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[bookmark: _30j0zll][bookmark: _Toc334462128]Executive Summary
It is now well established that children are disproportionately affected by shocks and stresses related to climate change, disasters, and conflict – and that these risks are becoming increasingly severe, complex, and intertwined across rural and urban geographies. At the same time, governments and non-governmental actors are recognizing the rights and capacities of children to tackle these threats, and to influence and indeed lead decision-making about their own development futures in a changing climate.
[bookmark: _GoBack]This paper evaluates how recent global negotiations on sustainable development can support child-centered disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA). It reviews six global agreements or processes that collectively compose the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR), The Paris Agreement on Climate Change, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda on Finance for Development (AAAA), the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS), and the Habitat III New Urban Agenda (NUA). It assesses what this agenda means for child-centered disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation, using seven core pillars derived from key guiding charters developed by the Children in a Changing Climate (CCC) Coalition in consultation with children: The Children’s Charter for DRR (2011), Realising Children’s Rights in a Changing Climate (2013), and A Post 2015 Framework for DRR (2014). The pillars include: 

1. Recognizing the unique needs, vulnerabilities, rights and capacities of children
2.  Providing safe schools and education, including safe learning facilities, school disaster management systems, and CCA/ DRR literacy
3. Providing child protection in disaster contexts
4.  Promoting children’s rights to participation, access to information, redress and remedy (“Access Rights”)
5. Promoting and providing child-centered risk assessment, safe infrastructure and adapted services, including schools, health and nutrition services, WASH services, housing, transportation and communications infrastructure
6. Reducing disaster risk and supporting participation of the most vulnerable children, including boys and girls who are disabled, out-of -school, migrants, displaced, living in slum areas, ethnic and religious minorities, and/or laborers 
7. Working towards child-centered DRR and CCA targets 

This review finds that: 

· The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development clearly acknowledges children as a vulnerable group, with children’s rights and capacities as active agents explicitly highlighted in many of the agreements. General references to human rights conventions appear in all agreements, yet in some important instances language on rights or climate justice has been omitted or deliberately weakened.

· Agreements provide firm commitments and targets on ensuring school safety, though largely through hard infrastructure solutions rather than through school disaster mitigation planning and management. The agreements place a greater emphasis on upgrading school infrastructure to prevent damage and destruction than on ensuring educational continuity in the aftermath of disasters. The need for environmental, climate and DRR education is clearly defined across a number of agreements, with explicit (if methodologically challenging) mechanisms for monitoring.

· The agreements do not make explicit commitments to child protection in disaster, conflict, and post conflict contexts, despite broad pledges around social protection and safety networks, labor rights, and to ending various forms of abuse. Missing from the agreements are commitments to inclusion of child protection risks in DRR assessments and interventions; strengthening existing child protection systems to prepare for and respond to disasters; safe keeping of birth registration and other forms of identification; and adequate laws and resources to safeguard care and protection during emergencies.

· The Agenda offers ample space for promoting child participation in planning and decision-making, although there is little guidance and few proposed mechanisms for assuring quality of participation and access to information. Pledges to support youth leadership do not generally extend to children. There is relatively robust support and traceable commitments to providing access to information, including climate change and disaster risk information. However, agreements offer clearly identified avenues for promoting access to justice, redress and remedy when children’s participation and access to information is constrained. 

· Community-based DRR and CCA are strongly promoted but loosely defined, opening opportunities to support community-based organizations but also the risk that terms such as “community” and “community resilience” will be co-opted. The role of children, particularly those most vulnerable, within communities is not clearly addressed.

· The Agenda supports the development and application of hazard assessments, though without specific mention of child-sensitive methodologies or children’s participation. Their calls for “resilient infrastructure” encompass WASH services, health facilities, transportation, and higher-level communications infrastructure. The agreements do not adequately acknowledge the ways in which many infrastructure projects and urban developments have themselves magnified and redistributed disaster risk, but they do support softer risk reduction approaches such as ecosystem conservation and green infrastructure. 

· Agreements voice strong support for reaching the most vulnerable populations, as well as those who are “furthest behind.” Special attention is given to girls, indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities, people with disabilities, refugees and internally displaced people, and migrants (particularly women/girl migrants). AAAA in particular recognizes the differential vulnerability among children. There is limited consideration however of how and why children are vulnerable in different circumstances.

· The agreements do not adopt child-centered targets put forward by CCC for SFDRR. However, disaggregated data will allow advocates to develop their own child-focused targets, or promote these as targets for adoption by national governments. 

The Annex to this paper contains relevant paragraphs from all six agreements/processes, for reference. 
[bookmark: _1fob9te][bookmark: _Toc334462129]Recommendations: 
Based on these findings, this review makes the following recommendations to advocates of child-centered DRR and CCA to capitalize on the Agenda for 2030 Sustainable Development: 

1. Advance child-centered DRR and CCA through targets and pledges: Key opportunities include:

· Support integration of CCA and DRR into school curricula, as supported by SDG Targets 4.7, 12.8, and 13.8 and Article 12 of the Paris Agreement. CCC should also contribute to building capacity of governments to track these indicators, for which global data collection methodologies are only now being developed. 
· Promote upgrading and enhanced performance of schools, transportation, and health facilities through SFDRR Target D and SDG 11.5 on damage and destruction and SDG Target 4.a on upgrades to school facilities. Advocates can also encourage governments to adopt recommended national-level SFDRR indicator D-13 related to basic service disruption (including schools).* This may require advocacy for increasing finance for upgrades, climate and disaster-proofing. 	Comment by Sarah Reed: Jacobo, is this what you meant in your feedback?  Feel free to amend
· Promote green infrastructure and ecosystem conservation to reduce disaster risk and mitigate climate impacts, through commitments to child-friendly public spaces in SDG Target 11.7 and the draft NUA, sustainable management of ecosystems and natural resources in SDG 15, and protection of social and ecological functions of urban land in the draft NUA.*
· Facilitate meaningful participation by children in planning and decision-making by leveraging commitments from SDG Target 16.7 and 11.3 on participatory planning and 11.b on resilience planning; Articles 10 and 12 of the Paris Agreement and SFDRR (27/ p. 17 and 33b p. 21) which concern participation for DRR and CCA planning specifically; and commitments in the draft NUA on building capacity among marginalized groups and government to engage with each other around decision making.* Advocates can seek opportunities to engage in refining definitions and methodological issues for measuring participation in SDG Indicator 11.3.2. 
· Advance enhanced access to information for children on climate and disaster (as well as development plans that might exacerbate or redistribute risks) by leveraging SDG Indicator 16.10.2 on expanding constitutional, statutory and/or policy guarantees for access to information; references to access to climate information in Article 12 of the Paris Agreement; and SFDRR Target G on access to multi-hazard early warning systems and disaster risk information. 
· Support judicial mechanisms that protect children’s legal rights and promote redress and remedy of environmental violations, drawing on SDG 16 and pledges in AAAA. The shortcomings in these agreements around access to justice however will oblige advocates to draw on existing national legislation and other existing conventions established prior to the 2030 Agenda, most significantly Principle 10 of the Rio Summit. 
· Promote child protection mechanisms, drawing on commitments that do appear in the agreements: In the absence of any specific provisions for child protection in disaster response, advocates can draw on related commitments to eliminating forms of child exploitation (SDG Targets 5.2, 5.3, 16.2), providing birth certificates for all (SDG Target 16.), extending social protection and social safety nets (SDG Target 1.3), protecting labor rights and standards including around child labor (SDG Target 8.8), and triggering specific protection mechanisms in crisis contexts (safety nets, emergency response, and life-saving assistance and protection - Agenda for Humanity 4c and SFDRR 31g). Advocates should also review consolidated commitments of the WHS, once available, which may offer additional support.
· Develop and track quantifiable targets on child-centered DRR and CCA: Although the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development does not include child-centered DRR or CCA targets, disaggregated data makes it possible to develop quantifiable, traceable goals related to children, such as reducing the number of children killed or affected by disasters (SDG Target 1.5 and SFDRR Target A). Disaggregated monitoring of SDG indicator 16.7.2 (perception that decision-making is inclusive and responsive) could support campaigns to enhance accountability to children.

   * Pending finalization of SFDRR indicators, Habitat III process, and/or WHS process 

2. Strengthen national review processes and push for child participation in monitoring: Advocates should support national level capacity development for data collection and analysis, particularly for indicators that lack established methodologies or data collection mechanisms (including SDG Targets 4.7, 12.8, and 13.8); push for regular assessment and monitoring mechanisms for SDGs and SFDRR that are accessible and subject to public scrutiny; and engage children in qualitative data collection, either in partnership with government to fill recognized gaps in the qualitative data, or as means of providing external pressure where indicators do not adequately measure their target (e.g. SDG Targets 11.3 and 16.7 on participation, SDG Goal 16 related to access to justice). 

3. Push for child-centered thematic reviews: For agreements in which monitoring processes are more ambiguous or may not take place at all, advocates may be able to press for thematic reviews on topics of interest. 

4. Maintain critical perspective and cautious approach with regard to ambiguous terminology, such as “resilient infrastructure,” “community resilience,” “resilience of host communities,” and “non-sensitive information”, to ensure that these are not co-opted by regressive political interests. On the other hand, advocates may leverage ambiguity around definitions of “children” and “youth” to include children in calls for youth leadership. 

5. Stay engaged in ongoing processes: Advocate that the final NUA include strong commitments to participatory tools such as self-enumeration and citizen-generated monitoring processes that explicitly engage child, and strong commitments for citizens (including children and youth) to have access to information concerning urban risk and development plans. There is also room to reintroduce earlier language on prioritizing development in low-risk areas and attending to tsunami risk in urban areas. CCC should follow the discussions emerging from WHS, advocates can press member states to adopt relevant proposed commitments -- for instance, to provide quality education for all displaced and refugee children within three months of displacement -- from High Level Policy Roundtables	Comment by Sarah Reed: Maggie please confirm this with Antonina

6. Attend to how the 2030 Agenda is influencing other policy-makers, donors, and policy: The agenda outlined in the six agreements are beginning to influence additional strategies and planning of governments, intergovernmental and regional bodies, and non-governmental actors (see for instance the European Commission’s Action Plan on SFDRR).[footnoteRef:1] Advocates can push to ensure that these new policies also contain child-inclusive provisions and principles outlined in this review. This may require advocate participation in global and regional networks with policy-makers.  [1:  European Commission (17.6.2016): Commission staff working document: Action Plan on the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 A disaster risk-informed approach for all EU policies. Brussels: European Commission 	] 


7. Leverage references to “intergenerational equity” in the Paris Agreement through specific legal measures at national and regional levels that would support the realization of inter-generational rights through climate mitigation action, adaptation support, and forms of compensation.


