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This report provides an overview of coordination arrangements in place in the main humanitarian operations. It is 
the first report to be based on analysis of data from the Cluster Description Mapping (CDM), a mapping exercise 
which was completed by cluster coordinators and OCHA field staff in the first quarter of 2016. The CDM was 
developed by the Global Cluster Coordinators Group, and replaces a number of different processes used in the past 
including a variety of ad hoc national level mapping initiatives and the cluster description questionnaire which was 
part of the Cluster Coordination Performance Monitoring (CCPM) process. 
 
The aim of the description mapping is to provide an outline of coordination arrangements in the field and to present 
information on cluster management structure and the standard deliverables of country clusters and sectors as well 
as inter-cluster coordination mechanisms. The mapping information will be used to identify trends and gaps in 
cluster coordination management as well as specific cluster deliverables and should assist in informing global level 
support to coordination arrangements in the field. 
 
The CDM took place in countries where clusters are activated and/or where a joint response plan for 2016 was 
developed. Information on cluster/sector, inter-cluster and HCT coordination structures in the following 27 
countries is included in this report: Afghanistan, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Colombia, CAR, DRC, Ethiopia, 
Guatemala, Iraq, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, Myanmar, Niger, Nigeria, OPT, Pacific, Pakistan, Senegal, Somalia, 
South Sudan, Sudan, Syria (Damascus based coordination), Turkey (for Syria response), Ukraine and Yemen. 
 

While the CDM aims to be as comprehensive as possible, it is important to note that coordination and the actors 
involved is a “live process” and the information gathered through the mapping provides a “snapshot in time” which 
allows for some overall conclusions to be drawn. While every effort was made to obtain as complete a record of 
coordination arrangements across the 27 countries, invariably there are some minor gaps where this was not 
possible due to a range of factors. The intention is for the CDM to be updated several times during the year to 
ensure the information remains as current and inclusive as possible.  
 
Finally it should be noted that the analysis is a quantitative as opposed to a qualitative exercise. Therefore while a 
cluster or inter-cluster group may confirm that, for example, it integrates gender in its work, the CDM cannot 
measure how comprehensive nor how effective this has been. 
 

A “cluster” is a formally activated cluster, i.e. a cluster activated in accordance with the procedures detailed in the 
agreed IASC policy on the matter, the Cluster Coordination Reference Module.  

Cluster activation or de-activation indicates that following a consultative process a decision was communicated by 
the Humanitarian Coordinator to the Emergency Relief Coordinator to activate (or de-activate depending on the 
case) one or more clusters.  

A sector denotes a national Government or designated national agency led humanitarian coordination 
mechanism. International humanitarian support can augment national capacity, underpinned by the principles of 
the cluster approach. 

A merged cluster denotes an arrangement whereby two clusters agree to merge into one entity. The resulting 
entity takes over the tasks of the initial clusters. 

The formulation “cluster/sectors” is used when referring to findings covering both clusters and sectors.  

Introduction  

Terminology 
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This mapping report analyses the data from 27 countries and covers 194 cluster/sectors in total with the breakdown 
of 139 clusters and 55 sectors at the national level. The mapping was undertaken in the first quarter of 2016. 
 
Some of the key findings are as follows: 
 
a) There is a disparity between activated clusters and sectors in terms of adherence to deliverables and expected 

management structures. Activated clusters tend to have more dedicated capacity and show a stronger 

adherence to having the core deliverables, tools and approaches in place.  

b) The results show that 42%1 of cluster/sectors have an NGO in a co-facilitation role at National level. For 

activated clusters alone the result is 50% have an NGO in a co-facilitation role.  

c) The results in relation to National NGO (NNGO) involvement in HCTs show that there has been a comparative 

increase (from 61% at the time of the last mapping to currently 72%) in the percentage of HCTs with NNGO 

representation.  

d) In a large number of major humanitarian operations (e.g. Iraq, Pakistan, CAR, Nigeria, South Sudan, Somalia and 

Yemen) clusters/sectors have dedicated coordinators at the sub-national level. 

e) National NGOs on average form the largest number of participants in clusters. 

f) A high number of cluster/sectors have the core tools associated with the coordination platform in place, such 

as ToRs, minutes and participants list. 

g) The core deliverables associated with the HPC are firmly in place, such as engagement in processes around joint 

assessments and analysis, and the preparation of cluster plans.  

