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Recommendations 

	
	Cluster leadership and activation

	R1
	Develop a SOP to resolve issue of Shelter Cluster leadership and ensure absolute clarity and common understanding.

	
	Cluster personnel 

	R2
	Strengthen roster capacity in cash, urban response and advocacy. Target regional as well as global candidates. 

	R3
	Clarify policy on deployment and funding of roster candidates and share with them.
 

	R4
	Provide in-field global support to strengthen coordination/hub coordination when necessary.

	R5
	Include earthquake preparedness in personnel briefing, training and equipment packages. Clarify time-off and debriefing process at end of mission.

	R6
	Encourage coordinators and team members to use sitreps / end of mission templates to minimise loss of information and reputation at handover. 

	
	Supporting shelter service delivery

	R7
	Follow IASC recommendations on cluster structure to maximise effectiveness, accountability and transparency.

	R8
	Strengthen part-time, sub-national coordination through use of experienced mobile coordinators / teams. 

	R9
	Structure all cluster minutes to enable tracking of follow-up action.


	R10
	Survey Nepal partners and coordinators on use of information management tools in mapping gaps and coverage. 

	R11
	Clean and validate Dropbox and website content to ensure easy access in future emergency. (See also  R24)

	R12
	Maintain a flexible approach to handover, without artificial cut-off of coordination, when residual needs remain. Document using written agreement.

	
	Strategy, policy and standards 

	R13
	Include Humanitarian Charter or Principles in strategy, Contingency Plan and all cluster training to strengthen understanding of humanitarian aims and standards. 

	
	Assessment and monitoring 

	R14
	Use CPM tools to monitor shelter coordination services or conduct a RTE.


	R15
	Survey partners and coordinators on value of cluster assessment and monitoring. Set parameters and timetables for REACH accordingly.

	R16
	Set reporting line to cluster coordinator in REACH’s terms of reference to clarify accountability for assessment and monitoring results.

	
	Advocacy and communication 

	R17
	Deploy advocacy and communication adviser in first week. Be ready to replace him/her after 4-6 weeks. The role should include monitoring use of materials. 

	R18
	Develop technical messages between emergencies. Draw on expertise in post-disaster communication by partners and National Societies.

	
	Accountability 

	R19 
	Deploy beneficiary accountability expertise for a minimum of two months in a future response. 

	
	Contingency planning

	R20
	Develop an easy to read lessons-learned document for use in future earthquake responses in Nepal. Make it available in Nepali and English.

	R21
	Include cluster SOP (R1) and business continuity in a revised contingency plan.


	R22
	Involve key global, government, national partners and civil society organisations in developing and testing contingency plan.

	R23
	Strengthen Global Shelter Cluster capacity to support and fund contingency planning.

	R24
	Include IM training and user-testing of website in contingency planning. (See also R11.)

	R25
	Use findings of accountability, cross-cutting and feedback initiatives in contingency planning
































1	Introduction 


1.1	Purpose, scope and clients 

This evaluation was commissioned by the IFRC. Its purpose is to review the effectiveness of coordination by the Shelter Coordination Team following the earthquakes in Nepal in 2015 and to identify key lessons and recommendations to improve and inform future deployments.

The period covered by the evaluation is April to December 2015 when the Shelter Cluster was co-led by IFRC. In addition to appraisal against the core cluster functions established by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), the evaluation also considers leadership and personnel issues in accordance with its terms of reference.  


1.2	Humanitarian reform and the Transformative Agenda 

A process of humanitarian reform was initiated by the UN’s Emergency Relief Coordinator and the IASC in 2005. It had four main aims:

1. Sufficient humanitarian response capacity and enhanced leadership, accountability
and predictability in "gap" sector/areas of response (ensuring trained staff, adequate
commonly-accessible stockpiles, surge capacity, agreed standards and guidelines).

2. Adequate, timely and flexible humanitarian financing (including through the Central
Emergency Response Fund).

3. Improved humanitarian coordination and leadership (more effective Humanitarian
Coordinator system, more strategic leadership and coordination at inter-sectoral and sectoral levels).

4. More effective partnerships between UN and non-UN humanitarian actors. 

Humanitarian reform acknowledged that effective response depends on the quality of partnership between the UN agencies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and Red Cross/Red Crescent agencies that respond globally to emergencies. Commitment to partnership between these constituencies was endorsed through a set of principles developed in 2007.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Global Humanitarian Partnership, (2007),  Principles of Partnership, http://www.icva.ch/doc00002628.doc ] 


International response to the Haiti earthquake and Pakistan floods in 2010 was thought to have exposed weaknesses and inefficiencies in the humanitarian reform approach. In consequence, the IASC principals made further reforms. In 2011, they adopted the Transformative Agenda, focusing on three key areas:

· Leadership of the international humanitarian response to support countries’ own relief efforts
· Accountability to all stakeholders
· Coordination structures, needs assessments, planning and monitoring

1.3	The Shelter Cluster 

The cluster approach was designed to fill gaps and strengthen response by agencies in specific sectors of humanitarian response.  At global level, sectors are grouped into eleven humanitarian clusters. Global cluster lead agencies are responsible for setting standards and policy, building response capacity and providing operational support to country level clusters. At country level, the clusters are expected to ensure a coherent and effective sectoral response. 

When a crisis is related to conflict and results in internal displacement UNHCR normally leads the Shelter Cluster.  When a crisis is related to natural disaster, IFRC usually leads, co-leads or ‘convenes’ the cluster in support of or in tandem with government.  In 2013 the Principles and Rules for Red Cross and Red Crescent Humanitarian Assistance recognised the Shelter Coordination Team as one of IFRC’s global and regional response mechanisms and surge tools.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  IFRC, (2013), Principles and Rules for Red Cross and Red Crescent Humanitarian Assistance,  p10] 


In different countries or different phases of a response, other UN, international agencies or NGOs may also lead or co-lead the cluster. In October 2015 there were 25 active Shelter Clusters worldwide of which eleven were led by UNHCR, seven by IFRC and four by the International Organisation for Migration (IOM).[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Global Shelter Cluster, The Global Shelter Cluster October 2015  www.sheltercluster.org] 




Methodology 


2.1	Evaluation methodology 


a) Desk review, including other evaluations of the earthquakes response, website and Dropbox content and contemporary media. 

b) Visit to Kathmandu and Gorkha  lasting thirteen days

c) Semi-structured interviews:  face to face in Oxford, London, Kathmandu and Gorkha; phone and Skype; written communication. These involved over 50 informants. 

d) Review of end of mission reports by 12 members of the Shelter Coordination Team 

e) Compilation and submission of draft report. 


2.2	Constraints

Most members of IFRC’s Shelter Coordination Team and many partner representatives had left Nepal or changed job by the time of the evaluation in 2016-17.  Though recovery shelter was ongoing during the field visit, some programmes were closing and staff leaving. 

However, a number of former Shelter Coordination Team members and partner representatives had moved to work in other organisations, including the Housing Recovery and Reconstruction Platform (HRRP).  A retreat by HRRP in Kathmandu provided an opportunity to meet several of them, as did the visit to Gorkha. 

Coincidentally, IOM was conducting an evaluation of HRRP at the time of the field visit and evaluation managers proposed joint interviews. IOM’s external evaluator, an advisor to the UK’s Department for International Development (DFID) Nepal during the earthquake response and experienced cluster coordinator, shared valuable contemporary insights.  Joint interviews saved time for interviewees though reduced that available to each evaluator. In future, managers should aim to space evaluations or plan earlier to combine them. 

The global and Nepal Shelter Cluster websites and the Dropbox held large numbers of folders and sub-folders, including drafts and duplicates though no sitreps or progress reports by coordinators.  For future evaluations, summary information should be made available before evaluators begin their task.



3	Background and context 


3.1	The Shelter Cluster in Nepal


The Shelter Cluster was activated for the first time in Nepal in August 2008 when flooding of the Koshi River basin displaced 70,000 people. The Government of Nepal asked the Nepal Red Cross to coordinate shelter response.[footnoteRef:4]  After initial hesitation, IFRC deployed a Shelter Coordination Team.  It saw the team’s main aim as building the coordination capacity of the Nepal Red Cross in what IFRC assessed as a medium-scale disaster.[footnoteRef:5] The work of the clusters was viewed positively by the Government of Nepal which incorporated them into the national Disaster Risk Management Strategy.[footnoteRef:6]  [4:  Jan Kellett, (2009),  A Review of the Emergency Shelter Cluster Koshi Floods Emergency Response Nepal, from August 2008, p30]  [5:  Ibid.]  [6:  Daniel Lopez-Acuna et al., (2010), Nepal Inter-Cluster Support Mission, July 20th-26th 2010  p3] 


At the time of the floods, Nepal lacked both disaster management and disaster preparedness capacity. In 2009 IASC instituted permanent clusters to aid national capacity-building. The Koshi Shelter Cluster evaluation wondered how a nationally-led cluster could ‘switch off’ and an internationally-led one ‘switch on’ in a major disaster. It noted the need for the Shelter Cluster to be able to act independently if activated by the IASC. Concerns were echoed in a global report for IFRC in 2010.  


· “At core remains the question of balancing the global cluster’s ‘international’ nature with the Federation’s role in building national capacity.”[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Jan Kellett, (2009), p46] 


· “The problem they tell me about: they say the National Society is already engaged in national coordinating systems, e.g. a contingency committee. So how to step out and be part of
another committee that coordinates the international part of the response? The international 
[coordination] committee might criticize the government.”[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Sara Davidson and Gill Price, (2010), Review of the International Federation’s Shelter Cluster Commitment p17. See also Recommendation 2b.] 



An inter-cluster mission to Nepal emphasised that humanitarian response remained the clusters’ primary purpose.  It highlighted ambiguity when, as in Nepal, clusters went from international to government ownership.[footnoteRef:9] The mission made a number of recommendations to the HCT, OCHA and global cluster lead agencies.  It emphasised the need for clarity of purpose and funding for preparedness.  [9:  Lopez-Acuna et al., (2010), p4] 


IFRC’s country office committed itself to the permanent Shelter Cluster. This would strengthen the capacity of the Nepal Red Cross to coordinate shelter response in small- and medium-scale disasters and shelter preparedness overall. In a major emergency, the IFRC in Geneva would appoint a Shelter Coordination Team to co-lead the cluster with Nepal Red Cross and the government.[footnoteRef:10]   [10:  Jan Kellett, (2009),  page 42] 


Effectively a standing committee, the preparedness cluster had several lead agencies – Nepal Red Cross, UN-Habitat, DUDBC and its parent ministry, the MOUD - but no direct funding, full-time staff or office. Until 2013 IFRC’s country representative was by default its coordinator. She appointed an IFRC shelter advisor to provide technical input. At the end of her mission in Nepal, he became coordinator. 

Between 2010 and 2012, the period for which minutes are available, the preparedness cluster met three times a year. It was hosted by DUDBC, Nepal Red Cross or Habitat for Humanity. It undertook shelter kit development, coordination training and revision of the national shelter Contingency plan which included two scenarios: floods in the lowland Terai region and a major earthquake centred on the Kathmandu Valley. 

In 2012, OCHA reduced its presence in Nepal, and the ten clusters “transitioned" to Government leadership with support from “traditional cluster lead agencies.”[footnoteRef:11]  In 2015 the earthquake PDNA stated that the government led the Shelter Cluster. OCHA’s 2015 flood Contingency Plan named IFRC and NRC as its co-leads. One Red Cross informant was adamant that the Nepal Red Cross had played no part in cluster leadership in the 2015 earthquake response, another that it had coordinated shelter in every district.[footnoteRef:12] OCHA’s 2016 earthquake preparedness plan named as co-leads the MOUD and IFRC.  [11:  HCT Nepal, Contingency Plan Nepal Floods, June 2015, p4]  [12:  SSIs, 01.03.17; 23.02.14 (4)] 


OCHA and others acknowledged the confusion.  