[bookmark: _3znysh7][bookmark: _Toc334462130]Introduction
[bookmark: _2et92p0][bookmark: _Toc334462131]Background
It is now well established that children are disproportionately affected by shocks and stresses related to climate change and natural disasters. According to UNICEF (2015), more than half a billion children live in zones of extremely high flood occurrence. Nearly 160 million live in areas of high or extremely high drought severity. Many of these are in the world’s poorest countries, which have the least capacity and fewest resources to manage such risks. Children face greater risks than adults from vector borne diseases, under-nutrition, diarrheal diseases, and heat related health risks. The physical, economic, and psychological impacts of climate related shocks and stresses exacerbate existing inequalities between children in terms of nutrition, health, and achievement in the long term.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  UNICEF (2015). Unless We Act Now. The impact of climate change on children. New York: UNICEF ] 

At the same time, today’s increasingly complex disasters underline the need to situate the issues within a broader context of social, economic, and political trends. By the end of 2015, 65.3 million people were displaced globally, an increase of more than 5 million from just 12 months earlier. Alarmingly, children make up 51 percent of the world’s refugees (according to the best available estimates), with a large proportion travelling alone or separated from their parents.[footnoteRef:3] While the mechanisms linking climate to conflict are still poorly understood, recent research suggest a correlation between intergroup conflict and climate impacts like higher temperature and drought conditions, as well as serious, long-term impacts on child development as a result of conflict.[footnoteRef:4]  [3:  UNHCR (2016) Global Trends. Geneva: UNHCR]  [4:  Akresh, R. (2016) Climate Change, Conflict, and Children. Future of Children, V.1. No.1. Spring 2016. http://futureofchildren.org/publications/docs/spring2016_3.pdf] 

Natural disasters and crises stemming from violence are also becoming an increasingly urban phenomenon. Over half the world’s population and half the world’s children live in cities.[footnoteRef:5] While the proportion of the population living in slums has fallen, the total number of people living in slums – in conditions that directly violate basic rights enshrined under the Convention of the Rights of the Child – has continued to rise. Many of the countries deemed mostly vulnerable to climate change are among the fastest-urbanizing in the world, with highly populated cities located on floodplains and in storm-prone coastal areas.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  UNICEF (2012) The State of the World’s Children 2012: Children in an Urban World. New York: UNICEF]  [6:  UN-Habitat (2016). World Cities Report. Nairobi: UN-Habitat; Chatterjee, S. (2015) Climate Change Risk and Resilience in Urban Children in Asia. Synthesis report for secondary cities: Da Nang, Khulna, and Malolos. London: IIED. http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/10738IIED.pdf?
] 

At the same time, governments and a variety of non-government actors have begun to recognize the rights and capacities of children to confront these challenges. Indeed, the Declaration on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development expresses that: “Children and young women and men are critical agents of change” able to “channel their infinite capacities for activism into the creation of a better world.” The principle of “intergenerational equity” reminds us that children will inherit whatever world and climate is left to them by decisions made today. Their right to inform such decisions about their own development future should be, therefore, inalienable.
2015 witnessed the adoption of four key global agreements with important implications for children, climate and disasters: 

· The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
· The Paris Agreement on Climate Change 
· The Addis Ababa Action Agreement on Finance for Development (AAAA)
· The Sendai Framework on Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR)

In May 2016, stakeholders at the World Humanitarian Summit produced a diverse set of agreements, commitments, and new platforms. The Habitat III conference in Quito in October 2016 will produce a New Urban Agenda (NUA), several drafts of which have been released and revised in May and July 2016. A final set of negotiations will take place in September before the complete draft is delivered to conference. 

These six global agreements have been described collectively as the “2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.” Disaster risk reduction, climate change adaptation, and resilience all feature across the agreements in different ways.
[bookmark: _tyjcwt][bookmark: _Toc334462132]Purpose and structure: 
This paper assesses what the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development means for child-centered disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA), how advocates can use these new global agreements to advance the rights and capacities of children in disaster contexts, as well as gaps and potential risks emerging from ambiguity in terminology. 

Part 1 provides an overview of the six central agreements, with attention to their relevance for DRR and CCA and their structures for monitoring and reporting. Part 2 evaluates each of the agreements from the perspective of children-sensitive DRR and CCA, using a framework adapted from several of CCC’s key publications and advocacy platforms that are themselves products of consultations with children. Part 3 provides a summary of key synergies and opportunities, discrepancies and ambiguities in the agreements. Finally, Part 4 provides recommendations for advocates to leverage the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development to advance child-centered DRR and CCA. The Annex to this paper contains relevant paragraphs from all six agreements/processes, for reference. 

	What is child-centered CCA and DRR, and how does it link to other risks faced by children?

This paper focuses on preparing for and responding to natural hazards and climate-related risks, as consistent with CCC’s central focus on children and climate change. 

Child-centered disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) are mutually reinforcing. This paper considers seven core pillars, derived from consultative processes with children over the last decade, as elaborated in Part III. The pillars include: 

1. Recognizing the unique needs, vulnerabilities, rights and capacities of children
2.  Safe schools and education, including safe learning facilities, school disaster management systems, and CCA/ DRR literacy
3. Child protection in disaster contexts
4.  Children’s rights to participation, access to information, redress and remedy (“Access Rights”)
5. Child-centered risk assessment, safe infrastructure and adapted services, including schools, health and nutrition services, WASH services, housing, transportation and communications infrastructure
6.  Reaching the most vulnerable children
7. Child-centered targets 

This framework and the analysis in this review focus on the vulnerabilities, rights and capacities of children in the context of climate and natural disasters, not in conflict or post-conflict contexts. The framework however encompasses principles and actions that build resilience against a range of shocks and stresses. For instance, the provision of improved water and sanitation, health services, and housing strengthens the capacity of societies to prevent or mitigate impacts of epidemics as well as extreme climate events. Likewise, promoting access to information and participation can go a long way in stemming conflict, just as it can contribute to reducing disaster risk. In this way, the analysis in this review supports a larger resilience agenda, underlining the mutually reinforcing nature of commitments related to DRR, CCA, health, and humanitarian action. 	Comment by Sarah Reed: Antony take a look?
 



[bookmark: _3dy6vkm][bookmark: _Toc334462133]Part 1: Disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation in the post-2015 agreements 
[bookmark: _1t3h5sf][bookmark: _Toc334462134]Sustainable Development Goals
In September 2015, The UN General Assembly adopted 17 global goals and 169 targets known as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The goals provide a cohesive, comprehensive package of global aspirations to achieve by 2030 on themes ranging from poverty and health, to urbanization and governance, serving as an overarching framework for complementary agreements. Goal 17 on Means of Implementation specifically considers how countries and the international community will advance Goals 1 through 16, and importantly how they will be financed. 

UNISDR (2015) identifies 25 SDG targets with relation to DRR;[footnoteRef:7] UNICEF (2015) identifies 11.[footnoteRef:8] Prominent among these are:  [7:  UNISDR (2015) Disaster risk reduction in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. UNISDR. http://www.unisdr.org/files/46052_disasterriskreductioninthe2030agend.pdf]  [8:  UNICEF (2015) Risk and Resilience in the SDGs (Briefing) ] 

· Target 1.5: By 2030, build the resilience of the poor and those in vulnerable situations and reduce their exposure and vulnerability to climate-related extreme events and other economic, socia, and environmental shocks and disasters 
· Goal 11. Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable 
· Goal 13: Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts.

[bookmark: _4d34og8][bookmark: _Toc334462135]Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 
The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR) is a global, action-oriented package of targets, guiding principles, and priority action areas covering 2015-2030, replacing the preceding Hyogo Framework for Action. The agreement expands Hyogo’s primary focus on natural disasters to address “environmental, technological, and biological hazards and risks” (15/p. 11), “with a more explicit focus on people and their health and livelihoods, and regular follow-up” (16/p. 12). This expansion in scope is recognition of the increasingly complex nature of disasters, and the inter-linkages between climate and natural disasters with more overtly man-made disasters. 

Organized around four priority action areas (Understanding disaster risk; Strengthening disaster risk governance; Investing in DRR for resilience; and Enhancing preparedness for effective response and “build back better” in recovery, rehabilitation, and reconstruction), SFDRR’s seven global targets aim to: 
a. Substantially reduce global disaster mortality by 2030; 
b. Substantially reduce the number of affected people globally by 2030; 
c. Reduce direct disaster economic loss in relation to global gross domestic product by 2030; 
d. Substantially reduce disaster damage to critical infrastructure and disruption of basic services, among them health and educational facilities, including through developing their resilience by 2030; 
e. Substantially increase the number of countries with national and local disaster risk reduction strategies by 2020; 
f. Substantially enhance international cooperation to developing countries through adequate and sustainable support to complement their national actions for implementation of the present Framework by 2030; 
g. Substantially increase the availability of and access to multi-hazard early warning systems and disaster risk information and assessments to people by 2030. 

No targets are numerically quantified, but are rather described in terms of “substantial” reductions or improvements. All but Target E are adopted at a collective, global level rather than for each country, moreover. It is worth noting as well that while SFDRR’s “priorities” include a range of capacities and pledges to mitigate disaster risk, these will be measured through the seven targets which focus primarily on losses. 

[bookmark: _2s8eyo1][bookmark: _Toc334462136]Addis Ababa Action Agenda 
The Addis Ababa Action Agenda for Financing for Development (AAAA) follows the Monterrey Consensus (2002) and Doha Declaration (2008), putting forward several hundred commitments around action areas that include domestic public resources, private business and finance, international development cooperation, international trade, debt, economic and financial governance, and science, technology, innovation and capacity building. AAAA is considered one of the central mechanisms for Means of Implementation of the SDGs (SDG 17).

AAAA considers DRR, CCA and resilience in a number of places: 
· Commits to supporting most vulnerable groups to adapt to impacts in coastal areas and in low-lying coastal countries (65/p. 31)
· Recognizes the need for coherence of development and humanitarian finance and commits to promoting financial mechanisms for risk management and investing in strengthened national and local capacity for risk reduction (66/p. 32)
· Commits to “step up our efforts to assist countries in accessing financing for peacebuilding and development in the post-conflict context” (67/p. 32)
· Welcomes support for LCDs, landlocked developing countries and small island developing states to “build their national capacity to respond to various kinds of shocks including financial crisis, natural disasters, and public health emergencies”  (68/p. 32)
· Recognizes the relationship between “natural disasters and social or economic shocks” and debt sustainability, encouraging public creditors to ease repayment obligations following a disaster (102/p. 46)
· Recognizes that funding from all sources will need to increase for investment in low-carbon and climate resilient development
· Reaffirms the need to meet internationally agreed climate change commitments, including the $100 billion per year climate finance pledged by developed countries and the need for transparent monitoring of mitigation contributions (60/p. 29); 

[bookmark: _17dp8vu][bookmark: _Toc334462137]Paris Agreement on Climate Change
In December 2016, the Conference of Parties (COP) under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) adopted the Paris Agreement on Climate Change. This binding agreement has been broadly welcomed as a major step forward in the effort to tackle global climate change and one of the most important international accords in history. The Paris Agreement commits to holding the increase in global temperature to “well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts” to limit it to 1.5 °C .

It places adaptation as an objective on par with mitigation, committing each party to engage in adaptation planning processes (Article 7) and citing the need to “achieve a balance” between financing of adaptation and mitigation (4/ Article 9). The agreement includes for the first time “loss and damage” from climate change as a standalone issue separate from adaptation, making permanent the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage (Article 8). In contrast to SFDRR, the agreement reaffirms the concept of common but differentiated responsibility between nations based on their historical contribution to climate change, and explicitly addresses the notion of “climate justice” (Preamble, p. 20), although taking care to deny any implications of liability. With regard to finance, it affirms the pledge from developing countries to “mobilize” $100 billion per year for mitigation and adaptation in developing countries, a figure that will be scaled up from 2050. The agreement supports a “balance” between adaptation and mitigation financing, but no targets for the amount of funding specifically for adaptation within the $100 billion or beyond.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  For a critical assessment of the agreement’s achievements and shortcomings (including on adaptation finance), see Oxfam (2015): Oxfam’s Initial Analysis of the Paris Agreement: What will the Agreement be remembered for? ] 


[bookmark: _3rdcrjn][bookmark: _Toc334462138]World Humanitarian Summit
The World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) took place from 23-24 May 2016 in Istanbul, convening governmental and non-governmental stakeholders. Unlike the other agreements associated with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, WHS was not an inter-governmental process and thus did not culminate in a singular Member State approved agreement. Rather, the WHS encompassed a wide range of commitments made throughout roundtables, special sessions, and 132 side events. Commitments were structured around the U.N. Secretary General Ban-Ki Moon’s report “One Humanity: Shared Responsibility,” or the “Agenda for Humanity” which calls for non-binding commitments from stakeholder across five core responsibilities: Political leadership to prevent and end conflict; Upholding the norms that safeguard humanity (i.e. international human rights and humanitarian law); Leave no one behind (supporting refugees and internally displaced persons); Change people’s lives – from delivering aid to ending need (bridging the gap between humanitarian assistance, development and preparedness); and “Invest in humanity” (reduce funding gaps and improve cost effectiveness). 