h) The one weakness for the HPC deliverables is in relation to preparedness with just over half of countries 

reporting their preparedness plans are up-to-date. 

i) Transition planning for cluster/sectors is a major weakness with only 31% reporting having a plan for transition. 

j) It is requirement that each activated cluster undertake the Cluster Coordination Performance Monitoring 

(CCPM) annually however the results from the mapping show that only 35% of activated clusters had undertaken 

the CCPM in the previous year. While it is not mandatory to undertake as a simultaneous/collective exercise by 

all clusters it is the recommended approach in order for the ICCG to identify common strengths and weaknesses 

across the clusters and to develop complementary action plans. Only nine of twenty-five Inter-Cluster 

Coordination Groups (ICCGs) reported undertaking the CCPM as a collective exercise.  

k) The sharing of core information products between the clusters such as cluster strategies (55%) and cluster 

workplans (35%) is quite low and just 56% of ICCGs are developing their own tools to support joint 

implementation (e.g. inter-cluster operational matrix, seasonal matrix, coordination around strategic 

objectives). 

l) The percentage of ICCGs linking with development coordination mechanisms is reported at 60%, though it 

should be noted that such linkages may not be relevant or necessary in all contexts. Given the greater emphasis 

being placed on the humanitarian-development nexus following the UN Secretary General’s “One Humanity” 

report and the outcomes of the World Humanitarian Summit, this is an area which may require more focus. 

 

 

 

                                                      
 
1 Results are presented as percentages of the total number of respondents. 

Summary of Findings 
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At a glance table of strengths and weaknesses from the analysis   

Strengths  Weaknesses 

Dedicated coordinators at national level IM capacity 

HPC deliverables – cluster plans, joint assessment 

and analysis, monitoring reports. 

Cluster transition plans  

Core tools for coordination - ToRs, 3Ws minutes. ICCG Joint Tools and Practices (information 

sharing between clusters, joint 

implementation, etc.)  

National NGO membership of HCTs becoming more 

prevalent 

Cluster preparedness planning 

 National NGOs form largest number of participants 

in clusters 

Cluster Coordination Performance Monitoring  

Integration of cross-cutting issues PSEA mechanisms in clusters 

Clusters discussing AAP MoUs for co-led clusters  

 

This section outlines a simple analysis of the results of the mapping for clusters and sectors including a comparison 
of activated clusters against sectors, totals for clusters and sectors combined and comparative figures for individual 
cluster/sectors.  

Coordination arrangements in 27 countries contributed to this mapping exercise. Of these 27 countries: 

 22 had activated clusters (either with all the clusters activated or with a mix of activated clusters and 
sectors, for example in Myanmar) 

 5 countries mapped had sectors only – Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Mauritania, Nigeria and Senegal (for the 
Regional Sahel response). 

 In total, 194 clusters/sectors: 139 clusters and 55 sectors, were in place at the time of the mapping at the 
national level. 

 

 
 

71.65%

28.35%

% of total activated clusters and sectors

Activated clusters Sectors

Analysis of cluster and sector data 
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Activated clusters and sectors2 
 
The reporting reveals that there is a gap between activated clusters and sectors on management arrangements and 

having certain deliverables in place.  There are a number of factors which may help to explain this discrepancy. 

There is no predictable global level support for sectors nor a consensus on where sectors are in place globally. The 

relative lack of clarity on the accountability for sector coordination at country level and a general weakness in 

comparison with the accountability involved with activated clusters may also contribute to the discrepancy. A 

further contributing factor may be that sectors are typically in place in smaller scale emergencies, (e.g. Burkina 

Faso, Cameroon and Mauritania), which may have less of a need for dedicated capacity and delivering on a broad 

range of deliverables.  

The key findings of note in this section of analysis are as follows: 
 

 73% of activated clusters have dedicated coordinators as against 16% of sectors; 

 58% of clusters have IM support capacity while only 14% of sectors;  

 50% clusters reporting NGO co-facilitator at National level against 13% of sectors; 

 73% of clusters have discussed and planned for strengthening AAP in the operational response, while only 

27% of sectors have done so. 

