[image: image2.png]WASH Cluster

Water Sanitation Hygiene






WASH Cluster Myanmar

Minutes of National WASH Cluster Meeting

Date: Tuesday 26th July 2016    Venue: UNICEF Meeting hall
Time: 2 -4pm      

Chair: James Robertson, Interim WASH Cluster Coordinator
UN/NGO Participation: Trocaire, SI, SCI, OCHA, Oxfam, WHH, UN-Habitat, ACF (see attached participant list)
	Sr.
	Topic
	Time
	Who

	1
	Self-Introduction
	5 min
	All Participants

	2
	Agenda introduction
	5 min
	James

	3
	Review WASH HRP indicators and mid-year results (with specific focus on how new 4W monitoring impacts upon numbers)

· 
	1 hour
	All Participants

	4
	Confirm humanitarian WASH funding received for HRP actions. 

· 
	10 min
	All Participants

	5
	 Share key advocacy messages that WASH Cluster partners feel should be sent to the ICCG

· 
	20 min
	All Participants

	6
	AOB
	5 Minutes
	All participant


Minute:

	Topic 1 : Agenda introduction by National Wash Cluster Coordinator

	Summary of discussions
	Brief introduction to the agenda of the meeting by James Robertson: 

1. Agenda

2. a - Review and feedback on the new HRP indicators by the partners. 
b - Discussion of the preliminary mid-year results and their consequences for further planning of the humanitarian assistance. 

3. Quick overview on humanitarian WASH funding received by the partners. 

4. Discussion of key advocacy messages from the WASH Cluster to be transmitted to the ICCG. 

5. Any other business.

	Topic 2 : Review WASH HRP indicators (2a) and mid-year results (2b)

	Summary of discussion 
	2a. Review WASH HRP indicators

Background on old indicators
The previous 4W indicators were the result of a long process. New input variables were added and weighted according to what seemed most suitable at the time. While all of this additions were justified the result were highly complex indicators that required a lot of input variables (20 individual variables for 3 indicators). The complexity lead to a lack of transparency and made fast analysis difficult.  
Important aspects of new indicators

The aim of the new HRP indicators is to keep the quality of the indicator high while limiting the number of input variables. 
WASH Cluster shared with the partners a preliminary dashboard that makes quick analysis possible. Data can be disaggregated by camp/village/host families/schools. This will in the medium to long term allow to better align and integrate partner and government strategies. 
The methodology of the proposed new indicators aims to include the multiple factors that make up a service. The focus should be as much on quantity as on quality and thereby give a more complete picture of service coverage. Hand in hand with the focus on quality goes a relative increase of the weight of operation and maintenance for the final indicator. This increased focus on operation and maintenance is important in the view of the protracted character of the humanitarian situation. Separate monitoring of operation and maintenance costs can further be expanded in the near future and is a first step to increase efficiency of service provision and decrease cost per beneficiary in the medium to long term. 
The calculation of the new HRP indicators (Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene) each comprises three sub-indicators/tests. These sub-tests aim to measure and balance qualitative and quantitative aspects of services provided to communities rather than individuals. The information for these indicators will be collected quarterly. 
Specific feedback on individual sub-tests:

Water:
Test 1: Ratio of functioning improved water points to people less than: 250
SCI With regard to functionality it was proposed that water flow rates could be taken into account to calculate the minimum acceptable amount of people per improved water source – as defined in the SPHERE standards. 
Test 2: HHWF coverage greater than: 80%. 

No comments. 

Test 3: Is regular water testing being undertaken: yes/no.
It was highlighted by several partners that while the test asks for water testing it does not include the measures taken when the water source is found to be microbiologically or chemically unsafe. 

ACF: In Norther Rakhine State (NRS) ACF is currently mainly doing water testing. Actions taken after testing should also be reflected in the indicators. ACF proposes that partners can include comments/justifications when reporting numbers. 

WASH Cluster: Monitoring development projects in villages with the same indicators as projects in camps is challenging. 
Oxfam points out the difference of water quality at source versus at point-of-consumption due to recontamination through unsafe storage/handling at HH level. Ideally, water quality would be tested both at source and at point-of-consumption to get a more nuanced picture. However, for the HRP indicator this would overburden the partner’s testing capacity. The HRP indicator is limited to whether a water point is functional and safe or not. However, this important and highly relevant topic could be subject of a more in-depth study and safe water handling/storage at HH level should be included in hygiene promotion activities. 
Sanitation:
Test 4: Ratio of functioning latrines to people less than: 20.
SCI asks how a functioning latrine is defined. Does it include latrines that are full (“urgent need for desludging”) as long as they would be functional (intact superstructure etc.) when they would be desludged. Or, should only latrines be included that are actually being used at the time of assessment – thus excluding full latrines?