At the time of writing, commitments were being compiled into an SG report on outcomes and follow-up to the Summit, which will be presented at the 71st Session of the General Assembly.[footnoteRef:10] Relevant outcomes documents and initiatives launched during WHS include:  [10:  The full set of commitments made by World Vision at the WHS are available here: http://www.wvi.org/disaster-management/our-commitments] 

· A Chair’s Summary of key discussions and commitments 
· A “Commitment to Action”[footnoteRef:11] signed by the SG and heads of UN agencies supporting humanitarian efforts and affirming their commitment to promote the Agenda for Humanity [11:  Transcending humanitarian-development divides. Changing People’s Lives: From Delivering Aid to Ending Need : COMMITMENT TO ACTION ] 

· Proposed core commitments and sample commitments from seven High Level Leaders Roundtables, intended to inspire further commitments from member states	Comment by Sarah Reed: Please confirm with Antonina
· The “Grand Bargain:” a pact between the fifteen largest donors and fifteen of the aid agencies that they fund. The agreement commits donors to “more flexible, multi-year funding, with less burdensome reporting requirements, in exchange for major agencies committing to greater transparency and collaboration and reduced management costs.”[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  http://blog.worldhumanitariansummit.org/entries/how-grand-is-the-grand-bargain/] 

· The Global Alliance for Urban Crises
· The Platform on Disaster Displacement
· The Compact for Young People in Humanitarian Action.[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  Other agreements supported by CCC members include the Connecting Business Initiative; the Global Alliance for Humanitarian Innovation; the Global Alliance for Global Crises; the Education Cannot Wait Initiative; and the Peace Promise Initiative] 


In the absence of a consolidated set of commitments at the time of writing, this paper reviews The Agenda for Humanity, the WHS Chair’s Summary, and proposed/sample commitments from the seven High Level Leaders Roundtables. It is important to recognize however that these documents are not in themselves commitments, but frameworks to guide commitments by member countries and other stakeholders. 	Comment by Sarah Reed: Please confirm with Antonina 

The Agenda for Humanity focuses on preventing, ending, and responding to “crises and disasters”, with a strong focus on crises emerging from violent conflict and displacement. With regard to climate change and natural disasters, the Secretary General acknowledges that “[m]ore countries are slipping into fragility, marked by extreme poverty and weak institutions and compounded by natural hazards and climate-induced disasters,” which are becoming “more frequent and intense.” He cautions that “[c]limate change continues to cause increased humanitarian stress as it exacerbates food insecurity, water scarcity, conflict, migration and other trends” (3/p.2). 

The Agenda for Humanity reaffirms the climate and disaster related commitments made under the SDGs, AAAA, the Paris Agreement, and SFDRR, voicing additional support for addressing displacement (including cross-border displacement) from climate related impacts (3A/p. 4, 3G/p. 8). It calls in particular for “an appropriate international framework, national legislation and regional cooperation framework by 2025 to ensure countries in disaster-prone regions are prepared to receive and protect those displaced across borders without refugee status” (3A/ p.4), and for the dedication of at least 1 percent of official development assistance to DRR and preparedness by 2020. 
 
[bookmark: _26in1rg][bookmark: _Toc334462139]Habitat III – The New Urban Agenda
In 2016, U.N. member states will sign onto a new guidance document known as the “NUA” under the Habitat III conference in Quito in October 2016. Following on from Habitat I and Habitat II agreements, the NUA is intended to guide the work of governments and other urban stakeholders such as donors, international agencies, civil society organizations (and in principle, private sector actors). The Habitat III Secretariat released a “Zero Draft” in May 2016, and three subsequent revisions in June and July 2016.[footnoteRef:14] A number of commentators have offered critiques or revisions to the draft, and its terms are now being negotiated by member states.  [14:  This paper reviews the revised Zero-Draft released on 28 July 2016 following the Third Session of the Preparatory Committee in Surabaya.] 


Urban resilience is a central theme in the draft agreement. It identifies climate change and disasters as central threats to sustainable urbanization, and highlights the need for resilience to natural and man-made hazards in its vision statement. Concepts of urban resilience are clearly linked with ecosystems management and health as one of the NUA’s three guiding principles (12c/ p. 3). Paragraphs 50-71 include calls for sustainable ecosystem management in urban development and adoption and implementation of disaster resilience and CCA policies and plans, including risk assessments; significant reduction of the number of deaths and people affected by disasters; effective planning, management and conservation of critical eco-systems; and proactive approaches to disaster preparedness, response, and “building back better.” While the primary focus remains on disaster impacts, the draft Agenda also “stresses the need to acknowledge and support the service provision of local governments and to generate investments in communities and places that are affected by recurrent and protracted humanitarian crises” (27/p. 5).

[bookmark: _lnxbz9][bookmark: _Toc334462140]How are agreements monitored, and what is their relevance for advocacy?

The nature of these documents and their means of tracking and reporting vary. For civil society advocates, the tracking of various frameworks provides the critical mechanism for holding governments and other stakeholders accountable. The nature of these agreements, and the process and rigor with which each will be monitored varies. Moreover, monitoring mechanisms are still under development, with some indicators and decisions around common reporting structures undetermined. Understanding the success and failures from previous agreements may also help advocates prioritize their efforts and focus.

Parties have made an explicit effort to align the timeframes, goals, and indicators of agreements with global targets in the SDGs. All agreements refer to the SDGs, and in most cases reaffirm pledges made in the others as well. At the same time, they remain separate processes with independent mandates, building on different legacies and engaging different sets of stakeholders. A variety of bureaucratic, coordination, and political hurdles are likely to prevent a more seamlessly aligned reporting structure and common results frameworks. 

SDGs: Like the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) that concluded at the end of 2015, the SDGs are voluntary and non-binding but publically monitored based on national data. Earlier this year, 230 global indicators were finalized by the Interagency and Expert Group on SDG Indicators tasked with leading this process. The 230 indicators mark a significant expansion since the MDGs in the scope of targets and reporting requirements. Member states are also encouraged to develop additional regional and global indicators for monitoring and reporting. National governments and regional bodies will be encouraged to develop regular and inclusive reviews, and a High Level Political Forum (HLPF) will act as the central mechanism for global review (including annual thematic reports) and follow-up. In 2016 the HLPF launched its first SDG report based on available data, which is intended to provide a benchmark for future reporting. 

While the SDGs along with the Paris Agreement are likely to be the most rigorously tracked accords of the 2030 Agenda, the goals present a number of monitoring challenges. Because the SDGs’ non-binding nature, countries have the freedom to opt out of targets or indicators. Moreover, while the large number of indicators allows credible monitoring of all 169 goals, roughly half of the final selected indicators suffer from a lack of country data and/or established methodologies for measurement. Dunning (2016) describes certain indicators as “defying logic; you can’t define them in a single country context, much less apply it to a global context. And that’s the definition of the indicator, not how you would operationalize it and measure it.”[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  CGD Podcast (22 March 2016) “How will we Measure the SDGs?” Podcast with Casey Dunning. http://www.cgdev.org/blog/how-will-we-measure-sdgs-podcast-casey-dunning] 


The Interagency and Expert Group on SDG Indicators is addressing this challenge by dividing indicators into three tiers, with the third tier composed of indicators “for which there are no established methodology and standards or methodology/standards are being developed/tested.” It has requested international agencies to submit plans for developing Tier III indicators, and will develop methodologies by September 2016.[footnoteRef:16] Nevertheless, this means considerable gaps in reporting at least initially, while national statistical systems and data collection mechanisms are strengthened, particularly for least developed countries.[footnoteRef:17]  [16:  Agenda 2030 and the SIDS: Strengthening Statistical Capacity and Readiness (Presentation). May 2016. http://www.paris21.org/sites/default/files/1%20-%20UNSD_SDGs.pdf]  [17:  Dunning, C. (2016) 230 Indicators Approved for SDG Agenda. Center for Global Development; http://www.cgdev.org/blog/230-indicators-approved-sdg-agenda ] 


SFDRR follows a mixed legacy from its predecessor, the 2005-2015 Hyogo Framework for DRR. Hyogo initiated considerable progress in promoting a holistic approach to DRR and enhancing national systems for doing so. However, SFDRR acknowledges that vulnerability was not reduced in proportion to growing hazard exposure from 2005-2015 (p. 10). Globally, spending on disaster relief and reconstruction still exceeds spending on DRR.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  Kellett, J. and Caravani, A. Financing disaster risk reduction: a 20-year story of international aid, Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR), the World Bank; and the Overseas Development Institute, London, UK and Washington, USA 2013. As cited in Mysiak, J. Surminski, S. Thieken, A. Mechler, R. and Aerts, J. (2015). Brief Communication: Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction - success or warning sign for Paris? Nat. Hazards Earth Systems Sciences, 3, 3955-3966. http://www.nat-hazards-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net/3/3955/2015/nhessd-3-3955-2015.pdf] 


An Open-Ended Intergovernmental Expert Working Group on DRR Indicators and Terminology is tasked with producing global indicators for SFDRR’s seven targets by December 2016.[footnoteRef:19] Significantly, SDGs related to disaster risk reduction will be refined through the SFDRR process, including Targets 1.5, 11.5, and 11.b. The expert group has released a series of technical reports on indicator development, which include proposed indicators for each of the seven targets exploring definitions and rationale, issues of computation, data sources and collection, disaggregation, limitations, and linkages with SDGs. The working group will also recommend a set of indicators for national level monitoring that are inappropriate or infeasible for global comparison.[footnoteRef:20] UNIDSR is charged with overseeing follow-up and review of the framework at a global level, preparing periodic progress reports. [19:  See Report of the Inter-Agency and Expert Group on Sustainable Development Goal Indicators, 8-11 March 2016]  [20:  At the time of writing, the most recent discussion on SFDRR indicators was contained in UNISDR: “Technical Collection of Issue Papers on Concept Notes for Indicators for the Seven Global Targets of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction” 10 June 2016. ] 


Ambiguity in SFDRR appears to weaken it as an advocacy platform, but may also create opportunities. As noted above, SFDRR’s monitoring framework corresponds to the seven targets only, such that many of the commitments contained in the agreement will not be explicitly tracked. Critics assert that in SFDRR, the absence of measureable and quantifiable targets may undermine the ambition of the framework, although this leaves open room for debate around the meaning of “substantial” reductions in mortality, affected persons, etc. [footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Mysiak et al (2015)] 


AAAA: While the AAAA agreement applauds a number of positive trends in global economic development and domestic resource mobilization since the Monterrey Consensus in 2002, it also acknowledges critical gaps in implementation of previous agreements. This includes (somewhat notoriously) the failure of most developed countries to provide 0.7% of GDP as official development assistance, as well an an overall drop in aid to Least Developed Countries over the period (52/p. 27). 

Follow-up on AAAA will be tracked by an Inter-Agency Task Force on Financing for Development, which will report annually through an ECOSOC Forum and directly inform the HLPF responsible for monitoring the SDGs. The Task Force’s Inaugural report provides a breakdown of commitments outlined in the agreement and proposes sources of data by which it will track and report on progress. This includes recommendations for areas in which SDGs indicators can be used to directly monitor AAAA.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  Interagency Task Force on Financing for Development (2016) Addis Ababa Action Agenda Monitoring commitments and actions] 


Civil society critics have panned AAAA, charging that (among other failings), “it is almost entirely devoid of actionable deliverables.”[footnoteRef:23] Even the Interagency Task Force charged with monitoring AAAA acknowledges the challenge of tracking such a broad set of commitments.[footnoteRef:24] Representatives of UNICEF have expressed the need for countries to develop investment plans and spending targets for essential services for children that exceed AAAA’s general pledges.[footnoteRef:25] [23:  Civil Society Response to the Addis Ababa Action Agenda on Financing for Development, 16 July 2015. Addis Ababa https://csoforffd.files.wordpress.com/2015/07/cso-response-to-ffd-addis-ababa-action-agenda-16-july-2015.pdf. UNICEF has also critiqued the agreement for its “vague language” in Kjorven, O., Nippita N., and Wietzk F.B. (2015). The Addis Ababa Action Agenda: Strengths, Weaknesses, and the way ahead. UNICEF
https://blogs.unicef.org/blog/the-addis-ababa-action-agenda-strengths-weaknesses-and-the-way-ahead/. ]  [24:  Interagency Task Force on Financing for Development (2016)]  [25:  Kjorven et al (2015)] 


The NUA: Habitat II was considered a major breakthrough in its framing of urban development challenges as rights issues (particularly the right to housing). However, the agreement lacked specific reporting mechanisms, and the failures of many governments to deliver on pledges have not carried significant consequence. The Habitat II period also witnessed the reduction in urban budgets and investment in cities by international aid organizations and bilateral aid agencies. Importantly, there have been no systematic reviews of the degree to which Habitat II commitments were honored.[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  Schechla, J. (2015) Fractured continuity: Moving from Habitat II to Habitat III. Citiscope
http://citiscope.org/habitatIII/commentary/2015/08/fractured-continuity-moving-habitat-ii-habitat-iii] 


The most recent zero-draft provides only a rough outline of reporting mechanisms under NUA. It invites the General Assembly to request the SG to “report on the progress of the implementation of the New Urban Agenda every four years, with the first report to be submitted during the 72nd session. The report will provide a qualitative and quantitative analysis of the progress made in the implementation of the New Urban Agenda and internationally-agreed goals and targets relevant to sustainable urbanization and human settlements” (155-156/ p. 20). UN Habitat is charged with responsibility for coordinating the report. It is worth noting that the current draft contains no quantitative targets. 

