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GLOBAL SHELTER CLUSTER MEETING
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MEETING NOTES

The agenda can be found here. All the documents related to this event are on this webpage.
1. Welcome 

Ahmed Warsame, the UNHCR Emergency Director welcomed the participants and expressed hope that the meeting will enable participants to exchange views and experiences to contribute to the greater good. The conclusions made during the Grand Bargain and WHS are urging us to work together and localize our interventions as much as possible. One of the main messages expressed was to emphasize the direct linkage between shelter and protection. 
Brett Moore, the GSC Coordinator on behalf of UNHCR, addressed the meeting participants. Humanitarians are operating in an increasingly complicated environment. At the same time, in the last few years, there has been closer cohesion and further reduction of boundaries among agencies, producing a more and more effective shelter response. Flexibility characterizes the cluster and the shelter sector. Within the GSC, partner agencies have been involved in burden sharing and in resourcing innovative ideas. The most fruitful part of these meetings over the past years is the fact that it fosters networking. There are as many new professionals in the meeting as those who have been around for years. Networking and sharing of experiences and innovative ideas is something that can contribute greatly to the development of shelter professionalism. Therefore, he called upon the participants to use each other well, to approach the next few days with open hearts and connect with others. 
The GSC Coordinator on behalf of IFRC, Ela Serdaroglu, presented on the main achievements of the cluster:

· The 5 year GSC Strategy is drawing to an end in 2017. The achieved progress was evaluated against the objectives stipulated in the Strategy. The evaluation report can be found here. The report concluded that, in general, GSC delivered on the objectives set. However, there were a number of areas with room for improvement, which will be taken on board together with the cluster partners. 

· GSC has created the Strategy 2018-2022 WG with an objective of developing a new strategy in the coming months. 

· One of the priorities identified in previous years was closer engagement with sector donors in a consultative manner. Significant progress towards this goal was made via the Donor Consultation Group (DCG), which has already met twice. The platform allows for collaboration with development actors as well. 
· The number of working groups is higher than ever before, testifying to the partnerships within the cluster, with more WGs formed to achieve or take forward common objectives and areas of interest. Among the GSC WGs, the WG on Cash has brought WaSH and Shelter clusters together by developing a joint position on the increasing use of cash. The Shelter Projects WG has successfully published a new edition of case studies. 
Ela also facilitated participants’ introduction to each other. There were a total of 122 participants representing 37 different stakeholders. The full list of participants can be found in Annex 1. All the feedback received is compiled in Annex 2. 
2. Update on the implementation of the GSC Strategy, results of the pre-meeting Survey and presentation of the findings of the GSC Strategy evaluation
2.1. Update on the Implementation of the GSC Strategy (Miguel Urquia)
This session provided an overview of the implementation of the 3 Strategic Aims of the 2013-2017 GSC Strategy. It was explained with a presentation, summarized as follows:

Strategic Aim 1 – Support to country level clusters.

· Two new roles have been introduced in the GSC Support Team:

· Two Senior Roving Cluster Coordinators: they provide immediate surge capacity (deployments in less than 72 hrs) for medium term (up to 6 months)

· Two Global Focal Points for Technical Coordination: Supporting country-level technical coordinators and the Technical Community of Practice
· CRS, Habitat for Humanity,  Save the Children, and UNHCR are taking a lead on behalf of the cluster on cash related issues (Cash Champions).
· IOM and NRC are providing HLP Support on behalf of the cluster.

Strategic Aim 2 – An effective and well-functioning GSC.
· The Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) continues to play its role in overseeing the implementation of the GSC Strategy 2013-2017. The members of the SAG in 2017 were: ACTED, CARE Int’l, CRS, Habitat for Humanity, IFRC, InterAction, IOM, NRC, Save the Children, UNHABITAT, UNHCR, and World Vision International. New SAG members for the year 2018 were elected during the meeting.

· There were 10 active Working Groups: Shelter and Cash, NFI Practices, Construction standards, GBV in Shelter Programming, Shelter Projects 2015-2016, State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements, Settlement approaches in Urban Areas, Americas Regional Shelter Cluster, Strategy 2018-2022 and Promoting Safer Building.

· The Shelter Projects WG has successfully published the 2015-2016 edition of shelter case studies. 

· The Construction standards WG has developed a consultation draft of “Construction Good Practice Standards”. 

· An independent consultant evaluated the GSC Strategy 2013-2017. A WG has been created with a task to develop the GSC Strategy 2018-2022. 
· Six Communities of Practice have been active in 2017: Coordination, Information Management, Technical, Environment, Gender and Diversity, and Recovery. 

