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I. Introductions and Welcome

Paul Sherlock as Cluster Co-ordinator, and Ajeet Oak as IRC representative, welcomed the group. Introductions were made by the individuals and their agencies. 
Apologies were received from IFRC, World Vision, and Dan Toole (UNICEF)
The General Objectives of the meeting were covered as:

1. Update of Cluster business – new developments, both internal/external to WASH

2. WASH in application: reflections on Java and Lebanon

3. Review of progress to date: updates on the projects from their focal points

4. Review of what is still to be done
5. Framework for 2007: to identify the WASH Cluster’s direction for 2007

6. Reinforce the cluster partnership
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II. WASH Cluster Recap and Update on Cluster

Paul Sherlock presented an update on changes in the Cluster approach, and the progress made thus far by the WASH Cluster.

Changes in Cluster Guidance:

1. There has been a shift in focus to strengthen humanitarian response overall, rather than solely on ‘leadership’ and ‘gap-filling’. 
2. Stronger emphasis on the involvement and role of government.
3. Emphasis on complementing, rather than replacing, existing coordination (and the rationalization of meetings). There are several field-level issues in this regard: Firstly, issues surrounding the introduction of agencies to the system on the ground, and how to use the expertise available. Secondly, the issue of the Cluster as a source of funding – although advocacy is possible, would funding still be available for those not participating in the Cluster?
4. ‘Cluster’ and sector leadership at the global level, and ‘Cluster or Sector’ leadership at the country level – no hang-up on terminology – a country can decide on terminology
5. The use of the cluster approach in contingency planning. The role of the Lead Agency requires the accommodation of the two roles of coordinator and responder, and this continues to evolve. Contingency planning allows for assessming and agreeing the inter-agency response. Country Representatives must understand the importance of dedication to the coordination role – in Sri Lanka, coordination required all available expertise with little time for programming.
6. Early recovery network at a country level - as opposed to an early recover cluster –early recovery to be mainstreamed within sectors in place.

7. The Cluster approach is to eventually be rolled-out in all countries with an HC (about 24 countries). Given the role of the HC, is an HC necessary for the roll-out of clusters? Criteria for next level of roll out is on-going. 
Efforts to evaluate the cluster approach have illustrated:

1. The interdependence of the 4 prongs of humanitarian reform – 

2. That the Cluster approach ‘showed worth’ compared to previous approaches – more positive in new emergencies than on-going
3. That some gaps have been covered in ‘roll-out’ countries

4. That more joint assessments and analysis have been undertaken
5. The IASC ToRs spells out expected role of cluster lead at country-level
6. That a global humanitarian platform has been established

7. That accountability is the key principle to the cluster approach

Some initial concerns with the Cluster approach have been shown to be related to other issues. There were concerns that NGOs would be made accountable to the UN – however, this is not the case. Further, many perceived problems of the Cluster were in fact long-standing problems – a wide range of actors with wide range of mandates; viable relationships with myriad of actors; weakness of HC system; competition between humanitarian actors. 
As yet there is insufficient information and comparative analysis to conclude that it is a more effective response leading to addressing needs and saving lives. Nevertheless, the greatly increased cooperation and discussion presents potential for improved response …..
Where are we now?

1. Six of the eight strategies are developed and 3 are ready for funding: cluster co-ordinators; hygiene promotion; and information management. Implementation is to begin in 2007, and activities will continue through July and further given extensions of funding. 
2. Three strategies are ready for review at this meeting: training for capacity building; learning project; emergency materials. Draft proposals were posted on the walls for comments for the duration of the meeting. The comments will be incorporated and the proposals circulated.  
3. The adoption of SPHERE as the principle operational guidance for response norms in emergencies

4. An inter-agency review of the WASH Cluster experience in Java and Liberia has been conducted.
5. Reviews of the Cluster approach in the DRC, Uganda and Lebanon may also be undertaken.
6. The number of organizations involved in the WASH Cluster has grown: 5 new NGOs, 1 new UN Agency (UNEP), 1 new Institution (CDC). Additional requests to be on the mailing list, e.g. IMC, Tearfund.
7. Funding: full funding (USD 3.6 million) for the Global WASH Cluster has already been achieved against the 2006 workplan, and these activities are likely to continue through most of 2007. The upcoming Global Appeal will likely be the final consolidated appeal – some donors are planning to fund into the Cluster through the lead agency. How to fund the activities of the Global WASH Cluster was to be decided at the meeting. Several possibilities include direct funding to the individual agencies, or through the Cluster Lead; a centralized fund; integration into core budgets of agencies. 

Linking with other clusters:

1. Revision of MoU between Unicef and UNHCR for planned refugee situations – Dinesh Shrestha gave a brief update regarding progress in revising a global level MoU regarding refugees. [ Progress on such a revision has been stagnant for some time, but is reportedly now moving ahead.
2. CCCM – developing MoU at global level between the Clusters to create a default position which can then be changed on the ground. This would clarify roles and responsibilities to avoid gaps or overlaps in camp management– a session was held in this regard later in the meeting..]
3. Shelter – NFI responsibility; WASH to give specifications; ensuring WASH facilities integrated into shelter in emergencies/early recovery.

4. Nutrition and Health – potential links on inter-sectoral needs assessments.
5. Planned joint meetings of cluster leads for Health, nutrition and WASH in June 2007.

III. Donor Presentations

Given the presence of representatives from ECHO and OFDA during the first day, each was asked to give a brief presentation as to their concerns and positions.