With regard to implementation, observers note that the agreement still fails to deliver a clear approach to fulfilling Urban SDG 11. While the NUA hinges on the direct implementation by local and municipal governments, their lack of involvement in shaping it (or indeed, other agreements in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development) has invited criticism and skepticism.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  Graute, U. “The UN risks stifling its own progress on sustainable urbanization.” Citiscope, 25 July 2016. http://citiscope.org/habitatIII/commentary/2016/07/united-nations-risks-stifling-its-own-progress-sustainable; pers. comm. Aline Rahbany (World Vision); ] 


Outcomes, follow-up, and monitoring for WHS will become clearer in the forthcoming SG report. The dispersed nature of commitments by a diverse group of stakeholders could be both a weakness and asset in terms of accountability, although meaningful implementation of many priorities outlined in the Agenda for Humanity will require governmental action. The Agenda for Humanity itself does contain a small number of specific pledges and quantifiable targets, although monitoring plans remain vague.[footnoteRef:28] Section 4c of the Agenda for Humanity lists eights specific outcomes that appear targeted to a broad variety of stakeholders but particularly international humanitarian actors; it includes the development of a “common problem statement” and ensures implementation and monitoring of progress. It proposes coordination by the UN Resident/humanitarian coordinator.  [28:  At the time of writing, it is not yet clear whether and which parties have committed to enumerated actions in the Agenda for Humanity or High Level Leaders Roundtables. ] 


The Paris Agreement is unique among the documents comprising the Agenda for 2030 as the only agreement considered to be legally binding. It follows a nearly decade-long and often contentious set of negotiations following the conclusion of the Kyoto Climate Change Treaty in 2009.The agreement will enter into force 30 days after 55% of Parties (accounting for at least 55% of global greenhouse gas emissions) have signed the agreement and deposited their instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession. While the achievement of mitigation pledges outlined in each country’s Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) is not legally binding, parties are obligated to report on their progress to a public registry. 

Progress on national mitigation plans will be a primary focus for monitoring efforts. A newly created Ad Hoc Working Group on the Paris Agreement is responsible for developing guidance, rules, and procedures for accounting and reporting, by 2018. Parties are also responsible for updating NDCs or submitting new ones by 2020, and every five years after that. With regard to adaptation, countries will also submit and periodically update information about their adaptation priorities, implementation, and support needs, although the format for these reports is not specifically prescribed (they may or may not be included as part of NDCs, on a country-by-country basis). Developed countries are responsible for communicating projected public finance levels to support developing countries, and the agreement encourages developing countries to provide this information voluntarily. All reporting will be recorded in a public registry and will every five years be reviewed in a “global stocktake” of implementation.

[bookmark: _35nkun2][bookmark: _Toc334462141]Part 2: The Role of Children’s Rights and Capacities in DRR and CCA 
[bookmark: _1ksv4uv][bookmark: _Toc334462142]How do agreements in the 2030 Agenda support the rights and capacities of children in the context of DRR and CCA?
To assess the relevance of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development for child-centered DRR and CCA, this paper draws on three core frameworks: The Children’s Charter for DRR (2011), Realising Children’s Rights in a Changing Climate (2013), and A Post 2015 Framework for DRR (2014).[footnoteRef:29] Developed through consultations with children, these frameworks draw attention to investment and action priorities, approaches and tools, and targets relevant for supporting children to prepare for, respond, and adapt to natural disasters and climate change. Together, the frameworks recognize children’s differential vulnerability to disaster and climate change, and thus their rights to protection and adaptation, while also affirming children’s rights and capacities to shape development futures in a changing climate. [29:  UNICEF, Plan-International, Save the Children, and World Vision (2011) Children’s Charter: An action plan for disaster risk reduction for children by children; Bild, E. and Ibrahim, M. (2013); Towards the resilient future children want: A review of progress in achieving the Children’s Charter for Disaster Risk Reduction. Children in a Changing Climate; CCC (2014) Children in a Post 2015 DRR Framework] 


A consolidated framework is presented below. 

	1. Needs and capacities 
	[bookmark: _zho64rxmrjk7]Recognize the unique needs, vulnerabilities, rights, and capacities of children 

	2. Safe schools and education
	Safe learning facilities 

School disaster management systems, with school participation in local disaster risk assessment	Comment by Sarah Reed: Jacobo please confirm 

[bookmark: _uwaevj1br57q]Build a DRR, climate change and adaptation literate generation 

	3. Child protection in crises 

	Inclusion of child protection risks in DRR assessments and interventions 

Strengthening existing child protection systems to prepare for and respond to disasters

Provision of life-saving knowledge and skills 

Provision and safe keeping of birth registration and/or other forms of identification

Adequate laws and resources to safeguard care and protection during emergencies

	4. Children’s access to participation, information, redress and remedy (“Access Rights”)
	Children’s groups, schools clubs, and children’s parliaments are involved in risk assessments, CCA and DRR planning, implementation and monitoring and evaluation at all levels.

Children have access to disaster risk management data in child-friendly formats

Children are involved in DRR awareness raising through child-led media 

Children are leading campaigns and undertaking environmental protection actions

Children have a voice in high-level debates and conferences, including at the global level. 

Community-based adaptation is prioritized

	5. Safe infrastructure and adapted services, based on child-centered hazard risk assessment
	Enhanced capacity to conduct and use child-centered hazard risk assessments for planning and policy 

Safe schools, health facilities and application of building codes, functional in aftermath of disasters

Safe WASH services

Health and nutrition services are adapted to and continue to function during and after disasters

Safe roads and bridges and contingency plans for access and transport 

Communications infrastructure supported to function in aftermath of disasters

Soft and green infrastructure prioritized,including safe public spaces

Building back better, safer and fairer 

	6. Reaching the most vulnerable children
	Include disabled girls and boys in DRR interventions, assuring their participation and needs are met

Include out-of-school children, migrant children, displaced children, child laborers, ethnic and religious minorities, children living in slum areas prone to disaster, and adolescent girls in DRR intervention

Safeguard infants from disasters – early child care and development DRR interventions, contingency plans prioritize needs of pregnant women – as well as migrants

	7. Child-centered targets
	[bookmark: _bo27dz5q3x45]All targets achieved for children and disaggregated by age, gender, and ability[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Under Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics (UN), data should be disaggregated by income, sex, age, race, ethnicity, migratory status, disability and geographic location, or other characteristics. See http://unstats.un.org/unsd/dnss/gp/fundprinciples.aspx] 


[bookmark: _weq0qqtkfvn]Increased access by risk prone households to quality basic social services
[bookmark: _656y1qkz5ami]No child dies due to disasters in a school built after 2017 or modified after 2030

[bookmark: _lytw17tggt8s]The number of school days missed is reduced by 50%

[bookmark: _rkm00xs1z5ng]Number of children living outside family as result of shocks and stresses reduced by 50%



This section evaluates the extent to which these priorities are supported by the six development agreements, how they are supported, and key gaps. While this review focuses on children rather than youth, it highlights commitments in which youth-related commitments may have implications for children as well. 
[bookmark: _44sinio][bookmark: _Toc334462143]1. Recognizing children’s particular needs and vulnerabilities, capacities and rights 
Summary: Children are clearly recognized as a vulnerable group across the six agreements, although less is said about what makes them vulnerable. The rights of children and their capacities as active agents are explicitly highlighted in nearly all of the agreements. While general allusions to human rights conventions appear in all agreements, in some important instances language on rights or climate justice has been omitted or deliberately weakened. 

Children as a vulnerable group and targets of development: Throughout the six agreements, children are highlighted as a vulnerable group along with women, people with disabilities, ethnic minorities, migrants, and elderly (among others), and as an important target of development action. There are various appeals to specifically consider their needs, for instance with regard to disaster risk (SFDRR 4/p. 10), violence and exploitation (SDG 8/p. 4, draft NUA 37/ p.6), and urban discrimination (draft NUA 18/p. 4). The SDGs and SFDRR both recognize children as being among the most vulnerable in disaster contexts. 

Targets 2.2 on nutrition and 8.7 on ending forced labor, slavery, and trafficking all specifically target children or youth, and SDG Target 13.b requires climate change related plans to give special consideration to youth (though not explicitly to children[footnoteRef:31]), women, and marginalized communities. What drives children’s vulnerability in these contexts - e.g. unique exposure, sensitivities, or lack of capacities -- is not elaborated in any agreement.  [31:  None of the agreements explicitly define either “youth” or “children” in terms of age brackets ] 


Empowerment, rights, and capacities of children are affirmed: 
The SDGs strongly affirm the capacities of children and the need for their active role in achieving the goals (51/p. 12 and 25/ p.7). Echoing this, SFDRR highlights the importance of giving children and youth “the space and modalities to contribute to disaster risk reduction” (36a(ii) / p.23). The Agenda for Humanity likewise provides strong language on the role of youth and children in humanitarian contexts, urging the “participation and leadership of young people in...humanitarian development programmes and processes” (3f/ p. 8). AAAA acknowledges the need to protect the rights of children and youth, and recognizes them as “agents of change” (7/ p. 3).The draft NUA states that “ girls and boys, young women and young men, are key agents of change in creating a better future and when empowered, they have great potential to advocate on behalf of themselves and their communities” (59/ p. 8). The Paris Agreement also affirms the rights of children (among others), but otherwise provides no mention of children in the text.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Additional references to the rights of children are included in Annex ] 

 
Human rights affirmed, but in weakened forms, and with particular shortcomings around justice: All agreements reaffirm commitments to uphold human rights. SDGs (67/ p. 29) and AAAA (37/ p. 18) both cite the Convention on the Rights of the Child in reference to protecting labor rights, and NUA in reference to safe school journeys. 

Nevertheless, a number of specific pledges to recognize rights or moral principles were rejected over the course of negotiations. Human rights language appears only in the Preamble of the Paris Agreements rather than the operative agreement text[footnoteRef:33] and was “significantly weakened over the course of the negotiations.” [footnoteRef:34] Similarly,in spite of advocate demands references to “intergenerational equity” appears only in the Preamble, limiting the avenues for holding governments or other actors accountable to youth groups. In contrast, while the Paris Agreement reaffirms the principle of “common but differentiated responsibility,” this principle was eventually stripped from SFDRR despite heated discussion, to avoid acceptance by developed countries of liability or moral responsibility.[footnoteRef:35] The NUA alludes to the “Right to the City” as being recognized by certain countries, but not as a universal right.[footnoteRef:36]  [33:  Oxfam (2015)]  [34:  Plan International (2015) Internal Briefing: Paris Agreement on Climate Change ]  [35:  Myaski et al (2015). ]  [36:  See 8/ p. 1 in The NUA Draft released 18 July. A summary of negotiations around rights and other controversial topics among members states is available at http://citiscope.org/habitatIII/news/2016/06/12-takeaways-government-suggested-edits-draft-new-urban-agenda] 


[bookmark: _2jxsxqh][bookmark: _Toc334462144]2. Safe schools and education	
Summary: Agreements provide firm commitments to ensuring the safety of schools, though largely through hard infrastructure rather than school disaster mitigation planning and management. The need for environmental, climate and DRR education is clearly defined across a number of agreements, with explicit (if murky) mechanisms for monitoring. 

Education prioritized, and school safety underlined: SDG Goal 4 works to “ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all.” The need for “safe, non-violent, inclusive and effective learning environments” in conflict and post-conflict situations is recognized by AAAA (78/ p. 36) and in detail by the Agenda for Humanity (3e/ p.8). The latter also underlines the education rights of children who are refugees or have been displaced. Support for “safe schools and cohesive communities and families” appears in the Preamble to the SDGs (7).The draft NUA is unique in promoting “ a safe and healthy journey to school of every child as a priority in line with the line with the UN Convention of the Rights of the Child”, although without specific mention disaster risk (108/ p.14). 	Comment by Aline Rahbany: Is this not also in the NUA? I had the impression that it was... can you please double check?	Comment by Sarah Reed: Interestingly, I'm see this in reference only to the journey to school but not within the school itself, but agreed that this is worth mentioning. We will promote a safe and healthy journey to school of every child as a priority in line with the UN Convention of the Rights of the Child"
	
Hard infrastructure prioritized: The SDGs and AAAA commit to school safety and upgrades (SDG Target 4.a, AAAA 78/36), with SDG Target 4.a tracking the proportion of schools with appropriate infrastructure. SFDRR Target D complements this by committing to reduce damage and disruption from hazards to key infrastructure. Proposed global indicators for Goal D would monitor the number of educational facilities damaged/destroyed, whereas recommended national-level indicator D-13 would also consider the amount of time required to restore service. No global targets would monitor school continuity following disasters, and this issue has a lower profile generally in the agreements than school infrastructure. 

