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DAY 1
	Agenda Item
	Discussion
	Action points

	Welcome
	Participants were welcomed to the meeting and given a broad summary of ongoing events and challenges. 

The lack of ECHO funding going into 2019 could be an opportunity to highlight some of the work and mainstream it through agencies. The relation with ECHO will still remain a priority next year regardless of the funding.
	
Possibility of organizing an event with ECHO to summarize lessons learnt of the 6 years of support.

NRC to explore opportunities with the German Government.

	Review of the GSC Meeting and related events
	The minutes of the GSC meeting are available, and a summary was distributed to all participants. The Cluster meeting included 153 participants – significantly more than previous Cluster meetings. The size has an impact in the type of discussions that could be organised and the objectives that can be achieved. 

What are the objectives of the meeting? 
The meeting has to engage with decision-makers, donors and influencers while also including technical discussions. In this perspective, planning is particularly relevant – if high-level participants are expected, the meeting needs to be planned months in advance.

Main objectives identified were:
· Exchange shelter practices;
· Exchange coordination practices;
· Networking;
· Advocacy to high-level participants;
· Learn about new developments;
· Review implementation and plan for the next year

It is also important to balance more senior-level participants to junior ones who are new to many topics (as well as advocacy and technical matters). There could be a possibility of including different “lines” for people to follow according to their expertise. Different workshops, however, still need to allow for a common work for all participants (and common sessions). The inclusion of refugee discussions in the meeting was reported interesting and helpful. Discussions need to be focused on the topic and restricted where necessary.

Location of the meeting: Moving from Geneva?
Log Cluster meetings are organised in different cities with a view of reaching key donors or helping partners profile the sector, while WASH goes more closer to ongoing operations. Locations outside of Geneva would also be significantly cheaper for organisations to attend. The participation of government representatives should also be kept into consideration in the selection of a location.

	Changes agreed for the structure of the coordination workshop: 
· Changes in agenda to include review of the implementation of the GSC strategy 2018-2022 by the different country clusters.
· Better management of the sessions to ensure they are to the point. 

For the GSC meeting, continue as it is but invite more government representatives and start preparations earlier (in March)

Continue with the shelter meetings while ensuring coherence among the three events. 

Keep these events in Geneva as it is better for involving other clusters and OCHA.

SAG retreat to happen twice a year: Dec in Geneva and in June, around the mid-year teleconference. The second one could move to capitals for connection with key donors, or otherwise closer to ongoing operations. 

Regional meetings should be promoted and used to address several of the issues of GSC interest.

Support Team to create a web calendar with all the GSC meetings in one place.

	Short Updates from the Working Groups
	The working groups are requested to report to the SAG, particularly on how they contribute to the GSC Strategy 2018-2022. Working groups are meant as temporary in nature focusing on a particular output. Once that output is fulfilled, the group should be dissolved. Ongoing tasks can become a community of practice.

Working groups have been given a mandate by the SAG and do not need necessarily to go back to it, unless there is a wish from either side to do so. The SAG can decide to endorse a particular output.

Working Group: Gender-based violence in shelter programming
This working group was set up by IOM and CARE with the main objective of mainstreaming GBV in shelter (and vice versa). The group has produced the expected output and is now unofficially closed. There is a need to look into the issue of continuity in products on this matter – the guidance could be integrated in wider documents on site establishment.

Working Group: Constructions Standards
The working group was restyled during the last year and counts 22 participants across multiple agencies. A meeting session was held during the GSC Meeting in Geneva which was a key event to attract more participants in the working group.
Discussions are ongoing on where to go next – what the phase will be now if the product is endorsed and pivot to dissemination, communicating. The main issue at the moment regards terminology, and consultations are ongoing on any changes needed on this.

Working Group: Inclusion of Persons with Disabilities
Working group was established in late May/early June this year, and has 59 participants across multiple agencies. There is a lot of interest around this topic.
The group has provided inputs for shelter products and on IASC guidelines. Possible gaps in terms of guidance were also reviewed. Next year, a pilot will be launched for a field office, which will include an analysis of current challenges and how the office could be supported on these. A country level workshop will also be organised, and a forum will allow for a safe space on inclusion discussions.

Working Group: NFI Practices
In 2018 the group captured good practices and lessons learnt, and held a workshop in Bangkok in May. In 2019, there is a need to increase capacity across the board through e-learning and ToT sessions (which need to be developed). Links were discussed on environmental matters, particularly regarding the elimination of plastic bags in kits (to be discussed with procurement).