Coordination management arrangements for clusters and sectors3: 

A frequently cited weakness of cluster/sector coordination is the fact that in many contexts there are no dedicated 

coordinators in place. The results revealed that 62% of cluster/sectors had a dedicated coordinator in place at the 

national level at the time of mapping. This is quite a positive finding particularly given that the total percentage was 

probably reduced due to the inputs from sectors and small scale emergencies which may not require dedicated 

coordinators. The results for activated clusters alone show 73% have dedicated coordinators. For the individual 

clusters45 in this category, logistics reported nearly 90% have dedicated coordinators in place. Those reporting 

below the 60% mark are CCCM, early recovery6, education and food security.  

At the sub-national level almost all the cluster/sectors have sub-national coordination mechanisms. The reporting 

indicated that there are 605 sub-national structures across the 27 countries mapped.  The exceptions being in small 

scale emergency contexts, for example Burkina Faso and Mauritania. A majority of the sub-national cluster/sectors 

have double-hatted coordinators, while 31% of responding cluster/sectors confirmed to having full time dedicated 

coordinators. It is notable that the vast majority of these dedicated coordinators are in protracted crises and 

contexts where the operational response is largely taking place at the sub-national level, at a remove from the 

capital. For example, both Iraq and Pakistan each have more than five dedicated coordinators at sub-national level 

and in both contexts significant humanitarian responses are taking place a long distance from the capitals.  

                                                      
 
2 See Annex III for graph comparing activated clusters to sectors across a number of categories 
3 See Annex I for table of the percentage of total cluster/sectors reporting who have the deliverables in place. 
4 See Annex II for graphs comparing individual sector and clusters 
5 Note that the Emergency Telecommunications Cluster (ETC) was not included in the comparative analysis of individual cluster/sectors as the 

ETC is activated in five of the 27 countries assessed and only two of them were able to provide partial inputs – likely to be due to the fact that, as 
a service cluster, many of the categories in the mapping are not applicable. 
6 Note that Early Recovery includes clusters, sectors, networks, groups and early recovery advisors and the deliverables of these coordination 

arrangements may not be fully captured in the report.  
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Other contexts with notable sub-national presence of dedicated coordinators include CAR, Ethiopia, Nigeria, OPT, 

South Sudan, Somalia and Yemen, thus ensuring that operations are supported strong coordination that is placed 

close to the operations and the people affected by crisis.     

In response to the question whether the cluster/sectors has a strategic advisory group (SAG), 48% responded in 

the affirmative. This is a more common practice for the protection and education cluster/sectors with over 75% of 

their clusters having a SAG in place. They are followed by WASH which has a SAG in just over 60% of its 

cluster/sectors.  

Cluster/sectors with a co-leadership arrangement with the Government at national level are in place in 53% of 

those responding. Over 90% of the health cluster/sectors have a co-lead arrangement with the Government. 

Education and nutrition are the next highest and both have over 75% of their cluster/sectors reporting co-lead 

arrangements with the Government.  

The mapping sheets had distinct categories for organizations appointed to co-lead7 and those appointed to co-

facilitate cluster/sectors. This posed a challenge for some of the coordinators completing the mapping sheets as 

there is no global level agreement on the terminology around co-leadership and terms such as  co-lead, co-

facilitation, co-chair are used interchangeably and differ from one context to another8. This issue around unclear 

terminology should be addressed to remove confusion at the field level. 

NGOs (International and National) are in a co-lead role in 13% of responding cluster/sectors at the national level, 

with Save the Children by far the largest proportion holding almost two-thirds or 12 co-lead roles in education9. 

Other NGOs in formal co-lead roles include ACTED, Colombian Red Cross, NRC, DRC and IRC. International and 

national NGOs are in a co-facilitation role in 42% of cluster/sectors. The education cluster has by far the highest 

percentage among individual cluster/sectors, with over 80% having a co-facilitator. These results indicate that NGOs 

are frequently in formal roles in the coordination structures at a national level – in particular the co-facilitation role. 

The mapping also looked at sub-national cluster/sectors with 605 sub-national structures across the 27 countries 

mapped.  NGOs (International and National) are involved in 23% of coordination roles, whereas government entities 

were involved in 22% of coordination roles at the subnational level.  

