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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Background 
The Global Shelter Cluster (GSC)1 was established in 2005 as part of the global cluster system, driven by 
the United Nations humanitarian reform agenda and guided by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
(IASC). The GSC co-lead agencies (CLAs) are:  

• United Nations Refugee Agency (UNHCR) for conflict-driven displacement; and  
• International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) for natural disasters.  

 
The GSC Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) 
developed the first GSC 5-year strategy for 
2013-2017, and following a comprehensive 
review of its achievements, initiated a 
consultation process to develop its current 
Strategy for the period 2018-2022.2  
 
As the Strategy is nearing the end of its 
lifespan, the GSC commissioned an evaluation 
“to assess progress in its implementation, 
identify achievements and possible gap areas, 
make recommendations for the last year of 
implementation and inform the development 
of the next GSC Strategy.” 
 
The evaluation was conducted by a small team 
of independent consultants, focussing 
primarily on global-level performance and 
results, although implementation at country 
level was also considered to the extent 
possible. The process involved a review of 
nearly 300 documents and over 40 Key 
Informant Interviews over several months. 
 

About this evaluation report 

This evaluation report is structured around the main evaluation criteria from the Terms of Reference. 

• Part 1: Relevance and Efficiency. This section considers the appropriateness of the Strategy 
for meeting its intended purpose, its usefulness to different stakeholders from local to 
global level, and their level of engagement with it. It also discusses the ways in which the 
Strategy was developed, how it was used to both attract and allocate resources, and the 
monitoring and reporting processes that were put in place to measure its overall success. 

 
1 Note that in this executive summary and the body of the report, the GSC refers to the entity at the global level, rather than the broader cluster 
of shelter actors operating at country-level or the shelter sector. 
2 Hereafter referred to as “the Strategy” or the “GSC Strategy”. 

Overview of the GSC Strategy 20218-2022 

 
Vision: A World Where Everyone Feels at Home. 
 
Mission: The Global Shelter Cluster collectively 
supports crisis-affected people to live in safe, 
dignified and appropriate shelter and settlements. 
 
Strategic Areas: 

• Area 1: Coordination. Coordination contributes 
to a localised, predictable, effective and timely 
response. 

• Area 2: Advocacy. Increased recognition of 
shelter and settlements in humanitarian 
response and recovery. 

• Area 3: Evidence-based response. Shelter 
response informed by evidence, best practice 
and learning. 

• Area 4: Capacity. Shelter sector capacity to 
address ongoing and emerging challenges. 
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• Part 2: Effectiveness and Impact. This section considers the extent to which each of the 4 
Strategic Areas achieved their intended purpose and targets. It addresses the extent of 
achievement, main challenges or barriers, as well as any major changes (positive or 
negative, intended or unintended). 

• Part 3: Conclusion and Recommendations. This section draws some overall conclusions 
about the achievements and challenges of delivery against the Strategic Areas and also 
considers the extent to which the GSC Strategy was fit-for purpose. It proposes a set of 
overarching recommendations for the GSC strategic development process in the short, 
medium and longer term, including a recommended approach for the next strategy. 

In addition to the report itself, there is also a set of Annexes to the report, which includes: 

• A set of detailed recommendations for each of the four GSC Strategic Areas; 
• A review of the implementation of the recommendations from the previous strategy 

evaluation; 
• Data and materials used in the preparation of the evaluation report; and  
• Terms of Reference for this evaluation. 

Select detailed recommendations from the annex mentioned above, and related to Part 2 of the report, 
are presented in the appropriate sections of the executive summary below. 
 

Key findings 
 

Relevance and efficiency 

Strengths 
The main strength of the GSC Strategy was its ability to coherently package and reflect the interests of a 
wide range of stakeholders, which ensured its ongoing relevance throughout its lifespan. This was in 
part due to the highly consultative process put in place for its development. At global level, the Strategy 
played a central role in guiding the work of the CLAs and GSC Support Team. At country level, it also 
provided an overall compass for the cluster’s work in some contexts.  

The GSC Strategy was found to have remained relevant to the changing humanitarian landscape, most 
significantly during the COVID-19 pandemic; in particular, there were opportunities to strengthen the 
linkages between shelter and health, and GSC partners were able to adapt their approaches and 
continue to provide effective shelter interventions. The GSC was also pro-active in providing COVID-19 
guidance to support shelter and settlements work at country level, and in transferring activities online to 
continue capacity building efforts. 

The GSC Strategy was found to be useful for attracting and aligning global funding. In 2021, the funding 
situation for the GSC significantly improved with contributions from USAID Bureau of Humanitarian 
Assistance (BHA) and Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid 
Operations (ECHO). Although, the full impact of this was yet to be realised at the time of this evaluation. 
There were significant efforts to measure the relevance, implementation and resourcing of the strategy, 
including the consistent tracking of a number of key strategic indicators, supported by annual surveys 
and other feedback mechanisms. 
 

Challenges  
Despite its ongoing relevance, there were inconsistent views among stakeholders about the purpose 
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and usefulness of the GSC Strategy. Several gaps were identified including: a lack of guidance to address 
the growing trend towards working group coordination away from formal activations of the cluster at 
country level; and a lack of prioritisation within and between the Strategic Areas and pillars. In 
particular, there was felt to be a need to prioritise support for coordination at country level. 

Lack of funding was the single greatest challenge for implementation. There were major financial 
shortfalls within the GSC and across the sector in 2019 and 2020, compounded by the COVID-19 
pandemic. The prioritisation of limited resources was also a challenge, with constraints on flexibility 
from donors and partner agencies, as well as a lack of strategic prioritisation within the strategy itself. 
Some of the Strategy outputs and indicators were overly ambitious against available resources and 
difficult to measure. Funding proved to be especially difficult to track, pointing to the need for greater 
consistency in monitoring and making better use of external monitoring tools. 
 

Effectiveness and impact 

Strategic Area 1 Coordination  
 

Achievements 
Country clusters generally felt well supported by the GSC Support Team and a wide range of tools and 
guidance were produced to support country-level coordination efforts and to promote an area-based 
approach (ABA). There were also some success stories for localisation of country shelter clusters where 
international surge support was not required. For example, for disasters in Indonesia and Vanuatu and 
evidence of strengthened collaboration between the CLAs. 
 

Challenges 
Overall, there was a drop-in support from the GSC to the country level, due to resource limitations and 
in part, to travel restrictions posed by COVID-19. There were some reports of gaps in coordination and a 
lack of timely deployments. Stakeholders were not always aware of the type of support available, 
though a brochure of services was recently created to improve this. Despite the volume of global tools 
and guidance, some were in need of updating and translation, and/or lacked consistent use. Despite 
some progress, efforts towards ABA and localisation were hindered by lack of common understanding 
(especially across clusters and agencies) and mixed views about its relevance in different contexts, with 
a need for further guidance on issues such as the co-chairing of clusters with local organisations or host 
governments. Additionally, the Strategy did not provide adequate guidance on some emerging 
coordination issues, such as the loss of the Early Recovery Cluster, and the increasing trend towards 
sector coordination rather than formal cluster activation. 
 

Select Recommendations 
Some of the key recommendations include: 

• Improving current systems for tracking and monitoring progress and resourcing across the 
cluster; 

• Updating key documents such as the Coordination Toolkit, the Companion, and the IMAS 
toolkit, including availability in other languages. Roll-out of updated tools is crucial also; 

• Developing further field-ready guidance on issues such as on localisation, sector 
coordination and transition to recovery, as well as developing a common inter-cluster 
understanding of ABA and other inter-sectoral issues; and 

• Prioritise ensuring effective, timely, and predictable coordination at the field level, including 
through enhanced localised capacity and surge support. 
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Strategic Area 2: Advocacy  
 

Achievements 
The GSC was found to have a positive reputation and high visibility on the global stage. The CLA’s have 
contributed to this visibility. The Strategy has been used for the development of some country-level 
advocacy plans; and, the commencement of the Global Focal Point for Advocacy and Communications 
has given a significant boost to both global and country-level advocacy efforts. There has also been 
positive progress for engagement in key shelter approaches, most prominently in cash programming 
and, to a lesser extent, in settlement approaches in urban areas. 
 

Challenges 
One of the major intended outcomes of advocacy efforts was to improve engagement with donors and 
partners and to increase overall funding. This has proven especially challenging and despite significant 
efforts, there were ongoing frustrations with funding levels and a lack of donor flexibility and 
prioritisation of resources for shelter and settlements. Despite the increased focus on urban assistance, 
the impact of the GSC and shelter sector overall, has felt to be limited. Some stakeholders felt the 
number and complexity of advocacy messages promoted by the GSC, including in the strategy itself, 
diluted its impact.  
 

Select Recommendations 
Some of the key recommendations include: 

• Recruiting a Global Focal Point for Grant Management, Donor Engagement and Resource 
Mobilisation. Develop a resource mobilisation plan with the emphasis on filling critical 
funding gaps and reinvigorating donor engagement, including through the Donor 
Consultation Group; 

• Providing further guidance for country level on advocacy positions, the development of 
country-level strategies and capacity building; and 

• Working collaboratively with other clusters to attract more funding for core coordination 
and other common issues; and, increasing engagement with other key humanitarian and 
development organisations. 

 

Strategic Area 3: Evidence-based response  
 

Achievements 
The importance of evidence-based response was recognised by stakeholders, with recognition that the 
GSC has made significant efforts to support evidence-based decision-making through use of Information 
Management. This included the dissemination of the Information Management and Assessment (IMAS) 
toolkit, and guidance for the development of country-level IM strategies. There was also a proliferation 
of evidence-based guidance and other products such as IEC materials and case studies on a wide range 
of topics, including the highly-regarded Shelter Projects publication, supported by the organisations 
engaged through various Working Groups and the Global Focal Point for Research. The development of 
a research strategy was a welcome advancement towards a more strategic approach, and the annual 
‘Shelter Week’, regional workshops and other events were felt to be important for knowledge sharing. 
 

Challenges 
Despite the impressive array of guidance and resources, there is still a need for improved 
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systematisation of knowledge management to support ease of access to the most current and relevant 
information and tools. Key among these measures, is the need to improve the organisation and quality 
control of the GSC website, which has good functionality but is not consistently maintained. 
Stakeholders highlighted a number of gaps in evidence-gathering on particular topics (such as recovery, 
greening and NFIs), as well as inconsistent capturing of lessons learned and application of evidence-
based approaches during shelter responses. There were also felt to be gaps in demonstrating the 
linkages between shelter and other sectors, despite that being a priority, and delays in the development 
of a global shelter vulnerability classification system. 
 

Select Recommendations 
Some of the key recommendations include: 

• Developing closer alignment between research and country-level needs and capacities, and 
ensuring good practices are integrated into key tools and guidance documents to improve 
implementation; and 

• Improving the accessibility and relevance of information available through improved 
knowledge management, including streamlining and quality assurance of the GSC website. 

 

Strategic Area 4: Capacity  
 

Achievements 
Efforts of the GSC Support Team to support local capacity building and skill development were highly 
regarded, including the work of Global Focal Points and the wide range of training, guidance and other 
materials to support different aspects of shelter and settlements work. In particular, there was felt to be 
good progress in developing capacities at country level on housing, land and property (HLP), cash and 
market-based approaches, which may have been partially driven by their prominent inclusion in the GSC 
Strategy. The flagship publication of the State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements “Beyond the 
Better Shed: Prioritising People” in 2018 was also recognised as an important step towards greater 
preparedness and awareness of future trends and challenges. 
 

Challenges 
There have been a number of barriers standing in the way of fully realising the commitment to local 
capacity-building. Among the most prominent include: inadequate funding to support the continuation 
of staff positions; persistent gender imbalance at country level (although notable improvements at 
global level); a lack of career progression opportunities and high staff turnover; and, challenges 
accessing key resources and training in languages other than English. Gaps in Information Management 
capacities were especially highlighted, with a number of challenges in identifying suitable profiles and 
up-skilling existing staff. Preparedness was also cited as a significant gap, with patchy progress towards 
readiness at country level and need for improved resourcing for contingency planning.  
 

Select Recommendations 
Some of the key recommendations include: 

• Conducting a review of country-level staffing capacities to identify ways of improving staff 
retention, skills and diversity; supported by relevant training and talent pools particularly, to 
fill key gaps such as in information management; 

• Conduct a State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements stock-take, to review the 
continued relevance of the previous research findings, identify future trends and inform the 
development of the next strategy; and 
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• Ensure that all key guidance documents and support are field-focused and supported with 
necessary country roll out plans and training. 

