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 No agreed definitions across clusters/sectors in Myanmar

- Cannot exchange data between C/S

- Cannot undertake cross-sectoral analysis to improve response

- Very time-consuming to pull together data on the situation

- No way to consider intersectionality (how combinations of different 

vulnerabilities can increase the impact of negative events)

Require Interoperable data to be able to 

- Exchange, combine, map available data

- Use data more efficiently across C/S

Why Humanitarian Data Standards



 2014-15 – development of Humanitarian Data Standards

- IM Network taskgroup review of C/S disagg categories found many 

inconsistencies, different definitions.

- Developed agreed categories for location, age, sex, affected population, 

and vulnerabilities to enable interoperable data.

- Endorsed by ICCG, shared with C/S, integrated in UNHCR, WASH C/S 

2020-21 – review of the use of the Data Standards across C/S

- Data Stds Task Group convened by MIMU (C/S IMOs)

- Mapping of use of the Data Standards by C/S, partners)

- Minor revisions  

- Discussion in the ICCG for wider use

Myanmar’s Humanitarian Data Standards



Products so far

- 2014_Report on use of disagg categories
- 2015_Data Stds two-pager
- 2020_Mapping of use of Data Stds
- 2021_Data Stds revisions



 Review of 23 tools from 9 C/S

- Data Standards in use to some extent across all C/S

- All categories used (only refugee sub-category not currently relevant)

- Extensive use of location, sex, age. 

 The Data Standards remain relevant and useful

 Review of C/S partners’ use of the Data Standards

- 105 of 113 partners (incl sector leads) using Data Stds

- 27 agencies using Data Stds to some extent with more than one C/S

- 8 agencies not using Data Stds at all (possibly related to tool type)

 Opportunities for wider integration across C/S

Mapping of use of the Data Standards (Sept 2020)



 Location

- Most frequently used 

- S/R (all); TS (almost all), lower levels depending on the tool

Sex disaggregation

- Used by most tools (other than 6 … relevance?)

Age disaggregation

- Around half of tools using compatible age disaggregation

Data Standards used by C/S (Sept 2020)
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 Affected population

- Integrated in 65% tools (all but 8 – relevance to these tools?)

- IDP categories (IDP, returnee, resettled)

- Still relevant – in use by at least 1 C/S

- Crisis-affected, Host and surrounding communities

- Still relevant – used by a number of C/S (7-10 tools)

- Refugee categories (MMR returnee / internationals)

- Protection, GBV, Health, sometimes Nutrition tools

 Isolated location

- To map communities with restricted access to basic services

- Used only in WASH tools so far

Data Standards used by C/S (Sept 2020)



 Vulnerability = 17 categories

- Use in less than half of tools, not used systematically

- 6  of the 9 reporting C/S 

- 2-15 of the 17 Vuln categories used in the various tools

- CCCM, Shelter, NFI tools– gathering data on almost all categories

- Some not using the vuln categories at all … ?relevance to tools

Use of Data Standard categories (2)

Category of vulnerability No. of tools Clusters/sectors

Persons with disabilities 9
CCCM, WASH, Food security, GBV, 

Food

Pregnant/lactating women 6
CCCM, Food, Food security, 

Nutrition

Survivors / 

Persons at risk of GBV

6 (women) 

5 (men)
WASH, CCCM, GBV

Child Headed HH, 

Single parent-headed HH
5 CCCM, Food

Most 
commonly-used 
vulnerability 
categories 



Use of Vulnerability Data Standards by tool, C/S

Category

Sub Category

Children 

with Special 

Educational 

Needs (SEN) 