School disaster management approaches neglected: The need for school disaster planning– encompassing for instance school participation in risk assessments and coordination with local and national disaster management authorities, school continuity planning, DRR clubs, drill etc.[footnoteRef:37] – is not explicitly stated in any agreement. However, broader commitments to DRR and CCA education and disaster preparedness by “communities”, local governments, and other actors (as described below) could be used to promote these types of activities.  [37:  Bild and Ibrahaim (2013), see page 12 ] 


Unambiguous support for CCA and DRR education: The SDGs, SFDRR, and Paris Agreement all provide a clear basis for promotion of DRR and climate change education. Article 12 of the Paris Agreement makes a strong commitment (“shall”) to enhancing climate education and awareness (p. 27). SDG Targets 4.7, 12.8, and 13.8 all explicitly require the integration of climate change adaptation and DRR into curricula, and SFDRR likewise calls for enhancing DRR knowledge through various levels and forms of education (24L/p. 15). However, critics have highlighted the challenges of defining and monitoring the SDG targets on curriculum integration, which rely on subjective indicators with no existing data or standard methodology for data collection.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  CGD (2016)] 

[bookmark: _z337ya][bookmark: _Toc334462145]3. Child protection: 
Summary: Explicit commitments to child protection in disaster, conflict, and post conflict contexts do not appear in the 2030 Agenda. Agreements make a number of commitments to social protection, focusing primarily on safety nets and (separately) labor rights, with some references to safety nets in times of crisis. The agreements do make important commitments to ending various forms of abuse of children and other vulnerable individuals. However, the agreements omit a number of key provisions, such as commitments to include child protection risks in DRR assessments and interventions; strengthen existing child protection systems to prepare for and respond to disasters; promote safeguarding of birth registration and other forms of identification; and enact adequate laws and resources to safeguard care and protection during emergencies. 

Social protection is supported but not comprehensively defined: The SDGs call for enhanced social protection systems (SDG Target 1.3), and AAAA asserts the need for a “new social compact” (12/ p. 6). Firm commitments focus primarily on safety nets and social protection floors, while AAAA (somewhat feebly) “encourages countries to consider setting nationally appropriate spending targets for quality investments in essential public services” (12/ p. 6). Separately, the agreements offer a number of targets and commitments to upholding labor rights (SDG Target 8.8, AAAA 37/ p. 18). SDG Target 16.9 demands the provision of identification and birth certifications for all, but without reference to safeguarding these during crises. The draft NUA promotions extention of social protection to informal workers.

Several agreements touch upon protection in times of crisis, but only vaguely with no clear commitments or targets: Only SFDRR recommends support for “safety nets” specifically in disaster contexts (31 g / p.20). The Agenda for Humanity urges enhancement of “emergency response and…. life-saving assistance and protection” (4c/ p.10) and calls for policies to protect displaced people (3A/ p. 7). The draft NUA pledges provision of “adequate services, accommodation, and opportunities for decent and productive work for crisis affected persons in urban settings” (27/ p.5)

Protection against exploitation strongly supported: Other SDG Targets (5.2, 5.3, and 16.2) and AAAA (112/ p. 50) focus on ending abuse, violence, trafficking, forced marriage, female genital mutilation, and other forms of exploitation, including against children – although notably Target 5.2 on ending sexual violence includes girls and women but not boys. Indicator 16.3.1 (the crime reporting rate) is a proxy for government responsiveness generally, but is relevant particularly for assessing protection mechanisms for child and women. Proposed commitments from the WHS “High Level Leaders Roundtable on Upholding the Norms that Safeguard Humanity” include a pledge to enact of legislation against child soldiers (p. 1). 

Protection in disaster and crisis contexts: SFDRR advocates the strengthening of local authorities to support evacuation in disaster prone areas, establish case registries, and provide psychosocial support and mental health services as part of recovery schemes (33 m, n, o/ p. 22). These commitments are not however among the monitored targets. 

There are no specific references to protection mechanisms specifically designed for children in disasters or humanitarian crises, in DRR assessments or interventions, and/or legal commitments to safeguard care and protection during emergencies. The phrase “child protection” does not appear. 
[bookmark: _3j2qqm3][bookmark: _Toc334462146]4. Right to Participate, Access to Information, Redress and Remedy (Access Rights)
Summary: The agreements are replete with appeals for participatory planning, decision-making, and transparency, and information accessibility. They provide ample space for promoting the rights of children to participate, though the nature and quality of this participation remains relatively vague. The Agenda for Humanity and NUA urge support for youth leadership, but no agreement extends this to children. The SDGs and SFDRR in particular support the principle of access to information related to climate change and disaster --though again, not specifically for children. Although the agreements do not mention child-friendly formats or child access to information in DRR and CCA, Target G of SFDRR provides a strong platform for advocates to demand this. On the other hand, the agreements offer very little support around access to justice, redress, and remedy for either children or adults in the case that participation and access to information is denied, and no clear guidance or proposed mechanisms for assuring participation or access to information of a certain quality. Community-based DRR and CCA are strongly promoted but loosely defined. 

“Access Rights” are a cornerstone of the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (also referred to as the Rio Summit), articulated in Principle 10 and then reaffirmed in Rio+20 in 2012. Both summits establish the importance of three access rights - to information, participation and to redress and remedy in addressing environmental concerns, including disasters. These three access rights are inseparable and mutually reinforcing ensuring that information is accessible, meaningful and timely is related to the quality of participation, with access to justice (redress and remedy) acting as a mechanism to hold the state (and polluters) to account.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Principle 10 states: “Environmental issues are best handled with participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant level. At the national level, each individual shall have appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by public authorities, including information on hazardous materials and activities in their communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes. States shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making information widely available. Effective access to judicial and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided.”
] 


Access rights have particular importance for children in the face of climate change and disasters, both in terms of addressing how children are disproportionately impacted, and in how children might shape their development future.

Participation is a central theme across agreements in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, with consideration of DRR and CCA, urban, and crisis/post-crisis contexts: The SDGs and AAAA contain numerous general pledges related to participatory governance. SDG Target 16.7 commits to promote “responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative decision-making at all levels.” With regard to disasters and climate change, Articles 10 and 12 of the Paris Agreement urge public participation and access to information and a “participatory and fully transparent approach” to adaptation. The commitment in Article 12 (“shall”) is arguably one of the strongest leverage points within the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development for advocacy around access rights, given its legally binding nature. SFDRR goes into greater detail here, underscoring the importance of conducting risk assessments, planning, and monitoring (27/ p. 17), as well as the development of early warning systems (33b/ p. 21), through participation, public dialogue, public scrutiny and institutional debate (27e/ p. 17). 	Comment by Sarah Reed: Antony, could you ask one of your climate change team members for their opinion on the strength of this clause?

The SDG “Urban Goal” 11 is particularly strong in its demand for both participation and disaster/ adaptation planning. Target 11.3 promotes participatory urban planning and management, while Target 11.b calls for adoption and implementation of local policies and plans for mitigation, adaptation, resilience to disasters, and holistic DRR management. Collectively, these two targets provide a strong platform to advocate for participatory urban risk management. The draft NUA echoes this with numerous calls for participatory planning and budgeting (89/ p. 12), and for building capacity of women and girls, children and youth (among others) “for shaping governance processes” (149/ p. 19) and for national, state, and local governments to engage these groups in decision-making (144/ p. 18). 

Limited guidance and monitoring on quality of participation: There is little guidance for assessing the quality of participation, to assure that it is meaningful rather than nominal, and few references to the well-established toolkit for promoting it. Relevant SDG indicators focus on representativeness of public institutions with regard to gender, age, ability, and population groups (16.7.1), perceptions that decision-making is inclusive and responsive (16.7.2), and the proportion of cities with “a direct participation structure of civil society in urban planning and management that operate regularly and democratically” (11.3.2). With specific directives on disaggregation, 16.7.2 does leave space for monitoring child perceptions of governance and their ability to participate. 16.7.1 however says more about representation (in government bodies) than about participation of regular citizens. 11.3.2 is so vague as to be easily coopted, unless methodologies are carefully constructed. 
An earlier draft of the NUA included explicit calls for “transparent and participatory data collection and management, as well as open access to data, which is critical for informed decision-making”, and specific appeals for citizen-based monitoring, self-enumeration, and co-planning. These calls have all been removed from more recent versions of the agreement, replaced with somewhat watered-down calls for “open, user-friendly, and participatory data platforms” (154/ p. 19, “community-based monitoring processes” ( 153/ p. 19) and “citizen-centric digital governance tools” (150/p. 19). It contains no references to access to environmental or disaster risk information. In this way, the draft’s consistent calls for transparent urban governance are not matched by specific commitments for how such transparency might be achieved. 
Child leadership given low profile: Agreements feature only a few specific pledges on promoting child leadership in policy and decision-making, or to providing children access to national or global policy stages. While the Agenda for Humanity calls for the participation of Youth Parliaments in conflict resolution and prevention processes (1d/ p.3) and youth involvement in national parliaments, this is not inclusive of children. In contrast, the draft NUA does urge child participation in multiple places, though it does not propose institutions through which this participation will be achieved (e.g. children parliaments, community-based organizations, school, etc.), making the pledge relatively less actionable. Again, there is one reference to “youth organizations” (46/ p.7). 

Pledges to provide or enhance access to information appear in all agreements, with traceable indicators from SFDRR. General commitments to access to information are strongest in the SDGs, which include Targets 9 on increasing access to information and communications (including internet) and Target 16.10 on ensuring public access to information and protection of fundamental freedoms. The latter will be monitored by the “number of countries that adopt and implement constitutional, statutory, and/or policy guarantees for public access to information” (Indicator 16.10.2), providing a strong platform to fight for new legal provisions. AAAA acknowledges the need for greater transparency through timely publication of information on “development activities” (157/ p. 59). 

With regard to disasters, SFDRR highlights a number of priorities for making information publically available and accessible. Section 24 in particular provides detailed recommendations for collection and dissemination of key information, including risk maps, disaster loss information, and “non-sensitive hazard-exposure, vulnerability, risk, disaster and loss-disaggregated information” (24c, 24d, 24e /p.15). While no agreement refers specifically to child access or child-friendly formats, recommended indicators G-5 and G-6 for SFDRR (“Number of [countries/local governments] that have multi-hazard risk assessment / information, with results in an accessible, understandable and usable format for stakeholders and people”) provide a strong platform for promoting these objectives. SFDRR repeats this by calling on media to “disseminate accurate and non-sensitive disaster risk, hazard and disaster information…..in a simple, transparent, easy-to-understand and accessible manner” (36d/ p. 14). 

While the caveat around sharing of “non-sensitive” information is not unusual and generally associated with national security issues, the absence of any clear definition leaves “non-sensitive” open to broader interpretation. In many countries, information that might trigger public opposition or protest (such as development plans likely to result in displacement) is frequently considered “sensitive.” 

Few commitments to principles of justice, redress, and remedy which underpin meaningful participation in decision-making and the right to access information: The commitment to access to justice is most clearly articulated in the SDGs, appearing in the text of Goal 16 itself (“provide access to justice for all.”). Yet the targets under Goal 16 are broad, referring to international justice, corruption and broader participation, and indicators have no direct relationship to assuring effective legal national systems and access to judicial processes. The specific needs and interests of children moreover appear only in reference to issues of abuse, trafficking and violence. Access to justice or judicial process does not appear at all in the NUA, SFDRR, or Paris Agreement. AAA contains one reference to “access to fair justice systems” (18/ p. 10).

Without clear commitments around access to justice or judicial processes, it is unclear how the state will be held accountable for fulfilling the first two critical access rights. Given the way in which children are generally excluded from accessing information or meaningful participation, and the ways in which they struggle to make legal systems work for their interests, current agreements leave significant gaps in how children might exercise their rights. 

