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Introduction 

A key component of effective humanitarian response is coordination. Coordination “establishes a 

coherent and complementary approach [between humanitarian actors] that identifies ways to work 

together for better collective results”.1 The Cluster approach was developed by the Inter-Agency Standing 

Committee (IASC) to bring together relevant stakeholders, and ultimately increase efficiency in 

humanitarian response. Eleven sectoral Clusters have been established for coordination, including one 

Cluster for water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) (Figure 1). Over time, coordination and the Cluster 

approach has evolved with other reforms (e.g. the Transformative Agenda, Grand Bargain, and Scale-Up).  

                                                                                                                
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1:  The Cluster Approach2 
 

At the global level, the Cluster approach aims to strengthen system-wide preparedness and technical 

capacity to respond to humanitarian emergencies by designating Cluster leads and ensuring there is 

predictable leadership and accountability.3 The Clusters have three key areas of responsibility including: 

standards and policy-setting; building response capacity; and, operational support. Each Cluster consists 

of humanitarian organizations (both UN and non-UN) led by an independent Cluster Coordinator hosted 

by a Cluster Lead Agency (CLA).  

                                                        

1 UNHCR. Cluster Approach (IASC) - Emergency Handbook. 
2 OCHA. What is the Cluster Approach? https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/about-Clusters/what-is-the-Cluster-approach 

(accessed Dec 7, 2020). 
3 IASC. Guidance Note on Using the Cluster Approach to Strengthen Humanitarian Response. 2006. 
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The Global WASH Cluster (GWC), led by UNICEF, works primarily on humanitarian WASH. 

Practically, the GWC activates a National Coordination Platform (NCP) when: 1) response and 

coordination gaps exist in a humanitarian situation; and, 2) existing capacity is overwhelmed or 

constrained in their ability to respond to identified needs in line with humanitarian principles. NCPs are 

intended as temporary mechanisms, and coordination is intended to be handed over to local authorities 

and stakeholders over time.  

At the country level, the Cluster approach aims to ensure a coherent and effective response, by4: 1) 

supporting service delivery; 2) informing the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC)/Humanitarian Country 

Team’s (HCT) strategic decision-making; 3) planning and implementing NCP strategies; 4) monitoring 

and evaluating performance; 5) building national capacity in preparedness and contingency planning; and, 

6) supporting robust advocacy. Accountability to Affected Populations (AAP) is another function added 

to these six to compose the 6+1 core country level NCP functions. The NCP coordinates all activities and 

organizations in the WASH sector, including implementing agencies (often dozens of national or 

international non-governmental organizations (NGO)), the host government, donors, other humanitarian 

coordination platforms, and ultimately, the affected population (Figure 2). Collectively this should ensure 

adequate coverage of assistance, reduce the potential of overlap by responders, address capacity and 

quality, and meet the needs of the response.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:  In-country WASH Coordination Platform Structure 
 

                                                        

4 IASC Sub-Working Group on the Cluster Approach and Global Cluster Coordinators’ Group. Cluster Coordination 
at Country Level. 2015. 
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While each NCP operates differently and adapts to the local context, a practical framework for monitoring 

country level coordination based on the core functions was developed by the GWC, termed the minimum 

requirements (MR).5 The coordination effort of the NCP is usually organized with at least two positions 

(accountable to UNICEF) at the national-level: 1) a Coordinator; and, 2) an Information Manager. Other 

positions (at national- or sub-national- levels) may be added to help specific geographic scope, overall 

workload, and/or local partnerships and be funded by UNICEF, NGOs, and/or the host government. 

Additionally, the Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) is made up of a smaller group of key actors to support 

the NCP by proposing and formulating strategic orientations, and supporting decision making on behalf 

of the larger group. Technical Working Groups (TWiGs), created on an as needed basis, may also be 

established to assist the NCP in guiding technical norms and formulating appropriate technical practices. 

Implementing agencies in the response work to assist and share their data.  

Recently, the Global WASH Cluster, together with Tufts University, completed a summary of the 

evidence on WASH coordination, including collating information from: 1) NCP evaluations; 2) activity 

reports from NCP staff; and, 3) key informant interviews with WASH coordination experts.6 Across these 

three disparate data sets, consistent themes on the WASH Cluster approach were identified, including:  

• The Cluster approach is a cost-effective ‘best-fit’ model that evolved over time. 

• Successful NCP staff have, and utilize, both technical and social (coordination) skills.  

• Underlying context is a critical factor for NCP success. 

• There are trade-offs to participation for NCP staff and partners.  

Challenges to the WASH Cluster approach were also identified, including how to: incorporate and be 

accountable to beneficiaries; coordinate across coordination platforms; work with national governments; 

manage sub-national NCP(s); and, transition from the emergency phase to the development context. 

Additionally, notable gaps in the evidence base were identified, including: 1) feedback from all relevant 

stakeholders (most particularly non-UN stakeholders and beneficiaries); and, 2) research incorporating 

contextual factors, measurements over time, and transparent methodologies to limit evaluation 

subjectivity.  

 

 
                                                        

5 GWC. Minimum Requirements for National Humanitarian WASH Coordination Platforms: 2017.  
6 Yates, T.; Zannat, H ; Khandaker, N; Porteaud, D ; Bouvet, F ; Lantagne, D. WASH Coordination in Humanitarian 
Response. Disasters. 2020. 
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The project described herein expands on this previous work and aims to gain a deeper understanding of 

the overall value of the NCP to the humanitarian response by: gathering feedback from the NCP staff and 

stakeholders over a 9-month period in three contexts using a transparent methodology. Overall, the goal 

of this project was to review specific tools, activities, and products completed by individual NCP to 

understand how they lead (or not) to response outcomes. The results of this work are intended to validate 

the previously developed Theory of Change for WASH Coordination, and then to be translated to 

improve NCP strategies, and ultimately, benefit affected populations. 
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Research Methods 

To complete the research goals, data from WASH responders was collected at three time points over a 9-

month period, with feedback from individuals working in WASH humanitarian emergencies, including 

NCP staff and stakeholders in three different contexts representing various humanitarian situations.  

Three contexts were selected in collaboration with the Global WASH Cluster, including Cox’s Bazar in 

Bangladesh, Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Yemen. Context-specific evaluations were 

completed from February to October 2020 using a mixed-methods protocol including (Figure 3):  

1) Key informant interviews with NCP staff and collection of monthly activity reports;  

2) Key informant interviews with NCP stakeholders; and,  

3) Online surveys conducted globally with anyone who self-defined as involved in the response. 

 
Figure 3:  Mixed-methods Research Methodology 

 

This work was approved by the Social, Behavioral, and Educational Research Institutional Review Board 

(SBER IRB) at Tufts University (#1910029). Please note no local ethics approval was needed, as all 

human subject interactions were conducted remotely.   

Herein in this Annex, we describe the results from Cox’s Bazar only. 

Each method component is further described below. 
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Key informant interviews with WASH Sector staff and monthly activity 

reporting 

Key informant interviews were used to collect information from WASH Sector staff. The goal was to 

interview at least the Coordinator and the Information Manager (if available) at three points of time over 

the course of the study. A 35-question semi-structured key informant interviews (KII) guide was 

developed to explore the humanitarian and WASH response context; WASH Sector staff responsibility; 

WASH Sector tools, activities, and products; the relationship of the Sector with relevant stakeholders; 

outcomes of WASH Sector tools, activities, and products; support received; success and areas for 

improvement; evolution and greatest impact of the coordination; and, suggestions for enhancing WASH 

Sector effectiveness. Interviews were intended to last about one hour, were conducted in the appropriate 

language, were audio recorded, and then were transcribed using Temi software (San Francisco, USA) or 

by hand. After completion of all interviews, the Tufts research team collaboratively developed a list of 

(sub-)themes that emerged during analysis, using Nvivo software (Doncaster, Australia). 

An Excel spreadsheet was also developed to collect monthly activity reports including information on 

WASH Sector functionality with detailed tracking of Sector staff availability, meetings, information 

sharing, SAG activities, and TWiG activities. This activity report was filled out monthly between 

February and October 2020 by the Sector Coordinator, and/or by the research team with information 

gathered from the WASH Sector information sharing platform.  

Key informant interviews with WASH Sector stakeholders 

Key informant interviews were used to collect feedback from implementing agencies and other relevant 

stakeholders. The goal was to interview between 10-20 participants per each of three rounds of data 

collection (30-60 interviews total).  

To recruit study participants, emails addresses were randomly selected from the updated WASH Sector 

contact list, based on their role (International NGOs (INGO), National NGOs (NNGO), Government, 

Donor, SAG member, and non-WASH stakeholder). The goal was to have a representative sample of the 

groups making up the Sector, including 50% from INGOs and 10% from each of the five other groups.  

A 24-question semi-structured key informant interviews guide was developed to explore the context of 

the humanitarian and WASH response; WASH Sector tools, activities, and products; outcomes of WASH 

Sector tools, activities, and products; barriers to coordination; successes and areas for improvement; 

evolution and greatest impact of the coordination; and, suggestions for enhancing the effectiveness of the 

WASH Sector. Interviews were intended to last about one hour, were conducted in the appropriate 
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language, were audio recorded, and then were transcribed using Temi software (San Francisco, USA) or 

by hand. Informants could also respond in writing (e.g., email) upon request.  

For the second and third data collection, the WASH Sector contact list was adapted to sample partners 

who had not previously interviewed. After completion of all interviews, the Tufts research team 

collaboratively developed a list of (sub-)themes that emerged during analysis, using Nvivo software 

(Doncaster, Australia).  

Online surveys 

A survey was developed with demographics questions and six open-ended questions about WASH Sector 

tools, activities, and products; and, successes, areas for improvement, and suggestions for enhancing the 

effectiveness of these tools, activities, and products. The online survey was developed in Qualtrics 

(Provo, USA) and distributed (in English and a locally appropriate language) by sharing the link through 

the WASH Sector contact list, the Global WASH Cluster mailing list, and the USAID Emergency email 

list (managed by Dan Campbell). The same survey was distributed three times over the 9-months study, 

in conjunction with each round of key informant interviews.  

