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I Introduction
During the 76th IASC WG meeting in April 2010, it was agreed that a Task Team on the Cluster Approach (TTCA) should be established, initially for one year, and that its immediate priority would be to draft a Management Response Plan (MRP) to address the recommendations made by the Cluster Evaluation Phase 2 (CE2). During the 77th WG meeting in July 2010, the Co-Chairs of the Task Team presented a report explaining why there had been delays in taking this action forward, but also proposing a plan for producing a draft MRP by mid-October 2010, so that it could be considered at the next IASC WG meeting. The Task Team on the Cluster Approach now presents a draft MRP for consideration by the IASC WG members (Annex 1). 
The original recommendations and sub-recommendations of CE2 are attached for ease of reference (Annex 2). 
II The process
Before the IASC WG meeting of July 2010, the TTCA had asked its members to consult widely within their own organizations and clusters, and to provide their feedback on each of the CE2 recommendations (and sub-recommendations). For those recommendations they found valid, they were also asked to start proposing and prioritizing actions they felt needed to be taken to address those recommendations. Obviously this exercise generated a huge volume of information. 
At the TTCA meeting of 16th July 2010, six focal points volunteered to lead the review and synthesis of the feedback received for each of the six main recommendations (one focal point per recommendation). As part of this process, the focal points were asked to go back to the original recommendations and to the extent possible, consider whether they adequately captured the observations made in the relevant sections of the CE2 Synthesis and Country Reports; where there were gaps, the focal points were asked to raise them. They were then encouraged to consult widely within their respective organizations and clusters, and to collate their findings in a pre-agreed format outlining (i) action which should be taken to address a recommendation; (ii) any relevant work already in progress; (iii) any relevant work already planned; and (iv) what additional action should be taken to bring the action point to completion. 
On 1st September 2010, the TTCA held a half-day workshop to review the outcomes of this exercise. All Task Team members were invited and there was a good level of attendance and participation. During the workshop, focal points presented their work for collective and fairly exhaustive review by Task Team members. The outcomes from this workshop were then collated by the TTCA Secretariat (OCHA-HCSS) and the Co-Chairs to produce a zero draft of the MRP. This was circulated to all Task Team members for comments. Again, there was substantial feedback, and the Secretariat and Co-Chairs revised the zero draft accordingly. They also highlighted the priorities previously identified by Task Team members in red. The result of this necessarily lengthy but thoroughly consultative process is the draft MRP attached, which is now presented for IASC WG consideration. 
The IASC WG may decide they would like to re-prioritize the action points, according to their views about what the most pressing issues are in terms of improving the cluster approach. 
As explained below, the MRP includes a column suggesting potential actors who could take a particular action point forward. The TTCA has taken the action points allocated to it in the MRP and used them to formulate a work plan. This work plan and the issue of whether to extend the ‘life-span’ of the TTCA are addressed in more detail in a separate paper (Ref: Update on the work of the IASC Task Team on the Cluster Approach).
III General Observations

3.1 Scope of the MRP 
The TTCA was asked to create a collective, inter-agency management response to the recommendations made by the CE2; it was not asked to go beyond the content of CE2 and to make recommendations itself on how the cluster approach and humanitarian response in general could be improved, though its members were at liberty to interpret the recommendations in any way they viewed most practical. The reason this is mentioned is that IASC WG members may feel – as the Co-Chairs do – that although the MRP is an important step in the right direction in addressing some of the major challenges and gaps in the cluster approach, it does not go far enough. In this regard, the Co-Chairs would like to stress:

(i) The CE2 itself focuses on one ‘pillar’ of humanitarian reform, i.e. the cluster approach. While it inevitably looks at the other pillars of finance and leadership (and partnership, underlying them all), its main aim is to assess the performance of the cluster approach. The report states,