 

Cross-cutting issues 
 

Achievements 
Across the areas of protection, gender, disability inclusion and environment there has been significant 
progress in a number of respects. At global level, the protection agenda has been integrated throughout 
other work on HLP, gender-based violence (GBV), inclusion and access to safe and dignified shelter. 
There have been significant resources developed on GBV, information exchange through the Community 
of Practice, as well as important global monitoring work undertaken by the Global Focal Point for GBV. 
The Working Group on Inclusion of Persons with Disabilities has also made important progress in 
updating key guidance and conducting a baseline assessment to better understand the barriers to 
inclusion in the field. The environment agenda, and green response in particular, has clearly been a 
focus of attention by both the GSC and the CLAs, with significant support from partners through 
Environment Community of Practice. In 2021, this work received a significant boost with dedicated 
ECHO funding and the appointment of a Global Focal Point for Environment. 
 

Challenges 
From a strategic perspective, it is notable that cross-cutting issues do not feature particularly strongly in 
the GSC Strategy narrative and indicators, although at global level in particular, there has been 
significant progress. At country level, the picture is decidedly more mixed, with some stakeholders 
finding protection, gender and disability inclusion issues being addressed at only minimal levels in some 
contexts, with a slow uptake of available guidance and resources and a need to position shelter more 
centrally within the protection agenda. There were also challenges in taking forward the environment 
agenda at country level, despite the general awareness of its importance, with barriers including 
knowledge gaps, resource constraints and a lack of prioritisation at the local level. 
 

Conclusions and recommendations 
 

Overall conclusions about the current GSC Strategy 

The GSC 2018-2022 Strategy was the right one for the time and was an important step towards 
formalisation of GSC ambitions. Partners, donors, and other stakeholders were able to see themselves 
somewhere in the Strategy, yet in trying to be all things to all people, the lack of prioritisation and 
ambiguity of purpose reduced its utility. As such, it is too wide-ranging to be a powerful and focused 
advocacy tool, and not detailed or “field ready” enough as an operational tool to drive action on the 
ground. That said, overall, the Strategy has been a useful framework over the past 5 years, and it has 
remained remarkably relevant and salient against the needs of the GSC and shelter sector, even as the 
world has changed. 
 

Recommendations going forward 

The following recommendations are made in the light of ongoing resource constraints facing the GSC, as 
well as the continuing relevance of the existing strategy, and the future opportunities to provide 
leadership within the cluster system to refocus efforts on strengthening core coordination functions at 
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country level. 
 
Rather than a full re-development of the strategy for 2023 onward, this evaluation recommends: 
 

A. Undertaking a light-touch review around a few key areas in the very short term: This involves 
extending the term of the current strategy and identifying the most critical implementation gaps 
for prioritisation, including through a review. Such gaps may include developing an interim 
knowledge management strategy to enable greater access to key tools and guidance, including 
translations into other languages, and developing further guidance for coordination in situations 
where the cluster is not formally activated; 

 
B. Fill the most crucial gaps over the next 1-3 years: This includes the development of a longer-

term knowledge management strategy, continuing key aspects of the policy and research 
agenda, and streamlining and strengthening the monitoring and reporting system using existing 
mechanisms for tracking key indicators and resources at country and global levels; and 

 
C. For the next strategy, lead transformation towards greater alignment of global cluster 

strategies, and adopt a “strategic framework” approach: Prior to the development of the next 
strategy, work with other clusters to agree on a common timeframe and basis for all cluster 
strategies, using common definitions and placing country-level clusters at the centre. For the 
next strategy, adopt a Strategic Framework approach through an inclusive consultation process, 
which enables the development of different strategic tools tailored for the needs of specific 
stakeholder groups at global and country level, ensuring it is available in different languages and 
widely accessible. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 Background and context 

About the 
Global Shelter 
Cluster 

The Global Shelter Cluster (GSC), created in 2005, is co-led by the United Nations Refugee 
Agency (UNHCR) and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies (IFRC) – the former, for conflict-driven displacement and the latter, for natural 
disasters. From 2005 until 2013, the GSC did not have a formalised strategy, and was 
generally characterised as a less formalised organisation. It was guided by principles set 
out by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC)3 defining the roles and 
responsibilities of the cluster at global and country levels, as well as expertise in the 
sector and capacity of its co-lead agencies (CLAs). 
 
In its Annual Meeting in November 2012, the GSC approved its first ever formalised 
strategy, which fit the GSC’s three aims for 2013-2017 onto a single page.4 Though 
lacking an implementation plan, monitoring tools, or an overarching strategy to 
accomplish or prioritise its aims, the evaluation of that first strategy noted “an 
overwhelming support for the relevance of the content of the strategy and a strong 
sense that it responded to issues that needed addressing at the time [..and] remained 
relevant today.”5 
 
Looking back from today, the initial GSC strategy was an important step forward in 
organisational maturity that specified its aims and provided a uniting vision to guide its 
partners and its work. The GSC commissioned its first ever global review6 to look at that 
initial strategy and to inform the development of its next and even more formalised 
approach.  
 
On the basis of that review, following significant consultations, and under the guidance 
of the Strategic Advisory Group (SAG), the GSC endorsed its current Strategy for the 
period 2018-2022.7  
 

About the GSC 
Strategy 2018-
2022 

The one-page Strategy has a featured aim: strengthened shelter and settlements 
responses that build resilient communities. It also offers a vision and mission in the 
longer narrative: 

- Vision: A World Where Everyone Feels at Home. 
- Mission: The Global Shelter Cluster collectively supports crisis-affected people to 

live in safe, dignified and appropriate shelter and settlements. 
 
The Strategy includes four Strategic Areas: 

- Area 1: Coordination. Coordination contributes to a localised, predictable, 
effective and timely response; 

 
3 See for example, DOC250. More recent documentation, such as DOC251 is also relevant.  

4 DOC239  

5 DOC041 
6 The previous evaluation states this, noting that IFRC had commissioned studies on its role as Shelter Cluster CLA (DOC041).  
7 Hereafter referred to as “the Strategy” or the “GSC Strategy”. 
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- Area 2: Advocacy. Increased recognition of shelter and settlements in 
humanitarian response and recovery; 

- Area 3: Evidence-based response. Shelter response informed by evidence, best 
practice and learning; and 

- Area 4: Capacity. Shelter sector capacity to address ongoing and emerging 
challenges. 

 
The Strategy is actually composed of three different documents: a four-page executive 
summary, which include a one-page infographic of the Strategy itself; a detailed 28-page 
narrative of the summary; and a 16-page set of three annexes (on Outputs, Indicators, 
and Budget).8 
 

 Purpose of this evaluation 

 The GSC commissioned this evaluation “to evaluate [the Strategy], to assess progress in 
its implementation, identify achievements and possible gap areas, make 
recommendations for the last year of implementation and inform the development of 
the next GSC Strategy.”9 
 
The GSC Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) will use the evaluation to disseminate 
achievements and address possible shortcomings and gaps in the implementation of the 
current Strategy. The GSC partners will use it to inform the development of a new 
strategy. GSC co-lead agencies and partner agencies will use it for internal advocacy with 
senior management for increased recognition and support to the shelter sector. Donors 
are key stakeholders in the GSC Strategy process, so their preferences and priorities are 
considered, as applicable, and they may use the evaluation to justify continued or 
additional support. Other global clusters will use it as a reference and to identify possible 
areas of joint action. OCHA will use it for information and advocacy purposes as relevant. 
 

 Methodology 

 This evaluation was conducted between 25 November 2021 and 20 May 2022. The 
period of analysis was 2018-2022, though documents and other evidence were 
exceptionally taken from beyond this timeframe as needed. 
 
The primary unit of analysis was the GSC as a whole, including the GSC Support Team, 
Working Groups (WGs), SAG, and Country-level Clusters, as well as the broader 
partnership, especially insofar as partners that carried out roles in the aforementioned 
GSC entities.  
 
The scope focused primarily on global level performance and results, although impact at 
the country level of global policies, systems, and practices were also considered. Country-
level performance was not feasible to capture in a comprehensive way, though some 
evidence is provided by the GSC’s own analysis as well as through documentation and 
other material from the country level. 

 
8 DOC222; DOC223; and DOC224 respectively. 
9 See Annex 10 for the Terms of Reference for this evaluation. 
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The evaluation Terms of Reference ambitiously sought to cover both the performance of 
the Strategy and performance against the Strategy.10 Findings and recommendations 
therefore cover both of these, with acknowledgement that full coverage was not possible 
in all cases. 
 
The evaluation was governed and steered by an evaluation management team of the GSC 
Coordinators and Deputy Coordinators. The GSC Support Team, and the SAG, were also 
important interlocutors throughout the process.  
 

 Evaluation process 
 The evaluation process involved a number of steps described below. 

 
Development of 
evaluation 
framework 

 

During an inception phase, an evaluation framework aligned to the evaluation Terms of 
Reference was developed and agreed upon with the evaluation management team. This 
framework helped not only to structure the evaluation questions and approaches (for 
example, guiding questions for interviews), but also the narrative of this report. An 
inception report that detailed the proposed evaluation methodology, timeline, and 
framework, as well as risks and mitigation strategies, was also provided during this 
phase. 

 
Key informant 
interviews 

 

Interviews and focus group discussions were held with more than 40 individuals.11 These 
individuals were identified by the evaluation team and in collaboration with the GSC 
Support Team and evaluation management team. Interviews were not only used for 
substantive data gathering, but also informed document collection, pointing the 
evaluation team towards missing or upcoming pieces of evidence. 
 

Document 
collection and 
review 

 

The bulk of data collection consisted of a detailed review of more than 200 documents 
produced by the GSC, its partners, and other entities.12 Selection of documentation 
followed guidance from the evaluation management team and GSC Support Team, key 
informants, as well as a snowball approach. In addition to the more than 200 documents 
reviewed, a larger number of documents, web-pages, and other text-based sources of 
evidence were screened for inclusion, but set aside due to resource constraints. The 
focus was on identifying and analysing the most useful documentation.  
 

Evaluation 
survey of global 
stakeholders 

 

The evaluation included a short and open-ended online survey addressing some of the 
core questions of the evaluation. The GSC Support Team helped the evaluation team 
disseminate the survey to stakeholders at the global, regional and country levels, as well 
as reminder notices. The survey was conducted between 17 March and 1 April 2022. 
Unfortunately, the survey only yielded 15 total responses. However, because the 
questions were highly open-ended, the survey still provided useful qualitative insights 
and comments from a range of stakeholders, acting in a way like supplemental key-
informant interviews conducted through writing. Nevertheless, the resulting information 

 
10 See Annex 10 for the Terms of Reference for this evaluation. 
11 See Annex 4 for a complete list of persons interviewed. 
12 See Annex 3 for a complete list of reviewed documents. 
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from this line of evidence was not as extensive as anticipated. 
 

Data analysis 

 

Data from all lines of evidence were summarised, analysed, and coded against the 
evaluation framework using qualitative analytical software (Dedoose). This allowed for 
dynamic and robust manipulation of the data to enable efficient and comprehensive 
triangulation and validation of findings. The evaluation team also benefited from using 
this system for identifying gaps against the evaluation framework, and filling those gaps 
through ad-hoc consultations with the GSC Support Team. 
 

 Constraints and limitations 
 This evaluation faced a number of significant constraints. As mentioned above, the Terms 

of Reference were ambitious against the resources provided, seeking to evaluate not 
only the Strategy itself, but also GSC performance against that Strategy. The latter was 
challenging due to mixed availability of evidence, including through the GSC’s own 
monitoring systems. 
 
Availability of evidence more broadly is noted throughout the report as presenting some 
limitations. Much of the evidence of country-level performance, for example, was 
provided only through anecdotal or ad-hoc insights as the evaluation team did not have 
the resources to conduct a comprehensive review of all country-level clusters. Some key 
data sources, such as annual reporting for 2021, were only received in draft form and 
quite late in the evaluation process. 
 
Working in the age of COVID-19 also presented challenges for everyone involved in the 
evaluation – including the evaluation team but also key informants and stakeholders to 
the GSC. Online survey fatigue in this context may have contributed to the low number of 
responses to the survey, which in turn affected the evidence available for analysis. 
 
The evaluation was also impacted by global events as team members and key 
stakeholders were deployed to the crisis in Ukraine. Part of the evaluation team needed 
to be replaced part-way through the process. Although this did not impact the quality of 
the work, as the team was reconstituted with qualified professionals, the transaction cost 
of those replacement members being brought up to speed further stretched already thin 
resources. 
 
Together, these limitations presented a real challenge for the evaluation team. However, 
the resulting analysis is nevertheless based on extensive research and findings are 
informed by multiple lines of evidence, validated through periodic discussion of interim 
results. 
 