ECHO presentation:

Nancy Balfour briefly outlined ECHOs concerns and focus for the coming years:

In 2007-2008 ECHO is reorienting towards capacity-building for Clusters. ECHO’s core concerns are in the areas of Health, WASH, Shelter and camp coordination. 
Areas of focus:

1. Definition of standard procedures and tools for a common approach in all instances – a Manual on Clusters in specific scenarios, both generic and WASH specific, could be an initial step.
2. Contingency planning at all levels – including plans and capacity mapping.
3. Global stockpiling of equipment – ECHO has had some success with the IFRC in stockpiling and logistic hubs.

4. Skill and surge capacity – for gap filling, and might include specific training for cluster leadership.

5. Information management –OCHA focused; must be simple and relevant to needs on the ground rather than donors, and must feed back into improving programming

OFDA presentation:

Ian Moise briefly outlined OFDAs concerns and positions:

1. The WASH Cluster is considered as a model for other Clusters – it is important that the Cluster is housed within an organization, and developed out of it. 

2. Supports UN reform as a package and considers the importance of clusters is in its leadership – serving and coordinating all partners including donors, rather than simply another implementing mechanism.

3. Views coordination and gap analysis as the main roles of the Cluster.

4. Cluster vs Sector: The Cluster should be time-bound so as to be effective – it serves to stabilize chaotic coordination and support overwhelmed coordinating institutions – once these begin to recover, the Cluster should withdraw.

5. Although time-bound the cluster can be innovative in certain areas, acting as a catalyst for: transitional programming; research and information warehousing; etc.
6. The Cluster Coordinator must have both emergency and development experience, have both hard- and soft-ware experience, and have excellent facilitation skills. 

IV. Review of Java WatSan Cluster

Jean McCluskey (UNICEF) presented the global  WASH Cluster review of the Java experience, some lessons learned and key issues included:
1. The WASH Cluster made significant efforts to meet the responsibilities set out in the ToRs.
2. The experience showed the potential benefits of the cluster approach: better coordination; ability of small and larger organizations to have influence – although these must have impact on the primary purpose of the cluster.
3. Also highlighted was the consistent involvement of a number of key organizations – does this role need to be recognized in some way?

4. There continues to be a challenge for the Lead Agency in its role: how to separate but fulfill both Cluster and programme responsibilities? Predictability in response and a dedicated cluster lead cell is needed.
5. There is little linkage between the global level and country level clusters. How to make this relation more systematic?

6. There is little comprehensive understanding of the cluster down to field level. How is information about the Cluster disseminated to ground-level within the various organizations?

7. Needs Assessment – there was little interest in a joint comprehensive assessment, and a lack of predictability in assessment. Consequently there was a failure to clearly determine needs and therefore gaps.

8. An excess of meetings – this was perhaps related to the experience of cluster leads and OCHA representatives . Coordination can be imaginative and does not necessarily mean more meetings. Further, demands from OCHA/Geneva must sometimes be rejected.

9. A focus-in on coordination transition - once the Cluster has completed its role and purpose it can stop! Intensive meetings may be useful initially, but can then cease, or be cut down. The ‘closure’ of the Cluster does not mean an end to coordination - ‘closure’ is the wrong term, rather a transition from international to government coordination. The Government was grateful for the Cluster enabling them to work with only 1 organization rather than all agencies. 

10. Health Care Waste Management – it has tended to fall through the cracks on several occasions and needs agreement for responsibility at the global level with the health cluster.
11. Monitoring: Although SPHERE indicators were used they were not monitored. At issue were the appropriateness of those selected, and also the need for clarity as to the cluster’s monitoring role. There is also a need for predictable reporting in the field by implementing organizations as this was consistently poorly done. 

12. The role of participants of the WASH cluster at country level, as well as the understanding of the cluster approach , (including dissemination within global cluster and other WASH organizations) needs to be addressed. 
Points of discussion included:

1. A need for Clusters to ensure monitoring using standardized benchmarks/ targets/ indicators.
2. Not enough linkage between the global and local cluster. Within UNICEF there is not enough flow down of information, and the local cluster could have been given greater support. This gap must be addressed by a roll-out strategy. While none currently exists, it will require the involvement of the Regional Office emergency focal points and divisional director level buy-in. 

3. Java demonstrates similar difficulties encountered before the introduction of the Cluster approach. How can these be addressed? 

4. Despite limited resources, there was no competition between agencies. However, pressure from donors for workplans led to quick and disjointed assessments, with an impact on the sector as a whole. 

5. In other situations competition and overlap has been an issue. At issue is the experience and capacity of the cluster coordinator, while a longer-term project on cluster coordinators is in the works, temporary measures or a ‘plan B’ are needed. 3 key issues in coordination include: independence from agencies mandates; training; further agreements between agencies, donors and implementing partners. There is no one solution to solve these. 
6. Also at issue is the acceptability of the cluster coordinator with UNICEF. While a regional level emergency WASH advisor role might be useful - to ensure the person is known and accepted at the country level - UNICEF currently lacks staff capacity. Should capacity be struggled with, or another measure put in place, such as an emergency response team? Much remains to be done. 