· “In the past, the transition of clusters has led to confusion, particularly surrounding the role of Government ministries and support agencies”. [footnoteRef:13] [13:  HCT Nepal, Contingency Plan Nepal Earthquake February 2016, p5] 


·  We are champions of making confusion.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  SSI, 28.02.17(2)] 


Between 2009 and 2014, Nepal experienced 28 natural disasters, including the Sikkim / Taplejung earthquake in 2011 and extreme cold in 2012. [footnoteRef:15]  Until 2015, however, no disaster met the threshold for activation of IASC clusters and systemic simulation of a major disaster response appears to have been postponed. Thus the earthquake deployment was a test for the Shelter Cluster and others.  [15:  EM-DAT database www.emdat.be/database] 




3.2 	Earthquakes in 2015 

At 11.56 local time on Saturday 25 April 2015, an earthquake measuring 7.8 on the Richter scale affected central and eastern Nepal. The earthquake’s epicentre was in Ghorka district, 77 kilometres north-west of the capital, Kathmandu (Figure 1). Hundreds of aftershocks, including three major ones, were registered in April and May 2015.  On 12 May, an earthquake of magnitude of 7.3 took place 76 km north-east of Kathmandu at the base of Mount Everest.  It affected 32 districts and was followed by at least six aftershocks measuring 6.2. (Figure 2)

A total of 8,891 people lost their lives in the greatest natural disaster in Nepal since the earthquake of 1934. The earthquakes caused severe destruction in 14 of Nepal’s 75 districts. Six million people (1.2 million families), a third of the population of Nepal, were affected.  At the height of the emergency, 188,900 people were temporarily displaced.

Over 600,000 houses were destroyed and 288,255 damaged. Earthquake damage affected the mountain districts of the far north as well as the hill and valley districts of the Middle Himalaya. Landslides blocked or destroyed tracks, cutting off survivors in areas where there were no roads.  Buildings at UNESCO World Heritage sites in the Kathmandu Valley were also destroyed. Damage equalled one-third of the country’s economy and a million more people risked poverty as a result. [footnoteRef:16]  [16:  World Bank, Nepal quake assessment shows need for major recovery efforts, June 16, 2015 www.worldbank.org
] 


On 27 April, the government declared a state of emergency. On 29 April a Flash Appeal was launched to provide life-saving services to millions of people affected. This included $50m for shelter programmes in the first 3 months of the response. 













Figure 1: April 25 1015 earthquake and after-shocks: 
affected areas[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Encyclopaedia Britannica] 
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        Figure 2: May 12 2015 earthquake: affected areas[footnoteRef:18] [18:  BBC] 
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4	Findings 

4.1	Activation and leadership 

Immediately after the first earthquake, the global focal point in Geneva offered coordination assistance and a shelter coordinator arrived two days later. She brought experience from the L3 response to Typhoon Haiyan. She went to the UN office, attended a meeting of the HCT, met a government counterpart and arranged the first cluster meeting on 28 April. This combination of local and international experience was valuable.   

· Already having [deputy coordinator], somebody who understood clusters and coordination from the outset, national people who could help navigate some of the government departments was invaluable. [footnoteRef:19] [19:  End of mission report 23.05.17] 


· [Coordinator] was exceptional. Fast-thinking, able to mobilise, works under pressure well.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  SSI, 13.02.17] 


Global Focal Points for Information Management (from IFRC) and Technical Coordination (IOM) arrived within three days, followed by a trained assistant coordinator (Canadian Red Cross).  A consultant, previously working with IFRC in Nepal, joined the team to work with the lead information manager who brought international experience from numerous deployments.  The first technical coordination meeting took place on 29 April.

Though the Nepal Shelter Contingency plan and the Global Shelter Cluster guidelines set out coordination activities, they did not address business continuity. The Shelter Coordination Team began work from shared offices in the IFRC building in Kalimati. They were in the process of establishing a cluster office there when the May earthquake struck.  IFRC’s building closed for a week and the team moved twice to nearby hotels. The coordinator’s role was divided between Kalimati, near the centre of Kathmandu, and Patan, 20-30 minutes south, at the UN compound which had internet access and was closer to many cluster partner offices. 

For DUDBC the cluster coordinator’s arrival was welcome: its representative was leading three clusters and had not been involved with the permanent Shelter Cluster. In the first month the coordinator met DUDBC and MOUD counterparts at least once a week.  It was understood that coordination would be entrusted to the Shelter Coordination Team, at least at the start. The coordinator and team were seen as professional and diplomatic and filled a gap. 
	
· [Coordinator and deputy] came to my office. They came and briefed me. They helped a lot.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  SSI, 22.02.17(3)] 


· There was no proper mechanism in place from the government side. So the cluster was very active and helpful at central and district level.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  SSI, 26.02.17(3)] 


· Without the Shelter Cluster it would be chaos …  It was the coordination mechanism …[footnoteRef:23] [23:  SSI, 27.02.01(1)] 


IFRC and UN-Habitat encouraged its counterparts to take a bigger role in shelter cluster leadership too. The government as a whole changed its attitude to the international response in June. It was overwhelmed the scale of the disaster, the international rescue operation, and the civilian response.[footnoteRef:24] Though it had initially welcomed international agencies there was now a “clear desire in the administration to ‘deinternationalise the relief operations’ and revert to business as usual.”[footnoteRef:25]  The challenges reported by international organisations included  [24: Institute of Crisis Management, Samarpan Academy, IFRC,  Nepal Red Cross Society,  (2016), Workshop Report: Strengthen Legal Preparedness for Disaster Management in Nepal, 28-29 January 2016, p13]  [25:  Ibid.p15] 


· Priority given to bilateral in-kind aid rather than specialised humanitarian actors
· Unclear procedures and changing rules on customs clearance and taxation of relief goods 
· Lack of respect for the UN model customs agreement signed in 2007
· Uncoordinated and ad hoc decision making processes 
· Logistics and transportation of relief materials difficult, and clusters uncoordinated[footnoteRef:26] 
 [26:  Ibid  p16] 

The first coordinator and most of the first team had left by late May hence their successors had to confront complex circumstances and the change in government attitude.

Its close association with the Red Cross gave the Shelter Cluster many advantages, including capacity, logistical support and government access. The flipside was an ambiguity about cluster leadership attributable partly to the change in government stance and partly to confusion about the role of IFRC. . Cluster documents stating that both IFRC and Nepal Red Cross were cluster co-leads during the earthquake response added to confusion. [footnoteRef:27] [27:  The Real Time Evaluation of the IFRC response also found the Government of Nepal confused by the way in which IFRC representatives had replaced Nepal Red Cross representatives in coordination forums after the earthquakes: the government continued to deal with the Nepal Red Cross when it could. (Baker et al, 2015)] 



Recommendations 
	
	Cluster leadership and activation

	R1
	Develop SOP to resolve issue of Shelter Cluster leadership and ensure clarity and understanding in an emergency.






4. 2	Cluster personnel 

a) Capacity 

During the eight months of the earthquakes cluster deployment, the Shelter Coordination Team had 45 national and international members. They included staff contracted or seconded by ACTED/REACH, Catholic Relief Services (CRS), Habitat for Humanity and IOM. The team had advisers on gender and diversity (IFRC), accountability (International Alert) and recovery (Habitat for Humanity).  Thirty-one were contracted or seconded by Red Cross agencies, including IFRC in Geneva and Nepal and National Societies in Bangladesh, Canada, Germany, Israel, Spain and the UK. 

After the initial surge, IFRC struggled to recruit staff with international cluster experience and there was considerable turnover.  

· One of my biggest challenges was staff coming in for 1-2 weeks.  I said to [Geneva) I don’t want anyone for less than 3 weeks.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  SSI, 23.02.17 (5)] 


· Geneva was struggling to find the right people to come in and those that were available only had a few weeks. But that does inhibit your productivity because you’re constantly briefing and debriefing new people. And you lose that knowledge to some extent every time positions turn over.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  SSI, 08.03.17] 


Nearly one-third of the Shelter Coordination Team were from Nepal, including the deputy coordinator, information managers, technical coordination officer and support staff. Information management (IM) had the largest team throughout, a total of 16 for longer or shorter periods. 

Some international roster members felt that qualified candidates had been overlooked in favour of those funded by National Societies.[footnoteRef:30]  An ECHO monitoring mission noted gaps in the team in cash expertise, technical capacity and advocacy.[footnoteRef:31]  Informants felt that the cluster needed stronger capacity in urban shelter and hub/sub-hub coordination. With funding from DFID, CARE recruited for the roles of cash advisor, central hub coordinator and technical coordinator but the process was not complete before IFRC handed the cluster over in December 2015.  [30:  SSI, 07.04.17]  [31:  DG ECHO and the Global Shelter Cluster, Joint Monitoring Mission Report, Shelter Cluster Nepal,
05 February 2016, pp3, 8,] 


The first and third coordinators brought international cluster experience, the second a deep understanding of national context. Cluster and hub coordination in Nepal required both. However, as noted above, the second team started work when the Nepal government was seeking to assert greater control over the response. Global support could have helped the Shelter Cluster to maintain structure and balance conflicting demands at this time but the global focal point for coordination and information management left Nepal the day before the second coordinator started. 


b) Staff management and support 

Members of the Shelter Coordination Team, like others in Kathmandu, spent the first few nights after the April earthquake sleeping in the streets. One member was injured in the rush to leave a hotel after a tremor.[footnoteRef:32] There were security briefings on arrival in Nepal but not all team members arrived equipped to work in an earthquake-prone area. At the end of a demanding mission, a team member wondered if IFRC offered time off and personal debriefing. [32:  SSI, 08.02.17] 


Staff management and support in Kathmandu were generally strong. The assistant coordinator assembled a briefing pack, including security requirements, a budget and staffing matrix.  The deputy coordinator, present throughout the deployment and himself a security delegate, briefed new team members and proved insights into the Nepal context. Global focal points in Geneva and the Americas were fast to respond to requests for advice and support. Having administration and logistics capacity within the team meant greater efficiency than in the Haiyan response.

The second coordinator rented a house and office near IFRC and the Nepal Red Cross. Coordinators brought together staff from Kathmandu, the hubs and the districts for meetings and retreats 

· I've never worked in [a team) that had such consistency of leadership. The importance of this in building a team can't be underestimated ...[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Communication, 03.04.17] 


· It was probably one of the most enjoyable and cohesive teams that I have worked with. [footnoteRef:34] [34:  SSI,  07.02.17] 


Rapid turnover at other levels meant that some handovers were missed. Without these or regular sitreps or notes, incoming staff were at a disadvantage.

· When I came there wasn’t really a handover, no handover notes at all.  I just didn’t know what had happened before. I knew that cluster members were very angry.  I didn’t understand why.[footnoteRef:35]  [35:  SSI, 07.02.17] 




	
	Cluster personnel 

	R2
	Strengthen roster capacity in cash, urban response and advocacy. Target regional as well as global candidates. 

	R3
	Clarify policy on deployment and funding of roster candidates and share with them.
 

	R4
	Provide in-field global support to strengthen coordination/ hub coordination when necessary.

	R5
	Include earthquake preparedness in Shelter Coordination Team training and equipment packages. 

	R6
	Encourage coordinators and team members to use sitreps / end of mission templates to minimise loss of information and reputation at handover. 