Strategic Aim 3 – Increased recognition of the shelter and settlements sector. 

· The GSC participated in and conducted a number of events: the launches of Shelter Projects 2015-2016, a side event during UNHCR March Standing Committee, a side event at the ECOSOC jointly with the Global Alliance for Urban Crises and the Food Security Cluster, and other events. 
· SC partners have actively contributed to the 55th issue of Forced Migration Review, which was focused on Shelter in Displacement. 
· The GSC website www.sheltercluster.org continues to be improved based on feedback, and to experience growth in the number of visitors. The GSC Twitter account (@ShelterCluster) keeps providing updates on news related to the sector.
2.2. Presentation of the findings from the pre-meeting survey (Elizabeth Vikman)
This session presented the pre-meeting survey results. The total number of respondents was 106.
 Respondents’ satisfaction with the services and support provided by the GSC was high (70% satisfied, 6% very satisfied). Areas identified as most influential impediments were the following: (1) insufficient funding for shelter programming (57%), (2) security and poor humanitarian access to affected populations (30%), (3) limited national-level preparedness activities and contingency planning (25%). The presentation can be found here.
2.3. Presentation of the evaluation findings, the new strategy and ways to gather feedback (Jean McCluskey)

This session briefly presented the GSC Strategy 2013-2017 Evaluation Report findings that can be found here. The evaluation found that the content/objectives of the strategy were well received by partners but lacked operationalizing tools such as a logical framework to back it up, indicators and baselines to measure progress, as well as a phased approach or timeline for the implementation. The financial support from ECHO has greatly enhanced cluster capacity but at the same time it led to focusing on ECHO supported activities. Some areas for improvements were identified as: more flexible surge capacity, more emphasis on sub-national coordination, more timely development of technical guidance at the country level, and others. 
The session also outlined the consultation process for the development of the new strategy to take place during the meeting and beyond. The presentation is available here. 

Questions:

· The evaluation reports that shelter sector receives only 4% of the general humanitarian funding according to the Financial Tracking Service (FTS). Where does the money go in terms of sectors? Answer: The biggest proportion of humanitarian aid goes to food. These figures are only as good as the quality of information reported to the FTS. 
· Who are the other actors that are big players within the sector but not part of the cluster? Answer: Other big players are GIZ, Mercy Corps, ACT Alliance and OXFAM.

· The evaluation highlighted that there are other big donors that are not captured in the humanitarian system for now. In your analysis across other clusters, did you find any examples of predictable funding coming from these donors? So far it has been difficult to match funding from these actors with assessed needs on the ground. Answer: Not really, the financial system was not a big part of the evaluation.  

3. Advancing the GSC Strategy (1st round on Day 1)  
This session was an opportunity for the GSC Working Groups (WG) to present their work and receive inputs from the GSC meeting participants. The session was repeated on the second day. The last section of the GSC meeting minutes provides a summary of discussions from each break-out group.  
4. Open Space Session 
An Open Space modality was used to encourage broader participation and diversity of topics. Country clusters could present their work, and also participants who are not necessarily tied to a country cluster, could propose topics of interest. At the beginning of the session all topics were briefly introduced, after which they were allocated a timeslot and a physical area. The schedule was maintained to track which topics were discussed when and where to help the rest of the participants choose discussions/topics to be part of. The participants discussed the following topics as part of this session. The main conclusions have also been summarized:

1. How can IM better serve coordination?
· A number of different skills are needed within IM – mapping, statistics, assessment methodologies, soft skills, etc. 

· Further capacity building

· Services provided by IM to cluster partners – key!

· Include IM importance in the new strategy.

2. Is everyone covered? What about people with disabilities?

· Propose to form a technical working group in the GSC

· Discuss how to implement disability-inclusive shelter programmes

3. Assessments, why bother?

· General vs. detailed sectoral assessments

· Need for core modules/questions
· How to link the assessments with actual response? – align across agencies, multi-sector assessments.

4. How do we measure impact?

· How to quantify the impact of coordination?

· How much resources were saved through joined assessments?

· How much was saved through avoiding duplication?

5. Environment
· Need to move the process of providing post disaster shelter towards environmental sustainability. 
· Conduct life cycle analysis and environmental reviews as part of the routine provision of shelter assistance. 

· We should consider four levels of intervention: donor, upper level policy for overall responses, at the cluster level and within organization core policy, design of projects/programs, and administrative level. 
6. Coordination challenges remaining:

· The relationship with OCHA – how to improve coordination between OCHA and clusters? Collect examples of inter-cluster coordination that worked!