 A note about referencing in this report 
 Every effort has been made to include references to documents and sources used to 

support the findings and conclusions. These include some data that was generated by the 
evaluation process including: 

- Survey questionnaire of global stakeholders (Annex 9); 
- Collation of reporting and monitoring against strategy indicators and annual 

achievements (Annex 5); 
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- List of GSC resources developed since 2018 (Annex 7); 

- Review of previous strategy evaluation recommendations (Annex 2); and 

- A collated analysis of every SAG meeting minutes from throughout the strategic 

period (DOC219). 

 
References to documents collected during the evaluation process are referred to by their 
evaluation document number. The list of documents is provided in Annex 1. 
 
There are no references to individual Key Informant Interviews to prevent the attribution 
of comments to individuals and protect confidentiality. Where possible, the general 
number or type of stakeholders have been noted in the narrative, but due to the small 
number of interviews conducted, this was not always possible. 

 

 

PART 1: RELEVANCE AND EFFICIENCY 
 

 This section considers the appropriateness of the Strategy for meeting its intended 
purpose, its usefulness to different stakeholders from local to global level, and their level 
of engagement with it. It also discusses the ways in which the Strategy was developed, 
how it was used to both attract and allocate resources, and the monitoring and reporting 
processes that were put in place to measure its overall success. 
 

 Development of the Strategy 

 

Consultation 
process was 
broad and 
inclusive 

The process for developing the GSC Strategy 2018-2022 was very closely tied to the 
evaluation of the previous GSC Strategy 2013-2017. The GSC team even engaged the 
same consultant to support the Strategy’s development, alongside a Strategy Working 
Group.13 To develop the current Strategy, the previous evaluation recommended 
including feedback from country level, government, and partners, and the development 
of a feedback mechanism to show how their inputs were taken into account.14 

 

 Overall, the process for developing the GSC Strategy 2018-2022 could be considered 
inclusive, with input sought from all levels and from a wide range of stakeholders. This 
included individual consultations by the consultant, including with partner agencies, 
consultants and academics; and discussions as part of meetings at global, regional and 
country level, both face to face and online.15  

 
Process needed 
greater 
transparency 

Although the main drafters largely comprised a small group of SAG members and a 
consultant, this seemed to be a reflection of the general level of interest and availability 
of others, rather than a flawed process as such. Greater transparency would have been 
assured through a feedback/accountability mechanism to capture how different inputs 
were included/excluded and the rationale behind those decisions.  

 
13 Key Informant Interviews. 
14 DOC041  
15 Key Informant Interviews; and DOC219. 
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No formal inter-
cluster strategic 
planning 

At the broader inter-cluster level, there was no formal process for inter-cluster 
engagement on strategy development. However, it was noted that the GSC did reach out 
to other clusters to seek inputs, in particular the CCCM, WASH and Protection clusters; 
although, the extent of their input was not clear.16 The draft strategy was also discussed 
and shared in a meeting of the GCCG.17 
 

 
 Overall relevance of the Strategy 

 Relevance to different stakeholders  
Strategic areas 
were “timeless” 
and 
comprehensive 

 

 

Overall, stakeholders were satisfied with the Strategy and found that the four Strategic 
Areas were a brief and neat way of summing up the different roles of the GSC.18 In this 
sense, the Strategy remained relevant throughout its lifespan and essentially remains 
“timeless” in that regard.  
 
Stakeholders reported almost no gaps in the Strategy in terms of content, and indeed 
this was by design. As detailed above, the process of developing the Strategy was highly 
inclusive, and allowed the full range of stakeholders to have inputs. The GSC also aimed 
to align the Strategy to priorities of its stakeholders, in particular donors, to support 
resource mobilisation efforts. 
 

Different 
needs/uses for 
the Strategy  

 

The degree to which different stakeholders used/engaged with the Strategy varied 
greatly. In general, it was most relevant at the global level: for donors, the SAG, and for 
the GSC Support Team. It was used to inform work plans      and to support advocacy. It 
was not very effective for resource mobilisation, though having a “home” in the Strategy 
for funding that became available was helpful. CLAs and partner agencies at the global 
level sometimes found it quite useful as an anchor for a particular proposal or bit of 
programming; but, there was not always buy-in from their leadership. Other clusters 
used the Strategy in a minimal way and much like the GSC, used other cluster strategies 
to inform the development of their own in a high-level way. 
 
At the country level, the Strategy was somewhat relevant as an overall compass and to 
push integration of certain issues in country-level strategies. However, its use was highly 
context specific and it was not possible within the scope of this evaluation to seek 
feedback from the wide range of local organisations. 
 

Lack of clarity of 
purpose 

Stakeholders from country to global level felt confused as to what and for whom the 
Strategy was intended. Its intended use at country level, for example, was not clear to 
country clusters. One of the cited uses of the GSC Strategy was to align country 
strategies, however guidance documentation for the development of those strategies 
makes no reference to the global level framework. Even as GSC senior management 
agreed one purpose was to “nudge” the country level to think about certain things, they 
noted that the most likely way country coordinators would be aware of the Strategy 

 
16 Key Informant Interviews. 
17 Key Informant Interviews. 
18 Key Informant Interviews and DOC220. 
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would be their participation in the Annual Cluster Coordination meeting. At the same 
time, at the global level, the Strategy was not clearly designed for or appropriate to 
advocate on the basis of, or define clear priorities. This confusion of purpose hurts      
overall relevance. 
 

 Relevance to the changing humanitarian context 
Content 
remained 
relevant to 
shelter 
programming 

The Strategy remained largely relevant throughout the strategic period, and should 
remain so     ; in part, because the Strategy had such a broad input and attempted to 
capture as much as possible. Annual meetings of the GSC throughout the strategic 
period, including consultations with its partners and country-level counterparts, meant 
that tools, methods, and practices were regularly laid out against the realities of the field. 
Working Groups also regularly updated tools and guidance through extensive 
consultation processes with the field.19 This helped ensure that the global level was never 
fully disconnected from the changing humanitarian landscape, even if priorities shifted 
over time.  
 
At the global level, efforts to adapt to complexities around climate change, non-
traditional actors such as the private sector and diaspora groups, and to adapt to the 
dissolution of the Early Recovery Cluster (discussed further below), show an attempt to 
both shape and react to a changing humanitarian landscape.20 
 

Gaps for “non-
cluster” 
coordination 
settings 

Key informants noted a growing reluctance to activate the formal cluster system at 
country level, creating more contexts where a “sector”, rather than cluster, is being 
coordinated by the relevant agencies. This situation presents a number of challenges and 
has been raised by the SAG as a priority for consideration.21 The chief issue, not unique to 
the GSC, is that it is not entirely clear to whom the cluster is — or should be — 
accountable (i.e., affected populations or governments), and what the roles and 
responsibilities are in these contexts. This is one of the few substantive gaps in the 
Strategy and creates a lack of clarity around its relevance in these contexts.22 
 

Need for 
greater focus on 
core business 

Another weakness of the Strategy was the lack of clear focus or prioritisation amongst 
the Strategic Areas and pillars. While there were some mixed views about priorities, the 
most common and strongest view in this area was the need for greater focus on the core 
business of supporting effective coordination of implementation at country level.  
 
A more robust process led by the SAG for prioritising content may have helped to 
sharpen the focus of the Strategy and make the effective use of limited resources. 

 

 
19 DOC056 
20 DOC219; DOC024; and DOC054 shows adaptation to urban displacement. 
21 DOC219 
22 The Strategy narrative offers only a single line: “In countries where clusters have not been officially activated – but in which other sector 

coordination mechanisms exist – the GSC can provide support following requests from the in-country lead agency for shelter, settlement or 
NFIs.” (DOC223). 
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Box: The impact of COVID-19 

The impact of COVID-19 on humanitarian response and the GSC 

The COVID-19 pandemic significantly impacted global humanitarian response. The pandemic 
deepened ongoing crises around the world, exacerbating existing inequalities and disproportionately 
affecting those who already faced vulnerabilities. It had, and continues to have, serious cascading 
effects on access to basic services and living conditions, food security, violence, including gender-
based violence (GBV), and discrimination.23 
 
COVID-19 had a significant impact on the work of the GSC. Operational challenges facing the GSC 
and shelter/NFI sectors included: increased costs and delayed transportation, reduced availability and 
increased costs for non-food items (NFIs) and construction and market supplies,24 challenges around 
staffing, general delays and surge deployments. Some stakeholders estimated that COVID-19 tripled 
their operating costs.25 Sudden and total lockdowns (of people and goods) also highlighted the 
importance of localised capacity, as well as the use of local materials and markets for shelter 
programming. The GSC had planned a mid-term review of its 2018-22 Strategy, but this was 
abandoned due to stretched resources in the COVID-19 context. 
 
The pandemic had a significant impact on capacity building at all levels of the GSC. Stakeholders 
generally felt that field deployments and face-to-face training were more effective than remote 
support for building localised coordination, IM, and technical capacity. However, the pandemic 
necessitated the GSC to switch to online support, communication, and trainings. Field missions were 
significantly reduced and GSC trainings were put on hold.26  
 

Shelter is critical to the COVID-19 response 

The link between shelter and health was emphasised by the Global Humanitarian Response Plan 
(GHRP) for COVID-19. Camps and shelters pose increasing health risks due to overcrowding and poor 
services and living conditions. These risks can be reduced by providing shelter upgrades, temporary 
shelter (tents etc.), and materials for families to extend their shelter to accommodate for isolation 
requirements. Further, shelter interventions can prevent transmission; provide safe spaces for 
testing, quarantine, and isolation;27 and contribute to the protection of vulnerable populations, 
including women, children, and the forcibly displaced. Despite these linkages, little to no funding for 
shelter was received through this appeal, suggesting that greater advocacy efforts may have been 
needed to build the case for supporting shelter responses and demonstrating its relevance.28  
 

The GSC Strategy remained relevant as it responded to COVID-19 

 
23 DOC225 
24 DOC053 
25 DOC053 
26 The residential component of the Humanitarian Shelter Coordination Trainings (HSCT) did not take place in 2020 due to the COVID-19 

pandemic, and those that had already completed the on-line component were to complete the residential component upon the lifting of 
COVID-19 restrictions. The UNHCR Inter-Agency Coordination Learning Programme (IACLP), launched in 2019, did not take place in 2020 due to 

COVID-19. It was however, modified and relaunched to be online, with 40 anticipated participants in 2021. 
27 Although, health care facilities are not necessarily reported as shelter interventions (DOC053). 
28 DOC053 
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The Strategy remained largely relevant as the GSC and its partners adapted well to the COVID-19 
crisis. The Strategy was so broad in its design, it remained relevant as work on the links between 
shelter and health began as a COVID-19-specific endeavour, and then expanded to a broader cross-
sector understanding, which fit well under the strategic objective of placing shelter vis-à-vis other 
sectors.29 Inter-cluster coordination was seen as essential during COVID-19, which was also 
highlighted as a sub-pillar in the Strategy; however, that work faced challenges as staff capacity reeled 
across clusters and the understanding of shelter’s importance was not ubiquitous.30 
 
The GSC developed COVID-19 resources and guidance, with many GSC advocacy initiatives also 
including specific messages around the shelter response and the COVID-19 pandemic, including the 
importance of clean/safe shelter to minimise transmission. This work included: 

o A COVID-19 Library and COVID-19-specific web-page, translated in 10 languages from 11 

countries; 

o Key messages and guidance at country level – for example, continued programming while 
maintaining social distancing (IEC materials) or advocating for the impact of shelter 
programming on COVID-19.31 Although it didn’t receive funding through the GHRP, the GSC 
was successful in ensuring shelter was represented in that important global document;32 

o InterAction also produced a series of infographics and posters, which explain well the impact 
of Shelter on different aspects of people's lives including: health, mental health, livelihoods, 
hazard risks, and social cohesion;33 and 

o GSC Coordination workshop to review and revise methodologies, tools, and practices, 
included sessions on COVID-19 and the Shelter Response.  