Test 5: % of latrines requiring urgent desludging less than: 20%.
It was discussed that the term “urgent desludging” is relatively unspecific. When is desludging “urgent”? One meter before the containment system fills up? Earlier in rainy season? Taking into account different designs etc. this leaves a lot of possibility for interpretation. 
ACF raises the point that the context between camp and non-camp locations is very different. In NRS most of the pits are abandoned when full and the superstructure reused for a new pit. Should desludging be taken into account when it is not practiced in scarcely populated rural settings where land availability is not a concern? ACF asks for guidance on how to deal with this situation in order to make the collected numbers more comparable between different partners and settings. 
WASH Cluster: The fact that indicators need to address both camps and non-camp locations makes more detailed definition necessary. In a more rural context desludging might not be necessary as long as the HH/communities have the means to close and rebuild their pit. This will need to be specified further. 
Test 6: Regular solid waste management undertaken: yes/no.
Several partners ask for guidance on what is defined as “regular solid waste management”. 

Hygiene

Test 7: Ratio of Hygiene promoters to people less than: 250. 
No comments. 
Test 8: % of HH with access to handwashing facility greater than: 40%.
Oxfam: It needs to be specified what can be counted as a handwashing facility. Culturally buckets at the household level are sometimes preferred for handwashing than facilities close to the sanitation facility. This is a topic that seems very suitable to be further explores in the proposed KAP survey. 
Test 9: % of HH with access to soap greater than: 70%.
ACF: A “Yes/No” – does the community camp/village as a whole have access to soap instead of percentages of the population – might be better suited for this indicator 
( Definition of key terms
It was discussed that key terms used for the different tests need to be clearly defined and minimum requirements agreed upon in order to make the collected data comparable between different partners and geographical locations. As the indicators aim to assess and compare the situation in both camp and non-camp settings certain definitions/minimum requirements might be different depending on the location. (e.g. desludging vs. closure of pits)

( KAP survey

The three proposed indicators focus on service provision – accessibility, functionality and maintenance. In order to identify potential barriers to behaviour change/use of the provided services it is planned to conduct a KAP survey towards the end of 2016. 
A standardized questionnaire with 20 core questions for all WASH cluster members will be developed. To this core questions each cluster member can add question as per their (donor/context) needs. This will lead to a minimum common data set. 
SI proposes to help developing the minimum core questions based on KAP survey they recently conducted.

KoBo Toolbox is recommended to be used for this survey by all partners. This will simplify collection and subsequent analysis of the data. 

The KAP survey needs to be funded by the partner’s own financial and personal resources. 

2b. Discussion of the preliminary mid-year results and their consequences for further planning of the humanitarian assistance 
Results
The new HRP indicators lead to a significant drop in apparent coverage reached in Q2 as new indicators focus more on functionality and quality of services rather than just basic coverage. 

The disaggregation of targets for camp beneficiaries and beneficiaries living outside of camps brings greater attention to disparities in services offered to those two groups. In camps an estimated 80% of the needs have been met whereas only an estimated 20% of the needs of the beneficiaries outside camps were met. It is suggested that this needs to be highlighted within HRP reporting
Beneficiary data on WASH funds covering HRP beneficiaries in NRS (EC) have not yet been reported on (will follow shortly). 
Trocaire: Reporting challenges exist in Kachin, due to limited capacity of local partners. 
General considerations by UNICEF 
To meet obligations to the ICCG, OCHA has requested monitoring the three HRP WASH indicators only. However, the WASH cluster aims to be transparent on how we arrive at our reported numbers. 

E.g. Gender disaggregation is based upon proportionate split of estimated camp populations. WASH interventions target entire camp populations with due considerations of minimum commitments to safety and dignity of affected people.  
In view of the disparities of services offered to camp beneficiaries and non-camp beneficiaries several points were discussed/questions raised: 
Is it appropriate to assess the situation in camps and outside of camps under the same HRP targets? Should NRS be targeted under the HRP when main funding and approaches to programming are developmental in nature? 

Partners were clear about that there is currently more assistance in camps than outside camps both in Kachin/NSS and Rakhine. 
SI: When looking at the township level indicators in villages outside of camps (access to water and sanitation) “do-no-harm” and conflict sensitivity need to be flagged considering the disparities between camp/non-camp settings. 

Can a shift towards more development funding and a bigger participation of (local) government in rural WASH coordination be expected, and be the basis of a different approach to this discrepancy? 