· Capacity building of Partners

· Have a common training of cluster coordinators – applicable to all clusters.

· How to better engage national NGOs in cluster coordination?

· Different coordination models at national level. 

7. Pulling resources to implement settlement approaches;

· Target donors directly with development plans

· Build on existing expertise/success stories

8. Flood resistant shelters in Pakistan
9. The new GSC strategy

Country-clusters displayed their work as part of this session as well. Click on the country to access their webpage. Countries marked with an asterisk are working groups, not clusters: Whole of Syria (including Turkey), Ukraine, Peru, Palestine, Pakistan, South Sudan, Sri Lanka, Somalia, Iraq, DR Congo, Myanmar, Ethiopia, Sudan, Papua New Guinea*. 
6. Presentation of SAG Members and Appointment of SAG Members
The GSC Coordinators thanked the members of the GSC SAG in 2017 for their dedication to the GSC and contribution to the SAG. 

The GSC Deputy Coordinators explained the process that was followed to appoint new candidates for SAG membership. A global update was sent several weeks prior to the GSC Meeting, calling for expressions of interest to be part of the SAG. The received expressions of interest were evaluated according to the criteria outlined in the SAG Terms of Reference (ToR). 

The GSC SAG ToR establishes a limit of 10 agencies plus the 2 co-leads in the GSC SAG. The reason for this limit is to facilitate better decision-making in a small group and allow for rotation of SAG members. This year, 12 organisations that fulfil the criteria expressed their interest to be SAG members. 
The GSC SAG has agreed to elect members by asking agencies that are present at the GSC meeting to vote for candidates they would like to see in the GSC SAG. 37 agencies were present at the meeting. The representatives from each candidate agency presented the profiles of their organizations in person, as well as in written statements available here. During this process two agencies, ACTED and Impact Initiatives, decided to join forces and be represented as one agency during elections and therefore in the GSC SAG. 
The first attempt at the election led to conflicting results as not all agencies followed the instructions spelled out in the voting ballots. Consequently, the exercise was repeated the following day to ensure a transparent process. 

As a result, the following 12 members (10 agencies plus 2 co-leads) were appointed as the GSC SAG members for the year of 2017-2018:

	ACTED/Impact Initiatives
	Australian Red Cross
	Care International

	Catholic Relief Services
	Danish Refugee Council
	Habitat for Humanity

	IFRC
	InterAction
	IOM

	NRC
	Save the Children
	UNHCR


More information on the SAG can be found here. GSC partners are encouraged to contact SAG members to bring up issues to improve country-level cluster coordination and the GSC. The SAG will have a retreat at the beginning of December to review the past year and plan for the coming year. 
Day 2. 

Feedback on Day 1:

· A good diversity of participants.
· Working Group breakout sessions were liked, but it was suggested to report back in plenary on action points. 
· The open space session, while appreciated by many, was said to be lacking structure and preparation. Country clusters were welcomed to actively present their work during this session. 
· The SAG elections were not appreciated by all, pitches made by the agencies could have been shorter or in written form only. To be taken forward in the GSC SAG Meeting. 

· The venue, location and food were great. 

7. Advancing the GSC Strategy 
This section of the minutes captures the debriefing made in plenary from the WG break-out groups that met on Days 1 and 2. 

7.1 Working Groups:

1. Shelter and Cash (Jake Zarins): the objective of this session was to update participants on the recent experience around sector engagement in the coordination and development of MPGs, contribute to CaLP’s “State of the Worlds Cash” report and identify cash related priority needs. The feedback gathered on MPGs from the participants included that they should be complementary to other forms of shelter response, and that they are more suitable when impact measurement is not crucial. Concerns raised around MPGs included logistical burden transferred to beneficiaries, no quality control for materials and construction itself, and difficulties around establishing the value of grants. Participants also suggested that MPGs should be complementary to other forms of shelter response. More detailed minutes of the session and work plan are available here. 
2. Shelter Projects 2015-2016 (Alberto Piccioli): the session was divided into two parts. First, a presentation of cases studies and, second, a group discussion on the following subjects: longitudinal studies, anonymity of contributing agencies and the direction country level workshops should take. A summary of the discussions and next steps can be found here.