Protocol summary  

The consistent use of the same mixed-method evaluation design enabled rich context specific details 

while generating global data comparable between contexts. Overall, the research methods engaged many 

different stakeholders in the WASH response in different geographic levels (sub-national, national, 

global) at three different time points. Data were triangulated across these time points (including herein for 

Cox’s Bazar) and across contexts (in the main report) to assess the value of national WASH coordination 

platforms in meeting response outcomes.   
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Results 

Context  

Humanitarian situation and WASH response 

In 2020, around 855,000 Rohingya refugees, who faced discrimination and violence in Myanmar’s 

Rakhine State, resided in 34 formally designed camps in Ukhiya and Teknaf Upazilas of Cox’s Bazar 

district.7 Refugee influxes occurred following violence in 1978, 1992, 2012, and 2016, but the largest and 

fastest influx began in August 2017. This is protection crisis, with around 1.8 million people in need, 

including 0.85 million refugees and 0.51 million host community members in Cox’s Bazar District.8  

An estimated 1.4 million people in need of WASH services was targeted in 2020 by the WASH Sector to 

ensure: regular, sufficient, equitable, and dignified access safe water for drinking and domestic needs; 

adequate, appropriate, and acceptable sanitation facilities to allow rapid, safe, and secure access at all 

times; and, access and exposure to innovative hygiene promotion, and hygiene items to discourage 

potentially dangerous behaviors for both Rohingya refugees and affected host community populations. 

The estimated required funding for the WASH response in 2020 was USD 115.5 million; this was revised 

to USD 106 million in April 2020 for the last nine months in 2020.  

WASH coordination landscape 

In 2020, the WASH Sector had two levels of coordination.  

• At the Cox’s Bazar District level, the WASH Sector staff was composed of 6 to 7 positions, when 

available: one sector Coordinator, one Co-Coordinator, two to three Information Managers, one 

hygiene promotion specialist, and one hygiene promotion officer. These positions were funded by 

UNICEF or by ACF. This level had a role in strategic decision-making and high-level liaison 

with relevant stakeholders at the (inter-)national and district levels (Global WASH Cluster as 

CLA, Inter-sector Coordination Group (ISCG) and other Sectors). The role of the WASH Sector 

was also to coordinate between WASH partners among the 34 camps. This staff was dedicated to 

                                                        

7 2020 Joint Response Plan Rohinghya Humanitarian Crisis (January-December 2020); 2020. 
8 2020 COVID-19 Response Plan: Rohingya Humanitarian Crisis (April-December 2020); 2020. 
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WASH Sector coordination and integrated within the Department of Public Health Engineering 

(DPHE) office.  

• At the camp level, each of the 34 camps had one WASH Camp Focal Coordinator (from an INGO 

or NNGO) coordinating all the WASH focal partners in the camps. Additionally, each camp was 

coordinated by an Area Focal Agency (UNHCR, UNICEF, or IOM).  

According to the JRP, 36 WASH partners were active in WASH in Cox’s Bazar in 2020. 

Key informant interviews with WASH Sector staff and monthly activity 

reporting 

Data collection details 

In the nine months from February 2020 to October 2020, we conducted four key informant interviews 

with WASH Sector staff, over two data collection time points (May 2 to July 8, 2020 and September 10 to 

November 2, 2020). Two time points were conducted instead of three because of logistical delays in 

starting data collection and the stability of this humanitarian context (Figure 4). These interviews were 

conducted with three different Sector staff members (Coordinator, Co-Coordinator, and Information 

Manager) at the Cox’s Bazar district level. Three of four interviews were conducted with respondents in 

their position for less than one year. Unfortunately, we were not able to interview any WASH Focal 

Coordinators at camp level. Two interviews were conducted in French and the two others were in English.  

 

Figure 4:  Key Informant Interviews with WASH Sector staff, Stratified by Role 

 
Over the course of the study, only small changes were observed among the staff, including: the 

resignation of one Information Manager in May 2020, and the arrival of a new one in July 2020; as well 

as a new function created for a Hygiene Promotion Officer. Among the three interviewed respondents, all 

of them had worked with other organizations, and two of them (the Coordinators) had experiences with 

2nd Round 3rd Round1st RoundFeb 20 Nov 20

Cox's Bazar

24 Online survey + NHWCP survey

4 Staff interviews & report
14 WASH Stakeholders interviews

1111
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coordination (in another country or for another organization). Overall, the staff members were in position 

from 8 to 105 weeks in March 2020. 

When asked what they were not prepared for coming into their current 

role, one respondent answered they had concerns related to partner 

participation, another one said COVID-19, while the third mentioned 

the difficulty to take over projects and tools implemented by previous 

staff with the same function. All respondents described the displaced 

population as the main humanitarian response, and some mentioned 

they provide assistance to the host community, including specific 

targeting during flooding, cholera cases, and COVID-19.  

Seven monthly reports were also filled out by the staff on WASH Sector activities (from March to August 

2020). Monthly reports not filled by a member of the staff (activities in September 2020 and information 

on TWiG from March to August 2020) were filled out by the research team with information present on 

the WASH Sector information sharing platform (humanitarian.info).   

Themes that emerged from data 

Nine themes emerged from qualitative analysis of the interviews and activity reports, including: 1) tools, 

activities, and products; 2) WASH coordination; 3) wider coordination; 4) outcomes met (or not); 5) 

successes; 6) areas for improvement; 7) coordination in general; 8) emergence of COVID-19; and, 9) 

suggestions. Each of these themes are described below.  

Tools, activities, and products  

Various existing tools, activities, and products were discussed with the Sector staff respondents or 

reported in the activity reports. Information on these tools, activities, and products are reported below.  

WASH Sector partners meetings were discussed by all respondents. The activity report described that one 

to two meetings per month were conducted over the course of the study (except in August 2020 when no 

meeting was conducted). Between 54 to 78 partners attended these meetings, including: one to three 

donors, one host government representative, and one to three non-WASH Sector representatives (with 

Health and/or Gender always attending). One other meeting was organized in March to discuss COVID-

19 preparedness and response, with 28 attendees. From March 2020, coordination meetings were 

conducted online, so it was challenging for the staff to report the number and the type of participants. 

Coordination meetings were recorded during the course of the study, and meeting minutes and 

presentations were shared. The activity report also highlighted that action points were reported in April. 

 
“I think that working for a 
Cluster staff is the best job 

ever, but it is a job where you 
are really in the light and you 
have to manage everything. 
So it is cool when it works, 
but it is less cool when you 

have troubles.” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
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According to the activity report, analyses highlighting geographic or programmatic gaps were not 

discussed every month during coordination meetings, and sometimes shared by email. Another meeting 

reported by the activity reports was a meeting with Area Focal Agencies in April, with four attendees.  

According to the activity report, the SAG also met once a month (with 10 to 11 attendees), except in May 

and August. One respondent mentioned that SAG meetings were online but will be in person from 

October. During these meetings, the SAG approved or rejected some documents, agreed on monitoring 

tools and sub-sector strategies to be developed, approved the gender policy, and discussed the CFP 

approach.  

Three TWiGs led by the WASH Sector also existed over the course of the study (on Water, Sanitation, 

and Hygiene). One to two meetings were organized per month per TWiG with between 16 to 21 

attendees. Inter-sector TWiGs included: information management and assessment; communication with 

communities (CwC); communications; gender in humanitarian action; emergency preparedness and 

response; and, transfers. 

Some respondents mentioned that the WASH Sector also provided capacity building resources by 

organizing trainings and workshops. The activity reports highlighted that between two to three 

trainings/webinars/workshops were conducted per month on different topics (e.g. implementation of 

RANAS (Risks, Attitudes, Norms, Abilities, and Self-regulation) behavior change strategies for hand 

washing, hand-washing devices, mapping Covid-19 risk factors, child protection in hygiene promotion, 

hygiene promotion through laughter and play, gender, SaniTweaks, on protection, and on acute watery 

diarrhea (AWD)). Between 22 to 96 people attended these virtual events. One respondent highlighted that 

due to COVID-19, they could only organize short trainings and that it was difficult to organize online 

workshops.   

The Joint Response Plan (JRP) was published in March for the year 2020 and revised in July to take into 

account the COVID-19. Two respondents mentioned the role of the WASH Sector to develop strategy and 

to implement these strategies based on the JRP. One respondent mentioned the WASH strategy and AWD 

response strategy as WASH strategic documents. The activity reports also mentioned that COVID-19 

was integrated to the strategy in March to April 2020. Others strategic/policy documents were posted on 

the information sharing platform between March and September 2020.  

Technical documents and standards produced/updated/provided over the course of the study were: 

disinfection guidelines for COVID-19 (April), handwashing and temperature screening at camp entry 

points for COVID-19 (May); and, animal slaughter guidance (July). The activity reports mentioned that 
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minimum standards and key performance indicators that WASH partners can use to hold themselves 

accountable to peers and external stakeholders had been developed and validated. Standards considered 

local context, but national standards were not incorporated into response standards because national 

standards were development standards or not appropriated to the context. The activity reports highlighted 

that update of the WASH indicators were made monthly.  

In term of needs assessment, the activity reports highlighted that joint assessment templates and common 

tools, with reporting disaggregated data, were available, mostly within Health and Communicating with 

Communities. A mechanism for collecting partner assessment was established in April due to COVID-19, 

in June due to monsoon and cyclone damage, and in July for AWD. Joint multi-sector needs assessment 

was published by ISCG in March. 

