Minutes for Technical Working Group No. 2
Meeting Date – 3rd March 2023 at 17.00
Location – IFRC Office, Gaziantep and on line

1.0	Introductions
· Dave Hodgkins _ Miyamoto
· Step_CARE (Hatay) – shelter, WASH, food and protection
· Marwan _IOM _ Distribution of NFI and working closely with AFAD.  Proposing repair and rehabilitation projects
· Muhammed_IOM_as above
· Bishnu_ Save the Children _ Shelter and construction related activities.  Wants guidance from the Cluster on how we can provide shelter support.  Also wants to have guidelines on ‘Build back safer’.
· Xavier_ DRC_ Working on distributing NFIs in informal camps mostly Hatay and Maras.  Now working with local municipalities to distribute tents (1000 in pipeline). Rolled out brief questionnaire to previous participants of programme, ask questions to understand what are the barriers to returning to using lightly and no damage houses.  What kind of support/reassurance would people want to help them return to homes.
Will hope to present the results in the next meeting
· Kelly_ Global Shelter Cluster Green Team, jointed to see how they can assist.
· Sebastian Kaminski_ Arup (consulting engineers)
· Tom Newby_ Buro Happold_(consulting engineers)
· Bouke_ Shelter Sector Information Manager
· Des McCall_IFRC Shelter Sector technical Coordinator (facilitator)

[bookmark: _Hlk129082485]2.0	Informal settlements
· Des presented one poster on fire prevention, and pointed the group to other fire protection resources that exist on the Global Shelter Cluster website at https://sheltercluster.org/group/compendium/documents?language=English&compendium_type_of_hazard=Fire
· Kelly introduced Kindling, and NGO focused on fire prevention. [post meeting note, Des has meeting with Kindling arranged for 07.03.23, will report on it in next TWiG]
· It was suggested that shelter sector actors could prioritise fire prevention/protection training as activity.
· Translate some of the fire prevention IECs (IOM offered) and site planning documents
· Engage with authorities who are planning these sites
· Trainings
· Fire drills
· Marwan noted that the ‘container cities’ are being set up with very little space (10-20cm) between each.
· There was discussion around what ‘informal settlements’ actually are.  It was agreed that the Shelter Sector would produce a compendium of settlement types, so that there is a common understanding within the TWiG.
· It was noted that on Monday a site planner (Jessica) seconded from IOM, will join the Shelter Sector, and will be available for assisting with site planning.

3.0	  Engaging with government (at local level)
· AFAD is keen to move people out of tents and into the ‘container cities’.
· They (AFAD) will manage the ‘container cities’, but not the scattered informal settlements. [ post meeting note – following a meeting between AFAD & TSS, TSS reported AFAD establishes the [container] site and supports initial management (approx. 1 month).  The plan, thereafter, is for assigned local focal points to support camp management. Prior to a disaster, as part of preparedness efforts, each district should have identified focal points (usually people who are head teachers, municipality representatives etc) who are supposed to manage sites. In practice, this hasn’t always worked in the way intended, as some of the identified people may have been disaster affected themselves. ]
· Ministry of Internal Affairs have assigned ‘ambassadors’ to each of the main affected provinces.  Shelter Sector Coordinators has met with those ambassadors in two provinces.  It’s still quite fluid: in the next week, hope to clarify who is point of contact in each area but essentially:
· For formal settlements all input is via AFAD
· Informal: ambassadors or local authorities.  CONTACT UNDAC
· Dave reported that each municipality has a digital map of the level of damage per building.  Consult there for information.
· Shelter Sector proposing to assist in matching local needs with capacity of implementing partners.  For this Shelter Sector needs to know what partners are doing.  We will shortly release a simple form and kindly seek input from implementing partners to assist this coordination.

4.0 Discussion on how to facilitate people to move back into ‘lightly’ or no damaged homes.  
· The _IFRC Turkiye_ Secondary Data Review Turkiye Earthquake Impact on Shelter and Displacement was highlighted: 20230228_IFRC Turkiye_Secondary Data Review Turkiye Earthquake Impact on Shelter and Displacement | Shelter Cluster.  Note that over 600,000 buildings assessed by AFAD are classified as ‘undamaged’.  So facilitating people to move back to those buildings reduces the shelter caseload considerably.
· It was agreed best to concentrate on ‘undamaged’, rather than lightly damaged also.
· It was recognised that people have a real fear still of moving back into buildings.  
· [bookmark: _Hlk129081470]The criteria by which AFAD assessed buildings was discussed.  It only noted level of damaged noted, no comment on whether a particular building was seismically resistant or not.  [Post meeting note: the criteria for assigning buildings to the 5 categories was forwarded by IOM – will be shared next meeting]
· Next meeting Xavier will share initial findings from a survey done to understand better people’s reluctance to moving back into undamaged homes, but lack of confidence in standard of construction has been mentioned by respondents, particularly in multi storey buildings.
· There was discussion around whether to provide communication around what makes a building safe ( to reassure people considering moving back in to their building).  It was generally agreed to avoid that, due the responsibility involved and the need to avoid contradicting government messaging.
· The possibility of supporting a second, more detailed assessment of buildings by accredited Turkish engineers, was discussed.
[bookmark: _Hlk129083929][Post meeting note:  for example, the IFRC office in Gaziantep was assessed.  It took 4 person days, probably more including the report and was approx. USD $2,000.]
· Dave reiterated that there is some 600,000 buildings that the government has deemed undamaged.  There may just be practical reasons why people don’t move in, eg they were previously rented and people can’t access the rental market, or moving household items, for example.  Need to understand barriers.
· It was pointed out that organisations, such as CRS, have developed considerable experience in earthquake responses, and the TWiG could tap in to their experience.  Shelter Sector to reach out to them.
· Bishnu pointed out that experience from other earthquakes (Haiti, Nepal, Indonesia) was that people waited for a month or two until the aftershocks subsided before moving back in.  However, those were generally low rise 1 or 2 two storey buildings.  The same may be the same for rural areas and other low rise buildings, but not for the high rise.




5.0		Environmental issues 
Important to incorporate environmental issues in programming from the start of programme design.  See https://sheltercluster.org/community-practice/environment-community-practice for resources.

In particular, Kelly drew attention to the SMAC tool, which implementing agencies can use to calculate the carbon impact of construction projects:
https://sheltercluster.org/environment-community-practice/documents/assessing-carbon-dioxide-equivalents-ff-construction 
This will be elaborated on further at the next meeting.

6.0	AOB
· Dave presented a paper on the particular dangers related to asbestos specific to this area, due to material extracted locally and used in construction materials, such as plaster.
[Post meeting note:  The Shelter Cluster has proposed an inter-cluster Task Force with Health and Early Recovery clusters.  There is a need to put out clear and consistent messaging, rather than possibly introduce confusion from part developed output.  (Francisco & Ela from Shelter will follow up on this)]

Next meeting 17.00 on Friday 10th March 2023