4.3	Supporting shelter service delivery 


a) Cluster objective 

The earthquake Shelter Cluster’s short-term objective was to reach 350,000 households with lifesaving shelter – tarpaulins, fixings and NFIs - by the end of July 2015. The initial outline strategy was drawn up in time for the Flash Appeal and prioritized areas where roads and trails were likely be further cut off by monsoon rains and landslides.  In order of priority, and reflecting recommendations of the HCT, households were in 

1. Hard to reach areas, including mountainous regions and flood plains
2. Rural/hilly regions, and
3. Urban areas.

Support for shelter self-recovery would target 125,000 households using materials such as CGI, fixings or cash distributions.  Assistance could include training, technical assistance or labour to help households build durable shelter and longer term resilience.[footnoteRef:36]  [36:  Nepal Shelter Cluster, Nepal shelter strategic directions, Version 1, 19.05.15] 



b) Partners

Shelter Cluster partners are not named in the strategy but defined as “those agencies, organisations and individuals providing shelter assistance that are reporting their activities through the Shelter Cluster and have joined the mailing list.” 

A total of 26 agencies participated in the Flash Appeal.  A coordination update in mid-May 2015 noted that 37 were sharing information with the Cluster and 80 attending meetings in Kathmandu. The Factsheet for November 2015 reported that the cluster had 308 partners. 

Of 500 other groups and organisations identified, 134 responded to a Shelter Cluster survey. The “Private Sector” report, assessed the contribution to the humanitarian response by Nepali businesses, groups of citizens, Chambers of Commerce, and local NGOs not otherwise involved in the cluster. The cluster could build on private sector experience in areas such as business continuity and marketing / communications to strengthen coordination in future responses.  


c) National cluster 

The first cluster meeting in Kathmandu took place on 28 April. Informants, particularly those who had attended the smaller meetings of the preparedness cluster, were taken aback by the extent of international involvement and a new jargon. However, they welcomed the expertise and openness. The emergency was largely a shelter one and cluster meetings at DUDBC were consistently large. This testified to their value to partners but sometimes made management hard.

· Before the earthquake … attendees were very few. After the earthquake I was shocked! The DUDBC hall was full.[footnoteRef:37]   [37: SSI,  24.02.17 (2)] 


· In Week 1 the whole space was colonised by foreigners. Later it changed. … Meetings were packed. This was unprecedented for me [but] agencies were sharing data. [footnoteRef:38] [38:  SSI,  13.02.17 ] 


· It was more like an information dump from our side but the problem was that were between 80-100 people in the room so hard to have any sort of proper discussion. [footnoteRef:39] [39:  SSI,  07.02.17] 




· Hubs and sub-hubs

In 2010 the IASC had cautioned against setting up sub-national clusters in Nepal because of the lack of humanitarian partners.[footnoteRef:40]  It proposed strengthening existing mechanisms and/or that clusters themselves set up district focal points in the preparedness phase. The Contingency plan did not include hubs and the cluster had considered using District Lead Support Agencies (DLSAs) whose work linked NGOs and government. [footnoteRef:41] It transpired, however, that these agencies were not working in shelter, not working in areas affected by the earthquake or appointed only after it struck.[footnoteRef:42]   [40:  Daniel Lopez-Acuna et al., (2010), p4]  [41:  National Cluster Coordinator Handover Notes, 29 May 2015]  [42:  Andy Featherstone, (2016) Opportunity Knocks, Realising the potential of partnerships in the Nepal earthquake response, p11 ] 


The earthquakes had directly affected local government staff and infrastructure. In Sindhupalchok, for example, 41 of 43 district headquarter buildings were damaged and staff worked from tents and temporary shelter.[footnoteRef:43] Humanitarian hubs started after the earthquake therefore helped fill a gap. OCHA started humanitarian hubs in the west at Gorkha and the east at Chautara on 9 May 2015.  The central area was to be covered from Kathmandu (see Annex 1). On 10 May a national cluster meeting announced that Save the Children (followed by IFRC) and IOM would coordinate shelter hubs in Gorkha and Chautara. [43:  OCHA, Nepal Earthquake 2015 : Humanitarian Response – Sindhupalchok,  p5] 



· They [the hub] made life simple. They encouraged partners to change, sorted out linkages between agencies so we did not duplicate. [footnoteRef:44] [44:  SSI,  27.02.17 (2)] 


· The Shelter Cluster was very active here. At the time there were a lot of materials coming. Big chance of duplication. It was minimised … 4w was very useful. [footnoteRef:45] [45:  SSI,  02.03.17 (1)] 


· … The Shelter Cluster in Kathmandu was fabulous for the first three months, and in Sindhupalchok.

Partners were invited to act as district focal points.   The cluster provided a 4-page job description and by December 2015 ten agencies had acted as district focal point for shorter or longer periods:












5

· ACTED
· CRS
· GIZ
· GOAL
· IOM 
· Lumanti
· Nepal Red Cross 
· People in Need
· Plan International 
· Save the Children 

For hub and district focal points, like partners, travel was difficult and coordination procedures at local level unpredictable.


· I tried to get round.  It was impossible. The districts were a day apart.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  SSI, 29.03.17] 


· At district level [the cluster) was not as effective at coordination but if the CDO and government agency is against something at local level it doesn’t matter what central government level wants.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  SSI, 25.02.17 (2)] 



With the exception of CRS, coordination capacity at district level, was part-time.  A case study for Shelter Projects summed up the challenges for the cluster and for district focal points.

“While there were many devoted and talented coordinators, during the overall lifespan of the cluster there were gaps when positions went unfilled, especially in the first months. Further, district focal points were working mainly on their own organizations’ programmes, meaning that the coordination role sometimes took a distant second place in work priorities. Finally, many coordinators who volunteered were new to the cluster and so greater support and familiarization was required from the national cluster.” [footnoteRef:48] [48: Shelter Cluster, (2016), Case A037 – Nepal – 2015 – Earthquake – Cluster coordination, in Shelter Projects 2015-2016 (draft)] 


The ECHO monitoring mission recommended additional training but an experienced district focal point pointed out that this could not compensate in a busy part-time role. An alternative was mobile capacity. The Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) had prioritised this at its first meeting in May.  CRS and IOM deployed experienced mobile coordinators in the western and eastern hubs respectively. Information managers visited hubs each week.  More mobile capacity could have helped with establishment and maintenance of hubs and sub-hubs in a context where there was high turnover in both government and partner organisations.  

· The 14 districts took a long time to set up, these things do. You don’t need 14 people from the same agency to populate each hub but we could probably have scaled up quicker with mobile coordination teams.[footnoteRef:49] [49:  SSI, 25.01.17] 


· They needed to have a few people who were moving regularly across the districts looking at the situation … [footnoteRef:50] [50:  SSI, 27.03.17] 


· The national team wasn’t huge. They never visited the districts. They never came out, well very rarely.[footnoteRef:51] [51:  SSI, 20.03.17] 




e) Strategic Advisory Group

A national SAG was created in Kathmandu and met for the first time on 1 May 2015. In accordance with IASC and Shelter Cluster guidance, membership was representative of partners and minutes were shared. Fifteen SAG members, national and international NGOs and government agencies were named in the first strategy (see Annex 2).  There was little government participation at early SAG meetings but, as agreed, the coordinator kept DUDBC informed through bilateral meetings and fed government views back to the cluster. SAG members considered Flash Appeal submissions, strategy, standards and the role of technical working groups (TWIGs), etc.  




By mid-May, IFRC and UN-Habitat were pressing the government to lead the SAG.[footnoteRef:52] After a meeting with government in mid-June, the Shelter Coordination Team heard there would henceforth be two SAGs, SAG1 with government officials, SAG2 with other agencies.[footnoteRef:53]  Key partners discussed this structure with the coordinator and SAG 2 was renamed the Coordination Support Group.  The group developed, revised and/or translated strategic, technical and policy documents and shared them with SAG 1 for approval and with partners via meetings, forums and the website. There are no minutes from SAG 1 which was regarded by informants as a government liaison group. Though a pragmatic compromise in a difficult situation, the division fed perceptions of a structure that was more appropriate in the pre-emergency phase.  [52:  Shelter Cluster Nepal, Overview Update – 14th May 2015]  [53:  Nepal Shelter Cluster,  Shelter Cluster Team Meeting Mnutes, June 15th 2015] 


· Outcomes of, and feedback from, coordination and liaison with government counterparts was not fed back to the wider cluster team … It seemed that eventually the SAG became simply a forum where documents were approved … [footnoteRef:54] [54:  End of mission report, 15.05.15 ] 



f) Technical Working Groups (TWIGS) 

TWIGs are set up by the SAG to solve an identified problem or consider a topic that calls for specialist knowledge, expertise, guidance and/or standards. In Nepal the first Shelter Cluster TWIG met on 29 April 2015.  Five others were started in the first month and cluster documentation refers to over 20 TWIGs in Nepal (see Annex 3) though it is not clear whether all actually met. 

· There were too many of them and they were overlapping. They weren’t tasked to deliver aggressively enough.  The team were too accommodating. [footnoteRef:55] [55:  SSI, 30.03.17] 


Some TWIGs addressed multiple topics and some meetings were too large. In the process of streamlining them, the topic of winterisation was delegated to the hubs but apparently not followed up until later.[footnoteRef:56]  The Shelter Coordination Team re-focused coordination structure including TWIGs after discussions with key partners in June-July 2015.  [56:  Shelter Cluster Nepal. Accountability, Targeting and Contingency Planning TWIG,  Draft Meeting Minutes, 12 June 2015] 


TWIG meetings were chaired by technical coordinators or by partners such as IOM or the National Society for Earthquake Technology (NSET). TWIGs informed work on issues that included cash, Build Back Safer messages and recovery.  Guidelines and IEC (Information, Education and Communication) materials to which they contributed were appreciated by informants, particularly those who had been working for the first time in humanitarian shelter. A second TWIG on winterisation was set up and the work of the RRWG provided a bridge to handover and longer-term recovery.






f) Information management 

IM began early, with the arrival, three days after the earthquake, of the global focal point. Between May and December 2015, there were approximately 16 staff in IM. The first product is dated 6 May and shows distribution of tarpaulins by partners in the 14 worst affected districts. Experience and products were welcomed by informants, particularly by national staff and partners. 

· Mapping, 4W, information on what partners are doing, to test ideas: there are people [in the Shelter Coordination Team) who have done so many responses. People were used to earthquake response and knew what should happen.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  SSI, 02.03.17 (2) ] 


· I heard about the cluster by accident … We went to one meeting and found the 3W useful …
 
· The whole time [I was there] the cluster had a large and capable IM team which also helped. 

The Dropbox holds evidence of clear strategy, innovation and outreach.  The team adapted tools to address recovery from the start of the response and worked hard to minimise double reporting by agencies distributing goods received from the IOM pipeline or on behalf of international partners.  
   
Staff at a cluster retreat in September 2015 summarised challenges for IM in the hubs:

· Agencies do not recognize or understand the Shelter Cluster 
· Agencies have little understanding, technical knowledge or interest where information reporting is concerned.
· Agency staff are hard to reach
· Government officials are very hard to reach
· Lack of cooperation by government can lead to incomplete data
· Partners do not understand the impact of data on coordination
· Private (civil) sector organizations do not track distribution so data remain incomplete
· Remote areas have weak telecoms networks[footnoteRef:58] [58:  Presentations: Eastern Hub for Retreat, 11.08.15; Western Hub for Retreat. 11.08.15; Central Hub for Retreat, 11.08.15 ] 


Desk review and informant comments supported this.