3. NFI Practices (Miguel Urquia and Cecilia Schmolzer): the working group leads updated on the progress made, after which the participants brainstormed on new priorities and activities the WG should take up. The group agreed that conducting a workshop in Asia would be beneficial to capture input from disaster-related contexts rather than only conflict. More information can be found here. 
4. Settlement Approaches in Urban Settings: the WG discussion was focused around three domains: inclusion, advocacy and support to operations:
· Ensure discussions of the WG are amplified and communicated to key humanitarian and development actors (OCHA, UNDP, WB). The WG needs to become more inclusive of other actors, and especially other clusters, with the aim to become an inter-cluster group (namely CCCM, gFSC and WASH). 
· The WG and agencies must better articulate the added value of utilizing an area-based approach. There is a need for increased awareness of the importance of area-based approaches, with donor champions to be identified, and agencies to increase communication efforts.
· There is a demand for general operational guidance on how to implement area-based approaches in different/diverse contexts. Area/settlement based approaches (especially related to coordination) should be piloted and promoted in both response and preparedness contexts. 

For a full report on the group discussion please click here. 
5. The State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements: this WG session aimed to discuss key themes/advocacy messages, potential chapters of the publication as well as types and sources of indicators used to track global shelter and settlement needs and response. A key overall objective of the publication was to “demystify” shelter by developing greater awareness among donors and a compelling argument for higher funding prioritization. For a full report on the group discussion please click here. 
6. Promoting Safer Building: this WG aimed to achieve 3 goals: to establish what has worked with reference to IEC materials, the existing good communication practices, and whether validated good practice messages are being rigorously promoted. The group discussion on these topics revealed the importance of social and anthropological analysis of each context by, for example, looking at how people learn or who is locally trusted when it comes to conveying messages about building safety. The commonly used methodology of message delivery and design was pointed out to be outdated, as there is no engagement with advertising, marketing specialists and other culturally appropriate media. Similarly, targeting could include children and schools. For a full report on the group discussion please click here. 
7. Feedback to Plenary – Priorities for the Future
As part of the GSC Meeting 2017, a session was dedicated to the GSC 2018-2022 Strategy development, where all participants could make an input. This session was led by the independent consultant who also conducted the evaluation of the GSC Strategy 2013-2017. The session themes were formulated based on gaps identified in the strategy evaluation, as follows:
	1. Localisation

2. Settlement Approach

3. Evidence, Learning, Knowledge Management and Changing the Sector

4. Transition and Recovery
5. Shelter Charter of Services
	6. Shelter and Cash

7. Advocacy, Influencing, and Resource Mobilization for Shelter

8. Sector Capacity – HR and Agency Capacity to Respond
9. Assessments


Each theme was facilitated by assigned leads, who were requested to structure the discussion into results, outputs, and activities on three levels: global, country, and agency. After the discussion in breakout groups, the group leads reported in plenary.
1. The localisation group on strategy development agreed that localisation is no longer an option but a must. Some of the activities identified by the group were: more sub-national coordination/response; emphasis on translation at all levels: global, country and agency; capacity building activities such as preparedness workshops, development of briefing packages, including fundraising for such activities. Encouraging direct funding, localizing assistance methods and assessing existing capacity were also listed as activities. The role of preparedness was underlined as key in moving forward with the localization agenda, particularly around establishing agreements with national actors. For a full report on the group discussion please click here. 

2. Settlement Approach: the group developed a plan of action specifying priority levels and a timeline. Some of the activities recommended are: outreach to a broad variety of relevant actors and initiatives, developing a paper that defines what an integrated/area/settlement based approach is, disseminating lessons learnt as well as piloting and rolling out of area based approaches.
3. Evidence, Learning, Knowledge Management and Changing the Sector group recommended the following activities: defining key research questions for the shelter sector, better linking with academia, improving CoP communication, continuing to invest in the shelter cluster website, producing shelter TED talks and compiling lessons learnt in the sector on an annual basis. For a full list of activities please click here.

4. Transition & Recovery group reported to have discussed the following points:
· How to relate to development actors (e.g. World Bank dialogue)? 

· Diaspora groups, civil society, alumni networks, Chambers of Commerce – how to tap into those?

· More concerted effort towards prioritizing early recovery in HRPs, cluster strategies, etc.

5. The Shelter & Cash strategy group discussions could be broadly grouped around 4 areas: increasing sector capacity around markets, focusing on monitoring, especially around MPG/unconditional cash, increasing sector evidence, and developing a consolidated position for the cluster, along with tools/briefing notes to help communicate. Many of these activities need considerable support from agencies, donors and other entities active in cash/shelter programming. Global level coordination and facilitation could aid such efforts, especially in advocating and communicating the position and requirements of the sector on cash and shelter. Please find the full report here. 