Community-based DRR and adaptation strongly encouraged, though with great ambiguity. The need for engaging communities as end-users of information, participants in decision-making processes, or implementers of DRR and CCA activities appears regularly in SFDRR and the draft NUA, in particular. Specific targets are more limited, with only one SDG target focusing on “community” driven activity (Target 6.1) None of the agreements define however what constitutes a “community”, the role of children within a community, or moreover how community-based action would differ in an urban, conflict, post-conflict, or humanitarian context. The risks of such ambiguity are discussed further below.
[bookmark: _1y810tw][bookmark: _Toc334462147]5. Safe infrastructure and risk reduction: 
Summary: Hazard assessments are prioritized with guidance from SFDRR, but contain with no specific mention of children. Commitments contain ample references to “resilient infrastructure,” which encompasses variously WASH services, health facilities, transportation, and higher-level communications infrastructure -- and to a lesser degree human settlement. Some of these (school and health facilities, transport, communications, housing) are likely to be traceable under SFDRR indicators. Others such as nutrition services are highlighted but not considered for disaster contexts specifically. The draft NUA, and to a lesser extent SFDRR, acknowledge and seek to address the risks generated by poorly conceived infrastructure projects. SFDRR and the draft NUA acknowledge the need to “build back better” in the aftermath of disasters. 

Capacity for child-centered hazard risk assessment: 
SFDRR Target G aims to “Substantially increase the availability of and access to multi-hazard early warning systems and disaster risk information and assessments to people by 2030.” As described above, recommended indicators G-5 and G-6 would measure not only the number of countries and local governments with multi-hazard risk assessments / information, but will assess that this information is “accessible, understandable, and usable.” Recommended indicator G-3 would assess the “number of people who are covered and have access to multi-hazard early warning systems per 100,000.” 
Likewise, Priority 1 of SFDRR centers on “Understanding disaster risk.” Sections 24 and 25 provide guidance for national and local actors to promote and strengthen capacity for data collection, analysis, and dissemination, including development of disaster risk assessments, risk maps, and disaster loss data, among other forms of assessments. For the urban context, the draft NUA urges “integrated, age and gender-responsive policies and plans in line with [SFDRR],” disaster risk reduction and management at all levels (75/ p. 10), “vulnerability and impact assessments to inform adaptation plans, policies, programmes” (78/ p. 10), and implementation of “risk assessments on the location of current and future public facilities” (98/ p. 13).
General commitments to resilient infrastructure, including safety of schools and hospitals: Commitments for improving or delivering infrastructure—especially “resilient infrastructure”— are abundant in all agreements. SDG Goal 9, Targets 9.1 and 9.a refer to building, developing, and facilitating “resilient infrastructure.” AAAA declares support for “resilient and environmentally sound infrastructure, including energy, transport, water and sanitation, and sustainable and resilient buildings” (34/ p. 16). AAAA provides the most detail on how infrastructure pledges could be financed, ranging from bolstering revenue collection and enhancing tax systems, to catalysing funding with ODA, to private public partnerships. Among its recommendations, AAAA calls for the establishment of a global infrastructure forum led by multi-lateral development banks.

SFDRR Target D and SDG Targets 4.a and 11.5 are the key commitment that will monitor climate and disaster proofing of infrastructure. Proposed global indicators for Target D (used also to monitor SDG 11.5) would consider the number of health facilities, educational facilities, transportation units and infrastructures, security service structures, and electricity plants and transmission towers destroyed or damaged by hazardous events. In addition, indicators D-4 and D-5 recommended for national level monitoring would consider the length of time during which infrastructure or services are disrupted for airports, ports, telecommunications, power, water supply and sanitation services (D-4), and “basic services” (D-5), which includes educational facilities, emergency response, healthcare facilities, among others. Indicators for SDG 4.a (as discussed above) will focus on proactive upgrading of school infrastructure. 

The SFDRR text reiterates the need for critical infrastructure “including water, transportation and telecommunications infrastructure, educational facilities, hospitals and other health facilities” to “remain safe, effective and operational during and after disasters (31e/ p. 20). It highlights the need to enact, update, and enforce building codes (e.g. 30h/p. 19). 

The draft NUA stresses the importance of physical and social infrastructure that is “ responsive to the rights and needs of children and youth” (32/ p.5). It highlights the need such “basic and social services” in “communities that are most vulnerable to disasters affected by recurrent and protracted humanitarian crises” (27; p. 5). It also calls for “governments and civil society to further support resilient urban services during armed conflicts” (28/ p. 5).

Acknowledgement of urban development risks and the need for soft infrastructure: The draft NUA arguably goes a step farther than other documents in (implicitly) acknowledging the ways in which infrastructure itself can create or exacerbate or redistribute disaster risk, particularly in urban areas. Minimizing new development and conserving ecosystems is more likely to enhance resilience than introducing new protective infrastructure. The draft NUA commits to “preserve the ecological and social function of land” such that “the ecosystem’s regenerative capacity is not exceeded”(67/ p.98), and to “ give particular consideration to urban deltas, coastal areas, and other environmentally sensitive areas” (66/ p. 9). The need for public spaces (a form of green infrastructure) is taken up by both the draft NUA and the SDGs (Target 11.7). 

The NUA process has backtracked on this issue, however, removing an important reference to prioritizing “low risk zones for urban development” from an earlier draft. The word “tsunami” has been altogether excluded from the new document. These changes signal perhaps the political challenges of limiting development in coastal and riverine areas. 
 					
WASH resilience prioritized but not well monitored: SDG 6 focuses on availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation, including universal and equitable access to drinking water, sanitation and hygiene (6.1, 6.2, 6.3). Targets 6.3 – 6.6 address sustainable management of water resources. However, SDG 6 targets do not refer specifically to building resilience in disaster contexts, and SFDRR Indicators related to basic services and water and sanitation (D-5 on “basic services”) have been recommended for national-level monitoring only. 

Many of the commitments referenced above in the SDGs, AAAA, SFDRR, and the NUA also highlight the need for resilient WASH services and infrastructure, either explicitly or implicitly under the umbrella of “basic services,” “adequate housing,” or reducing the proportion of urban populations living in slums (SDG Target 11.1). 

Safe housing (including temporary housing) and secure tenure: SDG Target 11.1 goes a step farther in the urban context to consider the safety of housing, basic services, and slum upgrades, although not with regard to disasters. SFDRR recommended Indicator C6 would track direct economic losses from damage to housing. However, as it relies on national housing data and data from Global Compass, it seems unlikely that this figure will encompass loss to informal housing, on which the urban poor depend. 

Housing is an important theme for the draft NUA, which raises the Right to Adequate Housing in a number of places (although in the most recent draft, this has been qualified as “the progressive realization of the right to adequate housing,” e.g.29/ p. 5, 101/ p. 3 as well as prevention of forced evictions and secure tenure (29/ p. 5), and support for “incremental housing and self-build schemes” (103/ p. 13). It also urges promotion of “resilient building codes “ (106/ p. 14). 
			
Health and Nutrition services: 
As described above, SFDRR targets will monitor damage and destruction of health facilities. The SFDRR text places considerable emphasis on “health resilience’, with provisions around enhancing disaster risk management in health systems (e.g. 30i/ p. 19; 31e/ p. 20) and service delivery in the “post-disaster phase” (30j/ p. 19). The SDGs and AAAA include a number of targets and commitments related to combatting malnutrition generally, though without specific reference to crisis contexts. 

Transport infrastructure: Indicators for SFDRR D (see above) and other pledges provide a platform for promoting safe roads, bridges, and contingency plans for access and transport. SDG 9.1 Target considers resilient regional and transborder infrastructure, while Target 11.2 focuses on “safe” transport (with attention to vulnerable populations including women, children, persons with disabilities, and older persons). 

SFDRR 32c pledges the ongoing functionality of water, transportation, telecommunications, educational and health facilities, “to ensure that they remain safe, effective and operational during and after disasters in order to provide life-saving and essential services”  (p.21). The draft NUA also contains numerous pledges related to provision of transportation, though not to continuity in times of crisis. 

Pledges toward building back better: SFDRR refers to the need to “build back better….through proper design and construction….taking into account economic, social, structural, technological and environmental impact assessments” (30c/ p. 19). The draft NUA also urges “the integration of the ‘’Build Back Better’’ principles in the post-disaster recovery process” (76/ p.10). 

[bookmark: _4i7ojhp][bookmark: _Toc334462148]6. Reaching the most vulnerable:
[bookmark: _2xcytpi][bookmark: _Toc334462149]Summary: Agreements provide strong support for meeting the needs of vulnerable populations, as well as those who are “furthest behind.” Special attention is given to girls, indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities, people with disabilities, refugees and internally displaced people, and migrants (particularly women/girl migrants). AAAA in particular recognizes differential vulnerabilities among children. 

Differential vulnerability across groups and nations: The SDGs preamble emphasizes that the goals focus “in particular on the needs of the poorest and most vulnerable” and endeavor to “reach the furthest behind first” (3). This extends both to individuals within countries and between countries. The SDGs (p. 1.), AAAA (8/ p. 4), and SFDRR, (8/ p. 10) emphasizes need to reach African countries, least developed countries, landlocked developing countries, small island developing States – although with a nod also towards “middle income countries facing specific challenges.” The Paris Agreement likewise recognizes “common but differentiated responsibility” among parties and “the urgent and immediate needs of those developing country Parties that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change” (2/ Article 7). 

Recognition of differentiated vulnerabilities, between and within groups: As described above, children are highlighted as being among the most vulnerable groups, along with women and girls, persons with disabilities, people with HIV/AIDs, older persons, indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities, refugees and internally displaced persons and migrants across the agreements. AAAA also recognizes differential vulnerability among children: “children living in extreme poverty, children with disabilities, migrant and refugee children, and those in conflict and post-conflict situations” (78/p. 26)
· 
The rights of migrants, and particularly women migrants, are also emphasized in several agreements (SGD Target 8.8, AAA 111/ p.50, Agenda for Humanity B). The Agenda for Humanity also emphasizes the responsibility to integrate and provide services for those displaced by crises, and the NUA also expresses the need to integrate and support informal workers (64, p. 10)

Although the particular rights and needs of women and girls are recognized throughout the agreements (e.g. SDG p. 6, Agenda for Humanity 3d/ p. 8, NUA 11c/ p.2), unique attention to adolescent girls in disasters does not appear. Another gap in several agreements is the tendency to incorporate gender issues as protecting and fulfilling the needs of “women and girls,” at the exclusion of boys, for whom gender can also be source of vulnerability.[footnoteRef:40] Notably Target 5.2 on ending sexual violence includes girls and women but not boys. [40:  Pers. comm. Aline Rahbany, World Vision ] 


[bookmark: _1ci93xb][bookmark: _Toc334462150]7. Targets 
In 2014, CCC put forward the following proposals for targets in the post-2015 DRR Framework (later known as SFDRR): All targets be achieved for children and disaggregated by gender, age and ability; Increase access by risk prone household to quality basic social services; No child dies due to disasters in a school built after 2017 or modified after 2030; The number of school days missed is reduced by 50%; and The number of children living outside family as a result of shocks and stresses is reduced by 50%. This section considers the extent to which CCC’s proposals were integrated into all agreements in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

No disaster-related target in the Agenda requires achievement specifically for children.[footnoteRef:41] However, data for SDGs and SFDRR are to be disaggregated “where relevant, by income, sex, age, race, ethnicity, migratory status, disability and geographic location, or other characteristics,” in accordance with the Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics. . The existing gaps in data collection capacities are acknowledged, and indeed SDG Target 17.8 under Means of Implementation supports availability of timely, reliable and disaggregated data.  [41:  SDG Targets that do specifically consider children include those on multi-dimensional poverty (1.2), health and malnutrition (2.2), education (4) transportation and public spaces in cities (11.2 and 11.7), human trafficking, forced labor and child labor and torture (16.2). 
] 


As noted above, there are a variety of commitments to provision of health, education, urban housing, WASH, and transport services. None of the targets distinguish between risk prone households and other households, as proposed by CCC. Likewise, although Goal A of SFDRR and SDG Target 11.5 consider death and injury, and a variety of commitments focus on school safety, none refer to mortality of children in school buildings. SFDRR indicators recommended for national level monitoring would consider disruption to basic services including schools, but provide no quantifiable target such as number of school days missed. 

Separation from caregivers does not appear in any targets or agreements reviewed, although the Agenda for Humanity does commit to facilitating quick family reunification for (recognized and unrecognized) refugees (3b/ p. 7). 

[bookmark: _3whwml4][bookmark: _Toc334462151]Part 3: The opportunities, risks, and gaps 
Agreements composing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development support many of CCC’s strategic objectives. Important gaps in the children-centered DRR and CCA agenda remain, however. Combining aspects of the agreements can fill some of these gaps, whereas in other areas CCC partners may need to seek additional, external sources of leverage, or refer to older agreements. 