A further frequently cited weakness is dedicated IM capacity for the cluster/sector, the overall figure is 51% are 

reporting positively on this (58% of activated clusters against 14% of sectors). The responses from individual 

cluster/sectors indicates different strengths in this regard, over 75% of logistics, over 72% of food security and over 

60% of nutrition cluster/sectors have dedicated capacity in place. While on the other hand CCCM, health, 

protection, early recovery and shelter cluster/sectors reporting have less than 50% dedicated IM capacity at 

National level. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
 
7 See table in Annex II 
8 See the Cluster Coordination Reference Module  

9 Note that education is a co-led cluster at the global level and it is quite typical for the cluster to have co-lead agencies at field level.   
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Table showing cluster/sector management arrangements: 

 

 

Coordination platform and the HPC deliverables in place 

The results are quite positive in terms of the basic deliverables associated with any coordination platform – 91% of 

cluster/sectors confirm that ToRs exist; 97% have an up-to-date list of partners; 97% have up-to-date meeting 

minutes; 87% have a 3Ws type mapping in place. A noticeable weakness in terms of the standard coordination 

platform deliverables is that the majority of cluster/sectors which are co-led or co-facilitated do not have MoUs in 

place. Education is the only cluster/sector which is reporting just over 50% have a MoU in place. 

In general, deliverables associated with the HPC were all relatively strong – 90% of cluster/sectors participated in 

inter-cluster joint assessments; 94% have joint sectoral analysis; 91% have cluster plans which support the HRP; 

81% report producing regular progress or monitoring reports against the HRP. Weaknesses were evident, however 

in relation to cluster deliverables for preparedness, specifically hazard risk assessment and preparedness plans. The 

data highlighted particular weakness among the cluster/sectors with early recovery, education, food security, 

nutrition and protection reporting less than 50% for one or both categories of deliverables. 

Given the supposed temporary nature of humanitarian coordination platforms the fact that only 31% of 

cluster/sectors have a transition plan in place is a concern which may require further focus from the global level. 

Early recovery, education, food security, nutrition, protection and shelter in particular are reporting very low 

adherence (>%30 of clusters) in relation to transition plans. 
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Graph showing planning and strategy development deliverables 

 

 

Deliverables in relation to the cross-cutting issues 

The results in relation to cross-cutting issues show relatively strong levels of adherence with 88% of cluster/sectors 

reporting that they integrate gender, age and diversity characteristics of the affected population in deliverables, 

while 81% affirmed that the cluster/sector contributes to achieving protection outcomes by mainstreaming 

protection in deliverables. The mapping is not a qualitative exercise so the results should not be interpreted as 

providing evidence to how comprehensive the integration of these key issues into the cluster/sectors work has 

been, nor their impact. With this in mind, there may be some interesting follow-up work for Global Clusters to 

explore with field cluster/sectors in looking at the quality and impact of the integration of these crucial issues. 

The results show 66% of total cluster/sectors have discussed strengthening AAP in the operational response, while 

only the health and WASH cluster/sectors fall under 60% in this category. For an area which is typically described 

as a weakness, this is a relatively strong result, albeit with the caveat that it reveals little about the quality or the 

impact of discussing AAP within the cluster. There may be some further data analysis that could be undertaken by 

the IASC AAP/PSEA Task Team to look in more detail at the results and comparative strengths or weaknesses per 

country, cluster/sector and inter-cluster groups. 

The IASC AAP/PSEA Task Team may also be interested in undertaking further data analysis on the results in relation 

to Protection from sexual exploitation and abuse (PSEA), a critically important issue in which the cluster/sectors 

have an essential role. It should be of significant concern that only 51% of cluster/sectors are reporting that a 

mechanism is in place. While less than 50% of the education, early recovery, food security, logistics and WASH 

having mechanisms in place. 
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Facilitating protection mainstreaming training in the cluster/sectors also appears relatively weak with 55% 

responding affirmatively, apart from CCCM, protection and shelter clusters which are all over 70%. There is a 

standard training package in place and a number of cluster and inter-cluster coordinators attended ToTs at Regional 

level in 2015 to roll out the training with operational partners in the field, so there is room for improvement in this 

area. 

Graph showing how cluster/sectors are addressing key cross-cutting issue and programme quality requirements.  
 

 
 
 
 

 
The Inter-cluster coordination platform 
 
The analysis of the inter-cluster coordination data sheets from 25 countries which completed the mapping revealed 
the following highlights: 
 

 There are on average three OCHA support staff for every Inter-cluster coordinator; 

 On average there are 18 members of ICCGs, cluster coordinators by far the largest sub-grouping with on 

average 9 members. 