Action Contre la Faim – Java Review:
ACF is committed to follow the cluster provided there is an effective output, in this way they hope to challenge the cluster. Jean Lapegue highlighted ACF’s key indicators and various issues arising from the ACF Java evaluation:

Understanding:

· Humanitarian actors were uncertain about how cluster approach differed from usual coordination. Also there was uncertainty about what participants could expect from the cluster lead, and what additional responsibilities participants had under the cluster approach.
· Criteria determining whether a sector becomes a cluster need to be developed

Leadership:

· UNICEF’s leadership was recognized by participants. There nevertheless remains a challenge in separating programme function from cluster lead function – to meet responsibilities a dedicated cluster coordinator is required

Participation:

· Participants need to be convinced of the added value of engagement, and the value of their input – a joint commitment requires the cluster lead to ensure a greater say by participants

Engagement of the government:

· There were good attempts at the beginning by the cluster to engage the government, but there were missed opportunities to reinforce the integration. A strategy and SoPs should be developed in the early days to define and secure the engagement of government

Needs Assessment:

· There is currently no predictability in ensuring adequate assessments. This needs to be addressed at a global level. How do we define the responsibility for assessments and where does the capacity come from?
· The initial multi-sectoral assessment was not followed by a detailed overall WASH assessment until the AusAID exercise survey presented in July. Thus, humanitarian actors did not have the benefit of a timely overview of needs before making planning decisions. 
Gaps in Coverage:

· There was limited analysis of gaps in coverage. UNICEF was constrained in doing so due to: limited initial and ongoing needs assessments data; poor reporting by organisations; limited cluster lead agency capacity and tools. This situation calls for a clearer recognition of everyone’s responsibilities including the preparedness of the cluster lead to act as an ‘assessor of last resort’.
Information Demands:
· The cluster approach does not specifically demand a heavier process (meetings, etc) but it does demand more rigour and consultation/ participation. The challenge is to achieve this in an efficient manner, recognising the time demands on implementing organisations.

· Reporting is unnecessarily heavy.  A clearer rationale is needed for information requirements, and there is a need for agreed formats – eg ERP, report format and content.

Monitoring:

· Attempts have been made to monitor needs, implementation progress and gaps through basic reporting matrices. However, monitoring is limited to outputs and not outcomes and does not address the effectiveness of WASH interventions 
Transition:

· A heavy country level process seems to have been developed for transitioning the cluster. In an emergency, the cluster approach is invoked to address gaps. Once it has served this purpose it would be unhelpful to talk in terms of ‘closing the cluster’. It would be more helpful to address the cluster’s ToR to reflect changes in the nature of the emergency and its requirements. This should include a review of roles, responsibilities and resourcing needs, and revised ToR for the continuing coordination of sectoral activities.
In assessing the Cluster, ACF considers the following indicators as crucial:

1. The need for dedicated staff from UNICEF, both independent and professional, be it through a roster or a small permanent team. 

2. The quality of data provided must enable ACF to define better programming.
3. The UN has yet to speak on behalf of all partners, including their interests, within the Cluster context. The cluster must not be used by the UN to promote their own agencies.
4. NGOs must benefit in getting better access to funds. However, there is concern as to access to funding of local or independent agencies if they are not part of the cluster. 
5. There must be increased effectiveness in identifying gaps and needs coverage – coordination between organizations is more structured and organized and response to needs is more effective.
6. The success of the cluster lead to engage different participants and get their participation.
7. The efficiency in coordination mechanisms – that it does not become too time-consuming or self-justifying. Efficiency must be monitored, and ensure that funding goes to the emergency. 
8. That the cluster approach is called only when necessary and relevant and not systematically for UN fundraising purposes. Defining the cluster processes, including when it is initiated and ends, and who decides this, must be clarified. 
9. That to be part of the cluster approach does not become a systematic donor condition for NGOs to get access to funds.


[image: image3]
V. IGRAC Proposal

The International Groundwater Resources Assessment Centre is an initiative of UNESCO and the WMO, with financial support from the Netherlands, and staffed and hosted by the National Geographic Survey of the Netherlands. Their principle aim is to facilitate and promote global sharing of information and knowledge required for sustainable groundwater resources development and management, including the protection of ecosystems. 
IGRACs main activities are in global and regional monitoring and assessment, and in information management. To this end they are in the process of developing meta-information systems, including: ‘who is who’, where to search for information, related documentation, and ongoing projects. 

With regards emergency situations, they hope they may eventually be useful in providing faster access to information such as the local situation, topographical maps, information from previous surveys/studies/databases, national or foreign institutions and experts. Also they hope to provide such information in a variety of ways most adequate for the specific user (technical or non-water-specialist).
IGRAC has suggested that they could:

· Assist the Cluster in defining requirements of a contingency plan.
· Draft a joint plan of action.
· Assist in raising funds.
· Provide expertise (ICT and Hydrogeological) and assist in preparation of contingency plan (inventory and assessment).
· Link with GWES experts and bring in relevant concepts.
· Set-up of (web-based?) information system.
IGRAC raised question as to what are the needs in the field prior to and during an emergency. The main discussion points are as follows:

1. In certain countries/ emergencies, the relevant information will be challenging to collect if the background information is scarce, and security makes it difficult to conduct new surveys (eg: Somalia). Other organizations may be better placed to undertake both data collection and meta-analysis. 
2. The meta-information provides a framework and the background information available, it will require assessments and information from field inputs to make it more useful to people in the field. 

3. There is a need for sub-region specific country information.

4. Information regarding who is doing what for ground and surface water would be useful.

5. The initiative could feed into post-disaster environmental vulnerability mapping, if such information and contamination levels can be made available.

The question was raised as to whether the Global WASH Cluster should be involved, in what way, and what the Cluster would require from such a system. Paul Sherlock invited participants to send him their more detailed written ideas. 
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VI. Update on Projects 1,2 & 3

Project 1: Cluster Coordination Training

Toby Gould (RedR) presented an update on the proposal:

1. A minimum of 20 senior, and 30 field coordinators identified. Peer review groups would add into the selection criteria along with TORs, competency profiles, and assessment of CVs.

2. A minimum of 10 senior, and 15 field coordinators would be trained and assessed during the training. This training would be linked into, or based around, the OCHA general cluster coordination training.
3. Existing rosters would be assessed, and a cluster coordinator roster developed and recommendations made for its management. 