Working Group: Promoting Safer Building
The group is co-chaired by CARE and CRAterre. Ca. 25 active people contributing to the group. They have produced profiles for Bangladesh and Ethiopia and a protocol for developing shelter and settlement information education communication resources. In 2019 another country profile will be produced. CARE has funding for more or less another year. 

Working Group: Urban and Settlements Approaches
The group has been active for almost 2 years and produced a compendium of studies on settlement approaches. Now a consultant was commissioned to analyse and extract what can be learned from it. Webinars involve ca. 20-25 people.  The group collected about 30 case studies so far, identified regional champions and is developing settlements guidance note for 2018-2020. The group has been very consultative and there is an agreement for the continuation of work in the next 2 years.

Working Group: Shelter and Cash
The group is working on guidance, capacity building and developing policy and outreach to spread shelter message on cash. Participants have mixed shelter/cash expertise and have been very engaged.
Main outputs have been cash champions, assessment tool and training package which will be finalised at the end of the year. Three deployments of champions so far. Many different activities with general lobbying, message has been that there is a need for complementary programming.
For 2019 the plan is to look into rental issues, in all its myriad forms, and cash caps. Lots of ideas, but all will need some degree of backing. We need to work with our other sectoral colleagues on a common message.

Working Group: Shelter Projects 2017-2018
IOM has been leading the past 2.5 years with the engagement of several GSC agencies. The year 2018 has been a year in between editions – there has been a lot of efforts on dissemination and on improving/promoting shelter cluster case studies. 
Achievements for the year include dissemination activities, translation of articles into Spanish, French and Arabic, regional/thematic editions, call for abstracts, development of case studies, improvements to the website and a photo competition.  The project is now in the middle of editing/second round of peer review.
The next steps ahead will consist in completing the review process, adding a response overview and practical articles, a meta-analysis and improved introduction, web enhancements and more dissemination activities/events.

Working Group: Shelter Vulnerability Classification
The working group is new and looks at vulnerability at a certain geographical level (national, regional). More time is needed to further work on this topic.

Working Group: State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements
Today, the final version of the report has been sent to the printer. The next edition will be published in 2020. At the moment there is a need to start thinking of what advocacy issues we want the GSC to focus on in the next year.

Working Group: Americas Regional Shelter Cluster Coordination
This working group has been closed. The shelter coordination in the region goes through redLAC – the working group does not want to replace but rather support existing coordination mechanisms. No regional cluster meetings are ongoing with maybe the exception of Protection; otherwise it’s managed by the redLAC inter-sector working group. 
	
Support Team to link WG products with the Strategy in the website

The WG products should be disseminated through country-level clusters. These products should be tagged with reference to the strategy.

Agreement on the closure of the GBV Working Group and the Americas WG.

All other WGs will continue. SAG gave concrete recommendations to each WG. 

All WGs should share their 2019 plan with SAG and how it contributes to the Strategy. 

The SAG recommends that the Shelter Vulnerability WG takes the level of discussions to a more strategic level, possibly linking with other initiatives. A separate meeting will be organised to give the group more direction.

For the State of the Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements publication: organize a launch, potentially at the Humanitarian Partnership and Networking Week in February with OFDA and ECHO.

A mini SAG should be created to define minimum commitments on Gender/ Gender Based Violence.

There should be stronger coordination between WGs. Case studies should be captured in similar or comparable ways or formats, workshops should be organized back to back to have synergies.

SAG should clarify how WGs approach donors. 

For the Cash for Shelter WG there was a decision to split responsibilities around the key areas of focus of the CWG. As of 2019 the CWG will focus efforts on improving the programmatic use of cash for shelter outcomes. This will include developing guidance and practical tools and resources, collating evidence, increasing sector capacity and the broader understanding of shelter within the cash community from an operational perspective. Cluster leads will maintain interagency coordination responsibilities on cash and shelter issues, consulting with and informing the SAG and relevant agencies on a period basis and as when relevant issues arise.


	HLP AoR
	This is one of four Areas of Responsibility (AoRs) under the Protection Cluster. This AoR is led by NRC. The HLP AoR coordinator, Dalia Aranki (dalia.aranki@nrc.no ) attended the meeting and provided an update of the workplan of the AoR. The HLP AoR works to develop a strategy for a more predictable, accountable and effective HLP response.