6. The group on Advocacy, Influencing, and Resource Mobilization for strategy development suggested activities such as developing a resource mobilization strategy, as well as tools to support communication and evidence production to accompany the strategy. Evidence collection on shelter impact and shelter’s importance in livelihoods and protection could be instrumental in various advocacy campaigns, for example to RCs/HCs/GCCGs. Other important points included reviewing country level inter-cluster coordination, advocating for better construction across clusters and a systematic review of donor priorities at the global level. Please find the full report here. 

7. The Charter of Services group on strategy development suggested using a clearer term – a set of ‘principled commitments’, initially defined as something between a Code of Conduct and performance standards. The main purpose would be to increase transparency and accountability by knowing what was broadly committed to, in order to gain a common foundational understanding that would allow setting expectations and measuring satisfaction with the performance/support provided by the Global Cluster. A Draft 0 was suggested to be developed externally, to then be handed over to the SAG to further develop and agree on commitments being made. Such a Charter could encourage wider participation, information sharing and clarify expectations of what the GSC can provide. Please find the list of activities here.

8. The Sector Capacity: HR and Capacity Building group on strategy development recommended the following: 

· Linking with interested universities and private sector to tap into academic research and talent

· Clarify whether we are talking about the capacity of the sector vs the capacity of the cluster 

· Introduce some mentoring/shadowing elements for capacity building of shelter practitioners in cluster coordination/IM and the other way around

· Investing in career pathways and mentoring systems.

Please find the full report here. 
9. The Assessments group recommended a global level guidance for post-distribution monitoring (PDM), building on field practices, in addition to putting in place of a cluster assessment system to tie together needs, assessments, evaluations and IM. 

Annex 1: Participants list
	No.
	First Name
	Last Name
	Country
	Organisation
	E-mail address