WASH Cluster: Government is increasingly taking more ownership in managing both humanitarian and development work, but does seek partners to continue to work in camps. This will need to be considered for the next HRP.
Partners: Currently, partners are not yet seeing evidence of new donor funding and are therefore forced to phase out projects in non-camp settings. There was a consensus that more investment outside of camps is needed. 
Further analysis using 2014 Census and DHS figures (final report expected for December 2016) should feed into advocacy messages to increase work in villages neighboring camps. 

Bigger question as to when humanitarian assistance stops and development begins especially in protracted humanitarian situations. 

	Action Points
	· WASH Cluster will create a google doc for comments on HRP definitions (using as a basis that already suggested in the meeting).
· Linked to this a glossary with definitions/minimum requirements for key terms will be prepared by UNICEF and shared with partners for review.

· Commentary section will be added to enable non-camp partners to provide justification for achievements.
· SI will prepare core KAP survey questions to be used by all WASH partners.


	Topic 3 : Confirm humanitarian WASH funding received for HRP actions.

	Summary of discussions
	 Was only discussed very briefly.  WASH Cluster is following up on some specific omissions

	Action Points
	· WASH Cluster to follow up on specific cases and feedback to OCHA

	Topic 4 : Key advocacy messages that WASH Cluster partners feel should be sent to the ICCG

	Summary of discussion
	WASH Cluster coordination team proposed that the HCT advocates for (A) greater transparency of sector/cluster economic inputs into IDP camps to better understand impacts of humanitarian intervention on local economies and (B) suggested a targeted multi-sectorial study to value combined inputs into IDP camps through food, NFIs, contracts, salaries & incentives.
However, many partners felt that more transparency on economic inputs would yield big protection risks. Most of the partners disapproved of point A on this basis. After a discussion of the risks and benefits the following consensus was reached and put forward to the ICCG: The WASH cluster proposes a multi-sectorial study to better understand impacts of humanitarian intervention on local economies and better evaluate potentials to move to cash based intervention.  

	Action Point
	· WASH Cluster will share the agreed upon advocacy message with ICCG.

	Topic 6 : AOB

	Summary of findings
	· Roll-out of the 2015 IASC GBV Guidelines: Tentatively a visit to provide training for WASH Cluster partners is proposed for the 3rd week in September. 

· WASH monitoring by the government is starting, it will take time to improve quality of collected data due to HR, financial, and technical challenges. UNICEF supports this development in both humanitarian/preparedness and development related areas.
· UNICEF has established a WASH roster forspeedy recruitment in emergencies and other consultancies. This advertisement will remain open until the end of the year: http://jobs.unicef.org/cw/en-us/job/495862 
· Troicaire asked for the design of the semi-permanent latrines and bathing facilities to be shared on the MIMU google drive. 
· In view of the big improvements in internet accessibility over the past few months, more key documents will be uploaded on the WASH Cluster google drive: https://goo.gl/XSLk2B 

	Attachment:

PRESENTATION attached
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Wash cluster hrp review – q2

July 26th 2016





Agenda



Introductions

Review WASH HRP indicators and mid-year results (with specific focus on how new 4W monitoring impacts upon numbers)

Confirm humanitarian WASH funding received for HRP actions. 

Key advocacy messages that WASH Cluster partners feel should be sent to the ICCG

AOB







New 4w

Long process to develop!!



Objectives:

SIMPLIFY!

Provide trend tracking over time

Refocus on functionality vs just coverage

Greater emphasis on quality 



Improved tracking of O&M costs







Quick Tour of the doc

210716_MyanmarWASH_4W.xlsx





Feedback received so far on q2 4w

Relatively straight forward to complete requirements

Input from 14 agencies

Appreciate dashboard for drill down analytics





		State		 Count of Wash focal point Agency Reporting in Q2

		Kachin		6

		Rakhine		9

		Shan (North)		3

		Grand Total		14



		Kachin

		KBC

		KMSS

		Metta

		None

		SCI

		Shalom

		SI

		Rakhine

		ACTED

		CDN

		CNN

		DRC

		Malteser

		Oxfam

		PLAN

		SCI

		SI

		Shan (North)

		KMSS

		Metta

		None

		SCI







New HRP indicators –
Composite

Multiple underlying factors make a service



Try to reflect a balance of quality and quantity



Each indicator is made up of 3 underlying ‘tests’ that attempt to measure qualitative and quantitative aspects of services to communities rather than individual levels.







