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GLOBAL SHELTER CLUSTER (GSC) MEETING

GENEVA, 8 OCTOBER 2015

MEETING NOTES - ANNEX
The agenda can be found here.

Date: 8 October, 2015

Defining Priorities for 2016
The purpose of this session was to identify action points on how to address areas prioritized based on the results of the pre-meeting survey as the following:

1. Addressing recovery

2. Rapid mechanism for the assessment of needs and distribution of NFIs

3. Addressing preparedness 

4. Engagement of national actors, including governments

5. Lack of knowledge of shelter principles, solutions and standards 

6. Cash and Coordination 
Discussions were held in six break out groups.  

Addressing Recovery (P. Medina, N. Bauman)
Participants: M. Stephenson, Z. Bhaby, S. Hirano, A. Coupigny, M. Hilmi, E. Leon, S. Wonesai and others.
The issue/question focused on:  

We all agree that SC should address recovery from day 1 of the emergency, but when should it handover? In some contexts recovery may last for 5 years or more. This timeline raises issues around funding, mandate of the cluster as a humanitarian actor and also the capacity of the cluster.

· Are issues changing?

· How do we provide guidance on behalf of actors?
· How does the cluster provide framework for working locally? 
The key insights from the discussion were:

· Distinction between Emergency and Recovery. 

· Addressing recovery is relevant for conflict situations as well. In the case of Iraq – in areas of the returnees – there is a need to address recovery. 

· What are the rules of engagement with the development sector? We need to engage better with development partners.

· Guidelines are there but there are no actions/no operationalization of guidelines.
· Institutionalization of relations to better operationalize the developed guidelines.
· Capturing information in cluster.
· Failure to understand shelter as a local economic and development tool.
· Benefit for country-level? Technical standards?

· Engaging with private sector.

What needs to be done in 2016 to address this issue:  

· Providing soft skills/software could be one of the ways to transition to recovery phase. 

· Capacitating local actors to coordinate issues.
· Early analysis of projects.
· Guidelines on relationships between cluster, government, and development actors.
· Guidelines for operational agencies.
· Cluster to provide more leadership.
· Stakeholder analysis/capacity mapping.
· Country level agreements (IFRC/ UNDP).
· Increased Early Recovery capacity to coordinate recovery issues.
· Add an exit strategy element to country level strategy/Clear message from day one that SC will be leaving.
· Training on recovery – familiarize everyone in the team with recovery issues rather than having a recovery advisory.

· Google groups for sharing practices/peer review committee.
Rapid Mechanism for the Assessment of Needs and Distribution of NFIs (M. Urquia, G. McDonald)
Participants: M. Goddeeris, A. Mazurenko, N. Saeed, S. Michel, L. Jones, K. Holland, R. Smith.

The issue/question focused on: 

· Rapid mechanism for the assessment of needs and distribution of NFIs.
The key insights from the discussion were:

· Lack of true ownership of the NFI component at the global level, this is needed and should be included in the global shelter cluster planning and activities.
· Need for best practices on distribution in conflict zones.
· Shelter and NFI are different entities and these need equal attention. Sphere Standards can provide guidance.
· There are times, particularly in conflict, where shelter and NFI should be separated based on contextual analysis.
· Donor fatigue on NFI’s in certain situations – advocacy at global level on significance/importance of NFI’s.
· Assessments currently not really capturing NFI needs, agencies tend to provide a standard package.  Good and focused assessments do exist and these need to be captured (could start from the NFI scorecard and evaluate this) which can lead to an NFI ‘scale’ and/or ‘score’.
What needs to be done in 2016 to address this issue:  
The result we want to see by October 2016:
· The GSC needs to enhance its commitment and services related to NFI’s.
· A Global Focal Point should be identified to advocate for NFI’s and create a working group to capture tools and good implementation practices.
· This should lead to a CoP that can capture and share good practices and examples of what works well and does not work well. 

Priority actions: 
· Focal point needs to be tasked (UNHCR).
· Focal point to communicate the NFIs responsibilities the country level clusters have on NFIs and provide the support to do this.
· Focal point for Advocacy at the global level on significance/importance of NFIs.
The first step towards this will be:
· Set up a focal point to lead a small group to raise the profile of NFI and lead a community of practice on tools, indicators, practices, standards.

