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WASH Cluster Myanmar

Minutes of National WASH Cluster Meeting

Date: Wednesday 1st March 2017    Venue: UNICEF Yangon Office
Time: 3 pm: 5pm      Duration: 2h 
Chair:
Sunny Guidotti, National WASH Cluster Coordinator
Participants: 25 - Malteser, ACF, Oxfam, IRC, Save the Children, CARE, Medair, World Vision, OCHA, Samaritan’s Purse, PU-AMI, Solidarities International, Cordaid, ECHO, DRC, UNICEF. https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B_b4O8K5B0rKRERrMHNUdk1SNGc
	Sr.
	Topic
	Time
	Who

	1
	Intro
	5 minutes
	All Participants

	2
	Brief emergency update – Kachin/Shan & Rakhine
	10 minutes
	WASH Sub-cluster Coordinators

	3
	Brief MHF presentation by OCHA
	15 minutes
	OCHA – Narciso Rosa-Belarga

	4
	WASH Cluster Strategic priorities
	70  minutes
	National WASH Cluster Coordinator

	5
	2016 WASH Cluster results
	20  minutes
	WASH Cluster IM

	6
	AOB
	0  minutes
	


Minutes:

	Topic 1: Introduction

	Summary of discussions
	Sharing of agenda. Colleagues from Rakhine and Kachin will give brief emergency update.
Narciso from OCHA will present on MHF. 
WASH Cluster strategic priorities discussion – following state-level SOF workshops.
Present 2016 WASH cluster results. 
AOB



	Topic 2 : Brief Emergency updates: Kachin/northern Shan and Rakhine

	Summary of discussions
	U Aye Win, Kachin Sub-Cluster Coordinator:

· In January alone the caseload of displaced in Kachin area has been higher than the whole of 2016. From December to end of February, from GCA approx. 6,000 moved from origin camps from Laiza and southern part of Kachin state, and Shan IDPs moved a month ago. About 5,000 IDPs are in GCA. 50% are children, (under 11 years). Approximately 62 children suffered from diarrhoea. New arrivals from China border. In another location, SI is responding to provide WASH due to diarrhoea outbreak. Poor hygiene, poor water quality (e. coli) and poor sanitation. KBC started to respond and SI are providing latrines and … shelters…using MHF Rapid Response funds from last year. In January alone the caseload of displaced in Kachin area has been higher than the whole of 2016. An area of concern in emergencies. 
Kris Basilius, Rakhine Sub-Cluster Coordinator:

· The development of WASH situation analysis is ongoing, trying to collect WASH qualitative and quantitative data; including analysis of WASH situation in all 35-39 camps in Sittwe, Myebon, including Ramree and Kyauk Phyu. 

· WASH cluster in Rakhine is trying to revise hygiene kit strategy through the TWIG. At this moment we completed PDMs and now working to draft common FGD format. This will feed into the hygiene kit strategy. 
· WASH service delivery in camps facing some challenges. 

· Some duplication and overlapping in some areas - some CCCM agency delivered soap where other agencies have WASH programmes (they are not coordinating through the cluster and with others). Duplication on Hygiene Kits distribution ins some areas

· Some challenges on CMCs and land issues – wash cluster partners are being blocked to deliver WASH services by CMCs in certain sites. The cluster visited some camps last week with Townships administrator and we have met CMC members and land owner to determine the long term solution. As follow up, Gov’t agreed to discuss land compensation with higher level gov’t. Land owners and CMC always try to get projects from agencies on the ground. 

· Zone 1 + (+): Now another discussion within ICCG in Rakhine. Last year many areas were not considered as camp anymore and no longer listed within the CCCM Cluster (no longer considered camps by gov’t and CCCM cluster). These areas consist of some areas in Minbya, Mrauk OO and Kyauktaw. It’s no longer considered in the HRP, however the situation is not evolving, most people here are unable to access WASH / markets. Hygiene Kit TWG is working to develop situation analysis in these areas.