This section considers key opportunities, gaps, and discrepancies in the agreements with regard to child-centered DRR and CCA. 
[bookmark: _bgnbkr5axif5][bookmark: _Toc334462152]Key opportunities: “Low hanging fruit” for children’s rights advocates
Based on commitments and targets, the following issues present clear and traceable policy items for CCC and partners: 

· School safety and education: Through SDG and SFDRR targets, advocates will be well positioned to promote progress on disaster-proofing schools, and for integrating DRR and CCA into school curriculums. The latter will require additional effort in refining and developing methodologies for curriculum integration indicators, which are among the “Tier III” (having no existing standard methodologies for data collection) of SDG indicators. This may also open opportunities for CCC partners to engage with national governments on school curriculums. 

CCC partners can also advocate for national governments to adopt indicator D-13 related to basic service disruption (including schools), as recommended by SFDRR. This help mobilize action around educational continuity in the aftermath of disasters, focusing not only on schools but the other services and infrastructure needed to support them. While the agreements do not directly support school disaster planning and activities, advocates may draw on pledges around community-based adaptation and participation to promote these softer risk reduction activities. 

· Hard and soft infrastructure pledges: Commitments to resilient infrastructure (specifically health facilities, educational facilities, transportation facilities, and power generation facilities) will be globally traceable through SFDRR Target D. Advocates can hold governments accountable to reducing incidences of damage or destruction to critical infrastructure.

· Risk assessment capacity and access: SFDRR Target G and proposed indicators G5 and G6 provide a robust platform for promoting multi-hazard risk assessments that are “accessible, understandable, and usable…for stakeholders and people.” Child-centered DRR and CCA advocates can capitalize on these indicators to argue that risk assessments and information must be accessible not only to adults, but to children as well. This is a key aspect of achieving children’s “access rights.” While the agreements do not specify the need for child-centered assessment methodologies, their acknowledgement of children as a vulnerable group provide ample space for advocates to press this perspective. 

· Child mortality and impacts from disasters: Although SDG and SFDRR targets do not specifically address reduction of child vulnerability to natural disasters, child-centered DRR and CCA advocates could capitalize on data disaggregation by developing campaigns around how SFDRR Targets A and B (mortality and people affected as a result of disasters) are achieved for children, girls, boys, children with disabilities, children of different ethnicities, etc. CCC and partners could promote measurable targets for adoption by national governments. 
[bookmark: _2zzxymsha9xp][bookmark: _Toc334462153]Promoting Access Rights to support DRR and CCA
Agreements are replete with calls for participation, offering a number of opportunities for promoting access to information, including hazard risk information for children. 

Yet in other ways, the agreements appear to backtrack on clearly defined rights outlined in Principle 10 and affirmed in later commitments. Indeed the separation of the three access rights undermines the principles that states have duties and responsibilities to fulfill, and that citizens have means to exercise their rights. Significantly targets, guidance, and language around access to justice are extremely limited, with indicators in Goal 16 having virtually no bearing on how citizens in practice would pursue legal remedy when rights are violated by the state or other actors – much less how children and other marginalized actors might address such violations. Commitments to participation are not met with guidance on specific mechanisms or criteria for what might constitute meaningful engagement, and references to democratization of information, self-enumeration, and citizen-based monitoring have been removed from recent drafts of the NUA. Detailed and well-founded commitments in SFDRR to provide risk information could be threatened by broad interpretations of the phrase “non-sensitive.” 

Experience from reviews of Access Rights clearly points to the importance of legal mechanisms – of commitments at the constitutional level being translated into specific legislation defining and detailing the responsibilities of states, and of the importance of institutional mechanisms that allow citizens to hold the state accountable, such as through legal aid designed for vulnerable groups (eg, women, ethnic minorities, non-native language speakers, illiterate) and environmental courts.[footnoteRef:42] Given the structural challenges that children face in accessing information and participation and the significant consequences of their exclusion, there is a the need for specific mechanisms for redress and remedy designed for their circumstances and needs. [42:  Nicro, S. Friend, R. and Pradubsuk, S. Eds. (2011) Environmental Governance in Asia: Independent Assessments of National Implementation of Rio Declaration’s Principle 10 Thailand Environment Institute: Nonhtaburi 290 pages] 


It is disappointing that these critical rights have been weakened in the new agenda, which in many ways tends to regard climate and disaster as technical rather than political challenges. This review proposes several approaches for supporting children’s access rights related to CCA and DRR: 

· Lean on commitments to access to information outlined in SDG 16 and Paris agreement. Lean also on commitments to awareness raising and education to insist that children be granted access to information relevant to disaster and climate risk, for instance through school projects. 
· Draw on commitments in the NUA for enhancing capacity of women, girls, children and youth and others to participate in decision-making. CCC partners may seek opportunities to engage in refining definitions and methodological issues around measuring participation in SDG indicators 16.7.2 and 11.3.2. 
· Continue to advocate for explicit acknowledgement of child-inclusive participatory tools such as self-enumeration, participatory budgeting, and citizen-generated monitoring in the NUA.
· Use the legally binding nature of the Paris agreement as a tool in itself for redress and remedy, for instance around intergenerational equity. 
· Continue to advocate for access rights using older agreements that remain in force (including the Rio Declaration) and specific legislation at national levels that are their legacy. 
· At national level, advocate for regular assessment and monitoring mechanisms for SDGs and SFDRR that are accessible and subject to public scrutiny, defining specific roles for children in such processes.

[bookmark: _alwte0gscq02][bookmark: _Toc334462154]Resilience: Universally adopted but poorly defined 
 “Resilience” is a major theme throughout the agreements. The term is defined only in SFDRR.[footnoteRef:43] A different definition of urban resilience as “responding to, adapting, and transforming” has been removed from the draft NUA. Nevertheless, the agreements voice support for:  [43:  UNISDR defines resilience as “A serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society involving widespread human, material, economic or environmental losses and impacts, which exceeds the ability of the affected community or society to cope using its own resources.” It is not clear whether SFDRR will provide a new definition pending the conclusion of the Open Working Group on Indicators and Terminology, in which case the new definition would cover both SFDRR and SDGs, but not necessarily the other agreements. ] 

· resilient infrastructure (see above)
· resilient agricultural practices (SDG Target 2.4), 
· resilience of ecosystems (SDG Target 4.2, AAAA 17/p. 9), 
·  resilience of health systems (SFDRR 30(i)./p. 20) 
· business resilience (SFDRR 30(o)/p.20)
· environmental resilience (SFDRR 27b/ p.17)
 
This suggests that commitments around resilience are broad enough to support a wide range of CCC’s initiatives and messages. 

It also raises concerns. The international development community has spawned a diverse set of definitions and frameworks to guide resilience programming and measurement across a wide variety of sectors.[footnoteRef:44] In practice, moreover, it is often its everyday meaning in English—of standing strong in the face of adversity, of self-reliance and toughness – that is adopted by organizations, politicians, and the media.[footnoteRef:45] As described by Tierney (2015), the diversity of concepts and interpretations means that resilience discourse accommodates “the activities of groups with widely divergent interests.” In particular, resilience discourse has not infrequently accompanied efforts to roll back state responsibilities and programs while transferring these increasingly to private actors.[footnoteRef:46] Critics have highlighted this as a tendency within the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, particularly the SDGs and AAAA.[footnoteRef:47]  [44:  Bahadur, A. Wilkinson, E. Tanner, T. (2015 under review) Measuring Resilience- An Analytical Review. Climate and Development]  [45:  Tierney (2015) Resilience and the Neoliberal Project: Discourse, Critiques, Practices. American Behavioral Scientist
2015, Vol. 59(10) 1327–1342]  [46:  Ibid]  [47: For example: Volt (2015) Opinion: Why does United Nations Secretary-General insist on placing Public-Private Partnerships in the heart of the Post 2015 Development Agenda?
http://sdg.earthsystemgovernance.org/sdg/news/2015-03-19/opinion-why-does-united-nations-secretary-general-insist-placing-public-private-part] 


Therefore, in the absence of a common definition and conceptual framework across the agreements, stakeholders must pay careful attention to how governments and other stakeholders interpret this term. Examples related to “resilient infrastructure” and “community resilience” are elaborated below. 

[bookmark: _bo81m8f9pium][bookmark: _Toc334462155]“Resilient infrastructure” and the need for soft infrastructure
References to “resilient infrastructure” appear regularly throughout the all agreements. At many points these refer to basic social services – hospitals, schools, WASH – and at other points regional transport and communications infrastructure aimed partly at attracting foreign investment (for example AAAA 47/ p.24). 

The term leaves some questions: does “resilient infrastructure” mean construction that has been physically climate proofed – e.g. roads that have been raised above likely flood levels – or infrastructure that does not itself exacerbate or redistribute hazard risk? The Agenda appears to privilege the former, since the strongest monitoring mechanisms (indicators for SFDRR Target D) assess the destruction or damage to infrastructure itself. This is a significant weakness in the Agenda, given that infrastructure projects (including those aimed at reducing hazard risk) are frequently among the underlying causes of disaster. In addition, with much new infrastructure being constructed primarily to protect assets rather than populations,[footnoteRef:48] there is a need to ensure that resilient infrastructure is being constructed to protect the most vulnerable.  [48:  Georgeson, L., Maslin, M. Poessinouw, M., and Howard, S. (2016) Adaptation responses to climate change differ between global megacities. Nature Climate Change. DOI: 10.1038/NCLIMATE2944 ] 


For this reason, advocates should also draw on the Agenda’s commitments to soft infrastructure and conservation of critical eco-systems for reducing disaster risk. These are particularly strong in the draft NUA, especially in its latter’s appeal for the social and ecological value of land (11a/ p.2), but can be tracked through SDG Target 11.7 on public space and goal 15 on ecosystems conservation. CCC can articulate these targets as being part and parcel of CCA, DRR, and resilience. 

[bookmark: _aldwnedbvtqh][bookmark: _Toc334462156]Piecing together child protection
There are few explicit commitments to child protection in disaster and humanitarian contexts, although follow-up to the WHS may see greater clarity on these issues. Advocates can leverage targets and more general commitments related to social protection; ending exploitation of children and other vulnerable groups; upholding labor rights; and protecting the rights of migrants. Non-monitored pledges from SFDRR and the Agenda for Humanity also provide platforms for enhancing protection in crisis contexts (though not specifically for children). 
[bookmark: _y6tg2qbh4tvw][bookmark: _Toc334462157]Ambiguity, opportunity, and risks of “community”
Calls for community-based adaptation are found throughout SFDRR, the Agenda for Humanity, and to a lesser extent AAAA and the draft NUA. Yet nowhere is “community” defined, despite the significant responsibilities assigned to it. This is particularly concerning given the complex (and often contested) nature of communities in urban and post-crisis contexts. 

Organized communities can indeed make a critical contribution to adaptation and disaster risk reduction, as evinced by the work of groups like Asian Coalition for Housing Rights and Shack and Slum Dwellers International. But care is needed to ensure that responsibilities assigned to the state are not turned over to an unidentifiable entity or an entity that is undemocratic or even exploitative. This can be particularly problematic in calls for “community resilience,” with connotations of self-reliance and links to austerity agendas.[footnoteRef:49]  [49:  MacKinnon, D., and K. Derickson. 2013. “From Resilience to Resourcefulness: A Critique of Resilience Policy and Activism.” Progress in Human Geography 37 (2): 253–70] 


Similarly, ambiguity emerges where SDGs and SFDRR discuss “resilience of communities hosting refugees” (SDGs p. 29) and resilience of “host communities” (SFDRR 30i), suggesting that the emergence of refugees is indeed a shock or a stress in itself. But whether resilience in this context means greater funding for social services, greater efforts at integration -- or indeed, more regressive policies establishing on limits on refugee migration – is left open.[footnoteRef:50]  [50:  In contrast, the Agenda for Humanity specifically describes the need to support “housing, employment, education, health-care and other vital public services” but does not use the term resilience” in host communities and countries. The draft NUA likewise urges: “We further stress the need to provide adequate services, accommodation, and opportunities for decent and productive work for crisis-affected persons in urban settings.”
] 


[bookmark: _qsh70q][bookmark: _Toc334462158]Part 4: Conclusions and Recommendations 
The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development provides a platform for promoting many components of child-centered DRR and CCA as defined by CCC. Nevertheless, some components find stronger support than others, and significant gaps remain. Advocates for child-centered DRR and CCA will need to be creative and resourceful in how they leverage these new global agreements for meaningfully supporting the rights and capacities of children in a changing climate.