· “There was always information gaps and lack of data on actual needs, ongoing response and critical gaps through the government system. Information from VDCs was obtained through partners on an ad hoc basis.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  OCHA, Nepal Earthquake 2015 : Humanitarian Response – Sindhupalchok,  p] 


· We had all these interactive maps on the web which were amazing but nobody out in the field had internet or even smartphones.  I went to a meeting with senior government officers … from several districts but there wasn’t a smartphone in the room.[footnoteRef:60] [60: SSI, 29.03.17] 


The ECHO monitoring mission and others again questioned why IM systems were not part of preparedness.

· “The development of technical resources, including IEC materials, information technology tools and data preparedness outside of disasters can increase the potential for a quick uptake of tools …” [footnoteRef:61] [61:  DG ECHO and the Global Shelter Cluster, Joint Monitoring Mission Report, Shelter Cluster Nepal,
05 February 2016, p8] 


· There was too much firefighting while building systems. We had to develop systems at the start of the deployment …. We should do IM before, as part of preparedness. [footnoteRef:62] [62:  SSI, 13.02.17] 


The cluster went some way to begin mapping the work of civil sector organisations in the Private Sector survey.  The staff retreat in September heard that at least 26 non-reporting agencies were distributing shelter and NFI materials in Sindhupalchok and Dolakha. The Nepal Red Cross, though a member of the SAG and CSG, was difficult to engage in reporting and the cluster was embarrassed when this led to duplication in Gorkha.[footnoteRef:63] [63:  SSI, 08.03.17] 


The relevance of 4W was questioned by some informants.  

· Knowing that NGO X distributed 50 bundles of CGI sheets in VDC Y, actually tells us very little about the impact of the shelter response.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  SSI, 08.03.17] 


· Agency X is … distributing tarpaulins and cooking sets and blankets. How does that all get translated into a form that the coordinators can look at … and say that we have supplied X number of families with emergency shelter? What constitutes emergency shelter? They don’t really know.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  SSI,08.02.17 (1)] 


· Information management people produce maps … it’s about reporting upwards and to donors to say ‘look how well we’re doing’ … Map the gaps: we need maps of where nothing’s happening. 

IMs staff felt that the team needed to be clearer about what it wanted to know and why. Goods and services changed purpose. Cash might be used for emergency shelter or for winterisation. How should it be classified or re-classified?[footnoteRef:66]  [66:  Emese Csete, (2016), Cash Based Programmes for Shelter and NFI - Implications upon Shelter Cluster Information Management Services, Global Shelter Cluster, Page 12] 


Informants found the cluster website and Dropbox useful and comprehensive but not always user-friendly.  Both hold valuable content which risks being overlooked or duplicated if not cleaned, validated and made easier to access. 

· “The dashboard and document repository on the Shelter Cluster website provide
up-to-date information of the state of play by district, what agencies have done, guidance for agencies involved, as well as lessons from key agencies and past comparable disasters, such as the 2005 Kashmir earthquake.”[footnoteRef:67] [67:  David Sanderson, Andrea Rodericks, Nabina Shresta and Ben Ramalingam, (2016),  Nepal earthquake appeal response review,  DEC/HC, p12] 


· Certainly, it was the best that I’ve seen [the website] used in any response so far but we still need to improve it.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  SSI, 07.02.17] 


· Uploaded documents … were not in order. You couldn’t filter. If you say ‘go to the website’ the documents are there but you can’t find them.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  SSI, 28.02.17 (1)] 


· Many partners thought there was data overload on the Shelter Cluster site … On HRRP [site] the information is more visible. But the Shelter Cluster has a broader perspective and scope.[footnoteRef:70] [70:  SSI, 02.03.17 (5)] 



g) Handover 

“When the Federation stops working as cluster coordinator the cut-off date does not eradicate humanitarian need.”[footnoteRef:71] [71:  Kellett, (2009),  page 46] 


The Government of Nepal declared the emergency over on 22 June 2015, less than two months after the first earthquake and despite representation from donor governments.[footnoteRef:72] Cluster support for handover had begun early in accordance with cluster guidance and its approach was set out in the revised strategy. [footnoteRef:73] [72:  Navin Singh Khadka, Nepal donors' 'concern' over end of emergency quake aid, BBC, 24 June 2015]  [73:  IASC, (2015), Reference Module for Cluster Coordination at Country Level, p40] 


Habitat for Humanity supported the role of an experienced recovery coordinator.  The team developed a position paper on recovery, designed a TWIG, the Recovery and Reconstruction Working Group and a six-month work plan.  It surveyed partner intentions, funding and capacity.  The RRWG was launched on 10 August and co-chaired by UN-Habitat and IOM. Its purpose was to prepare the transition from emergency to recovery and reconstruction, gradually replacing the Shelter Cluster. In October senior officials from Aceh and Pakistan shared their experience of work after major natural disasters with the RRWG. 

As it had after the Koshi floods, IFRC provided funding and personnel to strengthen UN-Habitat’s capacity to lead in the recovery phase and gave a comprehensive briefing to HRRP staff. However, UN-Habitat could not act without programme funding which it sought from DFID in October.[footnoteRef:74] DFID’s advisor and the cluster coordinator advocated on UN-Habitat’s behalf. At the end of 2015, the RRWG was spun off as a new ‘cluster’, the HRRP, led jointly by UN-Habitat and IOM, and funded by DFID. Though the cluster stopped on schedule, its successor, a well-funded but wholly new entity, was slow to start.  [74:  End of mission report, November 2015] 


Some informants felt that focus on the RRWG, effectively a cluster-within-a cluster, had deflected attention from humanitarian needs.  Though the emergency was officially over and OCHA hubs had closed at the end of September, the humanitarian response continued. The official end of the emergency phase had been followed by re-imposition of taxes on imported aid. Work by partners had been made harder by the blockade on the border with India and resulting shortages of fuel and other items which followed the launch of a controversial new constitution for Nepal in September. 

A handover presentation in late December stated that 107,000 families were ‘of concern’ at the start of winter 2015.[footnoteRef:75]  Informants believed IFRC, limited by its own funding, had left a coordination gap. The deputy coordinator, Shelter Officer and an information manager remained until February 2016, collecting data and reporting to the HCT but playing no further role in earthquake response coordination.  [75:  For comparison, at the time the cluster had been activated in 2008, the Koshi floods had displaced 70,000 individuals.] 



· They wanted it wrapped up as soon as possible. They had X amount of money.  They wanted to do a solid, sterling job then to hand it over, but UN-Habitat was not able to take over.[footnoteRef:76]  [76:  SSI,30.03.17] 


· Here the cluster activated and deactivated very fast … When they transitioned into HRRP, the momentum was lost.[footnoteRef:77]   [77:  SSI, 24.02.17 (4)] 


· There was a huge gap after the Shelter Cluster closed. It took a month to form HRRP.[footnoteRef:78] [78:  SSI, 25.02.17 (3)] 


· With the scale of the remaining humanitarian needs continuing to be very high and being further impacted by the blockade, it might have been useful to continue SC activities at least until the monsoon 2016.[footnoteRef:79] [79:  End of mission report, 15.01.16] 



IFRC was in a difficult position. If it had prepared the handover late, it would have been seen as careless. When it prepared early, it was seen as uncommitted. This was not fair. IASC guidance requires clusters to prepare for transition that takes place as soon as appropriate and possible, subject to needs, context and the capacity of those taking over.[footnoteRef:80] On the other hand, Shelter Cluster guidance enables IFRC to continue coordinating after the official emergency phase (the case following Typhoon Haiyan), under certain conditions [footnoteRef:81] Without a handover agreement shared with partners, it was not clear where responsibility for coordinating residual needs or a recurrent emergency lay. [80:  IASC, (2015), Reference Module for Cluster Coordination at Country Level, pages 38,40]  [81:  Conditions include a request by partners or government, funding, personnel, agreement by the IFRC delegation. Davidson, (2012), page 91.] 


Recommendations


	
	Supporting shelter service delivery

	R7
	Follow IASC recommendations on cluster structure to maximise effectiveness, accountability and transparency.

	R8
	Strengthen part-time, sub-national coordination through use of experienced mobile coordinators / teams. 

	R9
	Structure all cluster minutes to enable tracking of follow-up action.


	R10
	Survey Nepal partners and coordinators on use of information management tools in mapping gaps and coverage. 

	R11
	Clean and validate Dropbox and website content to ensure easy access in future emergency.

	R12
	Maintain a flexible approach to handover, without artificial cut-off of coordination, when residual needs remain.[footnoteRef:82] [82:  Cf Kellett, (2009), page 47] 





4.4 	Strategy


a) Strategy and policy 

The first Nepal shelter strategy was drafted by the global focal point for information and coordination in May 2015. It set out emergency shelter and shelter self-recovery to inform development of the Flash Appeal. Principle 2 emphasised that interventions should be based on needs, contribute to household recovery and not hinder self-recovery. This is the version filed under ‘Strategy’ on the cluster website.

A longer revised document, Strategic and Technical Guidance, was developed by the Shelter Coordination Team and the CSG. It was issued in August, approved by the SAG and revised in October. It set out cluster architecture and policy on emergency response and shelter recovery. It emphasised support for self-recovery rather than shelter construction by partners. Simultaneous emergency and self-recovery approaches were based on experience in other countries, for example, Kashmir, and the Philippines. There was general support for this approach.

· Getting their first phase strategy and sticking to their guns, not entertaining a specific [shelter] design was a clever move.[footnoteRef:83]  [83:  SSI, 30.03.17] 


· It was good to see the focus on supporting self-recovery through a combination of material and technical assistance … But maybe there were a few places where the construction of shelters might have supported a few vulnerable families.[footnoteRef:84] [84:  SSI, 25.01.17] 




b) Standards 

The cluster did much to set and promote technical and quality standards from the first days of the response. The first coordinator briefed government, donors and chambers of commerce on required thickness and size of tarpaulins and CGI.  Links to technical specifications for shelter and NFI were included in the Technical Guidance document. Specifications for NFIs and toolkits were as per the shelter Contingency plan though some informants questioned whether these tools were in common use or appropriate. 

Strategy documents did not include the humanitarian principles, Sphere Humanitarian Charter and/or IDP guidelines. Although the IASC clusters seek to support and strengthen government capacity and widen cluster membership, their primary aim is humanitarian. DPNet promotes Sphere in Nepal and RedR India was due to conduct training there at the time of the earthquake. After the earthquake, GIZ and ASB offered an introduction to the Humanitarian Charter but political and bureaucratic pressures were seen as strong in shaping the overall humanitarian response. 

· None of us argued on humanitarian grounds …  We need to communicate a stronger message about our support for humanitarian principles … The army knew more about humanitarian principles than anyone. They were taught humanitarian principles in the conflict time but the civil government doesn’t understand.[footnoteRef:85]  [85:  SSI, 28.02.17 (2)] 




c) Assessment 

REACH, funded by ECHO, supported the Shelter Cluster needs assessment and monitoring exercises, seconding staff to Nepal within two days of the earthquake. The cluster had capacity to participate in a MIRA or other multi-cluster rapid assessment in accordance with the Shelter Contingency plan. However, the government wanted agencies to assess need and deliver relief simultaneously hence no initial joint assessment would be conducted. 

· “The response needs to get out of the valley and assistance needs to be delivered, not just assessments.”[footnoteRef:86] [86:  HCT,  Meeting Minutes,  28.04.15] 

Expectations of the humanitarian response were high. The government had promised blanket rather than targeted distribution from the start.[footnoteRef:87]  This was consistent with approaches in some smaller-scale disasters but less achievable in a major national disaster. The window available for delivery of humanitarian assistance was short because access would be further limited by the June monsoon, expected to bring yet more landslides, blocked roads and trails.  [87:  DFID,  Field Team visit report to Tanahun, Lamjung, Gorkha and Dhading from 07-10 May 2015 ] 


REACH helped develop an ‘Assist and Assess’ form in English and Nepali for partner use. It developed questions with partners and engaged the Shelter Coordination Team, partners and government in planning a shelter vulnerability assessment. The process was supported by ACTED, British Red Cross, People in Need, IFRC, International Medical Corps, Plan International and Tear Fund.   A team of final-year engineering students from Tribhuvan University were trained as enumerators. 