· Northern Rakhine: (dominated by HK distribution and resumption of some WASH activities) 

· Food and hygiene supplies have been received by the Indonesian government in Maungdaw and Malaysia Aid arrived in Sittwe. 

· Mercy Malaysia in partnerships with Malteser Int. distributed 1500 HKs (and some terpaulins) in Maungdaw District.
· Malaysia Aid flotita with some few quantities of Hygiene supplies for Sittwe, Pauktaw, and Muangdaw District. 

· UNICEF distributed 4960 family Hygiene Kits in Northern Maungdaw, most affected areas (HRW villages) benefited for 34.260 people. 

· Previously CARE Int. distributed nearly 5000 HKs in Buthidaung and Maungdaw in December 2016.

ACF Country Director 
– The type of response for NRS is quite different to normal quick WASH activity due to the time it takes to access, implementation needs to be done through collateral activities. Those platforms already there need to be used for WASH and distribution of kits. It can take months (8-24) to access a new area. 

Action Points

· Ensure new organizations sign up and coordinate through the WASH cluster for service delivery in Rakhine

· Continue to advocate with the government for greater humanitarian access in NRS and with regards to access for WASH service delivery (i.e. CMC blockages) 


	Topic 3 : Brief MHF presentation by OCHA - https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B_b4O8K5B0rKNVdNSG9fWlVZQkE (presentation)


	Summary of discussions
	Introduction of Myanmar Humanitarian Funds (MHF)
· MHF is a country pooled and linked to the Humanitarian Response Plan and technical revision by cluster coordinators for agencies active in cluster. Tries to complement gaps, based on analysis where priority needs are in under-funded areas. Try to complement with other partners and other pooled fund (CERF) for NRS and previously for Floods. 
· Priority is to give to national partners, though it is open to others. International partners and UN have important role in coordination and advocacy, but they are not the priority recipients of MHF. Linked with the World Humanitarian Summit which seeks to localize decision making on funding allocations. 

· In the performance framework for the fund, 50% of funds annually should go to national partners. 

· 93million in 2016 of which 60% allocated for 22 projects in seven sectors. NNGO 45% and INGO 43%. 12% to UN for shelter in Rakhine.  In terms of distribution, 46% Kachin, 39% Rakhine and 15% Shan. Donors include UK, Denmark, Sweden, Australia and Switzerland. Looking to get new donors such as Luxembourg.  
· Prioritization criteria : 
- Want to reinforce existing capacity in affected areas with operational partners already in place

                - Focus on new emergencies (NRS, Kachin, Shan) or critical funding gaps

                - Advocate for direct funding to implementing agencies (transfers discouraged)

                - Integrate when possible sectoral response (consortium is promoted)

                - Encourage multi-sector proposals

Eligibility: 
· All partners must be registered through Grant Management System (through which they are required to submit docs for due diligence)

· Active participation in humanitarian coordination systems including sectoral coordination

· Consortium approach is encouraged

· Orgs not yet completed MHF eligibility process can be sub-implementing partners to an eligible org

· WASH partners eligible are listed in the powerpoint including NNGOs, INGOs, UN. 

MHF First 2017 Reserve Allocation:
· Operational modalities and accountability framework 
· US 2.5 million distributed per funding envelopes (no more than six months)

· Must promote gender analysis
· Deadline is 6 March, 2017
· Allocation for WASH in NRS is 1 million (WASH + Nut) and 300,000 for Kachin/Shan WASH
· Contact cluster coordination if interested to apply for this round or future ones
· One proposal per funding envelope to technical board

National WASH Cluster Coordinator welcomed 2-3 organizations to review the MHF applications together with the cluster coordinators if they were interested. The technical review process will be around March 8th and 9th.