4. Standby Agreements to be put in place with WASH organizations for coordinator deployment. 

5. Agreements to be put in place with implementing agencies for field coordination responsibilities. Where these are not trained coordinators, a basic handbook or basic training is needed. 

6. Personal Support Kit to be available for rapid deployment. 

7. WASH coordinator handbook/toolkit to be developed, drawing on the OCHA general coordination materials. 

8. Timeline: December 2006/January 2007 – September 2007

Issues arising:
1. Closer ties with other Clusters should be explored in this respect, particularly those closest to WASH.
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Project 2: Information Management

Jean McCluskey (UNICEF) presented the progress made, referring to the draft proposal sent to participants prior to the meeting:

1. The project covers a range of tools for organizations to work effectively and efficiently, avoiding replication, identifying gaps, etc. 

2. The proposal has been sent out again, and WASH members may be asked for inputs as to who holds capacities to carry out the various activities envisaged. 

Issues arising:

1. To ensure that donors are engaged, and request the same standard information and indicators as the cluster-coordinators. This engagement can greatly facilitate the process, so that all needed indicators are included. 

2. Information management is often a full-time job in itself, and ought to be included in training or in the emergency response team. Such support persons must be specifically funded, otherwise it will fall back on cluster coordinators or other ad hoc means. 

3. A team emphasis is being pushed for inclusion in the Cluster Guidance document – this will allow the cluster coordinator easier access to people and funding. 

4. Also being discussed is how the issue links with other related cluster groups. A project manager for this proposal may be shared with the Shelter Cluster. 

Further issues arisingduring later discussions:

1. Information sharing should be reflected in the ToRs of the CC.

2. Sharing individual assessments is already a major step. Training, interactions, and standard forms are needed to build up confidence (although at times assessments are not shared as they are incomplete, not properly written up, or under ongoing review). 

3. There are considerable practical difficulties in making staff/consultants aware of the need to share information, particularly for organizations outside the cluster.
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Project 3: Hygiene Promotion

TORs and a working group have now been established. Marion O’Reilly (Oxfam) gave an update as to the outputs envisaged:

Short term:

1. 3-page document defining Hygiene Promotion, including objectives, approaches and priority activities for different phases.

2. A Rapid Orientation package.

3. Tool kit and guidance on data collection – collecting, recording, analyzing

4. A menu of generic indicators

5. An annotated list of HP resources

6. A list of essential HP equipment

7. HP coordination activities within ToR of WASH Cluster lead

8. Generic job profiles for HP supervisors and implementers

9. A briefing paper on integrating NFI distributions

Medium term:

1. Pilot draft tools from short term outputs

2. Database of HP mentors

3. WASH/Health/Shelter cluster collaboration – to maximize impact

4. Hygiene items – contingency stocks

5. Database of HP materials – to collect the different materials used by the various agencies, and to attempt to combine them.

Long term:

1. Capacity mapping, gap analysis and capacity building strategy in 5 key countries
2. Two training modules: implementing and training others to implement HP
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Projects for review:

Projects 4,5, 6, and the WASH aspects of the Better Building Manual were posted on the walls throughout the meeting for comments. The comments will be incorporated and the proposals again circulated. Further comments can be sent to the CST

VII. Reflection on needs of implementing organizations
Leading on from the previous Cluster group meeting, a session was held on the needs of implementing organizations to work most efficiently and effectively in the field, and whether the cluster approach is currently meeting those needs. Reviewing the latest Guidance Note for the Cluster Approach, and the Generic ToR for Global and Country level clusters, the following issues were raised:
	Issue
	Responsibility
	Recommendations and actions

	Managing relations with authorities
	Cluster responsible
	Clarify role of Cluster Lead in the Field in this regard

	UN Centric
	External advocacy & internal guidance
	CST to group

	Defining ‘emergency’ 
	External advocacy & internal guidance
	Need more clarity – CST

	Disaster Risk Reduction
	External advocacy & internal guidance
	Understanding & integrating into guidance - responsibility in WASH cluster

	Standards, indicators, protocols (joint goals)
	Cluster responsible & external advocacy
	Transversal linkages + information management project

	Access to funding in emergencies
	External advocacy
	Clarify Cluster Lead role in the field for external advocacy

	Language barrier between international and local coordination structures
	Internal guidance
	

	Who’s who list
	Cluster responsible
	Cluster Lead in the field + information management project

	Suppliers database (R/C)
	Cluster responsible
	In-field activity + capacity mapping activity

	Environmental information (background & impact)
	External advocacy & internal guidance
	Cluster responsible to warn if groundwater is contaminated

	Technical support (information-sharing cross-sectoral)
	Cluster responsible & external advocacy
	-To other clusters through WASH

-With other Cluster through a common approach
-Environmental and other information sharing

	Policy statement linked to other clusters
	Cluster responsible & external advocacy
	Write down/ clarify what it means when we say we are working with another cluster

	Cluster secretariat (in the field)
	Cluster responsible & internal guidance (& external guidance)
	Define profiles + internal guidance + transversality

	Cluster ‘incentives’
	External advocacy & cluster defer & internal guidance
	Participate & get benefits

	Non-traditional actors
	External advocacy & internal guidance
	Expecially militaries & local NGOs + external advocacy 

	In-field monitoring
	Cluster responsible & internal guidance
	

	Best practices (neutral?) 
	Cluster responsible & internal guidance
	Describe through template; collect; do not limit to SPHERE

	Accountability to beneficiaries/ agencies/ donors
	Addressed & cluster responsible & external advocacy (transversality) & internal guidance
	Develop accountability guidance for WASH

	HC – CC relation
	Cluster responsible & cluster defer
	

	Global – country inter-cluster relations
	Cluster responsible & internal guidance
	