“Despite efforts made by the team to understand processes and activities at the global level, the scope of the evaluation did not allow for a detailed assessment of all ongoing political processes, including concerning the other pillars of humanitarian reform… or other reform processes (such as integrated missions). Therefore, the evaluation team faced limitations developing the detailed steps required to implement some of the recommendations” (CE2 Synthesis Report, p.23). 
When creating the MRP, members of the TTCA continuously ran up against some over-arching systemic issues, particularly relating to accountability within the humanitarian coordination system and the current arrangements for humanitarian financing, which it could only ‘flag up’ in the MRP; these issues need to be raised, debated and addressed at the highest levels. It is therefore timely that during this meeting of the IASC WG, the IASC HC Group will lead a discussion on ‘strengthening system-wide accountability’. 
(ii) Many of the CE2 recommendations call for gaps in policy to be addressed, for example, there is currently no formal IASC-endorsed guidance on ‘transition’ from the cluster approach. In the MRP there are therefore numerous action points which ask for guidance to be created/ finalized, or for existing guidance to be reviewed and amended. The TTCA is not naïve enough to believe that by issuing the right guidance, the system will be automatically improved. Again, what is needed is commitment at the highest level to disseminating the guidance and integrating it within the core literature of agencies/organizations, monitoring adherence to it and where necessary, taking corrective action where the guidance is not followed. This is true for every level of the system. The same can also be said of the recommendation for lessons to be learned from external real-time/after-action evaluations (recommendation 3.8); there needs to be top-level commitment to integrating those lessons into future operations. 
With those ‘caveats’ explaining why in some ways, the MRP may not go far enough, it should also be noted that already, the MRP has served two important roles. It has brought Global Cluster Lead Agencies, Cross-Cutting Issue Leads and NGOs (through Consortia representation and independently) together in a collective endeavor to create a ‘road map’ for addressing some long-standing gaps and pressing issues. The extensive consultation process the TTCA has carried out has hopefully strengthened the ‘buy-in’ needed from all actors to implement many of the proposed actions (though more needs to be done). The MRP also serves as a kind of ‘snap-shot’ of the huge amount of work already underway to address many of the recommendations in the CE2, which is not always visible outside the walls of the many respective groups and sub-groups; the MRP could help to forge links between related initiatives and therefore speed up progress overall. 
If implemented, the MRP will go a long way towards addressing the many challenges identified by the CE2 and therefore, improve our collective response to humanitarian emergencies. 
3.2 Format of the MRP 
Many of the CE2 recommendations and sub-recommendations mix issues, and in some cases the same issue is brought up in different sub-recommendations. The Task Team felt that where possible, it was more logical to proceed on an ‘action point’ basis, i.e. drawing out the main action which can practically be taken to address the thrust of the recommendation. 

Where no action is currently being taken to address a particular recommendation, it is unavoidable that the column entitled ‘new actions recommended by TTCA’ simply repeats the initial action point. In the column ‘action already completed’ and ‘actions already planned’, any reference to the work of any particular agency or cluster has generally been removed. This is because we were not able to do a comprehensive survey of what every individual GCLA is doing on every issue, so in the interests of equality we thought it best not to ‘show-case’ any one agency/organization’s work. 
3.3 Assigning actors to take actions forward

Task Team members made suggestions as to which actor(s) would be best placed to take a particular action point forward, and these suggestions are reflected in the MRP. Similarly, some recommended actions involve a peer review of another group’s work and where appropriate, the making of recommendations for changes to existing guidance, TORs etc. The Co-Chairs have proceeded on the understanding that the members of other IASC sub-groups are from the agencies and organizations who also sit on the Task Team, so we are all effectively ‘tasking’ and ‘overseeing’ the work of each other in order to make progress overall. However, the Co-Chairs do plan to consult individually with all relevant actors before the end of 2010, to make more formal linkages in the system and to encourage a cooperative spirit. 
Where the designated actor(s) to take action points forward is the TTCA, the actual process will be that the Task Team will hold a workshop in January 2011 to divide up the work; a few volunteers will lead on fulfilling a particular action point, in consultation with the Co-Chairs and Task Team members. This will avoid doing everything ‘by committee’ which has tended to stultify similar efforts in the past. 
3.4 Timelines

For those actions assigned to the TTCA, the TTCA has set deadlines for actions to be completed; these deadlines are reflected in the TTCA’s work plan for the next year. For other groups, it was felt that it would be presumptuous for the TTCA to effectively ‘dictate’ when a piece of work could/should be completed since this is a matter for them to decide. It is hoped that through consultations with the relevant actors, this ‘timeline’ column can be completed quickly. 
IASC WG members will have noted that some actions in the MRP have already been completed. They are included in this draft for IASC WG members information only, and can be removed in the final document. 
IV Next steps and monitoring of MRP implementation

If the MRP is endorsed, the TTCA would be responsible for monitoring progress on its implementation. It would do this through regular Task Team meetings and consultations with other relevant actors, and it would report back to the IASC WG as required. 
V Proposed Actions 
The IASC Working Group:
1. Endorse the Management Response Plan to the Cluster Evaluation Phase 2.
2. Agrees to the extension of the mandate of the Task Team on the Cluster Approach to the end of 2011.
3. Endorse the Workplan of the IASC Task Team on the Cluster Approach for 2011.
Prepared by: Co-chairs and Secretariat of the IASC Task Team on the Cluster Approach, October 2010
Annex 1 - Draft Management Response Plan – 21st Oct 2010
Annex 2 - CE2 Recommendations
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