Primary data were collected between 16 May and 3rd June 2015 in the 14 worst affected districts. The earthquake of 12 May meant that assessment teams in three districts had to return to Kathmandu.  Helicopters used to access remote areas were diverted to deliver relief. Tools and training were amended to include areas affected by the May earthquake and assessment resumed. Initial findings were presented to the cluster on 7 June and district Factsheets shortly afterwards. 
Findings indicated that Shelter Cluster strategy during the emergency phase was justified. Nearly 80 per cent of households had been displaced. Just over 60 per cent reported shelter their main need. Across these districts, 57 per cent of all households with housing damage had received some form of shelter assistance. In line with Cluster strategy, tarpaulins were the predominant form of emergency shelter assistance followed by blankets (24%) and kitchen sets (13%).[footnoteRef:88] However, REACH’s rapid fieldwork in very difficult circumstances was followed by slow finalization of the report.  [88:  REACH, Shelter and Settlements Vulnerability Assessment Nepal, 25 April/12 May Earthquakes Response, June 2015, Shelter Cluster Nepal] 

· The REACH assessment was fantastic.  I regret that we didn’t make more of it at the time …  It was quite a long way between them finishing the initial surveys and then producing the information so by the time the information came out it was a bit outdated.[footnoteRef:89] [89:  SSI, 08.03.17] 


· They take a very long time and produce very detailed reports … when actually you want very live gaps analysis rather than things that take 3-4 weeks to collect lots of data from a huge geographical area, then analyse it, tidy it up, prepare maps, prepare presentations …[footnoteRef:90] [90:  SSI, 30.03.17] 



d) Cross-cutting issues 

.
Dimensions of exclusion in Nepal

	Status
	Gender
	Caste 
	Ethnicity/
Race 
	Age
	Language 
	Religion 
	Geo-political

	Dominant 
	Men/boys
	Tagadhari:
Brahman,
Chhetri
	Caucasoid 
	
Adults
	Nepali 
	Hindu 
	Parbatiya
(hill dweller)

	Sub-ordinate 
	Women/
girls 
	Dalit 
	Janajati/
Mongoloid 
	
Children, youth, older
	Other 
	Non-Hindu 
	Madhesi (plains dweller)



Source: Unequal Citizens: Gender, Caste and Ethnic Exclusion in Nepal, Summary, UK Department of International Development and the World Bank 2006.


Status and exclusion in Nepal are complex. The revised strategy named a range of IASC cross-cutting issues which addressed disability, environment, gender, and Housing, Land and Property (HLP). The first coordinator ensured that shelter submissions to the Flash Appeal incorporated gender and the cluster was represented at meetings of the inter-cluster gender task force from the start.

A number of other issues were subsumed under the very wide heading of ‘diversity’ and a gender and diversity advisor was seconded to the cluster by IFRC for two months. A Partners’ Forum in July presented advice on g from Care International,  the Federation of Business and Professional Women Nepal, Helvetas,  Lumanti,  Miyamoto International,  People in Need, the Shelter Cluster, Solidar and UN-Habitat. Key resources on the website included CARE’s ‘Nepal: Gender and Protection in Brief’ and the Global Shelter Cluster’s generic ‘Guidance on mainstreaming gender and diversity in shelter programmes.’   

The REACH assessment found female-headed households more likely to report feeling unsafe in their homes and unprepared for the monsoon season. Nepalese informants stressed gender and GBV issues in shelter, which also featured in many reports, including one by partner People in Need in ten VDCs in Sindhupalchok. 

· My last point is on protection. When you designed shelter and gave two bundles of CGI - why not five more? Women were in one room with men.

· “Overall 80% of women and girls listed shelter as their largest problem. …  women and girls’ prioritization of shelter is linked to a lack of privacy and feeling more at risk of sexual and gender based violence (SGBV) in their current temporary shelters.“[footnoteRef:91]  [91:  People in Need. (2015),  Her Safety Assessment, page 10] 


Handicap international gave a presentation on disability at a TWIG meeting on shelter and cash in June. The web site included ‘All under One Roof’ by IFRC, Handicap International and CBM, ADCAP’s ‘Minimum Standards for Age and Disability Inclusion in Humanitarian Action’ and the cluster’s generic guidelines. CBM was supported by the Shelter Cluster at a workshop on disability in November. 

REACH found that 9 percent of households reported having a disabled member. In January 2016 UNDP found that, families with a disabled person were less likely to have access to a range of services, including shelter. The difference grew after the emergency phase. 

        Differences in shelter-related access by people with disabilities [footnoteRef:92] [92:  Adapted from Austin Lord, Bandita Sijapati, Jeevan Baniya, Obindra Chand, and Tracy Ghale, (2016),  Disaster, Disability, & Difference, A  Study of the Challenges Faced by Persons with Disabilities in Post-Earthquake Nepal, UNDP 2016. Assessments in four districts collected data from 458 respondents of whom 166 had a disability.] 


	Shelter support / assistance
	Non-PWDs 
percentage
	PwDs
percentage

	Tents / tarpaulins 
	90
	85

	CGI sheets
	72
	66

	Cash transfer for temporary shelter 
	81
	70

	Winterization support
	77
	71

	Support for debris and demolition management 
	46
	36




Those who were disabled and could access aid might find it reduced:  Save the Children cited the example of households headed by persons with disabilities or by single women with children.  The level of blanket cash assistance they received covered basic shelter materials, but not the hiring of porters to transport them, or labourers to rebuild.[footnoteRef:93]  [93:  Rebecca Barber, (2016), Did the Humanitarian Response to the Nepal Earthquake Ensure No One Was Left Behind? Save the Children,  page 11] 


Terms of Reference for a TWIG on HLP were developed though there are no minutes of meetings. The first coordinator shared material from the Philippines with government counterparts. The website held a summary of the IFRC and Nepal Red Cross case study ‘Regulatory Barriers to Providing Emergency and Temporary Shelter after Disasters,’ by the second coordinator who presented on HLP to the cluster.  The REACH assessment found that high levels of reported land ownership could not be verified. It recommended that land title not be a condition for receiving emergency / self-recovery shelter assistance and that assistance for renters and landlords in urban environments be developed. Care’s ‘Housing, Land and Property Issues in Nepal’ was published in 2016 and drew on REACH’s monitoring report. 

The Shelter Cluster had worked with WWF on environmental issues for the first time in the Haiti earthquake. In Nepal, the cluster amended draft environmental guidelines from Hariyo Ban, WWF’s local programme, to strengthen and operationalize them and developed guidelines However, UNEP and OCHA felt that the cluster had missed an opportunity to raise topics such as use of firewood, in winterisation discussions and could have worked with the Food Security Cluster on this topic. [footnoteRef:94] [94: Joint UNEP/OCHA Environment Unit, (2016),  Environment And Humanitarian Action,  Country Study Nepal,  page 11 ] 


· Shelter Cluster partners are aware of environmental concerns but lack the technical knowledge to consistently identify and address them. [footnoteRef:95] [95:  Ibid.] 


Within a short period the Shelter Cluster addressed a range of cross-cutting issues and attempted to deepen understanding of exclusion by asking International Alert to develop the ‘Tool for Shelter Cluster Partners on Beneficiary Targeting and Prioritisation’. Monitoring by REACH and others indicates the need for the cluster’s work but action by partners was made harder by the government preference for blanket distribution. If IFRC is to play a part in the Shelter Cluster in Nepal in future, cross-cutting issues should be part of training and contingency planning. 


	
	Strategy, policy and standards 

	R13
	Include Humanitarian Charter or Principles in strategy, Contingency plan and all cluster training to strengthen understanding of humanitarian aims and standards. 




4.5	Monitoring and reporting on implementation of Shelter Cluster strategy

In September 2015 REACH monitored the shelter response in 15 districts.[footnoteRef:96] Funding was provided by IFRC, the Australian and the British Red Cross. CARE, Christian Aid Nepal, IOM, and Save the Children. CRS, OXFAM and Plan International gave in-kind support and enumerators came from Tribuvhan University and the Nepal Red Cross.  [96:  The fuel crisis prevented planned data collection in three other districts.  ] 


The percentage receiving shelter assistance had increased from 57 to 77 per cent though this included 16 per cent who said their houses had not been damaged.  Cash was the most commonly received form of assistance.  The district which reported least shelter assistance was Kathmandu where 64 per cent of households affected said they had received none. It was followed by Lamjung (not considered a priority district), Sindhuli (Eastern Hub), Bhaktapur and Lalitpur (Central) and Makwanpur (Western).  Apart from Sindhuli, these districts were also least well covered by distribution of blankets and sleeping mats. 

Only 5 per cent reported that repairs or rebuilding were complete and 8% that repairs were under way. The reasons cited for low rates of repair and reconstruction were overwhelmingly lack of funds, followed by lack of materials, skilled labour and/or lack of knowledge. REACH found that households in hard to access areas had been slightly better served than those in more accessible ones. There was little or no variation in rates of assistance received by those assessed as vulnerable and those not.[footnoteRef:97]   [97:  REACH, Nepal Earthquake Recovery Monitoring Assessment Nepal 25 April/12 May Earthquakes Response, Shelter Cluster Nepal ] 


Informants in the Shelter Coordination Team were divided about the value of the report.  It identified gaps in the response and contributed to work by CARE on HLP.  However, some felt it had missed an opportunity to learn more about self-recovery, winterisation needs and the use of cash in shelter. Although enumerators were asked to take photographs to illustrate problems and progress, there were none in the final report. The decision to assess shelter damage was questioned by some because a detailed assessment led by NSET experts was underway and due for completion by the end of 2015.[footnoteRef:98]  Another informant, though, wished different technical questions had been asked, for example, why buildings had fallen down or what difference Shelter Cluster messages were starting to make.[footnoteRef:99]  [98: SSI, 27.03.17; Shelter Cluster, RRWG Meeting Minutes, 28 October 2017]  [99:  SSI,20.03.17] 


As in previous deployments, REACH was in a difficult position. If it does not deliver findings rapidly, the risk is they are not usable. When it takes time to consult staff and partners, those instructing REACH may move on before work commissioned is complete. The Global Shelter Cluster and REACH should consult partners and coordinators between emergencies to ascertain where and how REACH adds value. In the field, the cluster coordinator should be responsible for setting parameters and timetable, and accountable for results.  

As noted in the ECHO mission report, the cluster did not use coordination performance monitoring tools. Where there were strong and differing views, for example on cluster structure and technical guidance, the second coordinator was praised for listening to and acting on feedback. One experienced team member, however, thought some partners confrontational rather than collegial:  IASC cluster guidance emphasises that effective management is a responsibility shared by partners.[footnoteRef:100] [100:  IASC, (2015), page 19] 


· The CSG was set up to remedy the SAG … I was against it.  I thought we should fix the SAG.  Partners were angry about it. [The Coordinator] was great.  Said [the Team] had got it wrong. [footnoteRef:101] [101:  SSI, 24.02.17 (1)] 


· At cluster meetings you’d get shouted at by cluster members … I felt they had unrealistic hopes and timeframes … They are meant to actually help you do these things, they are part of the cluster.[footnoteRef:102]  [102:  SSI, 07.02.17] 



	
	Monitoring 

	R14
	Use CPM tools to monitor shelter coordination services or conduct a RTE.