	Funding channels 
	External advocacy & internal guidance
	Involve donors


In reviewing the session, one group later suggested that several key areas should be focused on: the involvement of non-traditional actors; comprehensive coordination; technical support (including environmental issues); clarifying the relationship between the global – national – field Clusters
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VIII. Predictability in Needs Assessment

Jean McCluskey (UNICEF) facilitated the session aimed to review the issue of Needs Assessment, and to identify a framework for a strategy. The issues summarized below emerged during the various group discussions:
The Need:

· evidence suggests that there is a need for predictability and a common or coordinated approach in needs assessment. Such NA is necessary for the identification of needs, analysis and priority-setting, and also for the mobilization of funds. 
Approach:

· A WASH Needs Assessment Team – could it be universally accepted?
· Common tools – would require feedback from implementation and monitoring to increase effectiveness. 
· The approach must be able to encompass the fact that partners will vary according to context. Further, it should be in collaboration with, but also as a check to government.

Generic assessment tools:

· Commitment to share: A need to develop the practice of generic/ multi-agency assessment and sharing of information. Such practice must be one which most actors will accept and buy into to avoid multiple assessments. This will require mutual confidence on the way data is collected. These are significant requirements!
· Common tools: Common procedures, templates, protocols and check-lists are needed. However, the feasibility of a standardized format or an open ended format is questionable, given the numerous actors and if the assessment is to be inter-sectoral. 

· Materials cost and labour database – given the issue of disaster inflation. 

Scope:

· Predictive – DDR

· Rapid – week one

· Full – week four

· Iterative/ongoing to adapt to changing needs, or stand-alone?
· Further, each of these will be different depending on whether it is a chronic or rapid-onset emergency.
Who:

· Multi-sectoral – could relate to UNDAC with a WASH team member?
· WASH – to conduct full assessment?
· By setting – eg: hospitals

Cluster Coordinators:

· Some form of Rapid Assessment should be integrated into the ToRs of CCs. 

· A ‘how to do it’ handbook on rapid intersectoral assessments is needed for CCs. How to ensure all areas are assessed.
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IX. Review of Day One

Toby Gould (RedR) facilitated a quick evaluation of the first day. The processes and people were a clear positive aspect, in particular the small group work which encouraged participation and good interaction and discussions, between a range of actors and participants. The presence of donors in the discussions was also highlighted as a positive aspect. In addition, the content of the meeting, in particular the discussions on Needs Assessment, the Guidance note and cluster approach strategy, and also the Java review and lesson learned were highlighted. 

On need to improve, the principle issue was of timekeeping (largely due to an inaccurate clock used in the room). Other issues included: the IGRAC proposal, as it was felt that other organizations could do better on the issue; the need to get more out of group work (introducing group work earlier and revamping the questions used); a need to start with the action points of the last meeting, and to finish the day with new action points; and to develop specific tasks during the meeting (indicators for proposals or needs assessment).
DAY TWO
X. Review of Action Points from Day One

Small groups drew up action points for each of the sessions from Day One. The Action points identified have been integrated above in the relevant sessions.
XI. Disseminating the Cluster Approach

	Agency
	Policy Statement
	Dissemination Strategy  
	Improving dissemination
	Recommendations

	NCA
	None officially: back donor pressure to comply
	- Occasional information to senior management team

- Systematic information to emergency director & to field emergency team
	- Briefing paper

- Occasional progress report


	

	UNEP
	- Integration of environment will improve delivery/ sustainable solutions

- Environmental management is DDR

- Build back greener

- Don’t forget waste
	Rating: 1/5

- IRP

- Involvement in 3 Clusters (WASH, ER, Shelter)

- Development of technical guidance and call-off relationships
	Will require more funds, time, and bodies
	Group: 
- adopt and integrate environmental policies.

Cluster lead:

- continue dialogue (funds)

	ICRC
	Observers
	Rating: 4/5

Two levels: 

- Whole institution -UHD

- Sector – OP_Assist_EH
	If group buys into the concept, dissemination will be easy
	CST:

- ‘Comic Stip’

	UNICEF
	- Joint PD-EMOPS meeting
- Lead agency in 3 full clusters (WASH, Nutrition, Education)
	None
	- Guidance note (by March)
- REA meetings

- RTA meetings

- Technical news letter

- TF/conference calls
	

	Oxfam UK
	‘Highly critical and highly supportive’ – two years of engagement then evaluate OXFAM’s commitment
	Rating: 3/5
- OXFAM intranet

- Training of PH staff and HSPs

- Regional simulations
	- To make part of inductions
- Engage OXFAM international

- Write updates for organizations after meetings

- Put in humanitarian news
	Cluster lead:

- increase dissemination within UNICEF: news letters, meetings, senior management endorsement, re-programming UNICEF Dinosaurs

	WHO HQ
	Fully adopted Cluster approach (Health Cluster lead)
	Dissemination through Health Cluster lead
	To be discussed with colleagues…
	Group:

- find out about work in other clusters
CC’s:

- regularly exchange info with other CCs and ‘push’ inter-Cluster

CST:

- make relevant info from other clusters available

	UNHCR
	To protect, assist and seek durable solutions for its persons of concern
	- IST under AHC
- Issuance of IOM-FOM
	
	Group:

- regular meetings and exchange of info on major activities/ decisions
Cluster lead:

- global-field linkages strengthened

CST:

- prioritise key activities and implement

	RedR – IHE
	Paper shared with SMT and Board describing cluster approach and how could get involved
	Rating: 2/5

- General discussions and internal distribution of paper

- Discussed in relevant trainings (SPHERE, etc)