MHF feedback and complaints mechanism:

MHFcomplaints@un.org / Chris Hyslop, OCHA Deputy Head of Office in MM, hyslopc@un.org 

Questions & Answers 

1) How specific do identification of locations need to be: we need to know the number of beneficiaries, camps, some modifications ok, but activities need to be specific. Changes can be made, but change of location between townships. Implication for change in activity can be done through modification, staffing budget cannot change, other budget changes can be made through modification, and depending on the intervention, normally do not accept more than 20% for staffing costs
2) NNGOs – great to have target of 50% of NNGOs, but do you offer support for them to make the applications as need to think about support behind the scene if you want to make 50% target for NNGOs. The WASH Cluster at state and national level offered to support local partners. Previously only 3 or 4 NNGOs registered, now 25 due to trainings provided by OCHA to NNGOs …OCHA tries to support as much as possible NNGOs making applications. If you know good National partners please share this information with OCHA so they can seek out these partners
3) Are there planned training sessions? No. There was a LL in December both in Myanmar and English. After the allocation process we plan to improve process. During application partners can contact OCHA and check before the call. They want good quality application and OCHA happy to support. The best quality proposals will get the funding. 
4) The length of the application process is 2 weeks only, whereas the approval process is 2 months. Can you get ‘good quality’ proposals for MHF in two weeks? For under-funded we can give more time, but for rapid response we cannot give more than two weeks. For the under-funded, more time is given.  
5)  Could we have a rapid response envelope in-built to address issues of question 1/new locations and given the nature of continuous displacements?  If there are new activities, it’s not a problem to have a rapid response envelope for needs that emerge that are not previously addressed through rapid response envelope. Also always keep in mind that MHF keeps 600,000 in case of emergency…so possible if something new happens that immediate funding is available. 



	Action Points
	· Support to L/NNGO by cluster/OCHA for MHF application
· When you get requests to support them in the proposals please refer them to state/national WASH cluster coordinators to support partners 

· After Water festival, OCHA plans to provide MHF trainings to receive feedback on proposal and how to improve the process

· WASH cluster reviews the WASH proposals, so happy to do jointly review with 2-3 organizations that haven’t applied to this MHF allocation. IRC/Alberto has volunteered. Sunny can meet and share by email the WASH proposals for quality review, planned for March 8-9th. 


	Topic 4:  WASH cluster strategic priorities for the 2017++ Strategic Operational Framework 

Link to presentation: https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B_b4O8K5B0rKTGpLVGxoYkh1NTg


	Summary of discussion
	Strategic Operational Framework (SOF) 
The process: 

· In mid-end January 2017, the wash cluster had workshops at state level (Rakhine and Kachin) with consensus and technical priorities agreed on, despite being different areas, there were many commonalities for the technical priorities. Donor consultation in February and March 1st at national WASH cluster, the overarching strategic priorities will be discussed (today!). By end of month, a draft SOF will be circulated.

· The state level workshops:

· Reached consensus on operational/technical priorities

· Gov’t was present and presented at both workshops on both days

· Weakness was discussion focused on protracted situation, and we need to address the new displacements given how the situation is evolving with NRS, NSS and Kachin. 

· Opportunity – there was acknowledgement on ground by partners that we need to capitalize on evidence for cluster-wide approaches. So we need to consolidate on initiatives and pilots on the ground to have standards and guidelines to support the cluster in a strategic direction. 

Concept: 
· A key strategic guidance doc for the WASH cluster. It falls under the HRP but we shouldn’t be restricted including for multi-year.
· So far it’s been done on a yearly basis based on HRP. 
· I propose we have a ‘live’ multi-year document which will help us think beyond 2017. We should have a longer-view to what we want / is needed and we can update when new evidence is made available or the scenario changes. 

· This is a way to get consensus and consistency inward and a externally. This should help with guiding our work though is not meant to be restrictive. It can help with concerted fundraising efforts. 