 Over 80% of ICCGs have IM capacity to support inter-cluster coordination 

 70% of ICCGs have working groups reporting to them.  
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There is a Cash working group reporting to the ICCG in seven of twenty-five contexts – Afghanistan, DRC, Iraq, 

Myanmar, Nigeria, Turkey, and Ukraine. While many of the other cash groups are linked to the overall 

coordination architecture through representation at the ICCG/HC, or via individual clusters or sectors, it is 

important to strengthen the links with the ICCG to ensure that cash remains an integral component of the 

response.  

The next most common WG reporting to the ICCG are Information Management working groups (some 

incorporating needs assessment groups) in six contexts – Afghanistan, Chad, Nigeria, Niger, Somalia and Turkey. 

There are four CwC/community engagement working groups located in Nigeria, OPT, South Sudan and Yemen.  

Meanwhile nine of the 25 responding ICCGs (36%) confirmed that a rapid response mechanism which links with 

the ICCG was in place. These are in – Colombia, CAR, DRC, Iraq, Niger, OPT, Pakistan, South Sudan and Sudan 

One of the central functions of the ICCG is to provide a platform to ensure cross-cluster coordination and decision-
making on operational matters. In order for this platform to function effectively there are a number of tools and 
systems which OCHA commonly uses to support this function such a workplan, contact list, information sharing 
portals, regular meeting minutes and action points tracked. While many of these deliverables appear to be solidly 
in place, the data reveals the ICCG workplan to be a weak point with just over 30% of ICCGs having one in place. 
 
Graph displays the percentage of ICCGs with basic tools and systems for coordination platform in place  
 

 
 

In order for the ICCG to function as a platform for cross-cluster coordination and decision-making it must also 
ensure that gaps and duplication in the response are identified across the clusters and that the clusters have access 
to the plans and priorities of other clusters in order to identify synergies and, where appropriate, develop joint 
actions. The Graph below shows that the 3Ws are consistently produced, however the level of sharing of core 
information products between the clusters such as cluster strategies (55%) and cluster workplans (over 30%) is 
quite low. 
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Graph showing ICCGs adopting practices to share information on plans and priorities of each cluster 
 

 
 
Systems to facilitate the link between the ICCG and HCT10 
 
The reporting on systems and processes to maintain a strong link between the ICCG and HCT is quite strong, with 
in or around 80% reporting that meetings are sequenced, that minutes and action points are shared, and that their 
inter-cluster coordinators represented the group at HCT meetings. While just over 70% reported that issues and 
tasks sent between the ICCG and HCT are tracked in a matrix.  
 
Despite this positive reporting, a range of global reports (e.g. STAIT, Operational Peer Reviews, Global Cluster 
Coordination mission reports, etc.) have highlighted that the link between HCTs and ICCG remains an issue that 
requires strengthening and while systems in place to support the linkages are important, they alone will not address 
the need to have these bodies work more effectively together. 
 
 

ICCG and deliverables on the HPC 
 
The ICCG has a central role in the processes and products for all phases of the humanitarian programme cycle. The 
information shows the ICCG is strongly involved in the core processes and products, for example, 75% coordinate 
multi-sectoral needs assessments, 96% are involved in joint analysis and 100% are involved in the HRP. At the same 
time, only 56% of ICCGs are developing their own tools to support joint implementation (e.g. inter-cluster 
operational matrix, seasonal matrix, coordination around strategic objectives) and only approximately 60% of ICCGs 
undertake joint field missions to monitor the response. This indicates that while managing HPC processes and 
delivering the associated products are reported to be firmly in place, ensuring joint implementation and monitoring 
of the response, by comparison, are areas of weakness.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
10 See Annex VII for relevant graph 
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Graph showing ICCG deliverables in connection with the HPC 
 

 
 
ICCG deliverables on advocacy, cross-cutting issues and common approaches 
 
The results show that a significant majority of ICCGs feed into HCT advocacy by identifying key issues (over 96%) 
while it is still relatively common for ICCGs to develop their own advocacy materials (messages and strategies) with 
over 60% doing so. 
 
Nearly 90% of ICCGs report that they incorporate gender, age and diversity of the affected population in all 
operational decision-making, while 80% assess, analyze and plan for the protection of affected populations in all 
decision-making. These relatively positive results come with the caveat that this is not a qualitative assessment. 
The weak results for community engagement mechanisms and the Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS) may be 
explained by the fact that the CHS was adopted by clusters quite recently and is in the process of being rolled out 
and a common service platform for a complaints and feedback mechanism is still being developed. . 
 