All Sector staff respondents mentioned the 4W, the tool to collect information on “Who does What, 

Where, and When?” was used by partners to fill out their WASH response data monthly. Activity reports 

indicated that the 4W had been established and disseminated every month. From February to August, the 

activity reports mentioned that on average 23 partners (out of 32) submitted activities data each month, 

which corresponded to partners doing most of the activities, according to the Sector coordinator. Data 

from January to September 4W were compiled over the course of the study. When discussing the 4W, one 

respondent mentioned that the 4W had a lot of gaps and issues, 

especially with the reporting. Other monitoring & evaluation tools 

reported by WASH sector respondents were: household monitoring 

tool (surveys); (GPS) infrastructure monitoring tool; water quality 

monitoring tool; and, other reports provided by partners (e.g. Fecal 

Sludge Management effluent test results). Two respondents highlighted 

that REACH was doing the monitoring at the beginning, but to save 

money, the WASH Sector had decided to reappropriate the M&E and 

to redevelop all the tools.  

Gap analysis/dashboards and map products produced over the study included: operational presence 

map; WASH infrastructure map; flooding area map; and, water networks construction status. The ISCG 

also provided the 4W at Camp Level each month and gap analyses/dashboard on water network and 

latrine/bathing cubicles were disseminated in July.  

The WASH Sector had an information sharing platform to disseminate documents. The number of 

visits ranged between 1,208 to 1,252 per month. Weekly updates on COVID-19 and monsoon were 

shared by the ISCG, as well as monthly humanitarian bulletin sharing monthly WASH Sector products 

 
“I think all those who have 

never been a cluster 
coordinator put the 4W on a 
pedestal. It's a tool that, for 
me, has a lot of gaps and 

problems, especially 
reporting as the first 

problem.” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
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and resources, case-study, evaluations and lessons learned, key messages, handbooks, progress reports, 

and terms of references. More than 42 documents managed by the WASH Sector were uploaded onto the 

information sharing platform between March to September 2020. 

Other tools, activities, and products discussed by the respondents or reported in the activity reports were: 

the contingency stock, updated in March, and a contingency plan for high risk or recurring disasters; the 

bilateral meetings to evaluate response quality and to remind to provide data; advocacy initiatives that 

were undertaken each month to communicate the WASH issues to key stakeholders; and, the contact list, 

considered as one of the most important WASH Sector tools by one respondent. The WASH Sector also 

provided the WASH Sector emergency contact list in April and September, as well as the Child 

Protection Focal Point Camp contact list in April. 

When specifically asking respondents if they did visit the field, one respondent mentioned they used to do 

three field visits per month to visit partners, before March 2020 (before COVID-19 emergence), and one 

to two visits per month from July 2020. One respondent mentioned they had not gone to the field yet 

because of the limited opportunity with their role and the emergence of COVID-19. 

The Cluster Coordination Performance Monitoring (CCPM) was not used over the course of the study 

according to the activity reports and was mentioned by only one respondent. According to this 

respondent, the CCPM gave a framework and ideas, but needed to be adapted to the context. Respondents 

highlighted they did web-surveys (two in 6 months) to assess the coordination and partner needs and a 

CCPM was planned for the end of the year for the 2021 working plan. 

Hazard identification, risk assessment, and risk monitoring were undertaken in the JRP (so multi-sectoral 

approach) and the activity reports also described the cyclone plan (April), the COVID-19 response (from 

April), and the drought plan (April). There was no risk assessment and monitoring in June. According to 

the activity reports, the WASH Sector did not have a long-term transition plan for the emergency to 

scale down over the course of the study, but they were working on it.  

Over the course of the study, there was no mechanism to monitor the quality of WASH services, but it 

was discussed with the SAG in April and it was under-process from May to August. One respondent 

mentioned the WASH Sector used the Quality Assurance and Accountability System (QAAS) of the 

GWC. The activity reports mentioned that key performance indicators were being monitored with 

sufficient accuracy and regularity for the WASH Sector to identify quality issues that should be 

addressed. 
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WASH Coordination 

WASH Sector staff and sub-coordination 

According to respondents, staff had clear terms of reference for their 

role, which was more social (for coordinator) or technical (for 

information manager), according to their position. Respondents did 

not have other responsibilities outside the coordination. The staffing 

was not a problem according to one respondent, but identified 

challenges related to the Sector staff were: the high rate of turnover, 

especially when the crisis was more stable/middle-term, which 

reduced Sector efficiency and increased knowledge loss over time; 

and, the time needed to train new staff because they did not always 

have experience with coordination in Bangladesh. 

Identified challenges related to sub-coordination at the camp level 

were: the unfilled position of a Camp Focal Point Coordinator at the 

WASH Sector level (but one respondent mentioned this position 

should be filled soon); the need to reinforce capacity of the Camp 

Focal Point Coordinators; and, some lack of coordination, overlaps, 

and use of different methodology (e.g. for Information Management 

tools) between the Sector and the Area Focal Agency.  

 
 
WASH partners 

Between 32 to 34 active WASH actors were identified in the activity reports (36 in the JRP). Barriers 

related to coordination with WASH Sector partners were identified by respondents, including: the high 

turnover among partners; the lack of reporting by some partners; and how organizations partners shared 

within their own organization (to field staff) information sent by the Sector.  

  

 
“I took the inconvenience of 
this rotation when I arrived; 

and think the members of the 
Sector were the first victims. 

Turnover is killing the 
Sector. There's no other word 

for it, it's one of the big 
weaknesses.” 

 
(CXB Sector staff) 

 
 

“I am also doing a system for 
their monitoring [for AFAs], 
but we found that they had 
already start their own one 

and the sector didn't have any 
idea [… ] So, sometimes, 

there is a lack of coordination 
because they have their own 

control and they actually they 
don’t want to lose their 

control” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
 
 
 

“Sometimes they have staff 
turnover, or their staff is on 

leave, and that's type of 
problem we see” 

 
(CXB Sector staff) 
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UNICEF  

Overall, the relationship with UNICEF (as CLA) was good according to one respondent, thanks to the 

great independence and physical distance (as UNICEF is based in Dhaka). This increased the opportunity 

for multi-partner Sector coordination. One respondent highlighted that although UNICEF was the CLA 

for WASH and was responsible for human resource management, 

they reported more information to ISCG. Identified challenges 

were: the lack of resources provided to the WASH Sector; and, the 

short-duration UNICEF contracts for WASH coordination 

positions. Reasons for these challenges according to the 

respondents were: the WASH coordination mission was maybe not 

totally understood by everybody; and, the smaller valorization for 

Cluster/Sector staff position.   

Global WASH Cluster  

Respondents agreed they received support from the GWC, and one highlighted they had a lot of contacts. 

They mainly used the Field Support Team (FST) to build up their information management tools (e.g. 4W 

online), and to receive advise on coordination. They also used the 

online resources, the trainings, and the QAAS, provided by the GWC. 

Challenges identified by one respondent were: the 

monitoring/reporting to the GWC which was time-consuming and gave 

a feeling of being over controlled; and, some topics the GWC did not 

want to develop/help with because it was too sensitive.  

 

Affected population 

Based on the 4W data, the coverage of WASH emergency affected population was 59% in March 2020 

and increased to 73% in August. According to respondents and the activity reports, considering affected 

populations, community participation and monitoring was one of the Sector’s priorities in 2020. The 

Sector did not have a policy for communication with affected populations in March 2020, but on COVID-

19 from April. No training or workshop on AAP had been organized from March to June, but was 

organized through online webinars from June to August. The perspectives of affected people were not 

included in monitoring information and presented as part of the regular quality snapshots from February 

to July, but the activity reports highlighted the CwC was working on it (but limited involvement within 

WASH). In August, it was included as part of JRP mid-term review. 

 
“Many people at the United 

Nations today, leading UNICEF 
in Bangladesh or in other 

countries, have not yet 
understood what the Clusters 

are” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
 
 

 
“Anything constructive, 

anything helping us, that's 
cool, but unfortunately we're 

a little bit more in the 
monitoring of national 

clusters at the global level” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
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Wider Coordination 

Inter-Sector  

Activity reports mentioned that WASH Sector attended monthly Inter-Sector coordination (with ISCG) 

and Health Sector meetings (but not the Nutrition Sector meetings), and that a specific Sector focal point 

for cross-cutting issues had been identified. Respondents mentioned that discussions with other Sectors 

were frequent (weekly meetings but daily communication). Identified challenges included: COVID-19 

reduced communication quality between Sectors; and, frequent communication did not always lead to 

positive relationships.  

Government 

According to the activity report, the WASH Sector worked every month with the host government and 

one host government member was always present at the coordination meetings. Overall relationships with 

the government were good, discussion and collaboration were frequent with the Department of Public 

Health Engineering (DPHE), the Refugee Relief & Repatriation Commissioner (RRRC), and the district 

representative. Identified challenges were: COVID-19 reduced efficient communication (because of the 

virtual meetings); the government did not always have the same priorities as those of the WASH Sector; 

and, there were fewer relationships with the national government.  

Other stakeholders 

According to the activity report, coordination was active with donors over the course of the study, with 

one to three donors attending the coordination meeting, and advocacy initiatives were undertaken each 

month to coordinate and to communicate the WASH issues to key stakeholders (except in August with 

the leave of the Coordinator). The WASH Sector also attended bilateral meetings with Camp 

Management meetings. Lastly, one respondent identified some development partners (e.g Asian 

Development Bank and World Bank) with were gaining power in the WASH response in Cox’s Bazar. 

According to this respondent, their presence reduced donor supports. As decision-making for these 

development projects was made with the national government without consultation with the operational 

field and the WASH Sector; and, their priorities were not always the one of the WASH Sector (and 

sometimes negatively impacted WASH Sector interventions).  
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Outcomes 

Strategic Decision  

All Sector staff respondents agreed that the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products helped the 

partners to make strategic decisions. Tools identified by at least one respondent to reach this outcome 

were: the M&E tools; the coordination meetings; the map products; the gap analysis/dashboard; and, the 

JRP.  