· Strategic direction includes response planning/decision making, pre-planning/future scenario/new emergencies, capitalization/cluster-wide approaches and learning.
· Vision for gov’t cooperation and development 

Aim for today:

· Gather key strategic priorities for 2017
· Present state-level technical priorities & identify lead agencies
· Consensus

· Should think of “how do we make it happen?” – there won’t be time for the action plan today but shall follow. A lot of the ideas aren’t new, but they didn’t happen in the past, so we need to address that. 
Reflection on key priorities from 2016: 

Take some time to look back and reflect on the 2016 consolidated Rakhine and Kachin 2016 key prioritie: 
· Promoting community ownership of WASH infrastructure - with a specific focus on better understanding operation and maintenance costs and incentive payments, handing over facilities. In terms of promoting community ownership there has been some progress in the last year, but it is not fully achieved. The cluster needs to monitor this closely to reflect the SOF priority. 

· Increased WASH integration with other clusters/sectors    – with a specific focus on closer integration with CCCM, protection sectors and the early recovery network (ERN). Aligned monitoring framework with CCCM, GBV roll out, any other progress on this front? Reinvigorating protection & WASH guidelines for 2017? What about Cash WG?
· Strengthened WASH disaster preparedness – with a specific focus on capacity development for assessment and response and integration with new national strategies, laws and rules. National Disaster Preparedness TWIG meant to be formed in 2016 and inform the new Rural WASH Strategy, but did not materialize however the Rural WASH Strategy has been published. 
· Transition to Sector orientated WASH approaches – with a specific focus on developing township-level approaches that supports humanitarian capacity development of local government and civil society. Some progress made in different townships but any substantial capacity development of local govt and civil society? Baby steps made, but we need to work harder here. 
Blank canvas exercise: 

Let’s think freely without limiting frames, HRPs, boxes to fit in. Based on our experience on the ground and organization’s priorities, can you please write down what are your organizations’ strategic priorities for Rakhine and Kachin?  
Thematic results from the exercise:
1) Government and Community leadership/localized response
2) Multi-sectoral integration 

3) Lifesaving disaster and preparedness response

4) Data standardization and costing/cost effectiveness
5) Conflict sensitivity and linkages with development

6) Livelihoods

7) WASH innovation

8) Accountability / community voice

Here is how the thematic grouping was accomplished leading to 4 key strategic priorities:

Rakhine

Kachin

Durable solutions - community ownership & private sector

· Community engagement for  community/institutional ownership of infrastructure 

· Approaches with a longer term prospect including sustainability /  early recovery-development

· Durable designs without being permanent

· Cost tracking / data standardization at camp level (i.e. labor rates, etc)

· Testing market-based approaches aimed at cost effectiveness, beneficiary empowerment, sustainability 

· Advocacy for funding for resilient WASH infrastructure and clear guidance on design life from HCT

· Data standardization / alignment where possible for qualitative WASH data (partners’ KAPs, MIMU, Unicef’s MDG tracking, WpDX), funding data (IATI, FTS, Mohinga), HNO, etc.

Durable solutions - community ownership & private sector

· Continue community engagement for  community/institutional ownership of infrastructure 

· Enhance synergies for integration of market-based approaches including CBI and private sector contributions

· Cost effectiveness through public and private (market) approaches

· Advocacy to meet funding needs and for rapid response of new displacements

· Data standardization / alignment where possible for qualitative WASH data (partners’ KAPs, MIMU, Unicef’s MDG tracking, WpDX), funding data (IATI, FTS, Mohinga), HNO, etc.

National capacity - Government/ Governance 

· Government engagement plan for greater transfer of responsibility for humanitarian service delivery (entry points: water quality, hygiene promotion, solid/liquid waste management) 

· Capacity building plan for the government on humanitarian response and preparedness – refer to Government Rural WASH Strategy

· Advocacy for CMC Reform

· Engagement with CCCM & ICCG for accountable governance systems in camps (to minimize corruption, extortion) with clear roles & responsibilities of gov’t over CMC & landowners 

· Advocacy for greater humanitarian access to northern Rakhine

· Supporting local humanitarian action (WHS 2016 Commitment) - Greater participation

· Shelter & WASH integration to meet Sphere standards for space and environment 
National capacity - Government / Governance 