In terms of common approaches, 60% of ICCGs coordinate and support common response modalities such as multi-
purpose cash. While 60% report that they link with development coordination mechanisms to maximize synergies. 
 
 

The cluster description mapping exercise also compiled data on the composition of HCTs receiving information from 
25 countries. Many of these figures can be compared with the previous HCT mapping exercise in 2014. The following 
are some of the key findings: 

 UN Agencies were reported to constitute 41% of HCT membership on average, a reduction from 47% in 

2014; 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

MIRA/Joint
assessment

Assessment
informs

response

Joint analysis ICCG involved in
HRP

Tools to support
joint

implementation

�Periodic
monitoring
framework

�Joint field
monitoring

missins

ERP plan

No

Yes

Analysis and comparison of HCT composition data 



Global Overview of Coordination  Arrangements | 13 

United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) 
 Coordination Saves Lives | www.unocha.org   

 INGOs making up 26% of membership up from 20% in 2014; 

 National NGOs are on 18 of the 25 (72%) of HCTs mapped which is an increase on the 61% of HCTs in 2014 

which had NNGO members; 

 As a percentage of membership, National NGOs make up 7% which is down from 8% in 2014. 

 Donors account for 9% of HCT membership; 

 Donors are on 17 of 25 HCTs or 68% a decrease from 75% of HCTs in 2014. 

 The average number of HCT members is 24. 

 

Pie-chart showing breakdown of HCT membership by group 

 
 
 
Graph of HCT Participants and HCT Composition
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Cluster Activation/De-Activation12 

During 2015, 23 clusters were formally activated. The bulk of the newly activated clusters were for the April 2015 
Nepal Earthquake and the ongoing Syrian crisis. Fourteen clusters were de-activated in 2015, chiefly in response to 
the receding Ebola crisis in West Africa. Ten of the 11 clusters in Nepal that had been set-up to respond to the 
earthquake transitioned to Government led structures by the end of 2015.  In Ukraine, one cluster was de-merged 
into the Food Security and Nutrition clusters, and the Health and Nutrition clusters were merged in that same 
country. 
 
By comparison, 31 clusters were formally activated in 2014, chiefly in response to events in Ukraine, Iraq and the 
Ebola crisis in several African countries. Eighteen clusters were de-activated in 2014, predominantly as a result of 
the abating humanitarian crises in Haiti and the Philippines.  
 
In 2013 there were 23 clusters activated (principally for emergencies in Myanmar, Philippines and Colombia). As in 
2014, 18 clusters were de-activated in 2013 (this took place predominantly in Afghanistan, Cote D’Ivoire and Sierra-
Leone).  
 

Coordination Architecture Review 

While not formally part of the Cluster Description Mapping, it is useful to note that IASC Guidelines require an 
annual review of coordination architecture by the HCT to ascertain that the coordination set-up in country remains 
flexible and fit for purpose and clusters do not remain in place indefinitely and beyond their need. In 2015 there 
were nine architecture reviews in the following countries: Afghanistan, Cameroon, Iraq, Libya, Liberia, OPT, 
Pakistan, Philippines and Somalia.  

                                                      
 
11 The information on cluster activation/deactivation and architecture review was put collected together separately by OCHA. 

12 For the purposes of this report, cluster activation or de-activation denotes that an official IASC consultation process took place and a decision 
was communicated by the ERC. 
 

Cluster activation/de-activation and Architecture Reviews for 201511 



Global Overview of Coordination  Arrangements | 15 

United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) 
 Coordination Saves Lives | www.unocha.org   

The following recommendations address some of the key trends and gaps identified in the report which would 
benefit from global level focus and support. A number of these recommendations have been identified by the GCCG 
to address as priority areas for action: 
 
1. Cluster Transition Plans 

Prioritise cluster transition plans in their respective clusters. The results, as well as anecdotal evidence, clearly 
show that clusters are not planning for their transition back to nationally led structures, despite the fact that 
they are supposed to be temporary coordination mechanisms and a renewed emphasis brought by the World 
Humanitarian Summit on strengthening the role of national authorities. This finding supports the great need 
for the GCCG to take forward the work area identified by the Group at the start of the year on Transition.  
 

2. Coordination Architecture Reviews 
Promote and support the implementation of Coordination Architecture Reviews by HCs and CLAs and other 
HCT members. The architecture review should not be confined to the activation or deactivation of clusters but 
should become a means of enhancing operational coordination by shifting cluster/sectors from national to 
regional/sub-national level, closer to the operations, and to rationalize coordination mechanisms where 
appropriate.  
 