This section summarizes key findings from the review of agreements, providing recommendations for CCC and partners. 
[bookmark: _3as4poj][bookmark: _Toc334462159]Conclusions 
Negotiations on the six global agreements encompassing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable are nearly complete. Some opportunity remains to influence the outcomes and monitoring processes of the NUA and the WHS, as discussed further below. Out of the six agreements, the SDGs and seven targets of SFDRR have the strongest mechanisms for monitoring. Indicators for SDGs have been selected, but development of methodologies at the global level is currently ongoing, and both agreements recognize the need for building data collection capacity at the national level. Requirements to disaggregate data by gender, age, and ability (among other characteristics) allow advocates to highlight needs or develop targets for specific groups including children. SFDRR indicators will be finalized in December 2016. 

The Paris Agreement is also a robust platform for advocates, given its unique status as a legally binding document that will require regular reporting on adaptation by signatories. However, with the exception of a few key statements (including on intergenerational equity, participation and access to information), its limited text provides relatively fewer pledges relevant to children. In contrast, AAAA, the NUA, and agreements emerging from WHS offer many highly relevant provisions. None are legally binding or have clearly articulated monitoring plans, and indeed governments have failed to meet commitments enshrined in their predecessor agreements. The WHS is unique in that it comprises commitments from a diverse set of stakeholders, which have yet to be assembled in a single document. 

This review of child-centered DRR and CCA in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development should be updated following the release of the SG report on WHS commitments (expected in September 2016), the final text of the NUA (expected in October 2016), and the finalized SFDRR indicators and terminology (December 2016). 

In relation to how the Agenda addresses seven pillars of children-centered DRR and CCA introduced in Part 2, this review finds the following: 

1. Needs and capacities of children: Children are acknowledged clearly as a vulnerable group, with their rights and capacities as active agents highlighted. General allusions to human rights conventions appear in all agreements, yet in some important instances language on rights or climate justice has been omitted or deliberately weakened.

2.  Safe schools and education: Agreements provide firm commitments and targets on ensuring the safety of schools, though largely through hard infrastructure rather than school disaster mitigation planning and management.  The agreements place a greater emphasis on upgrading school infrastructure to prevent damage and destruction than on ensuring educational continuity in the aftermath of disasters. The need for environmental, climate and DRR education is clearly defined across a number of agreements, with explicit (if methodologically murky) mechanisms for monitoring.


3. Child protection in crises: Explicit commitments to child protection in disaster, conflict, and post conflict contexts are not well represented in the 2030 Agenda, despite pledges on social protection and safety networks, and labor rights. The agreements do make important commitments to ending various forms of abuse of children and other vulnerable individuals. Missing from the agreements are inclusion of child protection risks in DRR assessments and interventions; strengthening existing child protection systems to prepare for and respond to disasters; safe keeping of birth registration and other forms of identification; and adequate laws and resources to safeguard care and protection during emergencies.

4. Children’s access to participation, information, redress and remedy (“Access Rights”): Agreements provide ample space for promoting the rights of children to participate, though the nature and quality of this participation remains relatively vague. Though there is some support for youth leadership, agreements do not extends this to children. There is relatively robust support and traceable commitments to access to information, including climate change and disaster risk information; Target G of SFDRR in particular can provide a platform for advocates to demand child-friendly access and formats. However, agreements offer no strong avenues for promoting access to justice, redress and remedy in instances where children’s rights to participation and access to information are violated. Community-based DRR and CCA are strongly promoted but loosely defined, opening up risks that terms such as “community” and “community resilience” support efforts to roll back state programming and privatize key services. 

5. Safe infrastructure and adapted services, based on child-centered hazard risk assessment: The Agenda strongly supports development and application of hazard assessments, though without specific mention of child-sensitive methodologies. Calls for “resilient infrastructure” encompass WASH services, health facilities, transportation, and higher-level communications infrastructure. SFDRR Target D will draw attention to preventing damage and destruction to these facilities, but only SDG 4.a on school upgrades promotes a more proactive approach. While the these appeals do not sufficiently acknowledge how infrastructure often exacerbates or redistributes rather than reduces hazard risk, there is room for promoting softer risk reduction methods (e.g. conservation of land and eco-systems) in several of the agreements and targets. 

6. Reaching the most vulnerable: Agreements provide strong support for meeting the needs of vulnerable populations, as well as those who are “furthest behind.” Special attention is given to girls, indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities, people with disabilities, refugees and internally displaced people, and migrants (particularly women/girl migrants). AAAA in particular recognizes the differential vulnerability among children.

7. Child-centered targets: The proposals for child-centered targets put forward by CCC for SFDRR have not been adopted by any of the agreements. Disaggregated data would however allow advocates to develop their own child-focused targets, or promote these as targets for adoption by national governments. 

[bookmark: _1pxezwc][bookmark: _Toc334462160]Recommendations: 

1. Advance child-centered and through targets and pledges: Key opportunities include:
· Promote integration of CCA and DRR into school curricula, as supported unambiguously by SDG Targets 4.7, 12.8, and 13.8 and Article 12 of the Paris Agreement. Methodologies for assessment are currently being developed and governments will require support for data collection, which provides an opening for CCC partners to engage on this topic. 
· Promote upgrading and enhanced performance of schools, transportation, and health facilities. Advocates can track reduction in damage to and destruction of key infrastructure resulting from disasters through SFDRR Target D and SDG 11.5, and (more proactively) upgrades to educational facilities through SDG Target 4.a. At the national level, CCC partners can advocate for governments to adopt indicator D-13 related to basic service disruption (including schools), as recommended by SFDRR (pending finalization of SFDRR indicators). There is a need also for advocacy to increase financing for disaster and climate proof infrastructure.  	Comment by Sarah Reed: Jacobo please confirm 
· Develop and track quantifiable target related to child-centered DRR and CCA: Disaggregated data for SDG Target 1.5 and SFDRR Target A allow advocates globally or at a national level to develop specific targets for quantifiable reductions in child death and children affected by disasters. This could be a useful centerpiece for campaigns for child-centered DRR efforts, as well as providing governments tangible, center-centered goals around which to assess their progress. Disaggregated monitoring of SDG indicator 16.7.2 (perception that decision-making is inclusive and responsive) could support campaigns to enhance accountability to children.
· Support risk assessment capacity development and access for children: SFDRR Target G and recommended indicators G5 and G6 provide robust platforms for promoting multi-hazard risk assessments that are “accessible, understandable, and usable…for stakeholders and people.” Child-centered DRR and CCA advocates can capitalize on these indicators to argue that risk assessments and information must be accessible not only to adults, but to children as well. (Pending finalization of SFDRR indicators)
· Promote green infrastructure and ecosystem conservation to reduce disaster risk and mitigate climate impacts through commitments to: 
· Child-friendly public spaces in SDG Target 11.7 and the draft NUA.
· Sustainable ecosystem and natural resource management in SDG 15
· Protection of the social and ecological functions of land in the draft NUA
· Facilitate meaningful participation by children in planning and decision-making by leveraging commitments from SDG Target 16.7 and 11.3 on participatory planning and 11.b on resilience planning; Articles 10 and 12 of the Paris Agreement and SFDRR (27/ p. 17 and 33b p. 21) which concern participation for DRR and CCA planning specifically; and commitments in the draft NUA on building capacity among marginalized groups and government to engage with each other around decision making. Seek opportunities to engage in refining definitions and methodological issues around measuring participation in SDG indicator 11.3.2. 
· Promote enhanced access to information for children on climate and disaster (and urban plans that might affect climate and disaster risk) by leveraging on SDG Indicator 16.10.2 to demand expansion in public information laws and conduits; Article 12 in the Paris Agreements which refers to access to information; and Target G in SFDRR, which calls for accessibility of risk information “for the people.” Prepare strategies to counter withholding of important risk information labeled as “sensitive” for political reasons. 
· Promote access to redress and remedy that are accessible to children, drawing on SDG 16 and pledges in AAAA. The weaknesses in these agreements around access to justice however will oblige advocates to draw on existing national legislation and other existing conventions established prior to the 2030 Agenda, most significantly Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration. 
· Support child protection mechanisms, despite gaps in the agreements: In the absence of a specific provision for child protection in disaster response, advocates may draw on related commitments to eliminating forms of exploitation (SDG Targets 5.2, 5.3, 16.2), providing birth certificates for all (SDG Target 16.), extending social protection and social safety nets (SDG Target 1.3), protecting and promoting labor rights (SDG Target 8.8), and triggering support for specific protection mechanisms in times of crises (safety nets, emergency response, and life-saving assistance and protection - Agenda for Humanity 4c and SFDRR 31g). Forthcoming WHS outcomes may support this objective further. 

[bookmark: _2p2csry]Strengthen national review processes and push for child participation in monitoring: Advocates can support national level capacity development for data collection and analysis, particularly for indicators that lack established methodologies or data collection mechanisms. They can also push for regular assessment and monitoring mechanisms for SDGs and SFDRR that are accessible and subject to public scrutiny. Children can engage in development of qualitative data, either in partnership with government to fill recognized gaps in the qualitative data, or as means of providing external pressure where indicators do not adequately measure their target (e.g.SDG Targets 11.3 and 16.7 on participation, SDG Goal 16 related to access to justice). 

Push for child-centered thematic reviews: For agreements in which monitoring processes are more ambiguous or may not take place at all, advocates may be able to press for thematic reviews on topics of interest. The Task Force for monitoring DFD commitments under AAAA notes that Member States may have the option to make such a request, although it is not clear whether civil society can also propose topics. 

Maintain critical perspective and cautious approach with regard to ambiguous terminology: Terminology in these agreements can be very slippery. This is particularly the case around “community” and “resilience.” “Community resilience” is an appealing but risky term that can mean any number of things, and governments have indeed used both words as a justification of rolling back core social entitlements. Allusions to the “inherent resilience of children”, though not present in the agreements, has similar dangers. It is therefore important that negotiations with government and other stakeholders clearly define these terms. This includes qualifications such as “non-sensitive,” which could prevent blanket withholding of important hazard information. CCC and partners should stay informed of UNISDR’s updates to its terminology, which will be released along with SFDRR indicators in by the end of 2016. 

On the other hand, ambiguity around definitions of “children” and “youth” in the agreements may actually work in advocates’ favor. A number of provisions calling for youth leadership and engagement could be strategically leveraged to support children as well, for instance. 
[bookmark: _147n2zr]
Stay engaged in upcoming processes: The NUA will be finalized only in October, meaning that there is still time to advocate for stronger commitment to engaging children and youth. CCC should continue to advocate for explicit acknowledgement of child-inclusive participatory tools such as like self-enumeration and citizen-generated monitoring and access to development plans and risk assessments in the NUA, for instance through planned World Vision sponsored side events. Likewise, partners should continue to follow discussions emerging from WHS, where High Level Policy Roundtables produced a set of proposed commitments for member states that are relevant for child-centered DRR and CCA (for instance, to provide quality education for all displaced and refugee children within three months of displacement.). 

Attend to how the 2030 Agenda is influencing other policy-makers, donors, and policy: The agenda outlined in the six agreements are beginning to influence DRR strategies and planning of governments, intergovernmental and regional bodies, and non-governmental actors. For instance, the European Commission has recently released a working Action Plan on SFDRR, to recommend a series of actions to strengthen DRR in the EU.[footnoteRef:51] The plan recognizes youth and children as a vulnerable group (p. 19), but otherwise makes no reference to their rights or capacities -- for instance to participate in planning or decision-making. This will require advocates to remain engaged in regional and global networks with policy makers.  [51:  European Commission (17.6.2016): Commission staff working document: Action Plan on the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 A disaster risk-informed approach for all EU policies. Brussels: European Commission 	] 


Intergenerational equity: While the recognition of intergenerational equity may not technically constitute a basis for legal action at national levels (although there are examples in which youth groups have pursued this avenue based on other grounds[footnoteRef:52]), it nevertheless creates an important precedent and leverage point. Possible follow-ups could specific legal measures at national and regional levels that would support the realization of inter-generational through climate mitigation action, adaptation support, and forms of compensation. [52:  See Children’s Trust lawsuit against the United States Federal Government, which argues that “ in causing climate change, the federal government has violated the youngest generation’s constitutional rights to life, liberty, property, as well as failed to protect essential public trust resources.” http://www.ourchildrenstrust.org/us/federal-lawsuit/] 
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