	1
	Abdulrahman
	Abdulghani
	Lebanon
	UNHCR
	abdelgab@unhcr.org; 

	2
	Miguel
	Acebron
	 
	Shelter Centre
	miguelacebrongarciadeeulate@gmail.com

	3
	Faraz
	Ahmad
	Pakistan
	UNHCR,SO Peshawar.
	ahmadfa@unhcr.org

	4
	Gul Mohammad
	AHMADI
	Afghanistan
	IOM Afghanistan
	gahmadi@iom.int

	5
	Moeid
	Ahmed
	Switzerland
	IOM
	moeahmed@iom.int

	6
	Firas
	Aljijakli
	Turkey
	UN-IOM
	faljijakli@iom.int

	7
	Mehmet Eyyup 
	ALPER
	TURKEY
	Turkısh Red Crescent 
	kubra.yarar@kizilay.org.tr

	8
	Olam
	Amum
	South Sudan
	IOM
	aolam@iom.int

	9
	Vincent
	Annoni
	Geneva
	IMPACT Initiatives
	vincent.annoni@impact-initiatives.org

	10
	Mustafa
	Arikan
	Turkey 
	Turkısh Red Crescent 
	cihan.arikan@kizilay.org.tk 

	11
	Ernesto
	Bafile
	Haiti
	IOM
	ebafile@iom.int, shelterwghaiti@gmail.com

	12
	Tom
	Bamforth
	Switzerland
	IFRC
	tom.bamforth@shelter.cluster.org

	13
	Oriane
	Bataille
	Ethiopia
	IOM/ SNFI cluster
	obataille@iom.int

	14
	Neil
	Bauman
	Canada
	GSC/Can RC
	neil.bauman@sheltercluster.org

	15
	Frederic 
	Blas
	 
	Swiss RedCross
	frederic.blas@redcross.ch

	16
	Petya
	Boevska
	Switzerland
	GSC/UNHCR
	boevska@unhcr.org

	17
	Dorien
	Braam
	Sri Lanka
	IFRC
	d.braam@praxis-labs.com

	18
	Neil
	Brighton
	 
	NRC
	neil.brighton@nrc.no

	19
	Denisa
	Bultasova
	Czech Republic (PIN HQ)
	People in Need (PIN)
	denisa.bultasova@peopleinneed.cz

	20
	Nadia
	Carlevaro
	Switzerland
	SDC/UNHCR
	nadia@mobiistudio.ch

	21
	Igor 
	Chantefort
	Ukraine
	UNHCR
	coord.ukraine@sheltercluster.org

	22
	Kenneth
	Chully
	CAR
	UNHCR
	chully@unhcr.org

	23
	Carolina
	Cordero-Scales
	Switzerland
	GSC/UNHCR
	carolina.cordero@sheltercluster.org

	24
	treherne
	corinne
	Switzerland 
	IFRC
	corinne.treherne@ifrc.org

	25
	Tom
	Corsellis
	Switzerland
	Shelter Centre
	tom@sheltercentre.org

	26
	Gustavo
	Cortes
	Switzerland
	Medair
	gustavo.cortes@medair.org

	27
	Dominic
	Courage
	United Kingdom
	Save the Children
	d.courage@savethechildren.org.uk

	28
	Eugénie
	Crété
	France
	CRAterre / AECC
	crete.e@grenoble.archi.fr

	29
	Emese
	Csete
	Sri Lanka
	IFRC
	emesecsete@gmail.com

	30
	Brice
	Degla
	Nigeria
	UNHCR 
	Degla@unhcr.org

	31
	Astrid
	deValon
	 
	UNHCR
	devalon@unhcr.org

	32
	Caroline
	Dewast
	Regional
	NRC
	caroline.dewast@nrc.no

	33
	Kostyantyn
	Dmytrenko
	Ukraine
	UNHCR (Shelter Cluster Ukraine)
	dmitrenk@unhcr.org

	34
	Robert
	Dodds
	Pacific
	IFRC
	robert.dodds@ifrc.org

	35
	Samuel
	Dowgill
	UK
	Shelter Centre
	sdowy321@gmail.com

	36
	v incent
	dupin
	Jordan
	UNHCR
	dupin@unhcr.org

	37
	Richard 
	Evans
	N/A
	IMPACT
	evans_r_m@yahoo.com

	38
	Bill
	Flinn
	UK
	Care UK
	flinn@careinternational.org

	39
	Wolfgang 
	Friedrich 
	Germany, HQ
	German Red Cross 
	Friedriw@drk.de

	40
	Ziggy
	Garewal
	UK
	ACTED
	ziggy.garewal@acted.org

	41
	Xavier
	Genot
	France
	French Red Cross
	Xavier.genot.fr@gmail.com

	42
	Patricia
	Gomez
	Lebanon
	Medair
	patricia.gomez@medair.org

	43
	Mohammad Baqir 
	Haidari
	Afghanistan
	UNHCR
	haidari@unhcr.org 

	44
	Jeremy
	Haldeman
	United States 
	American Refugee Committee 
	JeremyH@arcrelief.org 

	45
	Paul
	Harvey
	UK
	ODI
	p.harvey@odi.org.uk

	46
	Hasballah
	Hasballah
	Pakistan
	IOM Pakistan
	hasballah@iom.int

	47
	Randa
	Hassan
	Switzerland
	OCHA
	hassanso@un.org

	48
	Denis
	Heidebroek
	Global
	ECHO
	denis.heidebroek@echofield.eu

	49
	Mohamed
	Hilmi
	USA
	InterAction
	mhilmi@interaction.org

	50
	Dipti
	Hingorani
	Kenya 
	UN-Habitat
	diptihingorani@yahoo.co.uk / dipti.hingorani@unhabitat.org

	51
	seki 
	hirano
	global
	CRS
	seki.hirano@crs.org

	52
	Dave
	Hodgkin
	Indonesia
	Australian Red Cross and IFRC Indonesia
	dave.hodgkin@gmail.com

	53
	Bo
	Hurkmans
	Switzerland
	GSC/UNHCR
	hurkmans@unhcr.org

	54
	Alice
	Jefferson
	UK
	Shelterbox
	alicejefferson@shelterbox.org

	55
	Laura
	Jones
	Multiple.
	PCI
	ljones@pciglobal.org

	56
	Erica
	Karapandi
	Switzerland
	Shelter Centre
	Erica.Karapandi@gmail.com

	57
	Fiona
	Kelling
	Palestine
	NRC
	fiona.kelling@nrc.no

	58
	C.
	Kelly
	Tajikistan 
	ProAction Alliance 
	havedisastercallkelly@gmail.com

	59
	Jim
	Kennedy
	Germany
	IOM
	jpk18269@hotmail.com

	60
	Peter
	Kern
	Indonesia