Shelter interventions helped mitigate the spread of COVID-19 through NFI distribution and 
construction site safety protocols, providing adequate shelter (thermal comfort/ventilation, as well as 
space to separate/isolate), settlements and basic facilities (including health emergency 
infrastructure).34 The GSC and its partners provided COVID-specific shelter and NFI assistance to 2.2 
million people.35  
 
The GSC was successful in finding new ways to bring its programming online. Moving to a remote 
support model unlocked some country-level surge support (including across CLAs, which can 
sometimes pose a challenge). The GSC also shifted to hosting its annual meetings, normally a one-
week affair, into an online series over the course of one month.36 That approach to GSC meetings and 
workshops helped reach a broader audience and allowed greater participation and engagement.37 
The SAG was also able to adjust its approaches to carry forward its business.38 
 

 
29 DOC032 
30 DOC053 
31 DOC181; DOC217; and DOC219. 
32 DOC053; and DOC214. 
33 DOC252.  
34 DOC053 

35 DOC056 

36 DOC053 
37 DOC049 
38 DOC219 
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 Resourcing the Strategy 

Lack of funding 
remains the 
biggest 
challenge 

The lack of resources was the single most significant barrier to delivering on the GSC 
Strategy and remains a critical issue for the sector more broadly, at both global and 
country levels.39 
 

 In 2018, the GSC faced a major setback following the withdrawal of ECHO funding from 
most clusters, leading to major resource shortfalls in 2019 and 2020. This, coupled with 
the financial and other constraints caused by the COVID-19 pandemic (see Box above), 
placed severe restrictions on the overall capacities of the GSC and country-level clusters 
and certainly had a negative impact on achievements against the Strategy. 
 

No prioritisation 
of scarce 
resources 

This situation did not result in the allocation of available resources to the most urgent 
and important needs of the GSC. In particular, nearly all stakeholders spoke to the 
tension between ambitions in the Strategy and not having enough resources to cover 
even the most basic work of the cluster. There were several factors that contributed to 
the lack of prioritisation of resources for the Strategy, including that: 

- Many donors and partners had their own pre-determined priorities, which 
were not necessarily aligned with those of the GSC; 

- Donors placed conditions on funding that made it difficult for the GSC to 
flexibly re-allocate resources to where they were most needed (for example, 
funding designated for global use only, or limited to specific activities); and 

- Even if donors were interested in supporting the greatest needs of the GSC, 
the Strategy itself offers no prioritisation between the different Strategic areas, 
pillars and activities. 

 
Strategy 
somewhat 
useful for 
attracting 
resources 

The Strategy was found to be a useful tool for attracting resources in some respects. Its 
highly inclusive approach ensured that any and all funding made available, could find a 
home somewhere in the Strategy. It could reasonably be argued that “but for” the GSC 
Strategy, it would have been more challenging to engage with donors and partners. 
 

 More recently, the funding situation for the GSC has somewhat improved, with 
significant grants from USAID Bureau of Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) and 
Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations 
(ECHO). 
 

BHA grant was 
aligned with 
strategic 
priorities 

The BHA grant, channelled through the IFRC, comprises USD 2 million over two years 
(2021-2022). It requires an equivalent co-contribution from other agencies (CLAs and 
other members, mainly in the form of staff) and is specifically intended to help the GSC 
deliver against all the Strategic areas of the GSC Strategy. It directs much of the funding 
to GSC partners, managed through a call for proposals and a selection committee to 
determine how the allocations should be made. The process could be considered fair 
and transparent, with information shared prominently through the GSC website, with 
some 83 proposals submitted from 23 agencies.40  

 
39 Key Informant Interviews; DOC076; DOC218; and DOC043. 
40 DOC01-09; and DOC253. 
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A majority of the funding has been allocated to GSC Support Team positions, including 
roving positions for coordination and IM, and Global Focal Points (GFPs) for housing, 
land and property (HLP), advocacy and research. Other funds have been channelled 
into activities of the different Working Groups as well as supporting flagship 
publications such as Shelter Projects41 and the translation of other key resources. 
However, there were limitations on the extent to which the funds could be used at 
country level with a donor preference for global support. 
 

ECHO grant was 
an opportunistic 
boost to 
resources 

The ECHO contribution of EUR 650,000, channelled through UNHCR for 2021-2023, with 
an additional 30% equivalent of co-funding from IFRC, UNHCR      and implementing 
partners, is targeted specifically towards “a greener and climate-smart humanitarian 
shelter and settlement response”.42 This is a significant contribution towards what 
many stakeholders consider a secondary priority area for the GSC, compared to, for 
example, filling gaps in coordination and addressing the emergency shelter needs of 
crisis-affected people. To address this perception, the GSC could undertake further 
work to promote consideration of environmental sustainability as part of the ‘do no 
harm’, protection and good coordination agendas. 
 
Given the overall funding position of the GSC, it was prudent of the GSC to pursue it. 
Again, partner agencies were invited to submit proposals, and it enabled the further 
expansion of support available through the GSC Support Team in a transparent manner. 
 

Full impact of 
the BHA and 
ECHO grants yet 
to be assessed 

Together, these two grants have provided a much-needed boost to the capacities of the 
GSC Support Team, and also enabled some resources to trickle down to country level.43 
However, as they came late in the lifespan of the Strategy, their impact is yet to be fully      
reflected in the evidence available for this evaluation, although as discussed below, 
tracking the overall funding within the GSC and the wider sector remains problematic. 

 
 

 Measuring the Strategy 

 The GSC Strategy is supported by three annexes: an Outputs table, an Indicators table, 
and a Budget table.44 Although there are some inconsistencies and areas of overlap 
between them, these provide greater insight into the ambitions and scope of work 
underpinning the Strategy and establishes a framework for monitoring achievements. 
 

Outputs table 
aspirational and 
hard to measure 

The Outputs table is a matrix of activities at global, country and agency-levels against 
each of the Strategic Areas and sub-pillars. Some of these activities are very broad in 
scope and challenging to measure (for example “Demonstrate the value of area-based 
approaches as part of preparedness”). Others are far more specific (for example, the 
recruitment of certain positions, or hosting particular workshops). While useful for 
gaining a greater understanding of the intentions behind the Strategy, this table could 

 
41 DOC254 
42 DOC010 
43 DOC006; DOC001-009; DOC011; DOC012; DOC013; DOC014; DOC015; and DOC003. 
44 DOC224 
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be considered aspirational rather than directive, given the GSC is a coordination 
mechanism and not an operational organisation. It falls somewhere between an 
implementation plan and list of potential activities.  
 
While there was a monitoring tool against this set of outputs developed in 2019, at 
least for the global level, there is no evidence of its use and rather seems to have been 
a one-off exercise.45 Nevertheless, the outputs table was useful for this evaluation, to 
understand how aspects of the Strategy might have been operationalised and to what 
extent that was done. 
 

Indicators table 
limited in scope 
and imprecisely 
monitored 

The main monitoring tool of the Strategy are the indicators, which establish baselines 
and targets for 2020 and 2022. There are only three indicators per Strategic Area, 
leaving many aspects of the Strategy unaddressed. These also range from the very 
specific (for example, the number of hours to deploy cluster coordinators), to the very 
broad (for example, the percentage of people assisted vs targeted for shelter). Some 
are also double-barrelled. 
 

 The indicator measurements lack consistency and precision, although it is noted that 
qualitative reporting, primarily through annual and mid-year achievement reports, is in 
place and improving. The information in some reports seems somewhat ad-hoc and 
disorganised, but that also reflects the overlapping content of the Strategy itself.  
 
This evaluation has compiled the available quantitative results from the GSC monitoring 
system; however, it should be noted that data against the indicators was only available 
commencing mid-2020 (see Annex 5). 
 

Funding 
especially 
difficult to track 

The figures presented in the budget table are not intended to cover all resources 
required to deliver the Strategy, but rather the “minimum to maintain global shelter 
cluster capacity and make progress in some key cluster related issues.”46 It is useful for 
understanding the expected areas where external funding is required, however tracking 
and monitoring the financial resources for the GSC and the sector is more problematic. 
The GSC does not have its own financial information readily and publicly available, and 
reports only project by project, or on its major grants. There is no clear picture of how 
much of the 16m USD set out in the budget for the Strategy was actually spent or 
raised. 
 
There is clearly a lot of work that goes into gathering and reporting sectoral figures for 
shelter. The data sources, however, are at times ambiguous, and the figures can be out 
of date, or use an incomplete set of tools that likely duplicate inter-sectoral and inter-
agency mechanisms. The result is mixed quality data that key stakeholders are hesitant 
to trust, and unnecessarily heavy reporting burdens. 
 

Need to make 
better use of 
external 

There are real concerns about duplication and unnecessarily burdensome reporting 
modalities. Stakeholders of course bemoan reporting burdens, and in some cases these 
complaints may be justified. The GSC has its own propriety reporting requirements, 

 
45 This document, referred to as an “on-line strategy monitoring tool” is linked on the Strategic Working Group web page (DOC241). 
46 DOC224 
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monitoring tools such as Factsheets and Annual Surveys, that may duplicate financial reporting systems 
– like OCHA’s Financial Tracking System or even country appeals. Many agencies also 
report to common mechanisms like International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), but 
the GSC does not clearly make use of or streamline against these tools. 
 
For performance monitoring, the GSC should be lauded for consistently tracking 
indicators against its Strategy, and for conducting annual surveys and other feedback 
mechanisms to feed into learning and performance. Yet, the GSC does not take full 
advantage of the existing requirement for all country-level clusters — Cluster 
Coordination Performance Monitoring (CCPM)47 — to understand performance at the 
country level. Not aggregating, analysing, and presenting this data is a huge missed 
opportunity that undermines the common tool and potentially creates unnecessary 
reporting burdens (see Evidence-Based response below for more on this issue). 
 

 
 
 

PART 2: EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPACT 
 

 This section considers the extent to which each of the four Strategic Areas of the 
Strategy achieved their intended purpose and targets. It addresses the extent of 
achievement, main challenges or barriers, as well as any major changes (positive or 
negative, intended or unintended). 

 
 

 Strategic Area 1: Coordination 

 This strategic area is composed of four pillars: 

1.1 Predictable, timely, effective support and services for Shelter Clusters; 
1.2 Strengthening area-based coordination and promoting settlement approaches; 
1.3 Facilitating transition to recovery coordination; 
1.4 Effective inter-cluster coordination and joint response planning; and 
1.5 Better linkages between clusters and Humanitarian Country Teams (HCTs); 

address issue of lack of cluster activation at global level, reviewing inter-cluster 
coordination mechanisms and Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) processes. 

 
 

Achievements against targets48 
Indicator Status 

% of stakeholders who are satisfied with the performance 
of the Shelter Cluster disaggregated by country level and 
global 

Achieved (91% average, 90% 
target) 

Average time (hours) in which a trained and experienced 
coordinator is deployed to newly activated country-level 

Achieved (<72 hours, against the 
same target) 

 
47 See DOC255 and DOC256 
48 See Annex 5 for full dataset of achievements against Strategy indicators. 
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clusters 

% of country-level clusters that undertake a cluster 
performance review with partners and implement the 
action plan recommendations at least once per year 

Not achieved (35% in 2021 draft 
report, average of 36%, against 
target of 80%) 

  

1.1 Predictable, timely, effective support and services 

 
 

This pillar addresses predictable, timely, effective support and services for 
Shelter Clusters, including support for country level; expanding pool of capable 
coordinators and supporting tools; and strengthening information management 
(IM). 
 

Country clusters feel 
well serviced despite 
drop-in field support 
time 

Overall and anecdotally, country clusters feel well supported by the GSC Support 
Team, within the limitations of available resources. This is despite the challenges 
faced by the GSC Support Team to maintain the same level of deployments 
during COVID-19. 
 
From 2018 to 2021, the GSC Support Team provided between 2,408 and 1,949 
total days of support per year to the Shelter Cluster.49 There was a noticeable dip 
in the number of days in total, and specifically provided in support to the field 
(remote or missions), in 2019 and 2020 due to resourcing. The GSC tried to 
provide some predictability around this issue by reporting and anticipating this 
trend in its 2019 Annual Achievements report.50  
 
However, in 2021 the total number of days increased again, but the days 
provided in field support were at their lowest for the strategic period: 810 days 
of remote support and 28 days of mission, for a total of 838 out of 2,227 days 
reported in total (37%).51 This is almost entirely due to a drop in the field 
missions, which is understandable given COVID-19, but field missions were not 
replaced with additional remote support, and instead more time as a percentage 
went to Global/Regional Support. That shift in percentage is likely a reflection of 
new GFPs being brought on, as well as advancement on several key global 
initiatives. The actual number of days provided in field support was also the 
lowest in 2021, though it isn’t clear what impact the reduced support had on 
field operations.  
 
At least one stakeholder noted that a cluster focus on deployment supporting 
country clusters would also better support the localisation and capacity building 
agenda, as having staff on the ground meant building trust and having time and 
space to really build capacity. 
 

GSC produces 
guidance and tools 
supporting the field, 

Stakeholders also appreciated the wide range of tools and guidance developed 
to support their work, although there was some feeling that GSC products did 

 
49 Data taken from the GSC Support Team dashboard and annual achievement reports. For more information, see Annex 5. 
50 DOC051 
51 All data taken from the draft 2021 Annual Achievements Report (DOC226). This data may be obscuring field-oriented work at the regional 

level, as it is grouped with global days of support. 



