SHELTER CLUSTER MEETING
Minutes of 6TH Meeting, 22 October, 2012

Venue:
Muslim Aid, House#13, Road#27, Banani

Date/Time:
22.10.2012, 09.00 am

Agenda:

1. Opening

2. Résumé Mission Hugh Earp

3. Recent disasters: Donor’s response

4. Update situation South East after tropical storm

1. Opening
The chair, Mr. Aminul Islam, welcomed participants and opened the meeting.
2. Résumé Mission Hugh Earp

Hugh Earp, ECB Shelter Accountability Adviser gave a resumee of his recent 4-day mission to Sathkira, where he visited the “FRESH” project of the Narri Consortium, as well as Save the Children and IFRC shelter projects. Although neither objectives, nor implementation modalities are the same for each program, he strived to provide some feedback in regards to accountability aspects.
FRESH project:

· Consists of construction of 11,092 flood resilient shelters on plinths for people who lost their houses during the 2011 floods.

· Funded by one single donor (UK-Aid).

· The project showed an impressive level of accountability, namely through establishment of 
· Management committees (composed of beneficiary representatives, senior figures of community, community members), in charge of

· Beneficiary selection

· Communication with communities, beneficiaries, agencies, etc. 

· Complaint mechanisms, complaint management.

· Such mechanisms 
· Ensure stakeholders’ participation in the process,

· Provide transparency,

· Ensure reception and treatment of feedback and complaints.

· Feedback/complaint mechanism is reinforced through 

· Constantly monitored phone numbers,

· Signboards with updated relevant data,

· Documentation of complaints/feedback and solutions provided.

· On the next level, the project managers of the 6 implementing agencies also form a management committee which regularly discusses issues at management level.
· Beneficiaries were well informed about the project and the process.
The consultant raised the following questions to the project managers, but also to the cluster members:
· People without land or land entitlement are usually left out inn shelter programs, although they are most likely one of most vulnerable groups – how can this be (better) addressed?

· Shelters are well designed, however, there was no beneficiary participation in the design phase, which led to complaints like missing veranda, etc. – How can the process be optimized to incorporate beneficiary input?

· Structures are built on plinths, but no stairs are provided in the design – How does this fit with vulnerability/special need aspects?

· While there is a complaint mechanism in place, there is no formal process to document learning experience.
Save the Children

· Save the Children implements a program to provide shelter material for repair of 200 partly damaged shelters to their original stage, working in some of the same unions as FRESH,

· Provides technical support, but very little backup on “soft components”, e.g. risk reduction,

· The process is transparent,

· Complaint mechanism is in place,

· Advice: include more soft components.

IFRC:

· IFRC provides cash assistance (30,000 BDT/family) for repair of partly damaged shelters to their original stage,

· Provides little technical advice,

· Beneficiary selection mechanism was not clear in regards of beneficiary/community participation,

· As the management committee meets only once/mt., it is unclear if beneficiary perspective is duly considered; however, beneficiary expressed satisfaction with the process without complaints 
Concluding remarks:
· In all visited projects, beneficiaries were extremely grateful to receive assistance, therefore neither criticism nor complaints were expressed,

· The consultant expressed that Bangladesh showed the highest level of accountability of all countries he had visited,

· Joint accountability mechanisms, e.g. regular discussions at project manager level, information sharing and exchange between agencies needs to be observed / improved, especially under the aspects that some agencies are more willing to share information than others.
· In order to reinforce the idea of ownership, it might be appropriate to use different vocabulary, e.g. “We are contracted to provide shelters….”, instead of “We give people shelters…”.

· Several agencies working in the same project area, with each one targeting “most vulnerable” risks to lead to competition between agencies and among beneficiaries, thus to trigger inequality, enviousness and rivalry, while at the same time the most vulnerable are gain left behind.
· Donor coordination needs to be observed, in order to avoid “double funding” of areas and programs (which would accentuate competition as outlined above).

3. Donor response to shelter concerns
· Recent disasters (June/July floods and landslides, October tropical storm) affecting mainly south-eastern areas have incited only limited donor response so far. As per day, the following donors have expressed interest, respectively committed funds:

· EU:
4 million €, (proposal submitted)

· DFID:
1 to 2 million ₤ (in negotiation)

· UNDP:
1 million $ (committed).
· Donors expect proposals from clusters, rather than from individual agencies.

· Funds have been committed / announced exclusively for livelihood and WASH programs, shelter assistance so far was not considered.
· Consequently, apart from agency funded shelter activities, no specific programs have been developed yet.

· The chair encouraged cluster members to draft notes on shelter needs and proposals for possible interventions in order to address further donors for funding. Proposals to be addressed to UNDP, Focal Person: Aminul Islam.
· UNDP will call for Early recovery Cluster meeting ASAP, preferably before Eid holidays, in order to take stock of livelihood/early recovery response and discuss further steps.

4. Update situation South East after tropical storm
· IFRC presented assessment findings and sita=uation analysis of the current situation in Bhola, Noakhali and Chittagong Districts after the recent tropical storm to HCCT.
· HCCT is mulling whether a phase II assessment needs to be conducted.

· A new assessment would be justified mainly through the fact that information received on different levels (Upazilas, Districts, national level) are inconsistent with highly diverging numbers, although reporting is based on D-Forms.

· Agencies (Save the Children, Muslim Aid, IFRC) are distributing NFIs, kits and providing cash assistance; besides government also provided food and cash assistance.

· Oxfam has launched a funding appeal to rais respources to support 2,000 households in Noakhali District (shelter repair, cash assistance, cash-for-work).
The meeting was concluded with a vote of thanks by the Chair.

Aminul Islam
Cluster Coordinator 
Shelter Cluster
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