Child or 

Adolescent 

at risk 

Unaccompa

nied 

children

Out-of-

school 

children

Separated 

children

Woman at 

risk or 

survivor of 

GBV 

Men at risk 

of or 

survivors of 

GBV

Pregnant 

Women

Lactating 

Women

Older 

person at 

risk

Persons 

with 

disabilities

Child 

headed 

household

Single-

parent 

household

Nutrition 

insecure 

individuals

Households 

with, or at 

risk of, food 

insecurit

Persons 

with serious 

medical 

conditions 

Persons 

with specific 

legal and 

physical 

protection 

needs 

Monthly nutrition 

partner reporting tool

N N N N N N N R R N N N N N N N N

Nutrition 4W 
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

HRP monitoring 

dashboard

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

WFP and FAO joint 

mVAM  ASSESSMENT OF 

COVID-19 IMPACTS  2020 

July

N N N N N N N R R R R R R N N R N

WFP and FAO RSM 2019 

in Bago and Southeast

N N N N N N N R R R R R R N N R N

Food

WFP Post Distribution 

Monitoring Exercises 

(Annual) 

N N N N N N N R R R R R R N R N N

EiE EiE Sector’s quarterly 4W
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

CCCM Site Profiles 
R R R R R R R R R R R R R N N R R

CCCM Cluster Analysis 

Report 

R R R R R R R R R R R R R N N R R

Protection Sector 4Ws N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Protection Incident 

Monitoring System 

(PIMS)

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

GBV
GBV Information 

Management System

N N R N R R R N N N R N N N N N N

WASH Tool 1 	Rakhine 

Monthly 3Ws New 

Displacements

N N N N N R N N N N N N N N N N N

WASH Tool 2 	Rakhine	 

Quarterly 4Ws 2012 

Protracted Camps

N N N N N R R N N N R N N N N N N

WASH Tool 3 

Kachin/Shan	 Quarterly 

4Ws  Protracted Camps

N N N N N N N N N N R N N N N N N

WASH Tool 4 	   Monthly 

3Ws COVID Response

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

WASH Tool 5 	 Quarterly 

4Ws Villages

N N N N N N N N N N R N N N N N N

WASH Tool 6 	 Quarterly 

WASH/Health Analysis 

on AWD

N N N N N R R N N N N N N N N N N

Vulnerabilities 

Nutrition

Food 

Security

CCCM/ 

Shelter/NFI

Cluster/ 

Sector

Protection

WASH

C
lu

st
er

/s
ec

to
r

Vulnerability Data Standard



Partners’ use of the Data Standards

 60 / 87 partners using standards to some extent

- 27 partners using them in more than 1 C/S

- Few (8) not using the Data Stds at all - some not expected to use them

 Partners’ use of standards
- CCCM/Shelter/NFI, EiE, Protection, CP, Health – all partners

- GBV – 89% of partners

- WASH – 63%

- Nutrition – 41%

Cluster/Sector Nutrition Food 

Security

Food EiE CCCM/Shelt

er/NFI

Protection GBV WASH Health  CP

Lead Agency UNICEF - 

Nutrition

WFP & FAO WFP UNICEF/

SCI

UNHCR UNHCR UNFPA UNICEF - 

WASH

WHO UNICEF - CP

Number of Partners that use 

the Data Standards by 

Cluster/Sector

9 N/A N/A 10 5 12 16 26 46 10

Number of Partners that do 

NOT use the Data Standards 

by Cluster/Sector

13 N/A N/A 0 0 0 2 15 0 0

Number of Partners by 

Cluster/Sector

22 N/A N/A 10 5 12 18 41 46 10



ICCG Data Standards Taskgroup

2021 // Agreed the Data Standards are relevant, used by many clusters/sectors 

and partners, and are enabling cross-sector analysis. They should be integrated 

more widely to further support monitoring, analysis and the HPC. 

 REVISIONS – Added/revised definitions for Statelessness, Breastfeeding women, 

Other vulnerable groups. 

 ICCG ENDORSEMENT – Discussed in Nov21 ICCG

 WIDER IMPLEMENTATION – Light approach

 share info on the Data Standards with C/S 

 introduce to partners through special sessions (what they are, how used…)