   
 

27 

but need updating not always focus enough on being field-ready and field-relevant. Key 
coordination tools need updating and translation into a wider range of 
languages, ensuring they reflect most recent research, tools and approaches.52 
For example, the Coordination Toolkit and Companion have not been updated 
since 2018 and do not include concrete guidance on localisation. The GSC 
indicated that this update was in progress, but also that there were not enough 
dedicated resources to complete the work against other priorities. 
 

NFIs not prioritised in 
the Strategy 

Despite reports that the distribution of NFIs is one of the most common 
activities of shelter cluster partners, there is very little acknowledgement of it in 
the Strategy. The Outputs table includes only one reference to ensure the role of 
shelter clusters on NFIs is clear, communicated and disseminated at country 
level and within partner agencies. The NFI Working Group has been working to 
develop resources and trainings on this issue, more recently in relation to 
environmental issues and greening the response, some of which are noted in the 
section on environment below. 
 

Stakeholders not 
always clear on what is 
on offer, but signs of 
improvement 

Some country-level stakeholders spoke of being unclear about what services and 
support could be provided by the GSC. This was also reflected in the evaluation 
of the previous strategy. A recently developed GSC Surge and Support Services 
Brochure is a positive development to address this issue, though it was only 
developed recently, and so its impact may take time to see.53 The GSC should 
ensure this document is well-highlighted through key knowledge management 
tools aimed at country level staff, is translated as appropriate, and has an 
appropriate dissemination approach (see more on Capitalisation under 
Evidence-based Response below). 
 

Some reports of gaps 
in coordination and 
lack of timely 
deployments  

Some stakeholders indicated that there are still major resourcing struggles to 
ensure even minimal coordination structures at field level (coordinator, IM, and 
technical capacity). Some expressed concern that recent disasters did not see 
timely deployment of cluster coordination and there were also reports of 
insufficient IM capacity at the field level, primarily due to resource constraints. 
Apart from the reported indicator showing a trained and experienced 
coordination is deployed to newly active country-level clusters within 72 hours, 
there is limited data on which country-level clusters/sectors have a critical mass 
of capacity, and which do not.54 Where these gaps in core services exist, they 
should be filled, although this was noted by some as the responsibility of the 
individual country operations after the immediate activation period. 
 

Efforts are underway 
to strengthen IM  

The GSC undertook meaningful efforts to support IM at country level, most 
critically through the creation of the Information Management and Assessment 
(IMAS) Toolkit that complements the Coordination Toolkit. While development 

 
52 DOC257; DOC061; and DOC120. 
53 DOC240; this document was developed following a request from the SAG in 2021 (DOC219). 
54 That indicator is also not clearly evidenced. UNHCR report that internal staffing gap analysis is undertaken on a quarterly basis for UNHCR-led 

clusters. However, the evaluation team did not see underlying data or analysis that showed the GSC was systematically tracking this, or 
whether it was impacted by COVID-19 for example, apart from the means of verification listed in the Strategy Annex (DOC224).  
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of this tool was significant, stakeholders questioned whether it was being used. 
Through most of the strategic period, IM approaches and capacities have not 
significantly evolved, and in some cases may have actually slipped backward; 
such as for evaluation, which is no longer an IFRC requirement for country 
clusters.  
 
An IM review being undertaken at the time of writing seeks to resolve this, 
looking across IM in the field, broader inter-cluster initiatives, as well as 
knowledge management. This is an important and welcome development, which 
will no doubt find many of the same issues this evaluation has, and can hopefully 
provide recommendations to solve them. 
 
More findings on IM are included in the sections on Evidence-based response 
and Capacity below. 
 

 1.2 Localised and area-based 

 This pillar addresses strengthening area-based approaches (ABA) including more 
localised and gender-sensitive coordination capacity, advancing sub-national and 
area-based coordination. 
 

ABA profiled but lacks 
a common 
understanding 

The GSC has made substantial efforts to make area-based approaches a visible 
priority at the global level, including through engagement and funding from two 
key donors.55 It was noted by one stakeholder that Working Group participation 
on this issue is strong, and that over 50 organisations participated in the 
development of further guidance. Despite progress in advancing a clearer 
understanding, there are still meaningful differences in definition and 
understanding of what an area-based approach is across clusters and broader 
stakeholders, which may have benefited from greater inter-cluster collaboration.  
 

Camp and non-camp 
settings create further 
complications 

Operationalising an area-based approach is further complicated when looking at 
differences between camp and non-camp (or non-camp-like) settings. The GSC’s 
ability to advance on this issue, much like the issue itself, depends heavily on the 
broader humanitarian landscape; including inter-cluster cooperation on the 
ground, which has not been felt to be functioning effectively. 
 

Some examples, but 
ABA not fully 
operational or 
prioritised in the field 

At the country level, the picture is mixed. The country-cluster coordinators 
interviewed by the Research GFP did not mention ABA as a priority area, and 
there were some at country level who questioned the feasibility of moving 
forward on this issue when covering basic needs is still a struggle: “Despite being 
an important approach, […I] don’t see how we could really go in this direction, if 
it would be really useful.” 56 
 
Some stakeholders felt there was a lack of clear guidance or a clear pathway on 
how to actually operationalise an area-based approach in the field.57 Others 

 
55 See for example, DOC006. 
56 Key Informant Interviews 
57 This was also raised in the SAG, see DOC219. 
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raised a concern that an area-based approach might mean funding only large 
agencies that can work across multiple sectors, even when some smaller 
agencies might be very good at specific things. This could impact the diversity of 
organisations within the sector, which in turn is important for localisation. 
 
There were reported to have been a few examples of specific projects and 
initiatives by partners, with one stakeholder noting that nine organisations had 
showcased programs that implement some aspects of ABA in 2022. However, 
overall, it appears this is not being taken forward as a priority at country level. 
 

Some successes in 
localisation, with 
concerns about links 
to global systems 

The GSC has undertaken a number of valuable initiatives to further localisation 
of coordination, through local preparedness and capacity building to reduce the 
need for international deployments for cluster activation and to empower local 
decision-making.58 Clear success stories include Indonesia and Vanuatu, where 
such efforts resulted in emergency responses being coordinated without the 
need for surge support. In Indonesia, the government was also very clear about 
the support they did and did not want from the global level, based on their local 
capacities.59  
 
Conversely, some stakeholders also believe that too much localisation can result 
in the opposite problem: exclusion of international participation and becoming a 
parallel system without adequate communication and linkages to global systems 
and support functions. 
 

Localised coordination 
yet to be achieved 

For the most part, there was felt to be slow advancement in the localisation 
agenda, largely due to resource constraints. This has hampered the predictability 
of coordination, especially for countries that are vulnerable to recurrent 
environmental hazards, “we're still struggling with the clusters ability to 
maintain technical capacity, whether it be national links, or international surge, 
to respond.” 60 
 

Need for guidance on 
co-leadership  

Efforts to localise country-level clusters could be enhanced by promoting (where 
feasible) local organisations to co-chair, and by mapping the percentage of 
funding that goes to local organisations. The study done by UNHCR on localising 
clusters can serve as a guide.61 
 
While recognising this is not always appropriate or possible in some settings 
such as conflict situations, there are also important trends regarding co-
leadership models with government. For example, as seen in Fiji, the Philippines, 
Indonesia or Bahamas. Guidance for country-level actors would be beneficial 
here, as currently, the only guidance provided by the GSC on co-hosting 
arrangements is regarding co-chairing between UN and NGO actors.62 

 
58 See for example, initiatives mentioned in DOC051. 

59 Key Informant Interviews. 
60 Key Informant Interviews 
61 As noted by the SAG (DOC219). 
62 DOC063 
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Gender inclusion 
improving, but gaps at 
country level 

There are signs that the GSC is making important inroads towards greater 
gender parity in team composition. At the global level, there is near-equal 
representation of genders, which also includes a number of GFPs provided by 
agencies other than the co-leads.63  
 
Annual GSC coordination workshops and meetings include increasingly broad 
groups of governments, academic and non-traditional institutional actors. 
Regional shelter forums have also decentralised the reach out of the GSC and 
facilitate local participation. 
 
At country level, numbers have been difficult to ascertain, but there are some 
pieces of evidence on gender worth considering: 

- A capacity-building initiative on women in reconstruction was 
undertaken in Indonesia;  

- One stakeholder reported that gender-balance between cluster 
coordinators at country level is yet to be achieved; 

- Another felt that gender equity had been on the GSC agenda a long time 
but has still not been realised and risks being overshadowed by other 
issues; and 

- Another Key Informant felt that success in achieving gender balance 
was also a reflection of the level of diversity within the co-lead 
agencies.64 

 
Within shelter programming, while a description of gender disaggregation is 
included in the 4/5W “The Basics” document,65 there is a need to ensure it is 
included as a standard requirement for all clusters.  
 

Cluster performance is 
not well-understood 
due to poor 
monitoring and lack of 
evaluations 

At the global level, annual surveys give a reasonably good indication of partners’ 
overall satisfaction with the GSC and country-clusters (which is quite high), there 
is not good monitoring of cluster performance at the country level.  
 
In particular, the discontinuing of mandatory annual evaluations by all (or at 
least IFRC-led) clusters, is a notable development which was also raised by the 
previous evaluation, but never addressed.66 While some stakeholders mentioned 
that these had been useful for capturing lessons and learning in the past, it is not 
entirely clear how commonly used they were, and the gap was not highlighted as 
a major and highly impactful shortcoming by all, though an unfortunate loss. 
 
The majority of clusters and sectors do not conduct annual monitoring, in spite 
of there being a standardised tool available in multiple languages, and which is 
based on an inter-cluster tool (the CCPM). Part of the issue here may also be 

 
63 The cluster support team is reported as 52% men and 48% women in the draft 2021 Annual Achievements Report (DOC226). That is by far 

the highest percentage of women reported over the strategic period. 
64 Key Informant Interviews. 
65 DOC073 
66 DOC041 
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that the GSC at the global level does not do much with the data collected at 
country level, in terms of feeding back to partners and other stakeholders who 
contribute. Linking CCPM indicators to the GSC strategy and feeding back 
synthesised and analysed data from the field would increase value of the efforts 
to conduct the CCPM at country level, and likely encourage those efforts.  
 

 1.3 Transition to recovery 
Despite resource 
challenges, this is a 
priority at country 
level 

The Strategy calls for greater efforts by the GSC to play a “pivotal and catalytic 
role in bringing humanitarian and development actors together to find solution 
to support more effective post-crisis shelter and transition recovery”. Given the 
challenges of covering even the most basic emergency assistance, supporting 
the transition to recovery is felt to be a difficult issue to address operationally. 
While it is recognised that most populations of concern are in need for a very 
long time and largely take charge of their own shelter recovery, resource 
constraints can place longer term support out of reach for many partners. That 
said, unlike some of the other areas of ambition (such as ABA), country-level 
stakeholders recognise the need to take up this issue as a priority and have 
raised it as such with the GFP for Research. 
 

Inter-cluster dialogue 
has not advanced 
much 

Limited progress in this area was exacerbated by the deactivation of the Early 
Recovery cluster in 2019 at global and country levels. Inter-cluster cooperation 
was challenged by this development, and it was reported that key early recovery 
areas of focus were split across the different clusters (with the GSC acquiring the 
complex areas of energy and rubble removal), some without the necessary 
capacity to fully address them.67 
 

Development linkages 
still weak 

There was no clear evidence on progress in terms of coordination and dialogue 
with key recovery and development stakeholders. There are a few standout 
examples, such as Nepal with the transition to the Housing Recovery and 
Reconstruction Platform (HRRP) coordination modality, which could also be 
meaningful for lesson-learning. The SAG requested some case studies on this 
issue, but these were not readily available.68 
 

Some progress on self-
recovery and in 
working groups 

The GSC made some progress on promoting self-recovery, particularly with the 
Promoting Safer Building Working Group (WG) transitioning to focus on this 
issue.69 That WG spearheaded partnerships between academic and 
humanitarian agencies to develop tools that could inform the selection of better 
housing in the field. The Shelter Projects WG and their flagship publication 
(including its Shelter Essentials and regional thematic products) also provide a 
valuable knowledge base for stakeholders to understand this self-recovery.70 
Some of the efforts in this area have helped partners shift thinking and 
discussions beyond emergency shelter. 
 