· Government engagement plan for greater transfer of responsibility for humanitarian service delivery (entry points: water quality, hygiene promotion, solid/liquid waste management) 

· Capacity building plan for the government on humanitarian response and preparedness (consider township and village tracks)

· Support to Government for Rural WASH Strategy preparedness objectives all the way down to township & village track

· Where applicable, collaboration with CCCM for O&M of WASH facilities as part of broader camp maintenance

· Supporting local humanitarian action (WHS 2016 Commitment)

· Capacity building for LNGO

· Prioritization of NGCA monitoring & response

Emergency/disaster preparedness & Response

· NRS humanitarian response *

· Rapid Response Mechanisms in place

· WASH hardware for community resilience & DRR

· Prepositioning (stocks, assets) / capacity building / flexible funds 

· Policies & Procedures

Emergency/disaster Preparedness & Response

· Preparedness for conflict affected new IDP arrivals

· Rapid Response Mechanisms in place

· WASH hardware for community resilience & DRR

· Prepositioning (stocks, assets) / capacity building / flexible funds 

· Policies & Procedures

Multi-sectoral integration (Food/Livelihoods, Health, Protection)
· Integration of WASH with Food Security & Livelihoods and the environment  (water resources / quantity, irrigation, resilience, forestry)

· Localized market data and integration of livelihoods in WASH

· Environmental health integrated to health

· Coordination between WASH – NFI /Food for distribution approaches and avoid duplication

· Multi-sectoral assessments with a focus on health

· Integrated and complementary WASH with under-nutrition treatment 

· Collaboration with Education, Child Protection, Nutrition
· Protection/gender mainstreaming – better integration with protection and gender mainstreaming
· Conflict sensitivity mainstreaming -  peace and reconciliation process taken into account on WASH 

Multi-sectoral integration

· Multi-sectoral assessments with a focus on health

· Integration of WASH with Food Security & Livelihoods – resilience 
· Protection/gender mainstreaming – better integration with protection and gender mainstreaming
· Conflict sensitivity mainstreaming -  peace and reconciliation process taken into account on WASH 

· Localized market data and integration of livelihoods in WASH

· Collaboration with Education, Child Protection, Nutrition
Plenary discussion with all participants: 

· What will be different this year in Rakhine, and who’s the lead in this? UNICEF? The cluster? Is it all our responsibilities? See that many of these priorities identified have been repeated over the years.
· Eventually we need to transition, the government needs to take on more responsibilities. 

· Rural WASH strategy with reference to conflict and displacements, need to have more local representation. NGOs having relationships with camp focal points.  In terms of structures, camps are scattered across VTs, have we tried to connect with VT leaders instead of CMCs? How could we adapt ourselves to fit it? National management set ups keep changing. How do we fit ourselves into the gov’t structures?  There is some progress in Kachin, more to be done in Rakine. 
· We have to be realistic. There is very high level advocacy for increased gov’t ownership and inclusive approach to service delivery. Despite lack of real progress over the years, we need to keep mentioning this in all our strategies. Needs to be reflected in our strategies, it helps with advocacy, shows we’re all driving to that. In what sense do we want gov’t ownership in certain areas? There is the issue in Rakhine where there are orgs that are capacitated and have technical skills but it doesn’t mean that all populations have access to services being provided because it’s divided along ethnic lines. So it needs to be needs-based and we need to consider rights issues. Which orgs do we want to work with, and how will they deliver services to these communities? 
· The Kachin cluster SOF workshop was highly populated by Myanmar staff and government. All done in Myanmar language. Partners have raised lack of trust and in practice do not want to engage with the government, so while we want to see gov’t take change, we need to consider how far partners are willing to go with the gov’t and identify opportunities for trust building and cooperation. UNICEF has a very strong relationship with gov’t, so maybe an opportunity there. 