Identify and reduce gaps 

Identifying and reducing gaps in the response was an 

outcome the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products 

helped the partners to reach according to all respondents, 

mainly through the gap analysis/dashboard, based on 

monitoring & evaluations tools that were disseminated and 

discussed by the WASH Sector to the partners.  

Define metrics M&E, complete M&E, and evaluate quality  

Respondents agreed that the tools, activities, and products helped the partners to define metrics for M&E 

of the response and to complete it. Among the tools, they mentioned the 4W, the household monitoring 

tool (surveys); (GPS) infrastructure monitoring tool; water quality monitoring tool; and, other reports 

provided by partners (e.g. FSM effluent test results). One respondent highlighted they spent a lot of time 

to develop these tools, but that monitoring tools were usually 

not well understood by partners who saw them as an extra 

workload and not as a benefit. Therefore, it was essential to 

give back to WASH partners the gap analysis/dashboard, 

map products, and other feedbacks. When discussing quality, 

two respondents mentioned they assessed this quality thanks 

to the monitoring tools and partners evaluations, but that 

conducting field visit was the best option.  

Obtain funding  

All respondents agreed that the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products helped the partners to obtain 

funding mainly because partners used Sector gap analysis/dashboard, and other information to improve 

the quality of their proposals.  

 

 
“As soon as I share this analysis with 

the organizations senior staff in 
meetings, it will help them. So I try 

to synthesize all this information, and 
make sure that one person spends 

time reading these analyses, 
understanding and interpreting them, 

and sharing them to others” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
 
 

 
“I think monitoring tools are overall 
poorly understood by partners. That 

is why it is important to do this 
analysis at the sector level and to 

disseminate the data they collected 
and took time to enter into the 

database” 
  

(CXB Sector staff) 
 
 



 18 

 
Other 

Other outcomes discussed by respondents were that the WASH 

Sector tools, activities, and products strengthened relationships and 

partnerships among WASH partners and built partners capacity.  

Successes  

The main successes described by the respondents were: the monitoring and data collection (not perfect 

but good); the communication between the WASH Sector and the partners; the map products; and, their 

organization among the Sector staff. According to the activity reports, monthly successes were, from 

April to July, respectively: mobilizing and harmonizing the COVID-19 response (April and May); 

stopping focusing only on emergencies (e.g. drought, COVID-19) and forecast future; and, starting to 

transition to a post-COVID-19 situation.  

Areas for improvement 

The main areas for improvement described by respondents were: to create more relationships and to 

improve advocacy for the WASH Sector with development partners (Asian Development Bank and 

World Bank); to be more present in the field (through the Camp Focal Point) by reinforcing their 

capacity; training to rapidly solve specific issues (e.g. solid waste management or drainage cleaning 

issues); and, to improve data storage/management. According to the activity reports, monthly challenges 

were, respectively, from April to August: access to the field 

during the COVID-19 lockdown (April and May); working 

relationship with the Site Management and Site 

Development Sector; tiredness due to long months of 

lockdown; and, partners being defensive of their working 

areas.  

  

 
“I think that we haven’t talked 
about capacity building. I think 

this is also one of our main 
functions”  

 
(CXB Sector staff) 

 
 

 
“As we are in a phase of emergency-
development transition, I really think 
we need to build important bridges 

with long-term actors”  
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
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Coordination 

Evolution 

Respondents thought the WASH Sector positively evolved because: there was less turnover with the staff; 

expenses were reduced when the Sector took over the monitoring & evaluation; and, the Sector was able 

to provide more technical support and better interventions.  

What could change if no Sector? 

When asking what would change if there was no WASH Sector, respondents discussed: there would be 

more conflicts and competition (e.g. between partners, Camp focal point/Area focal agency); intervention 

duplication; no harmonization across camps; no gap analysis/dashboard to identify the biggest priorities; 

and, the government would not be able to oversee what partners are doing, and it would make it more 

difficult to obtain authorization from authorities.  

Emergence of COVID-19 

SARS-CoV-2 was confirmed to have spread to Bangladesh in March 2020 (with the first cases reported 

on March 8). On March 24th, to minimize risks of exposure and to slow the spread of COVID-19 within 

the camps, some facilities, services, and activities were temporarily closed. Remaining and staffed open 

facilities and services, such as WASH activities, had to minimize groups/attendance and social distance to 

the extent possible. According to Sector staff respondents, this situation impacted the (wider) 

coordination by: reducing communication and relationships with 

relevant WASH stakeholders; creating more tensions between 

stakeholders (explained by low-quality of communication and 

tiredness due to long months of lock down); transforming 

meetings, trainings, and workshop to an online format (which 

increased number of attendees but reducing participation); and, 

reducing field visit frequency and conducted “remote monitoring”.  

  

 
“People who feel less comfortable 
with their level of English, and I 

think of many Bangladeshi 
colleagues, were speaking much 
less in online meetings than they 

do in face-to-face meetings” 
 

(CXB Sector staff) 
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Suggestions 

Recommendations provided by the WASH Sector staff were to:   

• Reduce the turnover of Sector staff;  

• Focus more on implementation of strategies instead of reviewing strategies;  

• Complete lessons learning exercises and implement good practices; to be more collaborative at 

the field level between the host community and the camps;   

• Improve real-time monitoring; and,  

• Improve the humanitarian.info information sharing platform because some information/data were 

difficult to collect.  

Key informant interviews with WASH sector stakeholders 

Data collection details 

In the nine months from February 2020 to October 2020, 140 emails were sent soliciting participation in 

the study. In total, 14 key informant interviews were conducted over two time points (9 from May 18 to 

June 23, 2020; and 5 from September 1 to 29, 2020) (Figure 5). All 14 key informant interviews occurred 

over phone/teleconference, in English, by the same interviewer.  

 

Figure 5:  Key Informant Interviews with WASH Sector stakeholders, Stratified by Role 

 

Among people interviewed, nine of the 14 respondents worked for International NGOs (INGO) (64%), 

three were from national NGOs (NNGO) (21%), one worked for the government (7%), and one was 

classified as a “non-WASH Stakeholder” (7%) (Figure 5). Informants working in the organizations were 

mainly WASH project or coordination managers, or in general program management. Two informants 

were engineers or technicians (14%). Among the 14 respondents, 2 were members of the SAG (14%). 

2nd Round 3rd Round1st RoundFeb 20 Nov 20

Cox's Bazar

24 Online survey + NHWCP survey

4 Staff interviews & report
14 WASH Stakeholders interviews

4

1

53

1



 21 

Most respondents had worked in the humanitarian response in Bangladesh for more than 1 year (13/14 or 

93%), with most of these respondents coming around 2017, or shortly after, at the start of the influx of 

Rohingya displaced people. Most of the respondents mentioned that working for other organizations and 

their educational background helped them in their current role. However, the large size of the 

humanitarian response in Cox’s Bazar (in terms of both beneficiaries and partners) was the element most 

commonly cited by respondents (7/14, 50%) when asked what they were not prepared for coming into 

their current role.  

The displaced population (79%) and humanitarian development (21%) were the most described 

humanitarian and WASH responses. Additionally, 21% of respondents commented on the unique 

hydrogeologic aspects of this response.  

Please note the sample of key informant interviews was focused mainly on INGO respondents with some 

NNGO respondents, and minimal governmental and other stakeholder representation. This sample of key 

informant interviews was smaller than the intended size outlined in the study design because a third round 

of interview was not performed.   

Themes that emerged from data 

Eight themes emerged from qualitative analysis of the interviews, including: 1) tools, activities, and 

products; 2) outcomes met (or not); 3) barriers to coordination; 4) successes of Sector; 5) areas for 

improvement; 6) coordination in general; 7) emergence of COVID-19; and, 8) suggestions. Each of these 

themes are described below.    

Tools, activities, and products 

When asked to describe the activities, tools, and products the WASH Sector was doing in this context, the 

majority of respondents (10 of 13 or 77%) mentioned the coordination meetings occurring either 

weekly, biweekly, or monthly; and involving mainly the partners and the WASH Sector, with some 

reference to participation from government representatives and the site manager.  

Over half of the respondents (>50%) mentioned the existence of technical documents and standards 

provided by the WASH Sector. References included mentions of standardization of implementation and 

standards for specific tasks such as Fecal Sludge Management (FSM), hygiene kit contents, and latrine 

construction. These documents and standards were provided either directly to partners or from the 

information sharing platform. Less than half of the respondents (43%) described the 4W (with one 

reference including 5W). These references recognized the benefits of the 4W as a monitoring tool as well 

as its shortcomings in terms of partner participation. One additional respondent discussed the general use 
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of monitoring and evaluation (M&E), of which the 4W is a part. Other M&E tools included: water quality 

monitoring and infrastructure monitoring.  

Other tools, activities, and products described by more than a quarter of respondents (>25%) were 

information sharing; TWiGs; and the gap analysis/dashboard (some including overlap analysis).  

Lastly, less than a quarter of respondents (<25%) mentioned: the information sharing platform; the 

SAG; the capacity-building resources (provided by the WASH Sector to the partners); the minutes of 

meetings; the WASH strategic documents; the JRP; the contact list; the fund tracking system; the 

needs assessment tools; and the field visits. No consistent difference in existing tools, activities, and 

products mentioned by respondents was observed within respondents’ role or time of data collection.  

Participate, use, and provide data (or not) for existing tools, activities, and products 

Overall respondents participated, used, or provided data for all the tools, activities, and products they 

cited. However, when asked specifically which Sector activities, tools, and product respondents did 

participate in, the following list shows the highest concentrations of respondents: 8 of 13 (62%) of 

respondents reported participating in coordination meetings; 38% reported participating in information 

sharing (including surveys, reports, assessments, and other resources); including the 4Ws and other 

monitoring and evaluation tools and reports; 31% reported using the technical document and standards; 

and, 15% reported participating in capacity-building resources.  