3. Joint ICC Tools and Practices 
There is a need to strengthen joint implementation of the response and monitoring of the response through 
the inter-cluster mechanisms. OCHA and GCC’s should promote improved information sharing, in particular for 
cluster/sectors to share their respective plans, priorities and assessments amongst the inter-cluster group. 
Similarly, there is a need for more systematic development of ICCG workplans which can help foster 
collaboration and across the sectoral response throughout the year.  This was an area of work already identified 
by the GCCG to take forward during 2016. Strengthening how clusters undertake joint analysis and support 
joint implementation could also assist clusters and ICCGs to align with the WHS’ “new way of working” on 
collective outcomes. 

 
4. Preparedness 

Support to cluster/sectors on Preparedness. Some of the core deliverables in relation to preparedness and 
contingency planning for the clusters are not adequately in place in many contexts. This again is an area of work 
which can link up with strengthening the role of national actors in line with the recommendations made by the 
SG’s One Humanity Report and the outcomes of the World Humanitarian Summit. 
 

5.  National Participation (Government and NGOs) 
There is a need to continue to better involve national actors in coordination mechanisms and to explore how 
coordination can be set up so that the structure itself strengthens the role of national actors (where feasible) - 
as mentioned above related to coordination Architecture Reviews.  While positive numbers were received 
through the CDM in terms of the relative numbers of national NGOs reported as cluster participants, as with 
the other data, this this does not reflect the quality of their participation. Even as national NGOs participate on 
an increasing number of HCTs efforts need to be made to maintain this upwards trend and to promote a larger 
share of national NGO representation on HCTs. 
 

6. Cluster Coordination Performance Monitoring  
Greater emphasis needs to be placed on clusters performing the CCPM and for this to be run as a collective 
exercise to address what are often common weaknesses in coordination in a more coherent manner. In addition 
ICCGs can be encouraged to ensure that the group looks at some of the key findings of the CDM in terms of 
cluster and ICCG functioning to address areas requiring attention. 

Recommendations 
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7. Defining Support for Sectors 

The data from the CDM points to a need to establish a more coherent and predictable approach in supporting 
sector coordination. This should include agreement on where sectors are in place (global clusters have different 
interpretations) and clearly define the support which can be provided such as surge capacity support. This could 
help to address the apparent disparity between activated clusters in terms of capacity, structures and 
deliverables.   
 

8. Opportunity for further data analysis by cross-cutting issues and clusters 
The description mapping exercise is a rich source of data on coordination arrangements in the field whether 
cluster, sector or inter-cluster at national or sub-national level.  While this report outlines the main findings and 
results, further data analysis is likely to identify issues in more specific areas of work. As noted in the report, it 
may be of interest for the IASC AAP/PSEA Task Team to look more closely at the results in relation to AAP and 
undertake some comparative analysis. The results in relation to protection and gender are strong, however an 
assessment of the quality of the clusters work on protection, gender and diversity and what impact it is having 
would be more beneficial for the purpose of identifying strengths and weaknesses. This should be considered 
for a next step. Cross-referencing the mapping with the results from CCPM reports may also reveal more about 
the qualitative aspects of the functioning of clusters.  

 
9. Resolve lack of clarity on co-leadership terminology 

Feedback from the cluster and inter-cluster coordinators on the description mapping exercise, indicates that 
some of the terminology used is unclear. One area of note is the terminology around co-leadership of clusters. 
The Cluster Coordination Reference Module notes that the terms co-lead, co-chair, co-facilitator are used 
interchangeably in the field and that the Global Cluster Coordinators should address this issue to bring clarity. 
Ideally the GCCs should come to an agreement on some common definitions for these terms which would be 
used in all contexts. 
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Annex I Combined results cluster/sectors 
The following tables provide the total percentage of cluster/sectors who responded ‘yes’ to the category.  
 