	IOM
	pkern@iom.int

	61
	Hamid 
	Khan
	Nepal
	Norwegian Red  Cross
	hamid.mumtaz@yahoo.com

	62
	  Martha
	Kow-Donkor
	Afghanistan
	UNHCR
	kowdonko@unhcr.org

	63
	Esteban
	Leon
	 
	UN Habitat
	Esteban.Leon@unhabitat.org

	64
	Martina
	Manna
	Italy
	Independent 
	martinamanna1@gmail.com

	65
	Leeanne
	Marshall
	Australia
	Australian Red Cross
	lemarshall@redcross.org.au; 

	66
	Rafael
	Mattar Neri
	Switzerland (Global)
	UNHCR
	mattarr@unhcr.org

	67
	Elizabeth
	Mayer
	South Sudan
	World Vision
	elizabeth_mayer@wvi.org

	68
	Lottie
	McCarthy
	United Kingdom
	Arup International Development
	Charlotte.McCarthy@arup.com

	69
	Pablo 
	Medina
	Switzerland
	IFRC
	pablo.medina@ifrc.org

	70
	Livia
	Mikulec
	United Kingdom
	CRS
	livia.mikulec@gmail.com

	71
	Luisa
	Miranda Morel
	UK
	CARE International UK
	mirandamorel@careinternational.org

	72
	Mohanad
	Mohammed Ameen
	Turkey / Gaziantep 
	IOM
	mburhan@iom.int

	73
	olivier
	Moles
	Mondial
	CRAterre
	olivier.moles@neuf.fr

	74
	Brett
	Moore
	Switzerland
	GSC/UNHCR
	mooreb@unhcr.org

	75
	Bettina
	Morgenstern-Kennedy
	Germany
	UNHCR
	morgenstern-kennedy@posteo.de

	76
	Shirin
	Narymbaeva
	Switzerland
	GSC/IFRC
	Shirin.narymbaeva@ifrc.org

	77
	Davide
	Nicolini
	Switzerland
	GSC/UNHCR
	nicolini@unhcr.org

	78
	Robert
	Odhiambo
	NIGERIA
	IOM
	Odhiambo@iom.int

	79
	charles 
	parrack
	global
	Oxford Brookes University
	cparrack@brookes.ac.uk

	80
	Angel
	Pascual
	Turkey (Syria Cross Border)
	UNHCR
	pascuala@unhcr.org

	81
	Alberto
	Piccioli
	Switzerland
	IOM
	apiccioli@iom.int

	82
	Guido
	Pizzini
	Switzerland, Geneva
	IFRC
	guido.pizzini@ifrc.org

	83
	Andrew
	Powell
	uk and others
	Save the Children
	a.powell@savethechildren.org.uk

	84
	Andrea
	Quaden
	Iraq
	NRC
	coord2.iraq@sheltercluster.org

	85
	Igor 
	Radonjic
	Global Shelter
	ARC
	igorr@arcrelief.org

	86
	Sohanur
	Rahman
	Bangladesh
	Bangladesh Model Youth Parliament
	kishanibd@gmail.com

	87
	Daniela
	Raijan
	Switzerland
	CCCM
	raijan@unhcr.org

	88
	Sendralahatra
	Rakontondradalo
	DRC
	UNHCR
	rakonton@unhcr.org

	89
	Shobha
	Rao P. 
	Global 
	Housing, Land and Property AoR/GPC (NRC) 
	Shobha.rao@nrc.no 

	90
	Dave
	Ray
	UK
	Shelterbox
	daveray@shelterbox.org

	91
	Jamie
	Richardson
	UK / Global
	CRS
	jamie.richardson@crs.org

	92
	Federico
	Rota
	Gaza Strip
	Catholic Relief Services
	federico.rota.arch@gmail.com

	93
	Nevins
	Saeed
	Sudan
	UNHCR
	saeedn@unhcr.org

	94
	Maria del Carmen
	Sancha Maya
	Peru
	IFRC
	mamensancha@gmail.com

	95
	Amina
	Saoudi
	Switzerland
	IOM
	Asaoudi@iom.int

	96
	Matthew
	SAYER
	Belgium
	ECHO
	matthew.sayer@ec.europa.eu

	97
	James
	Schell
	Switzerland
	IMPACT Initiatives
	james.schell@impact-initiatives.org

	98
	Cecilia
	Schmölzer
	home based
	IFRC
	cecilia.braedt@sheltercluster.org

	99
	Holly
	Schofield
	UK
	CARE International UK
	hschofield@careinternational.org

	100
	Ela
	Serdaroglu
	Switzerland
	GSC/IFRC
	ela.serdaroglu@ifrc.org

	101
	Chuck 
	Setchell
	 
	USAID/OFDA
	csetchell@usaid.gov

	102
	Wonesai Workington 
	Sithole
	Papua New Guinea 
	IOM
	wsithole@iom.int

	103
	Isabel
	Skrine
	Switzerland
	IOM
	iskrine@iom.int

	104
	Wan
	Sophonpanich
	Switzerland
	IOM/CCCM
	sophonpanich@iom.int

	105
	Victoria
	Stodart
	Switzerland
	IFRC
	victoria.stodart@ifrc.org

	106
	Elizabeth
	Stuart
	USA
	Shelter Centre
	elizabeth.m.stuart@gmail.com

	107
	Richard
	Tracey
	Myanmar
	UNHCR
	Tracey@unhcr.org

	108
	Miguel 
	Urquia
	Geneva
	GSC/UNHCR
	urquia@unhcr.org

	109
	Chiara
	Vaccaro
	East Africa & Yemen
	Danish Refugee Council
	c.jasna@gmail.com

	110
	Alex
	Van Leersum
	The Netherlands
	The Netherlands Red Cross
	Alexander.vanleersum@gmail.com

	111
	Elisabeth
	Vikman
	Global
	IMPACT Initiatives
	elisabeth.vikman@reach-initiative.org

	112
	Antonella
	Vitale
	Global
	IFRC SRU
	antonellavitale@gmail.com

	113
	Antonella
	Vitale
	Switzerland
	Independent consultant
	antonellavitale@gmail.com

	114
	Ivan
	Vuarambon
	Switzerland
	SDC/Humanitarian Aid
	ivan.vuarambon@gmail.com

	115
	Mike 
	Waugh
	 
	NRC
	michael.waugh@nrc.no

	116
	Jan-Willem
	Wegdam
	Sri Lanka
	IOM
	wegdam@xs4all.nl

	117
	Tim
	White