 
67 DOC219 

68 DOC219 
69 This working group recently merged with the Recovery Community of Practice. 
70 DOC254 
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Fundamental 
questions point to 
gaps in operational 
clarity 

Still, many stakeholders are sceptical both in principle and for pragmatic 
reasons. Some question the validity of this priority when it’s out of humanitarian 
shelter and settlement programming. Others question the feasibility when 
multiple government agencies may be involved and the GSC may not have the 
technical capacity to carry this forward properly. Some of these concerns speak 
to a continued gap in understanding (and having clear guidance) on what it really 
means concretely for the GSC and its partners to promote transition to recovery, 
towards reconstruction, and what is beyond their scope. 
 

 1.4 Integrated response 

 This area covers inter-cluster coordination both in the field and at global level, 
including issues around the trend for clusters to be excluded from decision-
making. 
 

Positive efforts to 
engage with other 
clusters 

The GSC was found to have made significant efforts to reach out to other 
clusters and be inter-sectoral. Other clusters are regular participants at annual 
GSC meetings and GSC coordinators regularly engage inter-cluster forums such 
at the IASC GCCG, the HPC Steering Group, JIAG, and Geneva Based Cash WG.71 
More specific initiatives with clusters have also been undertaken, such as the tri-
cluster approach of fortnightly meetings between the UNHCR-led clusters 
(protection, CCCM and shelter), which has led the development of common 
positions, as well as dialogue with the Health cluster through the Shelter and 
Health initiative and contribution to the global COVID-19 crisis.72 There is also 
some evidence of interlinkages happening in the field between Shelter and 
WASH clusters, including around the area-based approach. 
 

Inter-cluster dialogue 
still lacking in a 
number of key areas 

Nevertheless, overall dialogue has not been especially productive. Even those 
clusters most closely aligned with the GSC, such as the CCCM cluster, have 
disagreements around mandate and on some technical issues. There are also 
shortcomings and missed opportunities addressing issues that are really multi-
sectoral in nature, such as the humanitarian-peace-development nexus and 
area-based approaches. Cross fertilisation between cluster WGs or areas of work 
(for example, on HLP and Cash) to harmonise definitions and approaches would 
be of benefit to the GSC and the humanitarian community as a whole. A good 
example of this type of work from just before the strategic period, was the joint 
advocacy document from Shelter and WASH on cash.73 
 
Furthermore, there is no clear evidence that the issue of the increasing trend 
towards the non-activation of the cluster system in emergencies has been 
addressed at the global inter-cluster level.  
 

Need for greater 
clarity in roles and 
alignment of strategies 

Certainly, there are still gaps in clarity around the roles and responsibilities in 
sectoral coordination contexts. One particular barrier is the lack of alignment 
between the different cluster strategies and strategic cycles and no IASC 

 
71 As regularly reported in Annual Achievements Reports. See for example, DOC058. 
72 DOC053 
73 DOC227 
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mechanism or requirement to bring clusters together on strategy development 
or strategic orientation. While this is not the responsibility of the GSC, there 
could be important leadership by the GSC in this regard (see Recommendations 
below). 
 

 

 Strategic Area 2: Advocacy 

 This Strategic Area aims to increase recognition of shelter and settlement in 
humanitarian response and recovery. This includes the four pillars of: 

2.1 Importance of shelter and settlement: Strengthened understanding of 
shelter and settlement’s critical multi-sector impact; 

2.2 Engagement: Increased donor and agency engagement and support for 
shelter and settlements sector; 

2.3 Response funding: Critical funding and response gaps are monitored, 
communicated and supported; and 

2.4 Influencing: Engaging others: appropriate urban assistance, cash and 
markets-based programming, area-based approaches. 

 
 

Achievements against targets74 
Indicator Status 

% of the total humanitarian funding received that 
is allocated to the Shelter Sector, disaggregated by 
region and crisis type 
 

Not achieved (3% average, 4.2% in most 
recent report, against target of 5.7%) 

# of advocacy statements / positions established 
and regularly updated 
 

Achieved (most recent report of 5against 
target of 5 for 2020/21; average of 3) 
 

% of people assisted vs people targeted, 
disaggregated by region and crisis type 
 

Not achieved (average of 43%, most 
recently 61% against target of 70%) 

 
  

 2.1 Importance of shelter and settlement 
GSC has a good 
international 
reputation, high 
visibility 

Despite the failure to meet all three targets for the indicators under this Strategic 
Area, the GSC could be regarded overall as successfully punching above its weight in 
terms of external recognition. The recent advocacy and communications review found 
that the “GSC is well known within the humanitarian sector and the GSC team counts 
with an excellent reputation among the shelter and settlements practitioners.”75 A 
number of external Key Informants also highlighted the improved visibility of the GSC 
and the communication skills of the global co-leads and deputies during international 
meetings, events and other fora, including on issues relating to COVID-19 (see Box 

 
74 See Annex 5 for full dataset of achievements against Strategy indicators. 
75 DOC117  
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above). 
 

Multi-sectoral 
impact of 
shelter needs 
further 
strengthening 

However, there is a need to further strengthen the position of shelter as foundational 
for achieving protection and demonstrate its relevance to other sector priorities.76 
The recent review of GSC advocacy and communications also noted that “there was 
an overall feeling that the shelter practitioners are doing a great job at “talking to 
themselves”, but that external communications and advocacy needed 
improvement.77 This includes engagement with other clusters to agree on common 
issues and approaches for greater impact.  
 

Complex and 
numerous 
advocacy 
messages losing 
impact  

Some stakeholders felt the GSC was engaged in too many advocacy issues, which 
complicated and watered down the overall impact of GSC messaging. Some Key 
Informants noted challenges in advocating on issues where there were no established 
common positions within the co-lead agencies, WGs and Communities of Practice (for 
example on area-based approaches). The lag between the analysis of key data and 
releasing it in a public form, coupled with the complexity of the messages themselves, 
is reducing the relevance and impact of advocacy efforts.78 
 

Perception of 
lack of buy-in 
from co-lead 
agencies 

Some stakeholders felt that advocacy efforts on shelter and settlements were also 
undermined by a lack of buy-in from      the co-lead agencies through communications 
by the leadership and in organisational strategic plans. Although, there is evidence of 
some level of co-lead agency engagement. 
 

IFRC has 
integrated GSC 
work and the 
Strategy into its 
annual planning 

In the case of the IFRC, while there is no reference to shelter or the GSC in IFRC’s 
overarching strategic document (Strategy 2030),79 the IFRC Plan and Budget 2021-
2025 includes a target of 50 National Societies having shelter and urban strategies in 
place.80 The IFRC’s Global Plans for 2021 and 2022 make specific reference to the IFRC 
role as GSC co-lead, programming is integrated throughout many of the priority 
areas.81 The IFRC Global Plan 2022 includes a number of specific targets and 
commitments on shelter programming and country-level cluster coordination. There 
is even a reference to supporting the GSC Strategy itself and a commitment to its 
implementation. The importance of shelter and cash is also included in the IFRC 
Americas Regional Plan 2021 and Europe Regional Plan 2021, although there is no 
mention of clusters.82 
 

 In the case of UNHCR, the evidence of strategic prioritisation is less clear, though the 
role of co-lead is promoted through the organisation’s shelter and internal 
displacement website pages, as well as the Policy on UNHCR’s Engagement in 
Situations of Internal Displacement 2019.83 The UNHCR Emergency Handbook also 

 
76 Key Informant Interviews. 
77 DOC117 
78 DOC117 
79 DOC245  

80 DOC242  

81 DOC243; and DOC244.  
82 DOC246; and DOC4247.  
83 See for example DOC258; and DOC259. 
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includes the GSC contact details and Coordination Toolkit.84 
 

 2.2 Engagement with donors and partners 
GSC Strategy 
positively 
impacting 
country-level 
advocacy/plans 

Encouragingly, the GSC Strategy has been used to align some country-level cluster 
plans, particularly around advocacy, with several country clusters reporting that it has 
influenced their decision to engage in certain issues such as protection, gender and 
environment.85 This is an important indication of the overall relevance and 
effectiveness of the GSC Strategy in providing direction beyond the global level. 
 

GFP for 
Advocacy and 
Communications 
has made a 
positive impact 

Towards the end of the Strategy timeframe, two major outputs at global level were 
achieved during the period of this Strategy: the recruitment of a GFP for Advocacy 
and Communications and development of the GSC Advocacy and Communications 
Strategic Action Plan (also a recommendation of the previous Strategic Plan 
evaluation).  
 
At country level, apart from the achievements mentioned above, there still seems to 
be a general lack of knowledge about how to “do” effective advocacy on shelter, and 
a need to translate the many advocacy/briefing/guidance documents to support the 
development of local advocacy plans. The GFP for Advocacy and Communications has 
started to address this, including through the development of necessary guidance, 
tools and approval processes.86 
 

 Some of the self-reported advocacy achievements of the GFP include: 
- Environmental advocacy plan created, including a communication plan for World 

Habitat Day; 
- Creation of a WG on communication and advocacy for the Syria Cross-border 

operation; 
- Twitter account created and social media strategy adopted for the Afghanistan 

cluster; and 
- Increased requests for support for the organisation of events and sharing of 

information.87 
 
Initiatives and resources were also developed to facilitate advocacy on a number of 
key issues including settlement approaches, cash, urban responses and the 
environment. 
 

Advocacy 
challenged by 
competing 
priorities at 
country level 

 

 

The Factsheets are one of the key means of communicating country-level progress, 
gaps and challenges to partners and donors. There were 26 country-level factsheets 
submitted to GSC, and several additional country-level monitoring tools have also 
been developed, such as in Burkina Faso and Syria. 
 
However, Key Informants also noted challenges in getting traction on shelter issues at 
the national and local level: 

 
84 DOC260 

85 DOC220 
86 Key Informant Interviews. 
87 Above from: DOC118. 
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- Some felt that shelter lagged behind other priorities, such as food security and 
health, in the eyes of governments and donors during emergencies;  

- In protracted crises, some felt visibility of shelter needs was losing ground to a 
focus on livelihood support;  

- In large scale recovery contexts, development partners such as the World Bank 
were believed to hold greater sway over governments, requiring more intensive 
engagement to ensure that key messages and data around shelter and 
settlements were not overlooked; and  

- Some stakeholders felt that global advocacy messages were at odds with 
priorities on the ground, particularly when there were insufficient resources 
available to meet even the most basic shelter needs.88 

 
 2.3 Response funding 
 One of the main objectives of the GSC advocacy efforts, as reflected in the Strategy, 

was to increase the funding available for shelter and settlements with the ultimate 
aim of addressing gaps and improving the overall coverage of shelter services to 
people in need. The percentage of total humanitarian funding for shelter and 
settlements declined significantly to 1.7% in mid-2021 but rose to 4.2% in 2021. The 
overall average remains below target at 3% (for a target of 5.7% by 2022). The 
average percentage of people assisted vs people targeted has remained well below 
the 2022 target of 70%, most recently 61% in 2021.89 
 

Efforts were 
made to better 
engage donors, 
but with limited 
success on 
funding 

During the lifespan of the Strategy, there is evidence of significant efforts by the GSC 
to broaden the donor base, which go some way towards achieving the 
recommendations from the previous strategy evaluation. These initiatives include:  
- A mapping of potential donors by the SAG and approaches made by the different 

partner agencies;90 
- Efforts to engage with the private sector, for example the Philippines Disaster 

Resilience Foundation (PDRF) and Airbnb;91 
- Establishment of a Donor Consultation Group (although, it was reported not to 

have been very active for a number of years);92 and  
- At least one country cluster coordinator noted that specific advocacy efforts of 

the GSC Support Team at global level for a forgotten disaster had been helpful in 
raising additional resources.93 

 
 Overall, these efforts did not result in major funding outcomes. Feedback from 

donors reinforced this, with one noting that concerns about the capacities of partners 
could result in a further downward spiral of donor support. Some questioned whether 
the GSC was averse to presenting major gaps in financing, choosing instead to over-
inflate beneficiary and other response numbers, and thereby “undermine the need 
for resources in the sector.” On the other hand, there was some frustration within the 

 
88 Key Informant Interviews. 
89 See Annex 5. 

90 DOC219 

91 DOC006 
92 DOC261 and Key Informant Interviews. 
93 Key Informant Interviews. 



   
 

37 

GSC and its partners that donors were not forthcoming about their priorities and 
future plans, making it difficult to appropriately pitch their case for funding.94 
 

Challenges 
engaging with, 
and within, 
donors 

 
 

Several Key Informants noted that success in fundraising also depends on the 
presence of shelter focal points within donor agencies. Where they do exist, the focal 
points need to play a more effective role in advocating for the prioritisation of shelter 
within their own organisations.95  
 

Mixed results of 
country-level 
donor 
engagement  

Country-level efforts to engage donors also had mixed results and depended very 
much on the context and the geopolitical situation. Some country clusters managed 
to hold regular donor meetings which were felt to be useful, but there were also 
contexts where donors were not physically present and/or actively engaged. One 
country cluster coordinator noted that in some cases “it is a waste of time to do a lot 
of donor advocacy about shelter because they are not open to it”.96 
 

 2.4 Influencing 
 

 

 

 

There are three major themes covered by the engagement and advocacy work under 
this pillar: appropriate urban assistance; cash and markets-based programming; and 
area-based approaches. 