Cluster Management arrangements Percentage of respondents 
confirming 

Cluster co-lead arrangement with government at national level? 53% 

Full time dedicated cluster coordinator at national level? 62% 

Does cluster at national level have NGO co-facilitator? 42% 

If NGO is co-facilitator, is it dedicated full-time? 28% 

Dedicated IM capacity for the cluster at national level? 51% 

Does the cluster have a Strategic Advisory Group? 48% 

Full time dedicated coordinator for sub-national cluster/sector? 31% 

Table of the average number of members by type of group in the cluster/sectors mapped 

Group Average number of members 
across all cluster/sectors 

International NGOs 18 

National NGOs 22 

UN Agencies 5 

National Authorities 3 

Donors 3 

Observer 2 

Other 2 

 

Average number of cluster members 44 

Deliverables associated with the core functions 

Supporting service delivery % respondents 
confirming  

Provide a platform to ensure that service delivery is driven by the agreed strategic priorities 

Cluster/sector coordination ToRs exist 91% 

If cluster co-led/facilitated, is there a MoU? 36% 

Up-to-date lists of partners exists 97% 

Up-to-date meeting schedule exists 87% 

Up-to-date meeting minutes exist 97% 

Develop mechanisms to eliminate duplication of service delivery 

Mapping of partner geographic presence and programme activities (e.g. 3W) 87% 

Analysis of gaps and overlaps derived from the mapping of partner geographic presence and 
programme activities 

69% 

To inform the HC/HCT’s strategic decision-making  

Needs assessment and gap analysis (across other sectors and within the sector) 

Cluster specific needs assessment tools and guidance exist 83% 

Participation in inter-cluster/sector joint assessments 90% 

Analysis to identify and address (emerging) gaps, obstacles, duplication, and cross-cutting issues. 

Prioritization, grounded in response analysis 

Joint sectoral analyses of situation exists (e.g. as part of HRP) 94% 

Joint-cluster operational plan(s) is developed 80% 

Annexes of tables and graphs 
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Planning and Strategy Development % respondents 
confirming 

Develop sectoral plans, objectives and indicators directly supporting realization of the 
HC/HCT strategic priorities 

 

Cluster Strategic plan that supports HCT Strategic Priorities (e.g. HRP) exists 91% 

Cluster workplan exists 85% 

Early recovery activities are included in cluster plan to enable communities to resist future 
shocks and reduce dependency on aid 

68% 

Cluster plan is informed by an environmental analysis and cluster activities promote 
environmental sustainability 

57% 

Sub-national contributes to strategic planning 78% 

Cluster transition strategy exists (including possible phasing out and deactivation criteria) 31% 

Application and adherence to existing standards and guidelines  

Global technical standards and guidance are applied to country context 91% 

Clarify funding requirements, prioritization, and cluster contributions to HC’s overall 
humanitarian funding considerations 

 

Report on cluster funding against requirements produced regularly 75% 

Advocacy  

Press releases or other advocacy documents produced by the cluster on behalf of the affected 
population 

54% 

Monitoring and reporting  

Programme monitoring tools exist with list of agreed indicators 90% 

Progress/monitoring reports against Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) produced regularly 81% 

Cluster bulletins produced regularly 55% 

Sectoral situation reports produced regularly 67% 

Contingency planning/preparedness  

Hazard risk assessment and analysis produced 56% 

Preparedness plans for identified hazards exists and up to date 51% 

Protection, gender and diversity, AAP integrated in the operational response  

Cluster has a discussion and plan for how to strengthen accountability to affected people in 
the operational response 

66% 

Cluster reviews and acts on the key issues and concerns identified by communities 79% 

Mechanism is in place to raise awareness, prevent, monitor and respond to sexual 
exploitation and abuse 

51% 

Cluster integrates gender, age and diversity characteristics of the affected population in its 
assessments, analysis, cluster plans and monitoring 

88% 

Cluster contributes to achieving protection outcomes by mainstreaming protection in cluster 
deliverables, such as the cluster plans 

81% 

Cluster facilitates the roll-out of protection mainstreaming training with operational partners 55% 

The Core Humanitarian Standards indicators are monitored and reported on by the ICCG 
(optional for when developed late 2015) 

44% 
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Annex II Individual cluster and sectors compared 
 

Graph of co-lead arrangements with Government 

 
 

Typical deliverables for a functioning coordination platform 
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Regular reporting on funding requirements 

 
 
 

Advocacy products
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Cluster monitoring and reporting

 
 

Cluster/sectors and preparedness deliverables 
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Annex III:  Comparing data for activated clusters and sectors 
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Annex IV: Inter-cluster coordination graphs 
HCT and ICCG linkages 
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ICCG and Funding 

 
 
 
 
ICCG and common approaches 
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