When specifically asking which Sector activities, tools, and products respondents did not participate in, 8 

out of 13 (62%) mentioned they did not use all the tools provided by 

the WASH Sector. Most cited that they did not need to use these 

specific tools (e.g. no activities implemented, not working on the 

response for which the tool was specifically developed for), or that 

they had their own tools that serve the same purpose. Three of the 13 

respondents (23%) mentioned they did not attend all the coordination 

meetings primary because due to their position, they preferred to 

send someone else from the organization or because of scheduling 

conflicts. 

Outcomes 

Strategic Decision 

Eleven of the 14 informants were asked if they thought the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products 

helped them or their organization to make strategic decisions. Nine of the 11 respondents (82%) reported 

 
“So this is how you [are] not 
a stand-alone program. You 
cannot do any standalone 

program[s], we have to adopt 
and we’re bound to abide by 

any of these guidelines.” 
  

(NNGO) 
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that the WASH Sector did help their organization to make strategic 

decisions. Most of them considered it was because of the Sector 

work in general, without being able to identify one tool or activity 

in particular to meet this outcome. However, monitoring tools or 

metrics, standards and technical documents, information sharing, 

and gap analysis/dashboard were each mentioned as helping the 

partners to make strategic decision by at least one of the 9 

respondents (11%). Two respondents nuanced this opinion. One 

indicated that effective strategic planning would require a 

monitoring system agreed upon by both the WASH Sector and the 

site management, which this respondent stated was not currently functioning. The other respondent 

affirmed that the Sector shared technology and information for strategic planning but stated their 

organization did not use them directly. This respondent cited weak communication with the WASH 

Sector, due to their small size of intervention, as the reason the organization did not use the technology 

and information directly. More respondents from INGOs though the WASH Sector did help make 

strategic decisions than no (9 did, 1 did not). An equal number of respondents from NGO thought the 

WASH Sector did help compared to did not help (1 did, 1 did not), and the government representative did 

think the WASH Sector helps make strategic decisions.  

Identify and reduce gaps  

Five informants provided responses to the question whether or not WASH Sector tools, activities, and 

products helped them to identify gaps in the response and to reduce these gaps. All five respondents 

reported that the Sector did help them to identify or reduce gaps. The majority did not define which 

specific tools, activities, and products helped them to identify the 

gaps. One respondent reported that the WASH Sector also helped 

to identify overlaps in services in the camps. There was at least one 

mention of information sharing, analysis tools, and needs 

assessments as useful tools from the Sector in identifying and 

reducing gaps. There was no government or other stakeholder 

representation in these responses.  

Define metrics for M&E, complete M&E, and evaluate quality  

Two respondents directly reported on whether the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products helped 

them or their organization to define metrics for monitoring and evaluation (M&E). One respondent stated 

that they used external software and systems to define metrics. They reported a current effort to 

 
“Based on this exercise, we 

actually implemented the water 
network activities. So yes, that’s 

the tools, the approach, the 
methodology they have in the 

WASH sector definitely help, not 
only us, but also all the agencies 
who are working in the camp.”  

 
(Other Stakeholder) 

 
“W ith the help of WASH sector, 
we are continuing identification 
of gaps in camps. That is one of 

the big support[s] that we are 
getting.” 

 
(Government) 
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restructure how monitoring occurs and is managed in the government. The other respondent reported that 

they use their own indicators for donor reporting that are similar to the WASH Sector indicators. 

Therefore, of the two respondents, neither stated that the WASH Sector explicitly defined metrics for 

monitoring and evaluation. One respondent was a government representative, one was classified as “other 

stakeholder.”  

Six informants provided responses to the question whether or not WASH Sector tools, activities, and 

products helped them to complete M&E and evaluate program quality. Four of the 6 respondents (67%) 

affirmed that the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products helped partners to complete M&E and 

evaluate program quality. Two of those respondents reported that the Sector provided monitoring services 

and statistics that allowed for M&E completion and program quality evaluation. Sector meetings, unified 

standards, and technical documents were each mentioned once. Two respondents reported that the WASH 

Sector tools, activities, and products did not help them complete M&E completion and program quality 

evaluation. Both of these respondents reported that their organization used their own methods of quality 

control. One reported that they only consult the WASH Sector when technical issues arise, and the other 

respondent reported that they match their monitoring 

standards to those of the sector. Lastly, six respondents 

(43%) discussed the use of the 4W as a reporting system that 

allows for the completion of M&E in the WASH Sector. 

Respondents organizational role or time of data collection 

did not impact these results.  

 
Obtain funding 

Among respondents, four of 7 (57%) agreed the Sector helped with funding and three (43%) disagreed. 

Two respondents stated the main reason for affirming this statement was that the WASH Sector provides 

reports to identify gaps and rework strategies, improving the proposals presented to donors. One 

respondent reported that they currently felt supported by the WASH Sector in receiving funds but that 

they were worried about next year and how the effects of COVID-19 will restrict their access to funding. 

From the respondents who disagreed, two reported that agencies were responsible for bidding for funds 

themselves or may be ineligible for funding through the Sector. The other reported that while the WASH 

Sector does what they can to help to provide funds, it is only a beginning process and often the funding is 

not properly distributed so some areas do not receive any. There were not differences in response 

depending on the respondent’s position or time of data collection.      

 
"This quality control, it’s for our own 

activities. If it is technical we meet 
the W ASH Sector and we discuss, 

then we do a joint visit." 
 

(INGO) 
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Other outcomes 

After asking if the WASH Sector tools, activities, and products helped the respondents (or their 

organization) to meet the outcomes discussed above, we asked if there was any other outcome the WASH 

Sector helped to reach. Two respondents stated technical and logistical support. One discussed how the 

sector should enhance the adherence to standards and ensure compliance as another outcome from the 

Sector. The other discussed how the Sector helps in their implementation in terms of adjusting to new 

technologies. One respondent was from an INGO and the other was from a NNGO.  

Barriers to coordination 

On average, 2.2 barriers to coordination were identified by each respondent. The main barriers were the 

coordinating landscape, Sector staff issues, the lack of funding/resources, the geographic challenges, and 

the partners and government involvement. Two of the 14 respondents did not provide an answer to the 

question. These sub-themes are described below.    

Coordinating landscape  

The main barrier identified by respondents was the coordinating landscape, identified by 7 of 14, or 50% 

of informants. Respondents who reported this barrier discussed issues such as delayed reporting from UN 

organizations and the top-down coordinating approach that de-

prioritized organizations that are not partners of a UN body, or 

issues from the general politics of the coordination. Other 

respondents discussed the issue of having multiple standards to 

follow, either from different sources or applying to different 

populations (e.g., host community and beneficiaries). Lastly, at 

least two respondents discussed tension between national, 

district, and other leadership groups in determining who grants 

implementation approval or takes responsibility for tasks in the 

camps. There was neither other stakeholder nor government 

representation in these responses. The time of data collection 

was not determinant in whether this barrier was mentioned.  

 
 

	

 

 

 
"There is confusion, between 

ISCG or RRRC or all agencies as 
a whole, to agree of who will be 

responsible for managing the 
drains." 

 
(INGO) 

 

 
"We have something to implement 
in the camp, but, so we are not a 
partner of UN body and that time 
we are not getting prioritized. " 

 
(INGO) 
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Sector staff issues 

Another major barrier that respondents reported were issues with the Sector staff. Six of the 14 

respondents (43%) discussed this barrier, and more specifically the staff turnover. The main issue these 

respondents raised concerning staff turnover was lack of 

continuity in leadership as it takes time for new people to 

understand the context and the response. There was at least one 

mention of difficulty forming relationships with organizations 

and attempts to implement new projects or ideas without full 

knowledge of the context. Time of data collection and response 

role was not determinant in whether this barrier was mentioned.  

Funding resources  

Five of the 14 informants (36%) addressed the barrier to 

coordination of inadequate funding or resources. Four respondents 

reported a significant discrepancy between projected funding needs and 

actual resources received that hindered their organizations’ work. One of 

these three specifically addressed how there was not adequate funding to 

cover gaps between projects ending and new ones beginning. One 

respondent reported a bias in decision-making in the Sector that focused 

on areas where funding was abundant. Respondents who addressed this 

barrier were from INGOs and one from an NGO. There was no 

government or other stakeholder representation in these responses. The 

time of data collection was not determinant in acknowledging this 

barrier.  

Partners and Government  

Lastly, two respondents (14%) stated that issues with partner 

participation and government involvement provided a barrier to 

coordination. One respondent emphasized that all the partners 

were not active enough and some partners were interested more 

in achieving their organization’s agenda than participating in 

coordination. This same respondent reported that the government 

provided significant obstacles to the Sector coordination because 

of their leadership role in the Sector coupled with political and 

 
“So last time actually, due to the 
staff turnover, due to the contract 

of UN system, we did not have the 
WASH Cluster coordinator from 
UNICEF since long. I mean, they 
deployed someone to coordinate, 

but the permanent coordinator was 
absent since long.” 

 
(Other Stakeholder) 

 
"Every year, every 

organization going through 
some transition phase [… ] 

one project is ended, 
another is about to come 

[… ] that gap between 
those two phases, [… ] it’s 
quite difficult to adapt with 

this situation [… ] if you 
don’t have the money." 

 
(INGO) 

 

 
"When we attend any meeting, 
forum, most of the time foreign 

language are being used for 
discussions, decision making. As a 
result, the participants who capable 

in Bengali but weak in English, 
they cannot cooperate, participate 

properly in those discussion." 
 

(INGO) 
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legal limitations in place. The other respondent reported that the 

government’s separate mandate made coordination in the Sector 

difficult but generally was supported by the Department of 

Public Health Engineering (DPHE).  One respondent was from 

an INGO, and one represented the other stakeholder perspective. 

Both were from the first round of data collection in May and 

June 2020.  

 
 
Other barriers  

Other barriers to WASH coordination mentioned at least once by respondents included the following: a 

low number of agencies or service providers that hinders WASH outcomes for beneficiaries; language 

barriers in Sector meetings; and, lack of communication around the implementation of new technologies 

or projects. Another challenge mentioned by some respondents was the hydrogeology of the region and 

how that made it hard to get resources to the beneficiaries (e.g., adequate water supply).  