Addressing Preparedness (W. Eastwood)
The discussion was focused on:  
· the statement ‘Preparedness is situated within an overall nationally led disaster risk management (DRM) context, which includes prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery measures’.
· the Checklist for Cluster/Sector Contingency Planning. 
The key insights from the discussion were:
· Capacity mapping and assessment. 
· Implications of the emergency scenario (or scenarios) on the ability of shelter sector actors to operate and respond. 
· Shelter sector vulnerability assessment. 
· Approaches to working with communities/participation. 
· Coordination pre-emergency and during an emergency, and intra-cluster coordination mechanisms. 
· Inter-cluster linkages, coordination and division of labour. 
· Linkages between the cluster and governments. 
· Information management including needs assessment and analysis, monitoring and reporting. 
· Standards and principles for response. 
· Shelter sector objectives and response strategies. 
· Response commitments. 
· Resource mobilisation. 
· Personnel requirements. 
· Response gap analysis and follow-up action. 
· Where we are now? (e.g. key learning, progress that has been made, what we are building on) 
· The IASC Principals have called for the development of a “Common Framework for Preparedness” as part of the IASC Transformative Agenda.
· Main considerations for Preparedness:
· National Leadership

· Joint Planning and Coordination

· Comprehensive Approach.

What is to be done to address this in 2016:
· We could use lessons learnt and modalities in place to review Sector Contingency Planning Checklist. Countries possibly to consider - Vanuatu, Philippines, Bangladesh, Nepal?

The key questions discussed around potential countries to review preparedness plans:
How can we improve within the SC and wider cluster coordination mechanisms: 
· focus on the country level
· resource allocation and funding 

· coordination
· information management and communication 

· preparedness and contingency/response planning 

· training and capacity building
· emergency services/standby arrangements and prepositioning.
Engagement of National Actors including Governments (A. Pont, B. Hurkmans, V. Annoni)
Participants: A. Lee - WHS, T. Bamforth - IFRC, A. Peacock - IFRC, V. Stodart - IFRC, M. Moita - IOM, M. Wooding - Medair, C. Kelly - ProAct.
Key Insights
· It is widely recognized that there is a need to establish stronger links with local and national actors. 
· In a context of increasingly assertive host governments, a more central role of affected states and populations, and better governance structures of local stakeholders, it is critical that the Shelter Cluster better engages with and builds on the capacities of national and local institutions. 
· After ten years of implementation, there is little evidence that the cluster approach has increased local capacity to coordinate humanitarian assistance. 
· Increasingly, cluster capacity is used to provide strategic and technical input directly to governments or to support coordination directly under government leadership in a response to a situation. Despite this trend, there has been little internal debate on the impact this has on the roles and responsibilities of a cluster team and on the way cluster operates.
· There needs to be greater acknowledgment of the many contexts and types of engagement the cluster and its members have both in preparedness and response, as well as the different level of capacity and abilities of national authorities and actors.
· The cluster needs to increase inclusiveness in terms of allowing participation of beneficiaries and national actors in assessment, monitoring, planning and coordination processes.
· There is a lack of preparedness to deal with L3 emergencies.
Priority actions in 2016
· The aim of this GSC priority area is to better involve and build on existing country-level coordination mechanisms and strengthen local coordination capacities in countries where recurrent crises occur. 
· Increased preparedness with governments, especially developing greater clarity of the roles and responsibilities of actors in different levels of emergency response.
· Greater inclusiveness of national actors and beneficiaries in assessments, planning and M&E.
· Increase public information and beneficiary communication in emergencies with particular emphasis on the need to develop and maintain grievance redress systems.
· Develop briefing notes on local regulations.
· Ensure the translation of documents – both global and local ones. Divine World University in Papua New Guinea can assist in many of the languages spoken in the Pacific.
· Provide Coordination skills training for Government actors.

First steps 

1) Matrix/checklist for preparedness at country level. This will include key questions and provide basic information for response and preparedness activities. This will initially be compiled for key countries. The checklist will be produced by V. Stodart and A. Pont. The country profiles will be produced as follows: LAC region - A. Pont, Asia – V. Stodart, Pacific - A. Peacock (if funding provided), Africa IOM/HCR TBD, MENA IOM/HCR TBD.