Workplan for 2018:
· Review of assessments already conducted and common issues in relation to security of tenure;
· Building a community of practice (also using Slack);
· Integration of HLP into all stages of response
· Women HLP rights
· Security of tenure 

The AoR is also developing a minimum package for staff going on mission. On 20-24 May the Global Protection Cluster is organizing a meeting with all the AoRs and partners in Bangkok. The HLP AoR days will be 20-21 May. 

	It was agreed that the HLP AoR workplan should connect more closely with the pillars of the GSC strategy. 

More joint activities should be undertaken between the HLP AoR and the GSC such as sharing messages with country-level clusters, capturing HLP-related case studies in Shelter Projects, and others.



	Early recovery Cluster
	Following an evaluation, a recommendation was made to deactivate all early recovery clusters while supporting the activation of early recovery in existing Clusters. This recommendation was accepted by UNDP, but needs to be discussed by the IASC Principals in May. A live review has been commissioned of the response mechanisms including the Clusters, and IASC does not want to discuss this ahead of the results of the review. However, in general they agree with the recommendation.

In practical terms, all early recovery Clusters should close by end of 2019. By summer, they should have transitioned to other Clusters. For Shelter Clusters, the main activities taken over from early recovery are:
1. General waste management,;
2. Activities around essential local infrastructure (for local authorities);
3. Energy (to be better defined).

It is important to clearly understand the responsibilities around these items. The Shelter Cluster would be taking on activities for agencies who work around debris removal. This could be an advantage when advocating for a settlement approach and might raise the profile of the Cluster. At the same time, however, UNDP is not a disaster response organisation. Energy is an area that is also very strategic for the Cluster. However, the exact implementation is not yet clear.

	A mini SAG group (members: IFRC, UNHCR, IOM, and NRC) to study the ToRs and have further discussions with the Early Recovery Cluster and report back to the SAG.

	Links with another Cluster: CCCM
	CCCM colleagues could not be here on a number of items, but it’s important to still have a discussion to follow up on with them, particularly on:

· Merged clusters
· The merged structure is usually in place due to government requests for only one interlocutor, or because of low resources for two separate clusters. One of the outputs of the strategy is a review of the merged Clusters (currently the situation in 5 countries).
· Overlap of activities
· CCCM tracks all sectors across all sites, while Shelter tracks one sector across all sites. While CCCM has an expertise on camp management, and all tasks related to it, some confusion arises on activities that are conducted out of sites. 
	The SAG and GSC will follow up on these points with the CCCM Cluster in a constructive manner.


DAY 2
	Agenda item
	Discussion
	Action points

	Focus on one topic: Localisation
	Experience from the Child Protection AoR on localisation
This AoR undertook a number of steps to become a more localized cluster:
· At country level: a survey was carried out among members trying to understand the % of partners who were national partners and their opinion on a number of issues: leadership, membership, partnership, funding, and institutional capacity.
· At global level: translation of documents, creation of regional communities of practice, inclusion of national actors in the global SAG.
The inclusion of national actors in the global SAG had a big impact in the work of the cluster making it more field focussed. 
	
Run a survey similar to the one of the Child Protection AoR in a few selected countries and extend to others if useful.

Seek further feedback from the Child Protection AoR on the changes related to the global SAG.

Commit to further localisation of country-level SAGs.

	
	Indonesia
The recent response in Indonesia is linked to the wider conversation on localisation. While the availability of staff with local experience and relevant information was quite positive, in this situation there was a significant bottleneck in connecting national and local levels. The Cluster system was hesitant to engage in local coordination through international personnel as there was a clear instruction from the national government for foreigners not to travel to the field. This resulted in a bottleneck on assistance as there was not enough local capacity trained in the usual international humanitarian response mechanisms to move certain activities forward. At the local level, the Red Cross was very active but other capacity was missing. 

In this sort of situations, it is important to ask who the Cluster is accountable to, is it to the affected population or to national governments? If accountability is to national governments, we should acknowledge that.

There was an opportunity in this context, because of lack of access, to engage in or consider partnerships with universities, private sector, World Bank, etc. Also, an exit strategy was analysed from the very beginning. A significant preparedness investment reinforced the opportunity to leverage the response, building capacity on preparedness for future responses. And a governance diagnostics (organigram) was useful to understand how to plug into the existing structures.