Successes 

On average, 2.0 elements particularly well done by the WASH 

Sector were identified by respondents. The main successes were the 

tools, activities, and products and coordination relationships. These 

sub-themes are described below.  

Tools, activities, and products  

When asking if there were things respondents felt the WASH Sector 

was doing particularly well, respondents (9 out of the 12 who were 

asked, 75%) mentioned one or several tools, activities, and products. 

Among them, information sharing was specifically described by 

four respondents (44%). Respondents felt that the WASH Sector 

frequently shared reports from monitoring, technical documents, and 

other documents. Respondents stated that the sharing was timely and 

some mentioned that it occurred either via email or through the 

Sector information sharing platform. All respondents who reported 

this success were from INGOs, with the other stakeholder 

perspective also represented. Time of data collection as not determinant in this result. Gap 

 
“The government has also their 
mandate, which is very different 
than us. So, we cannot actually 

control the government. [… ] and 
sometimes we have to follow the 

government rules, regulation, 
everything, but [… ] I would say that 
the counterpart we have currently in 

Cox’s Bazar, the DPHE, they are 
really helpful for the Cluster.” 

 
(Other Stakeholder) 

 
"I’m happy with the way the 

sector is leading and handling 
things here, even, the sector, if 

you can go for [… ] a 
discussion [… ] as even going 

to a coffee shop and 
discussion, the personal things 

or issues, anything. That 
options are there also, they’re 

flexible." 
 

(INGO) 
 

 
"There was no unified design. 

So that has been done very 
successfully by the WA SH 
sector. Then the guidelines 

[… ] pulling all the documents 
and putting in the website to 
create access for everybody." 

 
(INGO) 
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analysis/dashboard was mentioned by two respondents (14%). Both mentioned that the sector was 

actively performing this activity, with one providing some nuance in citing a need to improve the 

monitoring system. One respondent was from an INGO and the other was a government representative. 

Trainings, technical documents and standards, and maps, were also each mentioned by one respondent 

(7%) as aspects done well by the Sector.  

Outcomes 

In addition, seven of the 12 respondents (58%) who were asked this question reported that the WASH 

Sector was doing well in terms of relationship with WASH partners and the government. Of these seven, 

6 (86%) reported that the Sector performed well in their relationship with WASH partners. They reported 

effective advocacy for WASH partners at higher levels of leadership, problem solving assistance, rapid 

coordination during natural disasters, strong WASH partner accountability, and high accessibility to its 

partners. These responses included INGO, NNGO and governmental representation. Time of data 

collection was not determinant in these responses. Four of the seven informants who addressed this Sector 

success (57%) reported strong a Sector relationship with the government. 

These respondents reported that the Sector serves as an effective 

mediator between partners and the government, convinces the 

government to adhere to common standards, and generally speeds up the 

coordination process between WASH organizations and the government. 

These responses included INGO and other stakeholder representation. 

Time of data collection was not determinant in these responses. 

 

Areas for improvement   

On average, 1.6 elements needing improvement by the WASH Sector were identified by respondents. 

Thirteen respondents reported on this question specifically, but all respondents contributed areas for 

improvement throughout their interviews. The main areas for improvements were some outcomes not 

reached by partners; tools, activities, and products; and, other.  These sub-themes were described below.  

  

 
"The WASH Cluster people, 
they are sitting at the DPHE 

[…] with government of 
Bangladesh. So, they can 

make the things very quick, 
coordination with the 

government is very smooth 
and easy." 

 
(INGO) 
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Outcomes 

Of the fourteen respondents, 6 (43%) reported that the WASH Sector was not performing well in 

strengthening relationships and coordination. The respondents reported that the WASH Sector was not 

navigating differences in partner activities or schedules and 

lack of participation from partners, specifically addressing 

issues with participation from international organizations. All 

three respondents were from INGOs across both times of data 

collection. Two of the respondents reported issues with the 

Sector relationship with the government. One discussed 

differences in decision making between the Sector and the 

government, and the other discussed how DPHE standards are 

often not followed which leads to unusable infrastructure. 

Lastly, one respondent reported on issues with the Sector’s 

relationship with other Sectors. They emphasized the need to 

coordination more effectively and formally with the health sector. These responses included INGO and 

NNGO representation. There was no other stakeholder and government perspective in these responses. 

Time of data collection was not determinant in this sub-theme.  

Tools, activities, and products  

Six respondents (43%) reported that the WASH Sector had poor performance in their tools, activities, and 

products. Respondents reported poor advocacy, citing how the funding structures can become politicized 

and how there are different donor expectations for different partners. Respondents discussed difficulty 

accessing documents, delays in support from TWiGs, and lack of training for the displaced population, 

volunteers, and the host community. They also mentioned the need for a single point of access for camp 

infrastructure and reevaluated gender protections in the camps. These respondents included INGO and 

government partners. Time of data collection was not determinant in this sub-theme.  

  

 
"It’s not they [organizations] don’t 
know how to participate. It’s like 

probably lack of capacity, yes, 
different organization, different 

capacities [… ] It’s kind of complex, 
like If I don’t want to contribute in 

the Cluster system, you cannot force 
me to contribute there, right. And if 
some organization don’t contribute 

but working in W ASH, it just 
difficult for the sector to like 

manage." 
 

(INGO) 
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Other  

Lastly, some aspects of the WASH Sector that are not going well that were mentioned at least once 

included the following: poor coordination and aid for the host community; and, the need for long term 

planning. These responses included representation from NNGOs and other stakeholder from only the first 

timeframe of data collection.  

 

General coordination 

Evolution of the WASH Sector 

Among 14 respondents, 9 (64%), had seen the WASH Sector positively evolve. For them, there were 

more tools (such as monitoring tools, standards, and water networks), better coordination among partners, 

and increased efficiency in WASH performance. Some respondents also commented on the shift from an 

emergency response to a long-term intervention and how the Sector has effectively adjusted to that shift. 

These elements were mentioned by INGO, NNGO, other stakeholder, and the government representative 

respondents across both times of data collection. Four respondents (29%) did not see any changes or 

provided some comments on how the WASH Sector had not 

changed. They mentioned how at the camp level the coordination 

has remained the same and there was still the same humanitarian 

needs, strategies, and meeting design. The respondents that 

reported to change to the WASH Sector were all from INGOs 

across both times of data collection. Lastly, three respondents 

(21%) discussed how the WASH Sector negatively changed. 

They discussed how organizations had pulled out from the 

response altogether, and how the COVID-19 pandemic has 

negatively impacted the Sector’s evolution. These respondents 

included INGO and other stakeholder representation.  

 
"Two working partners in the camps may have 
two different donors, and two different donors 
have different expectations from their partners, 

so matching with them in a single pace and 
implementing in the field to achieving one 

specific goal is very difficult.” 
 

(INGO) 
 

 
“The areas where the camps are being 

installed, these are slightly hilly zone[s], 
as the houses or settlements there are 
temporary and there is no sign of the 

refugees to go back [… ] I think it 
requires new thought.”  

 
(NNGO) 

 

 
"If we compare the situation from last 

year, it indicates to me that the 
dynamism and the communication of 
the W ASH Cluster is now a bit more 

stronger.” 
 

(INGO) 
 

 
"Certain organizations have pulled 

out of the response for various 
reasons, funding, those kinds of 

stuff.” 
 

(INGO) 
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Meeting expectations 

Overall, the WASH Sector met respondents’ expectations. Twelve respondents out of 14 (86%) positively 

answered when asking if the WASH Sector was meeting their expectations as a coordinating body and 

two respondents (14%) said no. The two respondents who said no were from INGOs from both times of 

data collection.  

Identify WASH Sector issues and propose corrective actions 

Eight respondents (57%) were asked if there was a tool or activity to identify WASH Sector issues, 

trends, and to propose corrective actions. Among them, two respondents (14%) described one such tool. 

One mentioned the 4W, one mentioned and the hygiene promotion team and specific infrastructure repair 

teams within their camp. Five respondents, 63%, stated that there was no such tool or activity, there was 

not an effective tool or activity, or that they were unaware if there was. One (7%) did not answer the 

question. No difference across results was observed between data collections.  

What could change if no Sector? 

When asked what would change if there was no WASH Sector, the main 

elements cited by respondents were a lack of harmonization in activities 

and response between organizations (6 respondents, 43%), duplication 

and overlap during the response (4, 29%), areas with humanitarian needs 

not covered (3, 21%), misuse of resources (3, 21%), and conflicts among 

WASH partners, donors and beneficiaries (1, 7%). The terms 

“devastating” and “disaster” were mentioned by three respondents.  

Emergence of COVID-19 

The COVID-19 crisis was mentioned by 13 respondents. There was not a difference in reporting between 

the times of data collection. Some respondents highlighted the ways in which the WASH Sector 

developed and adapted some tools and activities to face this situation, by reformulating standards and 

strategies, and enhancing coordination with both WASH partners and the government. At least five 

respondents mentioned the positive adaptations of the WASH Sector. The Sector meetings were virtual, 

and some respondents reported participation decreased because people were busy with new 

responsibilities due to COVID-19. Two respondents mentioned these virtual meetings. Several 

respondents discussed how COVID-19 has led to reduced operations in the camps, with organizations 

closing their operations or downsizing mandated by the government. One respondent reported that this 

downsizing led to increased confusion surrounding responsibilities in the camps. Several specific issues 

due to COVID-19 were also raised that included the following: reduced water quality testing; concern 

 
"There would be really 

mess, actually. Everybody 
will be doing as they want. 

And nobody will follow 
any regulation. Nobody 

will control them.” 
 

(INGO) 
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about continued funding in 2021; the need for enhanced training for vulnerable populations in the camps 

during COVID-19; and, the need for enhanced monitoring of diagnosed conditions in the camps.  