 
Many resources 
developed on 
cash   

On cash and markets-based programming, the GSC Coordination Toolkit notes that 
over 70 documents are included on the Shelter & Cash Working Group pages and 
selects six of particular relevance, all dated between 2015-2017. Specifically for 
advocacy purposes, it appears the seminal documents are the 2016 Cash & Markets  
Position Paper and the 2017 Global WASH and Shelter Cluster Joint Advocacy Paper, 
‘Increasing Sectoral Cash Transfer & Market Based Programming Capacity’.97 In 2018, 
the Shelter Cluster produced a set of 16 case studies on shelter and cash.98 In April 
2020, the GSC published a report on ‘Humanitarian Rental Market Interventions: A 
Review of Best Practices’, which includes Tips Sheets and reports from a number of 
different country contexts.99 Other documents comprise guidance or other more 
technical research reports, many produced during the lifespan of the GSC Strategy, 
and some in development (discussed further under Capacity below).  

 
Evidence of 
growing capacity 
in urban shelter  

For urban assistance, GSC Meeting minutes list this as one of the top five issues to be 
addressed.100 The GSC reported that it placed a big focus on improving coordination in 
urban areas in the 2019 Achievements Report, which was largely led by the Shelter 
Cluster’s Settlement Approaches in Urban Areas WG that developed case studies on 
area-based approaches.101 Indeed, the webpage for the Working Group on 

 
94 Above, Key Informant Interviews. 
95 Key Informant Interviews. 
96 Key Informant Interviews. 
97 DOC227 

98 DOC228 

99 DOC261 
100 DOC049 
101 DOC051 
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Settlements Approaches in Urban Areas includes a number of resources on the 
Settlements Approach including a Guidance Note developed in December 2020, as 
well as a series of reports from national and regional consultations.  
 

Responding to 
trends but still a 
small player in 
urban settings 

There is also evidence of responding to global trends, through the development of 
capacities and knowledge-sharing in urban shelter and advocating for a ‘people in 
place’ approach for conflict situations in urban areas.102 It was noted by at least one 
stakeholder that some governments try to avoid humanitarian interventions in urban 
spaces, so there is a real need to be more active in these spaces, particularly during 
conflict. Moreover, the influence of country shelter clusters in post-crisis urban 
settings was felt to be very small when compared to the funding and leverage of 
bigger development institutions such as the World Bank. In some contexts, such as 
Lebanon, there were felt to be strong local partners, such as Lebanese Red Cross, 
which are well resourced and connected on the ground, making them more effective 
in urban areas than international partners, reinforcing the benefits of localisation.103 
 

 
 

 Strategic Area 3: Evidence-based response 

 This strategic area comprises three pillars: 

3.1 Evidence available & used: to inform planning, coordination and decision-
making; 

3.2 Evidence gaps filled: Key shelter and settlement evidence gaps filled; and  

3.3 Capitalisation: Knowledge Management systems in place to capitalise on lessons 
learned as well as best practice in order to bring about change in sector policy 
and practice. 

 Across each of these sub-pillars, there are real limitations in the evidence available 
to determine achievement. Although the indicators from the Strategy show all 
targets being met, these miss some essential parts of the strategic area. This makes 
the analysis more heavily reliant on qualitative and anecdotal data than would be 
ideal. A tool to monitor this area existed according to SAG minutes but was not 
made available for this evaluation.104 The forthcoming GSC IM Review should help 
fill some, if not all, of these gaps. 

 
Achievements against targets105 

Indicator Status 

% of cluster partners reporting that response 
strategies are “appropriate” based upon the 
existing evidence 

Achieved (75% average, 74% in most 
recent reporting, against target of 
75%) 

Summary of shelter lessons learned is Achieved (14 average, 29 most 

 
102 DOC054 

103 Key Informant Interviews. 
104 DOC219 
105 See Annex 5 for full dataset of achievements against Strategy indicators. 
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regularly collected and disseminated recently reported, against target of 
5) 

% of shelter cluster coordinators and 
partners reporting that they have access and 
use evidence, learning and best practice 

Achieved (95% average, 91% most 
recently reported, against target of 
80%) 

 

 3.1 Evidence available and used 
Stakeholders value and 
prioritise evidence 

Many stakeholders regard having an evidence-based response as central to the 
GSC’s core business, appreciating that it has a prominent place in the Strategy. 
Some noted that this core function competes against many other priorities.106  
 

GSC made efforts to 
support IM and 
evidence-based 
decision-making in the 
field 

The GSC created some important tools to support the field in this area: the 
Information Management and Assessment (IMAS) Toolkit is an impressive set of 
guidance and good practice that helps with “building the bridge between 
coordination and information management in order to make informed 
decisions.”107 There is also 4-5 W guidance, and a helpful short document giving 
a very high-level overview of IM.108 
 
Although the GSC undertook efforts to disseminate the IMAS toolkit widely 
upon release, there are questions about how much it is actually used, and how 
familiar stakeholders are with it. Looking at the document itself, some of the 
links, such as those for job descriptions for IMOs, are behind a UNHCR login 
wall, while others in the high-level overview are broken, which affects its 
useability and credibility. 

 
Good guidance for 
country-level IM 
strategies 

The GSC produced extensive guidance for developing IM strategies at country 
level.109 The country-level IM strategy reviewed for this evaluation was 
extremely robust and well-aligned to the GSC Strategy in terms of gap filling, 
feedback loops to inform programming, and good practices in secondary and 
inter-agency data review.110 

 
Tools are used and 
country-level strategies 
are evidence-based, 
some influenced by the 
GSC Strategy 

Global surveys show that most respondents use at least one tool in the very 
long list of GSC tools provided, with usage being on average much higher by 
cluster coordination staff in the field.111 Most country-level respondents report 
that their strategies are appropriate and evidence based, although the most 
recent data does suggest a downturn in this regard.112 Respondents to the 
survey for this evaluation noted that the Strategy helped them align at country 
level on evidence-based advocacy.113 

 
106 DOC047 
107 DOC120 
108 DOC071 and DOC073. 
109 DOC121 

110 DOC072 

111 DOC042 
112 DOC042 and DOC218. 
113 DOC220 
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Good support for 
assessments, but still 
lack consistency 

The GSC had GFPs for assessments in the past. In positive development, a full-
time position has been funded for the first time. There are some good examples 
of quality assessment and analysis highlighted by reporting,114 but it is unclear 
how systematically implemented these are. Key Informants indicated that while 
overall data availability in the field has been steadily improving over recent 
years, evidence is highly variable across contexts, and dependent mostly on the 
resources available in any given response. Some stakeholders raised serious 
shortcomings in evidence and data, for example, not having consistent shelter 
assessments across all country-level clusters. 
 

Usefulness of inter-
agency assessment 
tools remains unclear 

The evaluation was not able to determine regular contribution or use of inter-
agency assessment tools, though this is sometimes highlighted in a general way 
in annual reporting.115 Inter-agency and multi-sectoral sources of evidence, such 
as the IOM Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM), were cited as important 
sources of evidence by stakeholders, and while not specifically cited, the Multi-
Sector Needs Assessments facilitated by REACH are commonly used. 
Stakeholders also noted that some inter-agency tools can be insufficient for the 
shelter sector’s purpose and can create headaches. For example, the recently 
developed Joint Inter-sectoral Analysis Framework (JIAF) was meant to provide 
standardised ways to calculate severity, but stakeholders complained of a big 
disconnect between the framework and what is actually available in the field. 
 

Lack of information 
sharing and 
standardised 
assessment 
methodology 

Challenges in evidence availability can stem from partners being unwilling (due 
to competition for resources) or unable (due to capacity) to share information, 
and to assessments being geographically directed by donors to less important 
areas. A lack of consistency in assessment methods and indicators is also a 
challenge, reducing opportunities for standardisation (e.g., quality assurance), 
automation, and comparison across contexts. Having globally agreed 
approaches could mitigate this issue substantially. 
 

Challenges measuring 
outcomes and impact, 
especially for self-
recovery 

A general challenge cited for evidence-based decision making was that “we look 
at what can be measured, and not necessarily what should be measured.”116 In 
Shelter, as in other sectors, a lot of recovery is done by the affected population 
itself, and there are often gaps in knowing whether people are building back 
better and determining which interventions would best support them. This is 
partly because it is easier to measure outputs or activities than outcomes or 
impact. 
 

Conflicts between 
quality and timeliness 
of data products 

Pragmatism can also be a challenge. The GSC IM strategy guidance and the 
example reviewed for this evaluation are quite complex and robust, which 
although valuable, may not be feasible in all contexts.117 Stakeholders noted the 

 
114 For example, the Syria and Venezuela responses noted in the 2019 Annual Achievements Report (DOC051) or Syria and Sudan in the 2020 

report (DOC056); the very good impact evaluation for Yemen (DOC080); the assessment for Northern Syria (DOC132); and the REACH 
evaluation in Niger (DOC133). 
115 DOC226 
116 Key Informant Interviews 
117 DOC121; and DOC072. 
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tension between producing high quality data, and getting it out on time, 
suggesting that the GSC can sometimes be late with good data, even with 
REACH assessments (which were generally well-regarded).  
 

Lessons learned 
through good practice 
not always fully 
captured 

The effectiveness of lesson learning through examples of good practices, both 
from the field and at global level, is mixed. For example, there were fewer best 
practices and examples from IFRC feeding into the IMAS toolkit than would have 
been ideal. There are also questions about the extent to which country-level 
practices can be fully captured for lesson-learning. Many good examples of case 
studies from the country level are used in documentation, but the lack of 
contact information for follow up, presents a potential barrier to their use.118 
Sometimes coordination teams may not have time to develop good handovers 
or capture lessons. 
 

 3.2 Filling evidence gaps 
The GSC has been 
prolific in      guidance 
on a range of topics 

 

There is a plethora of guidance and other documentation produced at the global 
level, for example: from the Diaspora WG;119 HLP guidance and library;120 Cash 
Champions Review121 in addition to other previous work on Cash;122 and the 
Shelter Compendium – a huge collection of Information Education and 
Communication (IEC) materials.123 Country-level examples also abound,124 and 
there are some that show very positive linkages to other clusters, localisation, 
good use of cash and mainstreaming of HLP.125 WGs also close the loop by 
integrating lessons from the field: The Construction Standards WG specifically 
updated standards based on field input126 and the NFI WG conducted a survey 
to collect practices and inform priorities for a training curriculum, although the 
funding was not available to put it in place.127 
 

There are still calls for 
greater investment in 
research and 
improvement of quality 

 

That said, some stakeholders are quite critical of the GSC on evidence, saying 
there was a need to invest more in research and data gathering across all 
outputs of the GSC, that it was difficult to understand coverage, and that 
knowledge products do not always result in changes on the ground. Others note 
the time limitations that can constrain good engagement: “There are so many 
good case studies and lessons learned documents – maybe it’s becoming too 
much, there is never any time to read them, or to attend webinars.” 128 
 

GFP for Research The research priorities highlighted by the GSC were: evidence for the wider 

 
118 DOC018 
119 DOC006 
120 DOC086; DOC219; DOC056; and resources available through DOC262. 
121 DOC016 
122 DOC017 
123 DOC056; DOC027; and DOC119. 
124 DOC078 ; DOC025 ; DOC029; and DOC020. 

125 DOC084; and DOC020. 
126 DOC056 
127 DOC270 
128 Key Informant Interviews 
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progressing toward a 
more strategic 
approach 

impact of shelter programmes, especially on health, and how cash and markets 
programming influence shelter outcomes. These priorities triggered the need 
for a Research GFP in discussions in the SAG.129 The GFP for Research developed 
a research strategy to achieve the objectives of this strategic area,130 and has 
also been canvassing cluster coordinators in the field to better understand their 
priorities and how they use research. The approach to fill these gaps will be to 
facilitate partnerships with organisations, making secondary data more 
accessible or finding funding for new research, with the GFP supporting new 
research where appropriate.                 
 