- Feedback after meetings
	- Write up in newsletter

- Rewriting training materials (simulations, etc)

- Promote with other RedRs
	- More communication with other clusters, and dissemination of their info to this group

	Concern Worldwide
	- Internal paper on humanitarian reform process

- Strategy: ‘critical engagement’ – reserving judgment on efficacy of process

- Focus: WASH, Nutrition, Logistics, Protection, Health (?)
	- Overview/principle: ok

- Quality of feedback from Reps at individual cluster meetings: variable

- ‘Global’ and field engagement connection: variable

- Understanding at field level: variable
	- Inclusion in humanitarian workshops

- Pushing issues/ requiring feedback from key countries

- Consolidating lessons/ issues for next position paper
	Group:

- care in not dispersing focus – should concentrate on identified priorities

- Transversal engagement

- Coherency of process (field-global)

	ACF (+ personal views)
	- One year engagement
- Monitoring of indicators of concern
	Rating: 1/5

- Information point
- Training modules

- Production tools

- National/ international meetings (internal)
	- Positioning paper re: emergency
- Increase operational appreciation
	Group:

- share positioning papers with other agencies to increase commitment
Cluster Lead:

- transversality

CST:

- prioritize 

	CRS
	Unknown
	Not developed
	- Raise awareness in CRS of cluster approach
- CRS to have full-time representative working with Cluster Group
	CST:
- Send formal letter/report to each cluster agency

- Visit CRS/HQ to brief senior officials

- Organize a report summarizing cluster approach after each emergency

	IRC
	None at present
	Rating: 1/5

- Info passed on by technical units to field
	- In-country trainings
- Internal info paper through newsletter

- Sharing info of working groups internally
	Group:

- sharing of info/ experiences of working in the cluster
Cluster Lead:

- sharing of info/ experiences at regional/ country level
- internal training/ orientation of staff

CST:

- disseminate experiences from different clusters in emergencies

	Some recommendations
	All agencies should develop a policy statement and share it with other agencies
	Globally dissemination is weak. A clear strategy should be linked to the policy statement
	- Link and get appropriate OP/TECH.

- Move from HQ to the Field – develop trainings, tools, etc

- Positioning paper and tools on emergencies should include the cluster issue
	Group: 

- more sharing of information/experience of working in the cluster

- Increase the commitment of partners

- Share policy statements

Cluster Lead:

- Transversality

- Training UNICEF country staff and dissemination

CST:

- Prioritization

- Official communication to agencies

- CST to visit HQ review exercises
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XII. Reflections on the Needs of Implementing Organisations

Given the number of issues identified during the session in Day One, the compiled issues were reviewed collectively by the group to identify whether they demanded action by the Cluster and to develop action points. The results of the discussions and the suggested action points have been integrated into the appropriate session above in Day One.
XIII. Integrating the environment into emergency WASH response

Jon Godson (UNEP) presented UNEP’s work in integrating the environment in emergency in emergency response and reconstruction.
UNEP’s principle objectives are to:

· To mobilise and coordinate international assistance and other resources to reduce the environmental impacts of disasters and post-disaster recovery programmes.
· To integrate environmental knowledge into the process by which disasters and their consequences are managed, allowing people to ‘build back better’ in communities that are safer and more resilient to disaster.
· To catalyse improvements in environmental governance, public understanding and institutional capacity in order to strengthen societies’ ability to reduce environmental risks and to anticipate, prepare for and recover from disasters.
· To promote coherent support from UNEP, within UN system, to disaster-affected and disaster-prone countries overall disaster management efforts international.
With the environment classified as a cross-cutting theme, UNEP has developed partnership links with the Early Recovery, Shelter, and WASH Clusters, and is attempting to develop and integrate environmental tools/ guidance into the cluster approach.

With regards WASH, the cluster incorporates a number of environmental issues: emergency waster management; ground and surface water protection; and energy use. UNEP aims to provide technical support to such WASH activities, particularly during recovery and reconstruction. 

UNEP proposes a number of technical guidance notes including:

1. Environmental Needs Assessments

2. Environmental Assessments

3. Emergency Waste Management (UNPTWMP)

4. Better Buildings (final draft)

5. Renewable Energy

6. Sustainable Water and Sanitation

7. Environmental Governance (procurement, reviews, EIA, SEF)

8. Environmental Health (asbestos, waste burning, debris, well abandonment)

9. Environmental Emergency Preparedness (training/equipment)

10. Disaster Risk Reduction (including soft engineering)

WASH/UNEP potential areas for collaboration:

1. Exchange of information to support Needs Assessments (analytical results, MoE information, etc.) 

2. Support in the development of emergency environmental vulnerability maps

3. Environmental training for WASH Cluster Coordinators

4. Joint development of Guidance Manual on Sustainable WASH Systems

5. Environmental technical support (missions and/or help line)

6. Environmental reviews of WASH Cluster Workplan

7. Development of WASH Cluster environmental policy and strategies

8. Development of Environmental Intervention Guidance: well cleaning, abandonment, aquifer re-charge, etc.

9. Development of Emergency Waste Management Guidelines
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XIV. Solid Waste Management

Jon Godson (UNEP) outlined a proposal to include solid waste management in the workplan of the WASH Cluster. The proposal is based on the public health risks that uncontrolled waste management poses. In addition, if managed, these wastes can be an asset through reuse/recycling to support recovery.
At present there are no comprehensive emergency waste management guidelines or training materials. There is also a need to build waste management capacity in emergency response, building on such initiatives as OXFAM or others. 

