs,
the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) assumed
responsibility for environmental issues within the
IASC. In November 2011, UNEP asked the Joint
UNEP/OCHA Environment Unit (JEU) to support
with implementing and operationalising cross-cutting
humanitarian issues of environment. UNEP and OCHA
have now (2014) agreed to jointly implement a new
environment in humanitarian action strategy based on
this current study and a dedicated project document
will be developed to support joint fundraising.

2.3 TOWARDS STRENGTHENING ENVIRONMENT IN
HUMANITARIAN ACTION: EXISTING TOOLS, INITIATIVES
AND A CASE STUDY

In recent years recognition of the environment-disaster
link and the implications for DRR has trickled down
beyond academia as recognised by the response of
various initiatives and organisations. Stemming from
this a series of tools and approaches have been devised
for the specific purpose of taking the environment into
consideration in humanitarian action. An important
development to note was the revision of the Sphere
Standards in 2011 that included the integration of
environment, climate change and DRR throughout the
Handbook.

Examples of such tools and guidance were initially
captured on the UNEP website and have subsequently
migrated to the Humanitarian Response website®.
These include environmental management tools for
each cluster/sector as well as training resources such
as the Environment in Humanitarian Action training
module on the Environmental Emergencies Centre
website®, the Green Recovery and Reconstruction
Training Toolkit for Humanitarian Aid (WWFUS/ARC
2010) and the JEU/URD course on mainstreaming
environment in humanitarian action™.

The recent DfID study “Mainstreaming environment
into humanitarian interventions, a synopsis of key
organisations, literature and experience” (Kelly 2013)
offers a useful summary of 14 organisations currently
involved in work on the environment-humanitarian
nexus. The mere existence of this range of organisations
with environmental mainstreaming initiatives highlights
that at an international policy level the benefits of
mainstreaming the environment are well recognised.
However there is no tool that is universally accepted

8 https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/themes/environment
¢ www.eecentre.org
0 www.urd.org/Course-Mainstreaming-the

by the humanitarian community and their use remains
makeshift (Kelly 2007, 2013) — a conclusion also
supported by the findings of this study.

2.3.1 Recent initiatives

A number of recent initiatives are worthy of note due to
their contribution towards mainstreaming environment
in humanitarian action.

Environment Marker

Building on prior experience with mainstreaming gender
and the Gender Marker (IASC 2012), an “Environment
Marker” was developed by UNEP and adapted by
OCHA in an attempt to integrate key environmental
considerations into project design for consolidated
humanitarian appeals. Thus, projects within the
Humanitarian Programme Cycle in certain countries are
screened for environmental impact.

The Environment Marker is designed to code
humanitarian projects depending on their potential
negative impact on the environment and whether or
not enhancement or mitigation measures to reduce
this impact have been integrated into the project. The
Marker serves as a proxy indicator to measure the
extent to which environment is being considered during
project design.

The Environment Marker is currently being implemented
in Afghanistan, South Sudan and Sudan, coordinated
by UNEP and OCHA. Specific guidance is available
for activities that include camp/shelter management
and site planning, construction/rehabilitation, water
and sanitation, energy, medical and solid waste
management and food security and livelihoods.

Figure 2 shows the results of the coding projects in
Sudan’s 2014 Humanitarian Work Plan (HPW).

The data shows that while a considerable number of
projects have the potential for medium environmental
impact, those with the highest potential are in relation
to recovery, return and re-integration.

What is expected in the long-term is to have no “B” or
“C” projects without mitigation, which still represent 33
per cent of the 2014 HWP projects.

" Data based on an analysis of environmental coding in the 2014
HWP conducted by the Environmental Field Advisor in Sudan and
shared with different sector coordinators.
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Figure 2. Environmental marker code per sector in Sudan’s 2014 HWP
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Legend: EDU (Education)
FSL (Food Security and Livelihoods)
A = neutral impact on the environment. Health (Health)
B = medium environmental impact. NFI/ES (Non Food Items and Emergency Shelter)
C = high environmental impact. NUT (Nutrition)
The “+” sign indicates where adequate enhancement PROT (Protection)

or mitigation measures are taken. RMS (Refugee Multi-Sector)
RRR (Recovery, Return and Re-integration)

WASH (Water, Sanitation and Hygiene)

Figure 3. Number of projects with and without environmental mitigation in Sudan’s 2014 HWP

Source: Environment Marker Coding — Results HWP 2014



The purpose — awareness raising and to some degree
helping ensure compliance — of this tool needs to be
seen in relation to its actual impact on the ground, with
communities and on natural resources. There is a risk
that this tool could become a box ticking exercise that
allows partner organisations get clearance for funding.
This is not the purpose of the Environment Marker
but it is likely to be viewed as such unless consistent
technical follow-up assurance is given to monitoring
application, reporting and impact assessment.

While this is important from a project perspective,
it is also crucial at a broader programme level as no
one agency is currently looking at the overall impacts
of humanitarian aid programmes on a regional or
catchment basis. Experience of the Environment Marker
in Afghanistan showed that while it helped identify
sectors most at risk and in need of further attention
and analysis, a major limitation was the fact that the
corresponding database lacked any information on
the magnitude or geographic location of each project
making it difficult to understand which resources could
be affected and what the cumulative effects could be
(Bouma, 2013). One of the eventual lessons from this
exercise was also the need for sustained political will to
implement environmental safeguards for projects with
potential impacts.

An important recent development in the use of the
Environment Marker is that it has been included in
OCHA's Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF) 2014
in Sudan, South Sudan and Afghanistan. This is an
important step towards ensuring that humanitarian
projects consider the environment, as every project
has to be coded with the Environment Marker to be
able to be allocated CHF funds. This is discussed in
chapter 5.3.

Environmental Field Advisors

Responding to the need for timely assistance to field
operations, technical deployments of Environmental
Field Advisor (EFAs) have been initiated through
OCHA's Standby Partnership Programme. Recent
deployments to Sudan and the Philippines were
made possible with assistance from the Swedish Civil
Contingencies Agency (MSB). Secondments to an
OCHA Country Office for three to nine months support
the humanitarian community in strengthening the
integration of environment in humanitarian response.

Deploying an expert for a fixed period of time is not,
however, a long-term solution. In some situations it
can also build a dependency on, for example OCHA
or a cluster, to then constantly deploy environmental
expertise in an emergency. Nonetheless technical
support at country level remains a critical need.

In future deployments it is suggested that a matching
person is made available from a related national
authority, for example the Ministry of Environment to
workin partnership. While incorpor