	R15
	Survey partners and coordinators on value of cluster assessment and monitoring. Set parameters and timetables for REACH accordingly.

	R16
	Set reporting line to cluster coordinator in REACH’s terms of reference to clarify accountability for assessment and monitoring results.




4.6	Advocacy and communication 

After Typhoon Haiyan, the cluster’s global advisor had recommended that an advocacy and communication coordinator be deployed in the first week. The Nepal earthquake was perceived as a predominantly shelter emergency but no specialist capacity was deployed. The CSG discussed this in August by which time media criticisms of the shelter response included government slowness, failure to aid the poorest; and little access to remote communities.[footnoteRef:103]   [103:  Shelter Cluster Nepal, Coordination Support Group, Summary of Meeting, Tuesday 18 August 2015] 


Shelter Cluster advocacy on funding was strong. The coordinator’s first tasks included successful lobbying of OCHA to increase the shelter allocation and extend the Flash Appeal. However, the most powerful decision maker in Nepal was the government and advocacy by the humanitarian community overall was seen as weak or ineffective. 

· We were feeble … If we started arguing with the government it would slow things … We are still not arguing.[footnoteRef:104] [104:  SSI, 28.02.17 ] 


· “Organizations had operational coordination in clusters, but limited joint engagement for
advocacy initiatives. There was, for example, no joint action to ensure that the most marginalized could be prioritized in the response.”[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Silva Ferretti and Marine de Clarens, Brooke Gibbons, Urmila Simkhada, (2016), Review of the Humanitarian Response in Nepal, A Focus on Inclusion and Accountability, page 33] 


Some informants thought that the cluster too had been weak in advocating advocacy despite - or because of - the government’s latterly dominant role in the cluster. 

· The government was too strong in the Shelter Cluster … Beneficiary selection was a problem … The Shelter Cluster couldn’t help. They could have advocated more with government. [footnoteRef:106] [106:  SSI, 02.02.17 (1)] 


· They were just following the government line … I had a very strong sense of the Red Cross relationship with the government, not of the cluster relationship with government:  not a sense of the cluster being independent and advocating … [footnoteRef:107] [107:  SSI, 29.03.17] 


· Some people say ‘not tough enough with the government.’ But I don't know how easy/hard that was.  Was the Shelter Cluster the mouthpiece of the government? Should it have done more?[footnoteRef:108] [108:  SSI, 02.02.17 (1) ] 


The government had been encouraged by IFRC and UN-Habitat to play a stronger a role in the SAG because initially DUDBC had not wished to lead cluster meetings or be involved in policy or strategic decisions.[footnoteRef:109]  [109:  Shelter Cluster Nepal, Overview Update – 14th May 2015] 


Despite the lack of dedicated expertise, the cluster developed numerous materials (see Annex 4). A TWIG developed a shelter communication policy, assisted by a British Red Cross delegate with the inter-cluster Communicating with Communities (CwC) group.  Its first messages drew on partner materials and covered location of temporary shelter and emergency preparedness. 

Some informants believed technical messaging should have built more on the Nepal Building Code developed after an earthquake over 20 years earlier in a process which had given rise to the respected NSET (see Annex 6).[footnoteRef:110] Others commented that messages had taken too long to develop. In 2017, many Nepali informants saw the 10 key messages as the cluster’s most useful products.  [110:  Richard Sharpe, 20.07.2015, Nepal then and now, https://www.beca.com/ignite-your-thinking/july.../nepal-then-and-now] 


· There was existing content in local languages … by NSET. For some reason, getting agreement over those [cluster] messages was taking forever.  NSET messages were 90 % OK … I think the cluster should have said at SAG level “OK you’ve got a week to finish it.”[footnoteRef:111] [111:  SSI, 30.03.17] 


· In week 8-9 there was still no technical guidance on anything. And what was developed was torn up by the next wave of advisers … So the guidelines were very late … Why was this?[footnoteRef:112]  [112:  SSI, 24.02.17 (1)] 


· We as an organisation have used the 10 key messages so much. The drawings are very easy to understand. [footnoteRef:113] [113:  SSI, 28.02.17 (1) ] 


· Until now they’re the best thing developed by the Shelter Cluster. The cluster did them in Nepali and English. We used them in Tamang. We translated, and used them in Sindhupalchok.[footnoteRef:114] [114:  SSI, 02.02.17 (1)] 


A change in government requirements after the messages, intended to support self-recovery programmes, had been agreed, tested and disseminated by the cluster also meant that some informants saw it as having been too fast.  Households could be disqualified from receiving government reconstruction grants unless they rebuilt. In these circumstances, and with the government leading the cluster, it is difficult to know what else technical coordinators could have done. 

Dissemination of messages to affected communities was difficult not least because normal communication channels were disrupted by the earthquake. In September, REACH’s monitoring assessment found that 

· “99% of respondents across all districts reported they have not received technical training, assistance or information materials, reflecting that outreach activities had not yet reached broad public scale or household level.”[footnoteRef:115] [115:  REACH, Nepal Earthquake Recovery Monitoring Assessment Nepal 25 April/12 May Earthquakes Response, Shelter Cluster Nepal, page 4] 


In late October the cluster found that information on the use of plastic sheeting was needed by beneficiaries though guidance in Nepali had been available since early May. This may have reflected staff turnover in partner agencies.

· “The partners present were asked to raise their hands to indicate if they had seen / printed and distributed the Nepali leaflet on attaching plastic sheeting prepared by the Nepal Shelter Cluster. A very small number of partners indicated that they had seen the leaflet and an even smaller number indicated that they had printed and distributed it.” [footnoteRef:116] [116:  Shelter Cluster, RRWG Meeting Minutes, 28 October 2017] 


The Common Feedback Project found that people recalled and had acted on basic messages from the CwC, including those on shelter and earthquake preparedness, but not on more complex later ones. It also noted the need for communication when distribution was targeted.

· It is critical that communities understand how aid will be distributed and the reasons for a
targeted approach. This can reduce tensions within communities and improve community perceptions on how aid is being distributed.[footnoteRef:117] [117:  Inter-Agency Common Feedback Project,  Issue in Focus,  Community Perceptions of Aid Distribution Fairness, September 2015
September 2015] 


Like ECHO, the Project recommended preparing messages before the earthquake. Those receiving information from Shelter Cluster partners were likely to include many who were traumatised and/or living in fear and IFRC and National Societies have shown how  messaging can reflect this. [footnoteRef:118]  [118:  See for example,  Australian Red Cross, (2010), Communicating in Recovery, Australian Red Cross] 


The Shelter Coordination Team used Red Cross as well as Shelter Cluster branding. For Red Cross informants, association with the Movement and the cluster’s use of a brand better known and distinct from the UN was seen an advantage. 

· In other countries the Shelter Cluster wants to be separate. In Nepal I didn’t want that. We have our own logo. But you see “Global Shelter Cluster – supported by IFRC.”[footnoteRef:119]  [119: SSI, 23.02.17 (6)] 


· When I talk to people in Geneva, they think the Shelter Cluster is UN. In Nepal we have used the Shelter Cluster as a platform and it has worked to our advantage. [footnoteRef:120] [120:  SSI, 21.02.17 (2)] 


IFRC has been at pains to develop guidance on cluster identification hence experienced partners were baffled. 

· IFRC branding is not cluster branding.  [The coordinator]   was wearing IFRC branding … as was everybody else … It’s very retrograde … The next coordinator had the same branding issue. It undermined autonomy.[footnoteRef:121] [121:  SSI, 24.02.17 (1)] 


This issue reflects the difficulty of switching cluster leadership between preparedness and response. It also underlines the need to clarify cluster leadership in Nepal and then to deploy advocacy and communication expertise.


	
	Advocacy and communication 

	R17
	Deploy advocacy and communication adviser in first week. Be ready to replace him/her after 4-6 weeks.[footnoteRef:122] The role should include monitoring use of materials.  [122:  Global focal point’s recommendation following Typhoon Haiyan. ] 


	R18
	Develop technical messages between emergencies. Draw on expertise in post-disaster communication by partners and National Societies.




4.7	Accountability to affected persons

· Accountability includes the willingness to listen to feedback and adjust programmes and strategies based on that feedback if necessary.[footnoteRef:123] [123:  Global Shelter Cluster, Communications and Advocacy Strategy for the Global Shelter Cluster 2014-2017, March 2014 ] 


Accountability to affected people was a principle cited in the first and second strategies.  It was the focus of one of the first TWIGs which met twice. International Alert in Nepal was contracted to advise the cluster.  Its work was linked to mapping local governance structures and the identification of communities most isolated and vulnerable in order to help target assistance. It informed the cluster’s Tool for Shelter Cluster Partners on Beneficiary Targeting and Prioritisation. 

The cluster worked with the HCT’s Common Feedback Project which supported members in distributing messages about the response and eliciting feedback. 

· When the cluster became established it was easier for us. I would wrote to the coordinator or information manager. We were invited to Shelter Cluster meeting to present.[footnoteRef:124] [124:  SSI, 20.2.17 (3)] 


There is however no accountability section on the cluster website and no links to this work or that of individual partners on accountability. Monitoring results from a small number of cluster partners in June to October found gaps in communication and accountability.

· Some households highlighted that they didn’t receive training or information on how to use the shelter materials distributed, and a number of households didn’t understand why they were selected to receive particular support, why they were given particular material, and in most no mechanism was in place for feedback / complaints.[footnoteRef:125] [125:  Shelter Cluster, RRWG Meeting Minutes, 28 October 2017] 


REACH listened to affected people though it is not clear if findings were shared with them. The Central Hub area was arguably the best covered in preparedness initiatives yet among the worst covered by the response. Representatives of affected communities expressed concerns at meetings of the Central Hub but this did not affect shelter and NFI provision:  by July when hub meetings started, partners and budgets had already been directed to other areas.

· Everybody in the emergency phase … had all rushed out to Ghorka and Sindhupalchok and it was very hard to then push agencies away from those areas, really difficult.  [Agencies) were so established by the time I arrived so we had very poor equity of assistance across the country.[footnoteRef:126] [126:  SSI, 07.02.17] 


In July, an advocacy paper on families in rented urban shelter was announced (but no copy could be found).[footnoteRef:127] In October representatives of the Shelter Cluster, UN-Habitat and British Red Cross, which had worked extensively on earthquake preparedness in the Kathmandu Valley met to discuss an assessment of urban areas. This was to feature in work by the RRWG but the ‘urban’ section of its webpage is empty.  [127:  Minutes of the Valley Shelter Cluster Meeting Date : 23rd July 2015] 


The importance of accountability in this response was implicit in the few days’ hiring of International Alert. Given accusations of government corruption and bureaucracy in meetings, evaluations, the media, and by some informants, it was important that the cluster demonstrate capacity and willingness to address and act on beneficiary concerns.

· Dr. Kuntoro informed that there are three major enemies of reconstruction; corruption, bureaucracy, and politics and that these are not the monopoly of the Government, I/NGOs also face these too.[footnoteRef:128] [128:  Shelter Cluster Nepal, Recovery and Reconstruction Working Group Experience and Lessons Sharing from Pakistan and Aceh, 8th October 2015 ] 



	
	Accountability 

	R19 
	Deploy beneficiary accountability expertise for a minimum of two months in a future response. 





4.8	Contingency planning, preparedness and capacity-building	

[bookmark: _Toc422057812]Preparedness for both monsoon and winter 2015 feature in cluster strategy documents and the cluster contributed to contingency plans for the monsoon in Gorkha District. Nevertheless, many informants saw it as slow to highlight and communicate the need for winter preparedness and response. 