To develop such guidelines, it is proposed to engage a team of authors, each with their specialization, to examine best practices and case studies to develop guidelines for public dissemination. Once finalized, these would be included amongst training materials for future seminars and training workshops. The development would cost an estimated USD 95,000.
In addition, attention was drawn to a new NGO: Disaster Waste Recovery. They aim to provide solid waste management support so as to reduce public health risks in emergencies. The UK-based NGO has a team of experienced experts available to work in emergencies internationally. They work with the waste management industry to provide timely solutions. 
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XV. Better Buildings Manual

Jon Godson (UNEP) outlined the Better Buildings Guidelines Manual. The Guidelines have emerged from recent events which made clear the need for guidance on sustainable reconstruction – UNEP’s rapid environmental assessment of 500 permanent resettlement sites in Indonesia indicated 25% of sites need significant reconstruction or rebuilding. A key failure has been a lack of planning for water and sanitation services. The guidelines are in the final stage of consultation, to be reviewed by the WASH cluster at the meeting, and by the Shelter Cluster.
The manual’s main objective is to minimise negative impacts which may occur from inferior managed reconstruction initiatives, and to raise awareness of sustainable reconstruction. The manual concentrates on the physical aspect of reconstruction, which provides the basis for, and has to go hand in hand with, community rehabilitation and their livelihood. It is an off-shoot from the 2004 Tsunami response work, but aims to be useful in any reconstruction project after natural disasters.
The manual is a hands-on “quick & easy” guide to help project managers to build houses in a sustainable, safe and acceptable way. It focuses on planning, production and use of houses - it does not provide a blueprint but identifies critical issues and suggests approaches to deal with these. Its focus is on protection of natural resources, safety of building designs, sustainability of service systems (water, waste, energy), and maintenance.
The WASH aspects of the manual were posted for comments from participants throughout the meeting. The comments will be incorporated prior to its official launch in January 2007. Further comments and suggestions for additional tools can be sent to: jon.godson@unep.ch
XVI. Links with other Clusters – CCCM Cluster
Dinesh Shrestha (UNHCR) and Anke from (IOM) representing the CCCM lead agencies presented a paper on camp management and coordination definitions, the aim of which is to define a common language and ideas. Given the cross-cutting nature of CCCM, inputs and amendments were welcomed as the roles of CCCM will have implications for WASH at the operational level. It is hoped that the clarifications will allow for the development of strategic links between clusters. 

At its essence: 

· Camp Administration should be the responsibility of national authorities, with guidance and resources provided by CCCM. They should take responsibility for law and order; to secure land and occupancy rights and resolve disputes; regular tasks of registration and issuance of documents, permits, certificates, etc; and to facilitate access to camps and information.
· Camp Coordination overall is the responsibility of the Cluster Lead, in conjunction with the HC-OCHA and the national authorities. They are to secure humanitarian space for protection and to assist delivery at camp level, and to define roles and responsibilities for overall humanitarian response at camp level. This also involves designating or coordinating camp management agencies and service providers, monitoring and evaluation of service provision, establishing an information management systems, and providing training and guidance to all humanitarian partners. 
· Camp Management can be the responsibility of an individual agency delegated to partner at camp level – the agency would function as an antenna in the camp for CCCM or the HC. The agency would collaborate with Camp Administration to facilitate the activities of humanitarian actors in the camp, and establish a coordination mechanism among actors and mobilize community participation. The agency would also be responsible for data collection and sharing, the supervision and monitoring of service delivery, and the identification of gaps and duplication of services. 
The WASH cluster was asked to consider implications at the operational level, including the relevance of the definitions, and the scope for a strategic link in terms of roles and responsibilities. In relation to WASH, the cluster was asked to explore its expectations from the CCCM, and the complementary role the cluster may have to the CCCM. Discussions included the following issues:

Camp administration:

1. In some cases the involvement of non-government actors in camp administration will be necessary.
2. Who will act as interlocutor in ‘securing land’ – the government or agencies? Who is most amenable? Also, who negotiates water access – does the CCCM negotiate for all or is it to the relevant WASH organization, or the WASH cluster?
3. Site selection and layout is absent – these should involve WASH.

Camp coordination:

1. Need to clarify the role of WASH facilitators and where they fit within CCCM. 
2. Camp design was not mentioned, but should involve WASH.

3. Envisaged training by CCCM Lead risks overlapping in WASH areas, this should be given by WASH.
4. Who decides which indicators to monitor? WASH or CCCM indicators?

Camp management:

1. ‘Agency’ terminology as potentially confusing – ‘agency’ is often understood as UN Agency.

Expectations from CCCM:
1. WASH should be consulted before camp site selection and site planning.
2. Advocacy role for WASH to raise awareness/ standards of CCCM as to complexities beyond basic sanitation (vector control, drainage, source protection, etc).

3. Disaggregated information should be provided by CCCM regarding population data, needs, etc. specific to gender, children, etc. 
4. Pro-active coordination to avoid duplication of WASH, and in setting-up and standardization.

5. CCCM should approach the WASH cluster, who then organize amongst the WASH organizations, rather than CCCM approaching individual agencies directly.