Suggestions 

The main recommendations for the WASH Sector presented by the respondents included: 

• Enhancing coordination with WASH partners and the government, adjusting or adding tools, 

activities, or products; and addressing funding access and long-term development considerations.  

• Increasing coordination with organizations to train beneficiaries on managing infrastructure, 

increasing coordination with local NGOs, implementing mechanisms to enhance organizations’ 

participation in the Sector, and improving communications with the government.  

• Restructuring TWiGs to align with camp and host community standards, a common monitoring 

system across all sectors, and providing enhanced training opportunities for organizations, 

including midterm reviews as opposed to just one per year, and organizing online resources. 

• Surrounding funding and resources, respondents recommended shifting resources towards a more 

long-term approach to the response and reevaluating the quotas that currently grant funding from 

UNHCR or UNICEF.  

• Notably, several respondents addressed how the WASH Sector should increase engagement with 

the host community across issues of standards, funding, and infrastructure.  
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Online surveys 

Data collection details 

In the nine months from February 2020 to October 2020, we compiled results from a survey conducted by 

the WASH Sector in February 2020 (the WASH Sector Partners Feedback survey) and from an online 

survey designed for this specific project (WASH Coordination in Emergencies) between September 23 to 

October 21, 2020 (Figure 6). Eighty-four respondents participated in the WASH Sector Partners Feedback 

survey, and 68 respondents participated to the WASH Coordination in Emergencies survey. Among these 

68 surveys, 44 were filled out with at least questions on demographics and 24 were completed with open-

ended questions. 

 

Figure 6:  Online Surveys, Stratified by Role 

 

Among the 84 and 24 respondents who filled out these online surveys, 34 / 5 respondents were from 

INGOs (36%); 29 / 8 from NNGOs (34%); 15 / 4 from UN agencies (18%); 3 / 0 from donor agencies 

(3%); and, 1 / 7 from non-WASH stakeholders or unassigned (9%) (Figure 6). No question was related to 

the participation of the respondents to the SAG or the WASH Sector. Thus, the characteristics of the 

respondents for the online surveys differed to key informant interviews respondents with comparatively 

more NNGOs and UN agencies represented.  

Themes that emerged from data 

Four themes emerged from qualitative analysis of the online surveys, including: 1) tools, activities, and 

products; 2) areas for improvement; 3) emergence of COVID-19; and, 4) suggestions. Each of these 

themes was described below.  
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Cox's Bazar

24 Online survey + NHWCP survey

4 Staff interviews & report
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Tools, activities, and products 

When asking what WASH Sector tools, activities, and products respondents were familiar with in the 

WASH Coordination in Emergencies online survey, 10 respondents (out of 20, 50%) mentioned technical 

documents and standards and seven respondents (35%) mentioned the 4W. Seven respondents also 

mentioned other M&E tools (e.g. FSTP, water quality monitoring tools) and the coordination meetings 

were cited by six respondents (30%). Less than a quarter of respondents (<5 respondents) mentioned: the 

capacity-building resources; the WASH strategic documents; the dashboard/gap analysis and other map 

products; the TWiGs; the JRP; the contingency stock; the advocacy; the information sharing; the minutes 

of meeting; the SAG; the need assessments; and, the information sharing platform.  

The results from the WASH Sector Partners Feedback survey also highlighted that respondents were 

familiar with: the contact list, the capacity-building resources; the fund tracking system; the humanitarian 

bulletin; and, any via information sharing. 

Participation in WASH Sector  

When asking how the respondents or their organizations participated in the WASH Sector (WASH 

Coordination in Emergencies online survey), three respondents (out of 17, 18%) mentioned through the 

meetings, three (18%) by sharing their activity and assessment reports; two (12%) indicated they were co-

Coordinators, two (12%) by reviewing and giving advice on technical documents and standards; and; two 

(12%) by participating to trainings and workshops. One respondent (6%) mentioned participation in the 

4W, information sharing, and WASH Strategic notes.  

From the WASH Sector Partners Feedback survey, 91% respondents mentioned they participated in 

coordination events regularly, and 42-45% participated to TWiGs. The WASH Sector information sharing 

platform for information access, sector updates, tools, and design was consulted at least once a week by 

39% respondents.  

Most useful tools 

When asking which activities, tools, or products were most useful for helping respondents (or their 

organization) to reach WASH outcomes (through the WASH Coordination in Emergencies online 

survey), six respondents (out of 20 responses, 30%) mentioned that technical documents and standards 

were particularly helpful. The 4W was discussed by 4 respondents (20%) and other M&E tools by two 

respondents (10%). Three respondents (15%) cited the gap analysis/dashboard, three (15%) the WASH 

Strategic documents, and two (10%) the map products.  
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When asking which resources respondents needed and/or had been using, respondents from the WASH 

Sector Partners Feedback survey mentioned that technical documents and standards, WASH Strategy 

notes, followed by the map products, assessments and reports, and gap analysis/dashboard were the most 

used sector resources.  

Least useful tools 

When asking which activities, tools, or products were least useful for helping respondents (or their 

organization) to reach WASH outcomes (through the WASH Coordination in Emergencies online 

survey), only nine respondents answered to this question by giving the name of a tool, activity, or 

product. Among them, only two respondents mentioned that the 4W was a bit complex and thus had less 

use in the organization, and two mentioned the indicators and output objectives for funding activities. No 

specific question on the least useful tools was asked in the WASH Sector Partners Feedback survey. 

Areas for improvements 

To the question “what could the Sector do that it is currently not doing to support you/your organization 

reaching WASH outcomes?” asked in the WASH Coordination in Emergencies online survey, nine 

respondents (out of 16, 56%) mentioned: to provide support for getting funding; to update and simplify 

some tools (e.g. infrastructure, 4W, unified M&E tools); to create a gap analysis/dashboard sector by 

sector with clear recommendations to partners; to include disability data in need assessments and analysis; 

to define the territories between UN agencies (AFAs); and, to improve capacity building on drainage 

systems. Two other respondents (12%) mentioned that evaluating quality and accountability outcomes 

was not being done by the WASH Sector, and one respondent mentioned that there was no long-term 

planning to address the needs of refugees as well as the host community.  

From the WASH Sector Partners Feedback survey, 59% respondents mentioned that the 4W and 

monitoring tools should be improved (with 74% suggesting an online version of the 4W), as well as the 

water quality monitoring (42%), the map products (42%), the quality of the Information Management 

tools (39%), and the information sharing platform interface (28%). Moreover, 29% mentioned the need to 

create WASH infrastructures tracking system for operations and maintenance. When asking what kind of 

training should be organized by the WASH Sector, the most cited topics (33-38% respondents) were: 4W 

and Information Management tools; advanced Hygiene Promotion training; operations & maintenance of 

WASH facilities; and, sanitation and fecal sludge management.   
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Emergence of COVID-19 

COVID-19 was mentioned by four respondents in the second online survey results. Respondents 

highlighted that the WASH Sector developed and adapted some tools to face this situation: the WASH 

strategy; the meeting organized virtually; and, the COVID-19 CERF WASH Project.  

Suggestions 

The main recommendations made by respondents through the WASH Coordination in Emergencies web 

survey were to:  

• Identify and discuss the gaps more often;  

• Improve inclusion;  

• Share more information to the ground level;  

• Improve relationships between Area Focal Agencies; 

• Improve coordination/advocacy with the government;  

• Create a gap analysis/dashboard for WASH hygiene kits; and,  

• Continue to work on capacity-building. 

Other important suggestions made through the WASH Sector Partners Feedback survey were to:  

• Ensure participation of all implementing agencies in coordination meetings; 

• Ensure every agency follows the same standards for volunteer wages in Camps; 

• The Camp focal point should be supervised by Sector (not AFA); 

• Finalize service delivery information products; 

• Develop a way to include Rohingyas within the coordination and decision-making itself: 

• Increase coordination in waste management; and,  

• Increase relationships between field level focal points and the WASH Sector.    
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Discussion 

To assess the WASH Sector Coordination in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh and, more specifically, to review 

specific tools, activities, and products completed by the WASH Sector to understand how they lead (or 

not) to response outcomes, we, over a 9-month period from February to October 2020: 1) conducted 4 key 

informant interviews with WASH Sector staff and collected information on monthly activities realized by 

the WASH Sector; 2) conducted 14 key informant interviews with WASH Sector partners and other 

relevant stakeholders; and, 3) collected 24 online surveys and the results of the WASH Sector Partners 

Feedback survey. 

During data collection, we identified that:    

1) Almost all the tools, activities, and products described by the WASH Sector staff were known by 

the WASH Sector partners, with some tools, activities, and products more known, used, and 

appreciated (e.g. Sector meetings, technical documents, and the 4W) than others; 

2) All assessed outcomes (make strategic decisions, identify and reduce gaps, define metrics for 

M&E, complete M&E, evaluate quality, and obtain funding) were outcomes overall met, although 

some improvements are always possible; 

3) There remained questions on tools and activities produced by the Sector;  

4) There were existing barriers to coordination;  

5) There were existing enablers to coordination; and,  

6) Needs and future recommendations were identified.   

Each of these overarching themes is described below.   

 

Tools,  activit ies,  and products 

During our study, we first observed that most of the tools, activities, and products described by the 

WASH Sector staff or mentioned in the activity report, were described by the WASH stakeholder 

respondents with varying degrees of frequency. Among them, the WASH Sector coordination meetings, 

the 4W, and the technical documents and standards were the activities the most described by the WASH 

partners (with >50% of stakeholder respondents mentioned these activities (43% for 4W), and more than 

50% (technical documents) and 25% (meetings and 4W) of online survey respondents). Overall, the 

coordination meetings were appreciated by partners, who acknowledge the participation of the 

government and site managers in these meetings. Some respondents also appreciated bilateral meetings 
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with Sector representatives. However, some partners highlighted the language barrier or scheduling 

difficulties that reduced their participation.  