Winterization was discussed at the Accountability, Targeting and Contingency Planning TWIG in June.  The topic was then devolved to hubs and districts.  In July the CSG stated that winter distribution should be complete by November before the cold weather began.[footnoteRef:129] A new TWIG, chaired first by the Nepal Red Cross then by a cluster technical coordinator, began meeting in August, drafted guidance by September and issued a final document in November.[footnoteRef:130]  [129:  Shelter Cluster, CSG Meeting Minutes,  10 July 2015]  [130:  Shelter Cluster Nepal, Winterization Guidance, 13 September 2015] 


Under normal circumstances, publication of the draft guidance might have left time for purchase and delivery - if agencies had funds. However, the September blockade and fuel crisis slowed import, pushed up prices and delayed distribution.  In November, the Shelter Cluster reported to the HCT that its assessment of needs had been revised upwards and there remained a gap of 60,000 households needing aid. Distribution continued into February 2016.

· All clusters acted as if the monsoon and winter never came! From the donor perspective, after three months our HQ won't be saying ‘Do you need more money?’ I asked all the clusters: “Are you ready for the monsoon and winter? Put them into your budget for the emergency.” [footnoteRef:131] [131:  SSI, 27.02.17 (2)] 


· It was a complex situation, not just procurement but the political situation, blockade, fuel shortage, damaged roads, for example, to Sindhupalchok and Rasuwa. It would have been better to decide the kit in June-July.[footnoteRef:132] [132:  SSI, 25.02.17 (3)] 


· Winterisation distribution was affected by a) late development of kit, b) corruption, c) the blockade.[footnoteRef:133] [133:  SSI, 24.02.17 (3)] 


·  [Distribution) was late because of the blockade and no fuel. We did most distribution in February. Maybe they designed the kit late but nobody expected the blockade to last so long.[footnoteRef:134] [134:  SSI, 24.02.17 (4)] 



Despite the devastating loss of life and numerous preparedness instruments and initiatives (see Annex 6), several informants referred to the 2015 earthquakes as effectively a ‘drill’.  By the time of this evaluation, many informants agreed with the ECHO monitoring mission:  the Shelter Cluster should be using lessons from 2015 to plan for the next earthquake, predicted to take place in Kathmandu or Western Nepal. They emphasised the need for stronger preparedness, planning and advocacy.  

· “The Nepal Shelter Cluster should develop a plan to capture lessons and integrate the learning from this response into future Shelter Cluster operations.”[footnoteRef:135] [135:  DG ECHO and the Global Shelter Cluster, (2016), page 14] 


· I suggest one permanent office for the Shelter Cluster to raise awareness, for example, in western Nepal before an earthquake to educate people and raise awareness. [footnoteRef:136] [136:  SSI, 04.03.17 (2)] 


· Work with the government to apply lessons from the earthquake. Our voice may not reach. It needs a break-through. At the last Shelter Cluster meeting I attended, they talked about a possible earthquake in the west or a glacier breakdown in the north, a lake breach…How are we prepared for the next disaster?[footnoteRef:137] [137:  SSI, 25.02.17 (1)] 




Recommendations

	
	Contingency planning

	R20
	Develop an easy to read lessons-learned document on the 2015 earthquake shelter response for use in future responses. Make it available in Nepali and English.

	R21
	Include cluster SOP and business continuity in a revised contingency plan.


	R22
	Involve key global, government, national partners and civil society organisations in developing and testing contingency plan.

	R23
	Strengthen Global Shelter Cluster capacity to support and fund contingency planning.

	R24
	Include IM training and user-testing of website in contingency planning.


	R25
	Use findings of accountability, cross-cutting and feedback initiatives in contingency planning







4. Conclusions 

· New data has revealed that the devastating quake that hit Nepal in April did not release all of the stress that had built up underground, and has pushed some of it westwards.[footnoteRef:138] [138:  Rebecca Morel, Risk of future Nepal-India earthquake increases, BBC News, 7 August 2015
] 


IFRC was apparently well-prepared to respond to the need for coordination in 2015. It had a senior Nepali staff member in place. Through him, cluster co-lead UN-Habitat and the Nepal Red Cross, it had good access to the Government of Nepal. At global and regional level, IFRC responded immediately. The first coordinator reached Kathmandu within 48 hours.  In a city where everyone was personally affected by the earthquakes and after-shocks, the surge team was well-supported by staff of the IFRC delegation.

The existence of the preparedness Shelter Cluster in Nepal raised expectations of IFRC.  Yet as in other humanitarian organisations, preparedness / DRR / resilience / contingency planning / mitigation programmes are not always compatible with a pattern of project funding. Even in Nepal where international government and non-government and Red Cross organisations were participating in numerous preparedness and earthquake awareness programmes many of the basics required were not in place. 

Expectations were not the fault of the preparedness Shelter Cluster whose members, like district focal points in the earthquake response, fitted part-time roles in shelter contingency planning round full-time jobs in other agencies. Those planning coordination of a major shelter emergency in Nepal were unlikely to be the ones actually coordinating. Since 2009 when international clusters were last activated in Nepal, both national and international templates and tools had been developed. In 2015, many had to be re-learned or re-designed in the earthquake response because they had not yet been put to the test.

Responding to the expectations were a team which brought Nepal and international experience to the cluster though not always at the same time. It is unfortunate that global coordination support in the field ended just when the second team, most with limited international experience, started. The second team inherited too a change in government attitude to the response as well as a pre-earthquake history in which questions about cluster leadership remain to be answered. The Shelter Cluster is a good idea and a good idea has many fathers but emergencies need predictable leadership.

Those with international experience were baffled, even angered, by the Shelter Coordination Team’s proximity to the Red Cross Movement and the Government of Nepal, and concerned about its autonomy. Those who saw the Team in action for the first time thought it pragmatic and effective in filling a coordination gap the government alone could not. Both sides were in agreement that the cluster needed to be a stronger advocate with government (though arguably did not see its work in diplomacy) and that IFRC needed to plug gaps in its own capacity, notably cash programming and mobile coordination.

The cluster was well-supported by long-term shelter partners such as CRS, Habitat for Humanity, IOM, and Save the Children. The cluster also involved private sector and voluntary organisations, including the Chambers of Commerce and the Chaudhary Foundation, new to humanitarian shelter. Nepal remains at high risk. The lessons of 2015 must be shared and built on by national and international partners in a properly funded and tested contingency plan process. 
















































Annex 1	Coordination hubs   










Western hub

Many shelter agencies went early to Gorkha district, epicentre of the first earthquake, where 73,000 houses had been damaged. The first shelter hub meeting was led by CRS, People in Need and IFRC on 12 May 2015. Save the Children acted as hub lead until IFRC deployed a coordinator. CRS appointed a district focal point. 

On average, 11 agencies attended minuted meetings in Gorkha from May to September 2015. Hub and district coordinators were regarded by informants as experienced, helpful and knowledgeable.  Both remained in post until cluster handover. 

ACTED was district focal point in Dhading where 84,000 houses had been damaged. Here minuted sub-hub meetings from August to September 2015 were held at the Nepal Red Cross office and chaired by Save the Children. Attendance averaged eight participants.  

In Makwanpur District 37,000 houses had been damaged. Nepal Red Cross then Plan International acted as focal point.  A single meeting, attended by eight agencies is recorded on August 2015.

Lamjung District was the epicentre of the ‘Gorkha earthquake.’ In some documents it appears as a sub-hub, in others, not. No minutes were available but at least one meeting took place here.[footnoteRef:139] [139:  This meeting is described from the point of view of a local NGO in a blogpost by Laura Spero, May 26, 2015, Throwing Stones at Tin Houses] 




Eastern Hub 1

Among districts worst affected by the earthquakes was Sindhupalchok where 3,557 people lost their lives. 66,000 houses were damaged.  By 5 May, when the first joint CCCM and Shelter Cluster meeting was held at Chautara, there were 48 agencies working in shelter in Sindhupalchok district. IOM, OCHA and partners organised the first meeting. 

IOM deployed a hub and a district coordinator and the government survey officer for Sindhupalchok was co-lead.  Agencies attending meetings included Save the Children which also acted as DLSA. On average, 17 agencies attended meetings in Chautara from May to August 2015. 

Dolakha was epicentre of the May earthquake where 52,000 houses were damaged. Plan, also DLSA in Dolakha was followed by IOM as district focal point. Sub-hub meetings from August to September 2015 were held at the District Technical Office or Plan’s office. Attendance averaged 11 agencies between May and October 2015.

				

Eastern Hub 2

IOM followed by GOAL was district focal point at Ramechhap where 39,916 houses had been damaged. There were few shelter partners. A single minuted meeting with three agencies was held in July 2015. ACTED was focal point in Okhaldonga where 13,138 houses were damaged.

At Kavre 73,647 houses, 92 per cent of all housing in the district was damaged. First Nepal Red Cross then IOM was focal point. An average of nine agencies attended meetings minuted between July and September 2015.

IOM followed by Nepal Red Cross was district focal point at Sindhuli where 28,225 houses were damaged. Five agencies attended minuted meetings in July-August 2015.The district was considered one of the poorest served during the emergency phase. 

					



Central Hub

The central region combined Nepal’s largest conurbation in Kathmandu Valley with isolated mountain and rural areas. It was the only area covered by earthquake Contingency plans but overlooked following the rush to meet needs in remoter districts.

IFRC appointed a central hub coordinator.  Local partner Lumanti, was focal point in Kathmandu District where 98,936 houses had been damaged and Lalitpur District (25,508 houses damaged).  Lumanti followed Nepal Red Cross as focal point in Bhaktapur District (27,954 houses damaged). 

Three sub-hub meetings covering the three districts were held in Kathmandu in July 2015, the last attended by 25 agencies. The central hub was notable for participation by affected communities.  

GIZ followed by GOAL was district focal point in Rasuwa District which suffered damage to 11,635 houses. On average 12 partners attended sub-hub meetings in August-October 2015. The district was considered well-served in terms of emergency shelter, materials for self-recovery and government cash grants in comparison to others. 

GIZ was also district focal point in Nuwakot District where 99 per cent of houses (79,762) were damaged. Two minuted meetings chaired by DUDBC are recorded in September-October 2015, the second attended by six organisations.
 





















Annex 2	SAG member agencies 

· Care Nepal 
· CORD 
· CRS
· DFID
· DUDBC
· Habitat for Humanity, 
· IFRC
· IOM 
· Lumanti 
· Ministry of Urban Development 
· NSET
· Plan
· Save the Children
· UN Habitat
· UNHCR

























Annex 3	TWIGs  


	
TWIGs named in cluster documentation


	Accountability 

	Accountability, Targeting and Contingency Planning

	Assessment

	Capacity building training 

	Cash / Cash & Shelter 

	Cash, Markets, and Livelihoods & Shelter Specifications

	Communicating with Communities 

	Contingency Planning

	Early Recovery Key Messaging 

	HLP

	Improving temporary shelter 

	Improving Temporary Shelter Key Messaging

	Key messages 

	Recovery and reconstruction

	Retrofit

	Shelter intervention

	Shelter specifications and technical standards 

	Social inclusion 

	Technical (general)

	Technical Assistance and Training for Recovery

	Vulnerability 

	Winterisation 


















Annex 4	Advocacy and communication by the Cluster


	Main audience
	Advocacy / communication activities and products 

	Affected people 
	· 10 Key Messages
· IEC on safe siting and earthquake preparedness
· Material re-use
· Safe demolition
· Temporary shelter improvement

	Chambers of Commerce 
	· Briefings on shelter material specifications 

	Donors
	· Briefings on cluster activities 
· Briefings on Flash Appeal and recovery needs 
· Briefings on shelter material specifications
· Donor key messages
· Factsheets (August and November) 

	Government 
	· District Factsheets 
· Joint representation on taxed import of goods
· Meetings and briefings
· Recovery position paper

	OCHA 
	· Meetings 
· Briefings on shelter needs in Flash Appeal
· Contribution to OCHA bulletins, sitreps., Key Sectoral Messages 

	Press/media 
	· Briefing notes  
· Contribution to RC/HC press briefings 

	RC/HC
	· Briefings on distribution policy 

	Red Cross Movement 
	· Cluster standards and activities 

	Shelter partners 
	· 10 Key Messages
· CGI standards 
· District Factsheets 
· Factsheets August and November 
· IEC on safe siting and earthquake preparedness
· Material re-use
· Recovery position paper
· Safe demolition
· Temporary shelter improvement
· Winterisation Factsheets 










Annex 5		Timeline   

	April  25
	A 7.8 magnitude earthquake occurs 80 km northwest of Kathmandu. 