Water

		HRP Indicator		 		TEST 		Parameter		Unit		 

		Number of people with equitable and continuous access to sufficient quantity of safe drinking and domestic water		TEST1		Ratio of functioning improved water points to people less than:		250		people per improved water source		If at least 2 out of 3 tests pass we assume site is 100% covered

				TEST2     If test 1 passed: Automatically pass test 2 as we assume people have access to sufficient improved water
		HHWF coverage greater than:		80%		coverage		

				TEST3		Is regular water testing being undertaken 		Yes		Yes/No		









Sanitation

		Number of people with equitable access to safe and continuous sanitation facilities		TEST4		Ratio of functioning latrines to people less than 		30		people per latrine		If at least 2 out of 3 tests pass we assume site is 100% covered

				TEST5		% of latrines requiring urgent desludging less than		20%		coverage		

				TEST6		Regular solid waste management undertaken		Yes		Yes/No		



		HRP Indicator		 		TEST 		Parameter		Unit		 







hygiene

		People adopt basic personal and community hygiene practices		TEST7		Ratio of Hygiene promoters to people less than		250		People per hygiene promoter		If at least 2 out of 3 tests pass we assume site is 100% covered

				TEST8		% HH with access to handwashing facility greater than		40%		coverage		

				TEST9		% HHs with access to soap greater than		70%		coverage		







Achievement @ q2

		Indicators		State/Region		In Need		Camp Target		Outside Camp  Target		Overall Target		Camp Target Reached (as of 30 June)		Outside Camp target  reached (as of 30 June)		Overall target reached (as of 30 June)		Reached by Sex				  Reached by Age				

																				Male 
(est 45%)		Female 
(est 55%)		Children (<18 yrs)
(est 35%)		Adult (18-59 yrs)
(est 40%)		Elderly (>59 yrs)
(est 25%)

		Number of people with equitable and continuous access to sufficient quantity of safe drinking and domestic water		Rakhine		385,708		                123,693 		                184,725 		308,418		                   95,923 		                   38,080 		                134,003 		                   60,301 		                   73,702 		                   46,901 		                   53,601 		                   33,501 

				Kachin / Shan		141,428		                   87,728 		                   35,000 		122,728		                   40,539 		                         307 		                   40,846 		                   18,381 		                   22,465 		                   14,296 		                   16,338 		                   10,212 

				Floods		11,000		 		                   11,000 		11,000		 		                   10,528 		                   10,528 		                     4,738 		                     5,790 		                     3,685 		                     4,211 		                     2,632 

		Number of people with equitable access to safe and continuous sanitation facilities		Rakhine		385,708		                123,693 		                184,725 		308,418		                107,850 		                   51,424 		                159,274 		                   71,673 		                   87,601 		                   55,746 		                   63,710 		                   39,819 

				Kachin / Shan		141,428		                   87,728 		                   35,000 		122,728		                   74,703 		                     6,098 		                   80,801 		                   36,360 		                   44,441 		                   28,280 		                   32,320 		                   20,200 

				Floods		11,000		 		                   11,000 		11,000		 		                   10,528 		                   10,528 		                     4,738 		                     5,790 		                     3,685 		                     4,211 		                     2,632 

		People adopt basic personal and community hygiene practices		Rakhine		385,708		                123,693 		                184,725 		308,418		                   99,593 		                   11,237 		                110,830 		                   49,874 		                   60,957 		                   38,791 		                   44,332 		                   27,708 

				Kachin / Shan		141,428		                   87,728 		                   35,000 		122,728		                   37,858 		                     4,682 		                   42,540 		                   19,143 		                   23,397 		                   14,889 		                   17,016 		                   10,635 

				Floods		11,000		 		                   11,000 		11,000		 		                   10,528 		                   10,528 		                     4,738 		                     5,790 		                     3,685 		                     4,211 		                     2,632 







% achievement at end of q2

		Indicators		State/Region		Camp Target Reached (as of 30 June)		Outside Camp target  reached (as of 30 June)		Overall target reached (as of 30 June)

		Number of people with equitable and continuous access to sufficient quantity of safe drinking and domestic water		Rakhine		78%		21%		43%

				Kachin / Shan		46%		1%		33%

				Floods		#DIV/0!		96%		96%

		Number of people with equitable access to safe and continuous sanitation facilities		Rakhine		87%		28%		52%

				Kachin / Shan		85%		17%		66%

				Floods		#DIV/0!		96%		96%

		People adopt basic personal and community hygiene practices		Rakhine		81%		6%		36%

				Kachin / Shan		43%		13%		35%

				Floods		#DIV/0!		96%		96%







questions

General Feedback?