6. WASH should identify water access needs, and the CCCM should undertake negotiating/paying for access. 

7. Camp decommissioning must include WASH aspects – waste disposed, latrines dug-out, etc.
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XVII. WASH and Health Care Waste Management in Health Care Settings

Kersten Gudschmidt (WHO) facilitated the session to determine the Cluster’s position as to whether HCWM in health care settings falls under the responsibility of the WASH or the Health Cluster. 
Pro-WASH arguments included:

· It’s a matter of coordination, WASH cluster can coordinate as easily with MoH and those agencies with the relevant technical expertise (MSF, etc)

· Only a small % of medical waste is highly contaminated/ toxic, so WASH agencies can manage majority of medical waste in same way they manage general waste. If WASH is managing other waste disposal, economies of scale may make for greater efficiency than another agency.
· Health capacity is limited and overloaded so short term support may be needed in managing some issues/areas. 
· Health cluster to send up an alarm regarding health facilities’ WASH problems. WASH cluster to assess and implement

Pro-Health arguments included:
· Is the primary responsibility and expertise of health – production, collection and disposal of medical waste needs to be together for accountability and to ensure that it happens. Also medical organizations have specialized insights into needs, and the capacity/ facility to deal with it. 
· Needs specialized insights into needs eg hospitals

· Experience has shown that if the primary accountability is not with health, then the health managers don’t ensure that it happens

· Management and coordination issue – better if it is in health for accountability
· Medical organisations are currently the only implementing organisations who have the technical capacity for health care waste management and where this specialization has grown eg WHO, MSF

· Technical support can be provided from WASH as requested
· In the Cluster guidance note on responsibility of global cluster - standard setting is part of this responsibilitythe Health cluster: support, O+M has to be taken by health; capacity building for institutions – for WASH

There was agreement that HCWM should fall under the responsibility of Health Cluster, and WASH would take a special interest to make sure that it happens and can provide technical support when requested.
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XVIII. WASH 2006 and beyond

The new Global Cluster Appeal deadline is 15 February 2007, and will be the last year for such an Appeal. Although many of the WASH projects and activities funded in 2006 are only beginning in 2007 and will continue throughout much of the year, the Group was asked to identify areas and activities that should be continued or initiated in the future to outline a framework strategy for 2007.
General brainstorming on the issue identified the following areas of interest:

· Capacity building for organisations.

· Information management > assessment guideline and training (training or team) > field performance indicators

· Continue funding the CST 

· Permanent response team

· Training - alternative ways of delivery

· National staff focus

· Real Time Evaluations

· DRR in hotspot countries

· Regional stockpiling

· Guidance for cross-cutting issue

· CST - advocacy role; can visit the organizations for official communications

· Guidance for WASH in transition/ Early recovery

· Communication tools

· Indicators for global cluster: process and impact

· Transversality > integrated assessment > integration of clusters

· Emergency waste management guidance
· Accountability 
In a later session groups identified the following specific activities which should be continued or initiated in 2007:
What should continue?

1. Complete the current workplan (including cluster coordination, information management, hygiene promotion, training for capacity-building, emergency materials, learning) and learn from implementation through M&E and adaptation. At issue is how to measure impact?

2. Capacity mapping

3. Learning/ leading joint evaluations/ external evaluations

4. Country cluster resource identification

5. Replication in certain areas – for example continued training activities. 

What should be started?

1. Agreed process for measuring the impact of the measures in the workplan – effectiveness of process; quality of coordination; quality of programming (to beneficiaries).

2. Integrated cross-cluster linkages for emergency assessment and response (Health, Nutrition, WASH, Shelter)

3. Funding a 12 person coordinator team (4 senior and 8 field)?
4. National staff training on emergencies

5. Regional stocks

6. CST advocacy to cluster organizations

7. Increase communication tools

8. Fund transversality

9. Capacity-building of the implementing agencies

10. Continue CST funding

11. WASH Cluster T-shirts ( 
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Proposed Actions:


The priorities of the WASH group should be reconsidered. If it is decided to follow this activity, other actors who may be better positioned to do the full job (field data collection & meta-analysis) should be identified. Regarding IGRAC, it should be challenged with respect to 3-4 countries to evaluate its usefulness. Other agencies who may have already used the service should be consulted. (Dinesh of UNHCR has agreed to take this on).





Proposed Actions:


To reconsider the best approach; using a roster, or a small full-time team who can provide support and work to develop standard tools. 


Two types of training and curriculums are needed, and transversality should be emphasized.


Further, selection processes must be clarified along with the management of the roster.





Proposed Actions:


Specific actions were not put forward, rather emphasis was placed on the need for a defined methodology, and a standard approach. 





Proposed Actions:


Emphasis was placed on the need for a defined methodology, and a standard approach. 


The CST was requested to further develop on the above issues, and circulate to the cluster.





Proposed Actions:


It was later suggested that the introductions were not comprehensive, and that a half-page introduction from each participant on background, position, and organization would be useful.





Proposed Actions:


To follow up the Java experience a working group should review, prioritize, and prepare an action plan. Further comparison to other experiences should be undertaken to identify and prioritize those issues that are repeated.


Clear indicators and benchmarks might be developed in order to judge the success of clusters.





Proposed Actions:


There is a need to clarify the positions of each agency to increase commitment. The CST should undertake more official communication and advocacy. This will allow clear dissemination within each agency. 


Each individual should undertake internal communication to inform colleagues at the global and local levels.





Proposed Actions:


CST to develop actions and circulate to the Cluster group for confirmation





Proposed Actions:


The CST is to draft recommendations on the issue to be put forward to the Health Cluster -  the Health Cluster should take responsibility on the issue, although WASH can provide support where required. Further, the Health Cluster should be supported to ensuring that the issue is included in their workplan for 2007. 





Proposed Actions:


Whilt no specific agreement on action was made, it was agreed that predictability in needs assessment needed to be addressed.





Proposed Actions:


Dinesh Shrestha (UNHCR) is to continue work towards developing more detailed agreements, elaborating the roles of each cluster in camps. Such elaboration will allow the WASH group to better determine where it can best be accommodated, and what roles might be undertaken. 





Proposed Actions:


These potential areas need to be developed further, and could possibly be integrated into the 2007 workplan. The CST will consult to get feedback separately.








Proposed Actions:


The CST will consult to get feedback separately.








Proposed Actions:


CST to draft in February new appeal based on discussions.
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