	United Kingdom
	Arup International Development 
	Tim.White@arup.com

	118
	Renee
	Wynveen
	Ukraine
	People in Need
	renee.wynveen@peopleinneed.cz;

	119
	Yeliz Kubra
	Yarar
	Turkey
	TRC
	kubra.yarar@kizilay.org.tr

	120
	Jake 
	Zarins
	UK
	Habitat for Humanity
	jzarins@habit.org

	121
	Kathryn 
	Ziga
	Somalia
	IOM
	kziga@iom.int

	122
	David 
	Zimmerman
	Ethiopia
	IOM
	dzimmerman@iom.int


Annex 2 – Results of post-meeting satisfaction survey

At the end of the 2017 GSC Meeting, participants were requested to complete a survey. 54 responses were collected which showed the following results.
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10 respondents were very satisfied, providing the following reasons and feedback:

· Always trying to find solution to any specific issue. Thanks for your support.

· Continue the support based on needs and systematize the meeting + monitoring the coordination at country level.

42 respondents were satisfied, citing the following reasons and recommendations:

· The support received by the global cluster is sufficient and could be further strengthened.

· Need clarity on how to manage/support non-IASC clusters.

· Gaps in coordination for 6 months in country – need more.

· More capacity building on country level. Clearer strategic guidance on topics that are discussed/decided at the global level.

· It seems there is additional support that can be provided such as resource expertise and additional knowledge around advocacy.

· More guidance on transition.

· Develop and deliver materials to the field with translation to other languages.

· It was refreshing to hear about all the work and the TWGs that are going into providing support to national coordinators. Thank you for staying relevant and doing field visits.
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When asked about their opinion and recommendation for the GSC 2017 Meeting, 25 participants found it very useful providing the following reasons and feedback:

· Much was fantastic, well thought out and organised.

· Additional information ahead of time about opportunities to present during the market place.
· Very interactive and good exchange of knowledge.

· Summaries provided by WG leads should be more specific for those not in the discussions. Not having UN Habitat in the SAG may have been democratic but is a weakness to the sector - should have been more engagement not less.
· Open space discussion could be more structured.
· If the contents and presentations should be shared before the meeting it could be more effective for us to participate.
· Venue was very good. Great location and range of participants.

· Excellent organisation in terms of program.
28 respondents found it useful, and shared what could be improved:

· More definite plans for establishment and running of WGs, ensuring they will be open to all interested parties, regardless of geographical location.

· The open space/cluster sharing was useful, with a bit more preparation "lessons learned" could have been stronger.

· More focus on sharing experiences from country-level clusters.

· More plenary discussions rather than breaking into groups.
· Brief reflection on ongoing strategy - what has been achieved? What are the gaps? What are the big topics which come up next?
· SAG election process could be improved.
· More discussion on the settlement approach.

· Very satisfied with the participation of GSC members.

· I would like to see more interaction between the IOM, IFRC and UNHCR clusters.

· Great atmosphere a lot of engagement. We talked content this year!

· The sessions were interactive, participants could choose where to contribute, networking opportunity, sharing of resources, experiences. Overall, a positive meeting.
· Important to change location of the global cluster meeting. Identify other locations that are equally accessible.
1 participant found the meeting not very useful and recommended to include more information about shelter activities from each country.
� As of 26 September, 2017
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