Major needs found from the response:
· Prioritise translation for better engagement 
· Negotiate access for international deployments
· Clusters to invest more in trainings for local staff with English language skills
· Greater pre-disaster focus 
· for Cluster coordination to sort out SOPs and rapid finance/HR systems
· For GSC to adapt to support national activation. 

There is an observed tendency for governments not to request Clusters anymore, possibly because they feel disempowered because of them. It is important not to bypass existing structures in government – it is fine for them to reassert their authority and we have to work within these constraints.
This is especially the case in situations where the government is the Cluster’s co-lead. Ideas need to be presented to the government co-lead and they have to agree to it. It might slow down things, but it’s about understanding we are not there to replace, but rather to support existing response mechanisms.  In conflict situations (e.g. Syria) this might be very complicated, with reduced access for assessments and response.
The Cluster’s support in non-activated situations can also be challenging in terms of funding, mandate, and scope of activities. However, the main value added consists in bringing many people together to discuss best practices. A threshold could also be considered, based on number of participants or existing HRP process beyond which the global shelter cluster should provide support.

In terms of interlocutor, it is important to maintain an engagement with government authorities. ASEAN could also be a possibility to gain mutual support. Governments could also be integrated in shelter forums, to a certain degree.
	
Map type of services that could be provided to countries;

Reach out to high-risk countries in advance to start lobbying;

Follow-up on the suggestion to organize the next Asia-Pacific Shelter Forum in Indonesia.


	GSC Strategy 2018-2022 – Priorities for 2019
	Group exercise for participants: Prioritise outputs on what you would like to see advance in 2019 and suggest who can work on these outputs (an agency, a working group, the SAG, a SAG mini group, …).

Group discussion (see attached photos in Annex 1)

Agencies who are working/have worked on respective pillars could “own” it and be aware of follow ups, sessions on this to prepare about it. They can be “champions” of a pillar in a way.  

	




The GSC will prepare an online sheet to follow up on this, to be shared with all SAG members.

	Issues for discussion: Comments on Sphere
	A new Sphere Handbook has been released in November 2018. For GSC-related matters, the structure changed – from previously two sections on “Shelter” and “NFI” to a single approach in seven standards. Discussions focused on potential confusion for particular items (e.g. minimum sqm for living space per person). In these cases, the Cluster should highlight the difference between standards and indicators and situations in which standards cannot be applied yet but will be in the future. 

It was stressed that the Cluster does not aim to replace existing initiatives (such as Sphere) but to support on them. 

	A position paper will be written by Joseph, in collaboration with Ela, Seki and Neil.

	Issues for discussion: Cluster membership
	Last year it came to the attention of the Cluster that many agencies listed as “partners” actually had no active contact with it. The discussion focused on what general requirements could be applied in order to be partners of the GSC. It was agreed that agencies should commit to certain standards, e.g. engaging with the Cluster at country level, while avoiding an “over-formalisation” of the process.

There are no more private sector members of the GSC. In the past there were some negative experiences and it is important to avoid any possible conflict of interest. Private companies can contribute for diversity, capacity building, research and development, and even information management. However, there will be a need for commitment from their side not to actively promote any of their products.
	SAG co-chairs will prepare a draft of partnership requirements and share it with the SAG for feedback.


A mini SAG group can prepare a small proposal outlining how private sector companies can engage with the Cluster.

	Issues for discussion: Working group
	The functioning of working groups is not formally written at the moment. Anyone wishing to start an initiative sends an activity proposal to the SAG for endorsement, and then a working group is established. Working groups should be multi-agency and take forward matters on behalf of the GSC.

The working groups report to the SAG at least annually. It was agreed that the monitoring of the working groups should not be over-formalised, but there should be clear coordination with the SAG to ensure synergies for cases such as common work or events across working groups, or to approach donors in a coordinated manner.

	No action needed, but ensure clear communication between working groups and SAG.

	Issues for discussion: ECHO funding
	A paper was circulated with the exact amounts of ECHO-funding that will not be available anymore in 2019. The main impact will be on surge capacity, including the newly created roving IMO and coordinator positions, for which there is no plan at the moment. GSC staff is already funded through the Cluster lead agencies and will not be affected. Partner agencies can consider mainstreaming activities on which they are working.

	Each organisation should confirm to SAG co-chairs what resources they will be able to continue providing for the GSC in 2019 now that the ECHO funding is over.
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