	26
	Government requests humanitarian support from UN Resident Coordinator.

	27
	Government declares state of emergency.

IFRC launches preliminary appeal for CHF 33,481,398.

First Shelter Cluster coordinator arrives.

	28
	First Shelter Cluster meeting. 

Global focal point for coordination and information management arrives.

	29
	Flash Appeal is launched. It includes $50m for shelter programmes in first three months. 

First technical coordinator arrives.
 
First cluster technical meeting.

	May 01
	First SAG meeting 

	02
	A 5.0 magnitude earthquake occurs near Pokhara.

	03
	OCHA decides to establish three hubs.

	05
	First shelter and CCCM cluster meeting at Chautara 

	11
	First technical coordinator leaves.

	12
	A 7.3 magnitude earthquake occurs near base of Mount Everest, 80 km northeast of Kathmandu. 

First shelter cluster meeting in Gorkha.

	16
	Revised IFRC appeal includes CHF 1.6 million for deployment of a Shelter Cluster coordination Team.

Data collection for needs assessment by REACH begins. 

	20
	Global focal point for coordination and information management leaves.

	21
	Second cluster coordinator starts.

	24
	First cluster coordinator leaves.

	29
	Nepal Earthquake Flash Appeal revised to $422 million to meet the protection and humanitarian needs of 2.8 million people. 

	June 22
	Government declares emergency officially over.

	July 20
	First shelter meeting in central hub region 

	24
	Global focal point for coordination arrives.

	30
	Winterisation TWIG meets.

	September 03
	Second cluster coordinator leaves. 

Global focal point for coordination becomes third coordinator.

	20
	New constitution is passed by Government of Nepal 

	23
	Blockade begins on border with India.

	24
	Draft winterisation guidance 

	30
	Total of $241 million is contributed against Flash appeal (57 percent funded) including $18 million from the UN Central Emergency Response Fund. 

	November 04
	10 key messages for building back safer finalised.

	20
	Winterisation package finalised

	December 31
	Third coordinator end of contract





Annex 6  	Disaster preparedness initiatives and instruments[footnoteRef:140]    [140:  Chief source: MOHA and DPNet (2011 and 2015)
] 



	1980 
	Bahjang (Western Nepal) earthquake, magnitude 6.5
	

	
	Nepal Geological Society established.
	

	1982
	Natural Calamity Relief Act outlines central, regional and local government duties, roles and responsibilities in disaster response.
	

	1987 
	Establishment of Special Disaster Unit in Ministry of Home Affairs
	

	1988
	Udayapur (Eastern Nepal) earthquake,  magnitude 6.5
	

	1991
	Disaster Prevention Technical Center established
	

	1993
	Three sectoral “Working Groups” on Health, Logistics, and Food & Agriculture are established in response to floods. Members are government, UN,  donors and NGOs
	

	1994
	National Building Code formulated
	

	
	NSET established to support government in reducing earthquake risk
	

	1995
	Nepal GIS Society registered. 
	

	1996
	National Action Plan on Disaster Management endorsed by government
	

	
	Disaster Management Section set up at Nepal Red Cross. 
	

	
	DPNet established to support coordination between government and non-government sectors
	

	1997
	Kathmandu Valley Earthquake Risk Management Project (KVERMP) launched by Asian Disaster Preparedness Center
	

	
	Disaster Management Section set up in Kathmandu Metropolitan Office 
	

	1999 
	Local Self-Governance Act on development encourages local government units and committees to find solutions to problems by themselves
	

	2000
	Prime Minister releases Kathmandu Valley Earthquake Scenario and Risk
Management Action Plan
	

	2002
	Study on Earthquake Disaster Mitigation in Kathmandu Valley carried out with Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA)
	

	
	Association of International NGOs forms Task Group on Disaster Management
	

	2003
	Government decides on mandatory implementation of 1994 Building Code
	

	
	European Commission funds first DRR Action Plan via DIPECHO 
	

	
	Institute of Engineering establishes Centre for Disaster Studies 
	

	2004
	Kathmandu Valley Earthquake Preparedness Initiative started by American Red Cross, Nepal Red Cross Society and NSET in 10 locations with OFDA support 
	

	2007
	Oxfam funds National Disaster Management Center to develop Disaster Management Policy and Act. Changes of government mean it is not adopted.
	

	
	UNDP funds development of National Strategy for Disaster Risk Management.
	

	2008
	Koshi floods
	

	
	IASC endorses and adopts cluster approach 
	

	
	Clusters are activated in response to Koshi floods
	

	
	National Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction established
	

	2009
	National Strategy for Disaster Risk Management endorsed by government 
	

	
	DIPECHO launches Fifth Action Plan which includes coordination and capacity-building
	

	
	Nepal Risk Reduction Consortium founded by Asian Development Bank, IFRC, UNDP, OCHA, UNlSDR, and World Bank. 
	

	2010
	US Government and ECHO join Nepal Risk Reduction Consortium
	

	
	National Emergency Operation Center established in Kathmandu 
	

	
	UNISDR launches city resilience campaign to which Nepal is a signatory.
	

	
	Central National Disaster Relief Committee recommends selection of District Lead Support Agencies (DLSAs) to coordinate preparedness forum with NGOs and clusters 
	

	2011
	Sikkim / Taplejung earthquake, magnitude 6.9, affects 23,425 families across 18 districts in Nepal
	

	
	Local Disaster Management Planning Guidelines 
	

	2013
	National Disaster Response Framework published. 
	

	
	District Disaster Management Plans 
	

	2015
	Earthquakes in April and May, magnitude 7.8 and 7.3, affect 1.2 million families in 32 districts 
	






























Annex 7	Evaluation informants

	Name
	Agency 
	Role / former Cluster role 

	Betisa Egea
	Belgian Red Cross 
	Former Technical Coordinator

	Bibek Shrestha 
	CARE Gorkha 
	Shelter Technical Officer

	Anil Baral 
	CARE Gorkha
	Engineer

	Merina Ranjit
	Chaudhary Foundation
	Assistant General Manager

	Rabindra Timsena 
	Chaudhary Foundation
	Shelter Programme Officer

	Adeel Javaid
	CRS Gorkha 
	Shelter and WASH Programme Manager 

	Magnus Wolfe Murray
	DFID 
	Technical Adviser

	Nicola Murray
	DFID 
	Disaster Resilience Manager 

	Rabi Shah
	DUDBC 
	Former Deputy Director General and focal point 

	Shyam Kishwore Singh
	DUDBC 
	Former DUDBC Chief and Cluster Chair, Gorkha  

	Piush Kayastha
	ECHO Nepal 
	Programme Officer 

	Stephen Jenkinson 
	GOAL
	Nepal Area Manager / Former Rasuwa District Focal Point 

	Maggie Stephenson
	Habitat for Humanity 
	Former Recovery Advisor

	Jake Zarins 
	Habitat for Humanity 
	Director Disaster Risk Reduction Response and Field Operations

	Avishek Thapa
	HRRP 
	Former District Focal Point (IOM)

	Gaurab Pradhan
	HRRP
	Former Information Management Officer 

	Loren Lockwood
	HRRP
	Former District Focal Point Gorkha

	Minar Thapa Magur
	HRRP
	Former Shelter Engineer (CRS)

	Prajwol Sharma
	HRRP 
	Government Liaison Officer; Former CCCM Cluster lead

	Prakash Basnet
	HRRP 
	Former District Focal Point, Okhaldunga (ACTED)

	Reshma Shrestha
	HRRP
	Former Technical Officer

	Sanjay Deshar
	HRRP
	District Coordinator Ramechhap

	Siobhan Kennedy
	HRRP
	Former Technical Coordinator 

	Pramesh Paudel
	ICRC
	Head of Cooperation Department 

	Neil Bauman
	IFRC  
	Global Surge

	Pablo Medina
	IFRC 
	Global Deputy Coordinator 

	Tom Bamforth
	IFRC   
	Former Cluster Coordinator 

	Victoria Stodart 
	IFRC 
	Former Coordinator 

	Shirin Narymbaeva
	IFRC
	Former information Management Support 

	Max Santner
	IFRC Nepal
	Head of Delegation 

	Michael Higginson
	IFRC Nepal
	Programme coordinator 

	Sanjeev Hada
	IFRC Nepal
	Coordinator (Preparedness); Former Deputy Coordinator 

	Deepika Bhardwaj
	IFRC Nepal
	Cluster Officer (Preparedness); Former Information Manager

	Alex Barcena
	Independent
	Former Lead Information Manager 

	David Delgado
	Independent
	Former Technical Coordinator

	Ewan Oglethorpe
	Independent
	Former Information Officer

	James Shepherd Barron
	Independent 
	Former Humanitarian Adviser, DFID 

	Prafulla Pradhan
	Independent
	Former Consultant, UN-Habitat

	Victoria Bannon *
	Independent
	Former Coordinator 

	Ameena Shrestha *
	Independent
	Former Private Sector Coordinator


	Rabindra Gurung
	International Alert 
	Nepal Representative 

	Joseph Ashmore
	IOM
	Technical Coordinator 

	Dave Hodgkin
	IOM
	Former Hub Coordinator Sindhupalchok

	Jim Kennedy
	IOM 
	Technical support 

	Naoki Nishimura
	JICA
	Representative 

	Lajana Manandhar
	Lumanti
	Executive Director / Former 
Central Hub Focal Point 

	Dev Ratna Dhakwa 
	Nepal Red Cross Society
	Secretary General

	Ramesh Ghimire
	Nepal Red Cross Society
	Programme Coordinator / Shelter Focal 

	Surya Bhakta Sangachhe
	NSET
	Senior Technical Adviser

	Bibek Ghimire
	Oxfam GB 
	Shelter Officer Gorkha

	Chet Kumar Khatri
	Oxfam GB
	Shelter Coordinator 

	Clara María Gómez Pineda
	Save the Children
	Shelter Technical Adviser

	Sanjeeb Shakya
	Save the Children
	Humanitarian Programme Manager 

	Stine Heiselberg
	UN 
	Head of Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator’s Office 

	Bronwyn Russel
	UN Inter Agency  Common Feedback Project 
	Humanitarian Affairs Officer

	Padmer Sunder  Joshi
	UN-Habitat 
	Habitat Programme Manager for Nepal; former SAG member

	Laureen Reagan
	USAID Nepal 
	Director, DR4

	Santosh Gyawali
	USAID Nepal 
	Development Program Specialist, DR4 

	Tom Zearley
	USAID Nepal
	Development Officer, DR4

	Richard Luff
	WASH Cluster
	Former WASH Cluster Coordinator 

	Simon Darke
	World Vision
	Shelter and Infrastructure Manager 
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