The 4W was also an existing tool mentioned by many WASH respondents who commented on how it 

served as an effective monitoring tool from the Sector. The main feedback surrounding this tool was the 

lack of partners reporting and how complex the 4W was to use, and the need for update and simplification 

of this tool. Note that, in September 2020, the 4W had been simplified and an on-line version had been 

created, but the Sector Coordinator still considers the issue on 4W as a global problem that needs serious 

thinking to improve reporting/completion. Technical documents and standards were another tool 

considered the most useful and used by WASH partners. According to respondents these documents 

helped to harmonize activities, such as infrastructure building, and were widely shared through the 

information sharing platform. WASH respondents also highlighted other successful tools, including the 

information sharing and the gap analysis/dashboard. Respondents felt the WASH Sector frequently and 

timely shared information through emails or via the information sharing platform. Some discussed a need 

for increased organization and ease of accessibility for WASH Sector information, while the Sector 

Coordinator mentioned that another issue was how partners shared data from the Sector within their own 

organization and field staff. The main comments on the gap analysis/dashboard were the need to provide 

this analysis more often with clear recommendations (although other respondents mentioned it was 

actively performed) and to create a gap analysis/dashboard for WASH hygiene kits. Existing tools not 

described by the respondents (key informant interviews nor online surveys) were the humanitarian 

bulletin and the need assessment tools.  

 

Outcomes 

Results showed that overall, WASH Sector staff and WASH respondents had similar opinions on what is 

met or not in term of outcomes. Overall, more than half of WASH stakeholder respondents felt the 

WASH Sector (mainly due to the aforementioned tools and activities, although many WASH partners 

were not able to identify specific tools and activities to meet particular outcomes) helped partners to make 

strategic decisions, to identify and reduce gaps, to define metrics for M&E, to complete M&E, to evaluate 

quality, and to obtain funding. WASH stakeholder respondents mentioned the monitoring tools, technical 

documents, information sharing, and gap analysis/dashboard as Sector tools that helped to achieve these 

outcomes. Capacity building, providing technical and logistic support when adjusting to new 

technologies, and strengthening relationships (and particularly with the government) were also outcomes 

discussed by some WASH stakeholder respondents as somewhat met by the WASH Sector. Other tools, 
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activities, and products that helped the partners to reach out these outcomes were: other M&E tools; the 

JRP and other strategic documents; the map products; the needs assessment tools; and, the advocacy.  

However, although some WASH stakeholder respondents agreed these outcomes were somewhat met, 

others sometimes nuanced this statement or mentioned that improvements were always possible. 

According to some WASH stakeholder respondents, the Sector did not always help to make strategic 

decisions because: an effective strategy planning would require a monitoring system agreed upon by both 

the WASH sector and the site management, which this respondent stated was not currently functioning; 

some organizations implemented small interventions and then did not plan their intervention according to 

information directly provided by the WASH Sector; and, existing differences in decision making between 

the Sector and the government. Some respondents mentioned funding through the WASH Sector was 

difficult for organizations ineligible for funding and some funding was not properly distributed. Some 

respondents also highlighted that the WASH Sector should take a leadership role in partner acquisition of 

funding, which would improve advocacy, citing how the funding structures can become politicized and 

how there were different donor expectations for different partners. Improving the M&E was also 

highlighted by some respondents who mentioned the need for updated, timely, and unified monitoring 

systems. In term of relationships strengthening and partner participation, some respondents mentioned 

that the WASH Sector should enhance this aspect, increasing adherence to standards established by the 

Sector, especially for international organizations. Moreover, relationships with the government, other 

sectors, and with the host community were discussed as something that should be reinforced by the 

WASH Sector. Respondents also felt that there was a need to provide more capacity-building resources to 

partners, for the displaced population, volunteers, and the host community.  

 

Additional questions on tools 

Additional comments on specific tools, activities, and products can be highlighted. There was first a 

question of tools harmonization. Many respondents highlighted the need for harmonization of the tools 

with other Sectors, donors, and the government, specifically monitoring systems and technical documents 

and standards. On the other hand, some partners mentioned there were too many tools updates and it was 

thus difficult to follow. Thus, there could be a potential for a reduction in updates if these groups were 

able to unify in their dissemination of information and to release updates together. According to the 

Sector Coordinator, there was a need to reinforce existing tools and their use instead of creating new ones. 

Another observation was that the partners did not always use the WASH Sector tools. These organizations 

developed their own tools instead of using Sector tools, specifically concerning monitoring, reporting, 

and funding. Additionally, some respondents reported that organizations followed the guidelines of their 
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donors as a higher priority than priorities of the Sector. Lastly, there was the challenge to participate in 

meetings or workshops not conducted in some WASH partners’ native language. Note that most of field 

meetings are in Bengali while CXB coordination meetings are mostly in English.    

 

Barriers 

Several barriers to the WASH Sector Coordination in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh were identified, 

including: 1) frequent staff turnover (some due to short duration UNICEF contracts) in a situation 

becoming more stable, which reduced sector efficiency, increased knowledge loss, and took time to train 

new staff; 2) the high turnover among partners and the lack of participation/reporting maybe due to 

knowledge/understanding of the Sector approach; 3) the lack of resources provided to the WASH Sector 

Coordination (by UNICEF) and to WASH partners; 4) the different priorities between the WASH Sector 

and the government (especially at the national level); 5) the political and legal limitations in place by the 

governments; 6) the presence of powerful development partners (e.g. Asian Development Bank and 

World Bank) with other priorities and implementing activities without clear acceptance by the WASH 

Sector; 7) the existing tension between national, district, and other leadership groups in determining who 

grants implementation approval or takes responsibility for tasks in the camps; 8) the complex 

coordinating landscape (and tensions) between the Area Focal Agencies (UN Agencies: IOM, UNHCR, 

UNICEF); 9) the presence of different beneficiaries with different standards to follow (refugees and host 

communities, donor and WASH Sector); 10) some working relationships with other Sectors; 11) the 

different languages used by the humanitarian actors (English and Bengali); 12) The size of the response 

likely makes it more difficult for the Sector to coordinate/ensure adherence to standards and strategies; 

13) the differences between WASH Sector and donor expectations; 14) this response seems to be unique 

in that there’s no indication that it will end any time soon and this has implications for infrastructure, 

funding, and coordination with the government; and, 15) the hydrogeology of the region and how that 

made it hard to deliver resources to the beneficiaries (e.g. adequate water supply).  

During COVID-19, additional barriers were observed, including: 1) the difficulty to access to field during 

the COVID-19 lockdown and thus to conduct M&E; 2) the decrease of operations in the camps, due to 

organizations closing their operations or downsizing mandated by the government, which led to increased 

confusion surrounding responsibilities in the camps; 3) the decrease of (quality) communication and 

relationships with relevant WASH stakeholders, which created more tensions between stakeholders (also 

explained by the tiredness due to long months of lockdown); and, 4) the need to conduct virtual meetings 

and workshops increased the number of attendees, but it may have reduced active participation, especially 
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for people feeling less comfortable speaking in English). Some also reported that with increased 

responsibilities due to COVID-19, they had to reduce their participation in meetings. 

 

Enablers 

To reach these specific outcomes, existing enablers were identified, including: 1) the existence of a stable 

Sector staff with enough dedicated positions, good leadership, and technical and communication skills; 2) 

the GWC tools and support; 3) the large independence/physical distance of the WASH Sector with 

UNICEF; 4) the support and involvement of the government in the response; and, 5) the leadership, 

participation, and good relationships of any relevant stakeholder involved in the WASH response or in 

relation with the WASH Sector (e.g. WASH partners, ISCG, other Sectors). No additional enabler was 

observed during the COVID-19 response. 

 

Needs and Future Directions 

Our results suggested that the WASH Coordination in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh was well managed by the 

Sector staff and overall appreciated by the WASH Sector partners. Staff and partners seemed to 

understand the needs and expectations of each other and when organizations need resources and turn to 

the Sector for assistance, the Sector can most often offer them. Our results also suggested that the Sector 

staff was aware of the barriers of the coordination, the outcomes not fully met, and other tools, activities, 

and products to provide to the WASH partners. The main drawbacks seemed to come from the voluntary 

nature of Sector participation and difficulties surrounding effective coordination with partners, other 

sectors, and the government.  

We wanted to thank the Global WASH Cluster, the Cox’s Bazar WASH Sector, and all respondents in the 

survey that allowed us to collate this data as presented herein. Please note this work has limitations, 

including: 1) the tools were not specifically adapted to each context, therefore roles and activities of each 

level of coordination might not have been fully captured; 2) due to terminology differences inherent in 

coordination, a common understanding between interviewees and interviewers may not have been 

aligned, however respondents ended up talking about what was asking; 3) the low response rate among 

partners (in key informant interviews and online surveys) might lead to selection bias and a lower 

representativity of government, donors, and other non-WASH stakeholders; and, 4) the COVID-19 crisis 

might have impacted aspects of coordination. Overall, we do not feel these limitations impact the results 

of the study. 
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To finalize, the main directions highlighted to improve WASH Coordination in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh 

in the future included:  

1) Working with all organizations involved with staff in WASH sector coordination (UNICEF 

included) to reduce WASH sector staff turnover;  

2) To improve partners’ awareness and participation within the sector;  

3) To improve WASH sector mission understanding among all relevant stakeholders and to include 

other relevant stakeholder to the Sector mission (i.e. development partners);  

4) To provide clear and adapted communication (in the preferred language);  

5) To maintain independence with UNICEF;  

6) To improve organization and information sharing;  

7) To improve coordination with the government and other sectors; 

8) To increase advocacy for partners’ funding; and, 

9) To further work on transitioning from humanitarian response to development.  

 

Please note this Annex is the Cox’s Bazar-Bangladesh data only, and the data from Bangladesh, 

DRC, and Yemen will be collated into one main report to present the results across all studies. 