Should development approaches in villages be considered under 4W ?

How can we improve tracking of O&M costs?

How to better handle dissaggregation?

Is a standardized cluster KAP feasible? To verify/calibrate 4Ws





Short explanation on achievements, challenges and associated funding correlation (any other relevant information)

		Short explanation on achievements, challenges and associated funding correlation (any other relevant information)		HRP indicators have been reviewed to focus more on functionality and quality of services (based upon composite indicators) rather than  basic coverage - this explains significant drop in apparent coverage reached in Q2.  Targets have also been split between camp beneficiaries from those living outside of camps to bring greater focus to disparities in services offered to camp inhabitants and those outside where it is estimated 80% and 20% of needs have been met respectively. With shifts towards more development funding and greater participation of government in rural WASH coordination  the WASH Cluster coordination team is considering removing some non camp beneficiaries from HRP targets to bring numbers into better alignment with CCCM Cluster. This needs further evaluation and discussion with WASH Cluster partners and other sectors before validation during Q3.
Gender and age disaggregation is based upon proportionate split of estimated camp populations. WASH interventions target entire camp populations with due consideration of minimum commitments to safety and dignity of affected people.

		Actions required from HCT		WASH Cluster recommends that the HCT advocates  for greater transparency of sector/cluster economic inputs into IDP camp economies to better understand impacts of humanitarian intervention on local economies.
WASH Cluster suggests a targeted multi-sectorial study to value combined inputs into IDP camps through food, NFIs, contracts, salaries & incentives.

		Please provide one qualitative achievement from 2nd Quarter		Flood response was completed including significant response activities associated with water shortages related to flood damaged water points in Rakhine. Humanitarian response and preparedness components have been integrated into government WASH Rural Strategy. Government has initiated technical coordination groups in Kachin to begin to address IDP camp needs in Kachin and NSS.

		Expected achievements for 3rd Quarter		Review and validation of new HRP composite indicator methodologies by WASH Cluster partners
Activation of government coordination mechanisms in Kachin and Rakhine State



HRP indicators have been reviewed to focus more on functionality and quality of services (based upon composite indicators) rather than  basic coverage - this explains significant drop in apparent coverage reached in Q2.  Targets have also been split between camp beneficiaries from those living outside of camps to bring greater focus to disparities in services offered to camp inhabitants and those outside where it is estimated 80% and 20% of needs have been met respectively. With shifts towards more development funding and greater participation of government in rural WASH coordination  the WASH Cluster coordination team is considering removing some non camp beneficiaries from HRP targets to bring numbers into better alignment with CCCM Cluster. This needs further evaluation and discussion with WASH Cluster partners and other sectors before validation during Q3.
Gender and age disaggregation is based upon proportionate split of estimated camp populations. WASH interventions target entire camp populations with due consideration of minimum commitments to safety and dignity of affected people.





Actions required from HCT

WASH Cluster recommends that the HCT advocates  for greater transparency of sector/cluster economic inputs into IDP camp economies to better understand impacts of humanitarian intervention on local economies.


WASH Cluster suggests a targeted multi-sectorial study to value combined inputs into IDP camps through food, NFIs, contracts, salaries & incentives.





Please provide one qualitative achievement from 2nd Quarter

Flood response was completed including significant response activities associated with water shortages related to flood damaged water points in Rakhine. Humanitarian response and preparedness components have been integrated into government WASH Rural Strategy. Government has initiated technical coordination groups in Kachin to begin to address IDP camp needs in Kachin and NSS.







Expected achievements for 3rd Quarter

Review and validation of new HRP composite indicator methodologies by WASH Cluster partners


Activation of government coordination mechanisms in Kachin and Rakhine State







Other Announcement…

Roll out of the 2015 IASC GBV Guidelines  -W/C September 12th

UNICEF



 UNICEF MYANMAR WASH Roster: http://jobs.unicef.org/cw/en-us/job/495862 

Applicants must be eligible to work in country. Both National or International candidates are encouraged to apply.

Assignments could be posted for Yangon, Rakhine, Kachin or another area in the event of an emergency.
Multiple assignments, in both development and emergency WASH, are being considered and key WASH technical expertise include:


• Emergency response 
• Program & Grant Management 
• Information Management 
• Research 
• Monitoring & Evaluation
• Specific expertise within WASH


The level of expected experience and qualifications varies by assignment, starting from a minimum requirement of a Bachelor's degree with 2 years of relevant WASH experience.


Interested candidates are requested to submit their expression of interest letter, CV mentioning field of expertise, and expected fee rates.