· 1.5 years ago had a technical working group in Kachin (learned from Rakhine) so invited gov’t authorities, and they asked so many technical questions. Tried to explain more and provided inputs both technical and financial. So at the time the gov’t depts. Were excited. Then they learned the very simple methods for excreta management and gave the space for local partners to implement. Capture in a report the example of Shalom with government engagement. 
· Rakhine – in terms of capacity keep advocating gov’t to manage solid waste and liquid waste management. In terms of water quality, gov’t has no water quality laboratory. When you look at the humanitarian results you see results are far higher/better in camps than surrounding areas. For longer term support, need more resources, capacity, equipment and tools in government. Strong advocacy will be needed for gov’t to address needs of Buddhist and Muslim communities. 
· We also must consider the in-built cost of lack of freedom and movement when comparing between camps and village resources. 

· There is an EC call to support municipalities. It may be an opportunity to consider to how to engage with municipalities. Asia Foundation provides good example of that. 

· We are moving towards cost effectiveness, but need a solid accountability mechanisms and work with the CCCM to ensure the most vulnerable aren’t paying the highest price when it comes to cost effectiveness measures and community ownership. 
· CCCM is trying to strengthen the role of CMC, then CMC will be focal point and take over services. Given the corrupt CMCs, do we want to go down that road?

· Water quality, desludging mechanisms, to have more organizations look into capacity building of gov’t structures; to push resources into gov’t resources who have limited HR. Most government engagement is around complaints about CMC, so it would be good to do capacity building on some of the issues around WASH in camps. As a cluster, we could get more cluster members to take part. 
· Things have gone backwards in the last year…somewhere we need to capture that needs have increased and funding has decreased. So not to forget when thinking ambitiously to try new things, work with government. 
· As a cluster, we need to highlight humanitarian needs in a concerted way to ensure donors are informed and address funding gaps and needs. 
Sharing of HRP Strategic Objectives followed by the technical priorities endorsed at state-level SOF workshops. As a group, we identified leads per technical priority as follows, just pending for hygiene promotion: 

Partners to lead on technical priorities: 

· Improving water quality – Save the Children and UNICEF

· Improve/expand excreta/solid waste management – Oxfam and SI

· Most vulnerable access to facilities /protection – DRC
· Targeted hygiene promotion – to be determined
Preliminary actions under each technical priority were presented and partners should provide more ideas/inputs. Refer to the presentation. 


	Action Points
	· Based on the thematic groupings of strategic priorities, the WASH Cluster coordination team will work on the 2017 SOF draft and share by end of March

· A Multi-year Government Engagement Plan with concrete milestones including cluster and partners’ contributions, capacity building, cluster and Unicef’s role shall be included. Need to consider trust building and keep it realistic given the current situation. 

· As a cluster, we need to highlight humanitarian needs in a concerted way to ensure donors are informed and address funding gaps and needs. 
· Lead Agencies were identified for technical priorities, except for hygiene promotion: water quality (SCI & UNICEF), excreta management (Oxfam & SI), most vulnerable adapted WASH/protection (DRC), Targeted hygiene promotion (TBD?)



	Topic 5:  2016 WASH Cluster results
Presentation: https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B_b4O8K5B0rKVlFWRXdaR0Y0dE0


	Summary of discussion
	Key points:

· 4W quantitative reporting is important and feedback is always welcome to ensure it represents partners’ efforts at field level. In Q2 of last year, changes were made towards measuring functionality indicators and with composite indicators. Revisions have since been made given some shortcomings identified. 

· 2016 HRP Monitoring report for funding shows an over-funded WASH response for Rakhine for the wash cluster, mainly due to issues of how OCHA’s funding tracking system is – multi-year and multi-sectoral issues of how the data is presented. 

· Alternatively, the WASH cluster monitors it based on funds allocated for the specific year which are accurate. Careful budget planning needs to happen at state-level.

· Presentation to be shared by email 


	Action Point
	· Careful budget planning needs for WASH cluster response at state-level in encouraged. 
· 4W/ Results and presentation to be shared by email. 