2) Q&A “what is the cluster”. The document produced in the LAC region will be used as a model. This will be added to the coordination training and toolkit. A. Pont will provide a first draft.

3) ToR for the position of a local private sector liaison for the cluster. First draft developed by T. Bamforth.

4) Develop practical Guidance on how to involve local NGOs. First draft will be produced by T. Bamforth.
Lack of Knowledge of Shelter Principles, Solutions and Standards (J. Ashmore)
The issue/question focused on: Defining principles and standards which split into: 
· How do we define the principles and standards?
· How do we improve understanding?
The key insights from the discussion were:

· Language, translation and simplification - ensuring people and staff understand

· Technical advice is more than just about nails, wood and CGI. Need to define technical in a broader sense

· Understanding self-recovery and how to support it

· Many audiences – what is the role of the cluster

· Relevance of standards and note fashions

· Are standards for proposals or to actually impact on implementation?
· Timeliness of guidance – it needs to be the right guidance at the right place at the right time
· Country level adaptations

· Lots of technical chiefs, but no global technical leadership
· Engagement of other organisations and the need for mentorships

· Need to create a global technical identity in the way that SC IM has done

· Need to link technical solutions from preparedness to response to recovery
· Does everyone see a lack of global technical focal point leadership? Is this an issue?

· Note the role of academia - in previous years we have seen a big swing to soft skills away from more field engineering type skills

· Where is the technical component of global training?

What is to be done in 2016 to address this issue:  
· Broadly, increased linkage between clusters and global technical guidance
· Establishment of a technical focal point (or active CoP?) and a technical strategy to build global coherence

Priority actions:

· Identify GSC technical focal point for the SAG
· Promote technical training (integrate with coordination training?) for the SAG/IFRC/UNHCR
· Create a discussion forum (examples - knowledgepoint.org, redr.org)  - for SAG to decide and web team to integrate
· Enhance online technical training – funding dependent (ECHO grant?)
· Mainstream sectoral reviews in response to reviews (potential to capitalise on shelter projects) – subject to leads
· Promote mentorships, ongoing dialogue (need workplan for this?)

Cash and Coordination (D. Nicolini)
Participants: M. Sayer – ECHO, I. Chantefort – UNHCR Ukraine, B. Alkafri-UNHCR Syria, M. Al Sobari – UNHCR Yemen, J. Mulliez – DFID, G. Saunders – IFRC, S. Alkebeh-UNHCR Pakistan, S. Scales-UNHCR HQ.

The issue/question focused on:  How can cash (MPCGs) adapt to the current coordination system?
The key insights from the discussion were: 

1. There is a need to define the role and responsibilities of in country CASH WG’s. A more support based approach to cash coordination rather than directive could be more productive to ensure buy in and understanding across sectors.

2. The GSC and shelter sector more broadly need to become more CASH proficient and provide cash support and resourcing (technical advises, surge staff, etc.) for coordinators and clusters. Resourcing is required to help build the capacity of the sector, and to adapt and develop tools and guidance for the realities of shelter programming.
3. The GSC should raise awareness of the existing CASH expertise and their understanding of the specific technical issues impacting the use of cash and market interventions for shelter such as regulatory barriers, safety and other construction objectives/issues.
What is to be done in 2016 to address this issue:  
1. CASH WG TORs are defined and agreed at GCCG level.

2. The GSC prepared to respond to the needs of the field. Expertise is available to provide technical support remotely and with missions.

3. Technical shelter issues are understood by CASH experts and taken into consideration when formulating MPCGS strategies and when deciding on approaches.  

Priority actions:
1. The GSC liaises with stakeholders involved in the discussion and advocates for the definition of CASH WG (TBC). The Shelter Global Coordinators make sure that CASH WG TORs are discussed and agreed at GCCG level.

2. NRC is about to create the CASH Cap, the GSC (TBC) to liaise with them and agree on future support to the Shelter Cluster. The GSC (TBC) to organise specific trainings for Cluster Coordinators. Request cash proficient shelter expertise to be included within the roster.

3. The GSC (action led by Jake Zarins) responds to ODI report and monitors the global discussions on CASH.

[image: image1.png]


[image: image2.png]




www.sheltercluster.org 
7