Several stakeholders hailed this strategic and efficient approach to research as a 
welcome break from the past. That said, because the Strategy is nearly four 
years old and extremely broad, not all research activities are fully covered by 
the Strategy, and the research work does not cover everything in the Strategy. 
There may be a need to check alignment to ensure good prioritisation. 
 

Knowledge and 
evidence around NFIs 
is comparatively 
limited 

While NFI assistance makes up the majority of GSC partner responses, at least in 
terms of numbers of people targeted (funding information is not clear), 
information about it is far more limited than, for example, the robust database 
of Shelter Projects.131 Stakeholders did not mention it and there was no specific 
data or feedback available on initiatives like the NFI Common Pipeline 
implemented by IOM, for example, which may impact shelter and NFI 
responses.  
 

 Another crucial evidence gap identified for shelter in the previous evaluation is 
the need to demonstrate its critical importance to other sectors, although there 
is substantial work underway to address this. The Cash WG looking at linkages 
between shelter and broader cash assistance;132 and other useful research and 
opinion pieces include: the State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements 
report;133 InterAction’s More Than Four Walls and a Roof; and work carried out 
by the Centre for Development and Emergency Practice (CENDEP) of Oxford 
Brookes University in collaboration with CARE International UK, CRATerre, 
Habitat for Humanity and CRS on the broader impacts of shelter assistance.134  
 

Work on a vulnerability 
classification system is 
important but lagging 

At the global level, there is also still no vulnerability classification system for 
shelter (also now known as ‘Shelter Severity Classification’). A WG has been set 
up for this purpose, and its web page says, “There is currently no agreed-     
upon methodology to classify the nature and severity of vulnerability in the 
shelter sector”.135 While no small undertaking, this would be a powerful tool for 

 
129 DOC219 
130 DOC219 
131 DOC254 
132 DOC019 

133 DOC229 
134 DOC006 
135 As the Working Group on Shelter Vulnerability Classification website says, “There is currently no agreed upon methodology to classify the 

nature and severity of vulnerability in the shelter sector.” (DOC263). 
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operations and for fundraising. Some pointed to this work being revitalised by 
the BHA grant and newly funded GFP for assessments. In the past 12 months, 
this is reported to include five working group meetings and development work, 
including the design of the analytical framework, the severity phase definitions 
and the prototype of the calculation models, which is currently being piloted in 
North West Syria. However, the WG website shows no meetings since 2019 and 
requires updating.136 Senior GSC leadership indicated that further work would 
be done over the coming five years, but sufficient resources and prioritisation 
are needed to match the scale and importance of this undertaking. 
  

Mixed bag of other 
research gaps 
identified by 
stakeholders 

Other gaps mentioned by stakeholders included: additional documentation to 
support cash implementation at country level;137 self-recovery and the longer-
term and wider impact of shelter;138 guidance on transition to recovery; and 
practical guidance on greening (though the latter was only raised at global 
level). Special arrangements — such as shelter for labour — are also not well 
captured or understood, nor is the role of remittances.139 There is also evidence 
that data isn’t being used for early warning and preparedness, nor contingency 
planning, which means the GSC can be late to respond to crises that it has the 
data to anticipate. 
 

Concerns about limited 
impact of research in 
operations 

Some stakeholders expressed concern about the extent to which guidance and 
research actually influence country-level operations, and that it may be pushed 
from the top down, rather than responding to needs from the field. They spoke 
to the need for a deeper layer of research beyond the general studies, as well as 
strengthening the link between improvements in knowledge with improved 
implementation. 
 

Shelter Projects and 
Shelter Compendium 
highlighted as valuable 
for learning 

 

The Shelter Projects publication was highlighted by a number of stakeholders as 
a valuable repository of information for learning and consolidating good practice 
(although, one stakeholder saw it more as a propaganda tool to highlight 
successes, which can hide the reality of grossly under-met needs). The Shelter 
Compendium is also an impressive collation of existing information that should 
support consistent and efficient response.140 
 

Quality and usefulness 
of coordination 
workshops, the annual 
meeting and other 
events are well 

Annual GSC Coordination Workshops, which form the first part of the annual 
“Shelter Week” are an opportunity to review and revise methodologies, tools, 
and practices together with country-level clusters.141 Regional workshops also 
offer good opportunities for learning.142 The 2020 GSC meeting gave country 
clusters an hour each to present their cluster, which offered much more 

 
136 DOC263; it was only approved by the SAG in 2018 (DOC058). 
137 DOC220 
138 DOC220; Note that the WG Promoting Safer Building Standards shifted in 2019 to focus on supporting safer recovery (DOC219). 

139 DOC043 

140 DOC027; and DOC119. 
141 For example, DOC056; and DOC162. 
142 DOC161 
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regarded information than the normal “marketplace” format.143 GSC annual meetings and 
workshops are inclusive and, following a general trend of a growing number of 
participants, reached significantly more people in 2020 having gone online due 
to COVID-19. These meetings are also overwhelmingly reviewed positively by 
participants as being relevant and useful.144 Discussions and outputs from the 
events are transparently presented and in the case of the 2021 Annual Meeting, 
put together in a very impressive interactive format.145 The usage of such a 
resource against the time it took to put together is not readily available. 

 
Capacity of users can 
affect evidence use and 
generation 

 

The generation and effective use of evidence is also impacted by capacities at 
country level, in particular, of coordinators and IM staff. This is discussed further 
in the section on Capacity below.146  
 

 3.3 Capitalisation of the knowledge base 
Knowledge 
management is an area 
of concern to 
stakeholders 

 

Knowledge management remains a challenge for the GSC, despite notable 
efforts in this area. The 2018 GSC meeting asked participants which areas of the 
Strategy would require most attention to achieve, and capitalisation received 
the highest score, more than double the other sub-pillars within Strategic Area 
4.147 The previous evaluation called for a knowledge management strategy and 
Learning and Knowledge Management GFP. These were taken up in the Annex 
of the Strategy, but there is no evidence of follow-up, most likely due to 
resource constraints. 
 

Outreach, more than 
products, may be the 
issue 

Senior management in the GSC acknowledged that information is not always 
accessible to partners, and some stakeholders suggested that the GSC should 
focus more on the outreach aspects of global learning, rather than gathering 
lessons. Another GSC stakeholder noted that knowledge management capacity 
was “not there yet”, despite having a number of IM staff. In some cases, it is 
difficult to know whether there are real gaps in information, or delays in 
keeping the website up to date. 
 

GSC website has good 
functionality and a lot 
of information but not 
well structured or 
maintained 

 

Although there is some recognition that the chief knowledge management tool 
for the GSC — the website — has come a long way, there is a lot of frustration 
amongst stakeholders. While functionally and technically sound (it was noted 
that a major upgrade was being carried out during this evaluation), and 
containing an enormous amount of useful information, it is not well organised 
or maintained. As perhaps the most important tool of the GSC to enable access 
to evidence, this has real and significant consequences — not only on this 
strategic area, but also on fundraising, advocacy, and general outward facing 
image. One stakeholder put it bluntly, saying the website as it stands is “a recipe 
for disaster.” 

 
143 DOC049 

144 As reported in Annual Achievement Reports; and for example, DOC264. 
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Some specific website 
quality control issues 
need addressing 

A number of specific quality control issues were observed: 
- Poor document tagging and lack of prioritisation of key pieces of 

information;  
- Response/country pages are extremely variable in their quality and 

completeness, and some are just empty placeholders;148 
- Some general, global pages include misdirecting links and confusing 

pathways, for example: 
o The page for Factsheets has a matrix of different 

countries/regions with links to mostly out of date Factsheets 
(obscuring newer ones that often exist) and geographical area 
pages; 

o The list of countries/regions is incomplete, and connects users 
to confusing geographic groups, rather than response pages; 
and 

o A page on IEC material149 is empty and offers no hint of the very 
useful resource actually available.150 
 

The decentralised 
approach to web 
maintenance needs 
more robust oversight 

It is worth reiterating, there is a large volume of useful information and a 
number of extremely well-managed response pages. Maintenance and design of 
any given page is seemingly up to the relevant country cluster or WG, which 
they sometimes do exceptionally well. That flexibility is a strength of the system, 
but it is also a risk. The central issue here is around content moderation and 
organisation, as well as the need for a general clean-up of legacy content. 
 

Monitoring usage and 
functionality of the 
website improving 

The most useful aspects of the current monitoring data on the website indicate 
how prominent it is (number of visitors) and give a sense of scale to understand 
how much effort would be needed to quality assure content (number of 
documents/new pages) in terms of metadata and accessibility (as opposed to 
substance). 
 
Qualitative reporting has remained pretty consistent in terms of highlighting 
“regular updates and improvements” and the Application. Migration to a new 
version of Drupal, a web platform, is also highlighted in 2020,151 and according 
to stakeholders, did present some technical challenges more recently. The 
document explaining the purpose of the website focuses mostly on functionality 
features, rather than its role as a knowledge and learning management tool, 
which is just one bullet point at the end.152 
 

The effectiveness of 
the GSC “app” is yet to 

The launch of the GSC application (app) was celebrated in the 2018 GSC annual 
meeting, with the objective of creating two way-communications with partners 
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150 DOC266 (a database of reviewed IEC materials). 
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be determined. and affected populations, and to enable factsheet integration.153 Although, 
there is no clear explanation as to what the added value of this being an app, 
versus a website is. There is no evidence as to whether the ambition above of 
having two-way communication has been achieved. 
 

 
 

 Strategic Area 4: Capacity 

 This Strategic area comprises the following pillars: 
4.1 Skills: Increased and localised shelter response capacity; 

4.2 Preparedness: Country workshops and HLP; 

4.3 Utilising cash and markets: Shelter responders apply cash and 
markets modalities appropriately; and 

4.4 Future of shelter and settlement: Analysis of sector future response 
needs and capacity. 

 
 
 

Achievements against targets154 

Indicator Status 
% of cluster coordination team members who 
feel prepared/have access to tools to address 
ongoing and emerging challenges 

Achieved (79% average, 90% in latest 
report, against 80% target) 

# of people trained in key cluster coordination 
roles during the reporting period 

Not achieved (55 average, 21 in most 
recent report, against target of 80)155 

# of people trained in coordination trainings 
who are deployed in deputy/ junior 
coordination roles to country-level clusters 
during the reporting period 

Achieved (5 average, 12 in most 
recent report, against target of 10) 

 
 
 
 4.1 Skills 
Strong emphasis 
and effort to 
further local 
capacity 
building 

Stakeholders were generally positive about the greater emphasis given to local 
capacity building in the GSC Strategy and it was identified as critical for strengthening 
the performance of the GSC overall. 
 

 The GSC Support Team was recognised as making significant efforts to build capacity 
at country level through the development of guidance materials, trainings, 
information exchange and individual outreach support (some specific examples given 
on preparedness and HLP, discussed further below). However, the impacts of COVID-

 
153 DOC043 
154 See Annex 5 for full dataset of achievements against Strategy indicators. 
155 This is heavily influenced by trainings being cancelled due to COVID-19. 
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19 posed some particular challenges (see Box above). Efficiency and accessibility of 
capacity building opportunities was improved through the decision to move Shelter 
Week from October to May/June, given that October is the busiest time for country 
clusters. Further, positive decisions were made to increase participation of 
governments, local organisations and national NGOs.156 
 

Progress 
constrained by a 
lack of 
resources and 
staff turnover 

While the capacities of the GSC Support Team were felt to be increasing (including 
through support from GFPs and WGs), the trickle down of this capacity to country 
level was not as evident. This was largely attributed to a lack of resources for country 
level, which severely constrained the implementation of capacity building plans 
overall: “There is pressure to build capacity at every level, even below country level, 
but the resources are not there to do it.”157 
 

 Another barrier to capacity building was the high level of staff turnover at the local 
level, resulting in a continued pattern of losing and rebuilding skills and knowledge, 
without raising the overall capacity. Stakeholders partly attributed this to the limited 
opportunities for career progression for coordinators and IM staff within country 
cluster teams. Smaller local partner agencies were also struggling to retain trained 
staff beyond the life of specific program funding, in the absence of adequate 
overhead support.158 
 

Further efforts 
are required to 
develop training 
programs and 
useful 
coordination 
tools and 
materials 

The GSC Satisfaction Survey 2020 asked shelter cluster coordination team members if 
they felt sufficiently prepared to address ongoing and emerging challenges, and 
whether they needed more tools: 

- Of coordination team members, 63% felt fully prepared, which did not 
meet the 2020 GSC target of 70%;159  

- However, a further 35% felt somewhat prepared but stated they require 
more tools; suggesting that further efforts to develop useful and practical 
tools for coordination personnel may be required; and  

- Many noted the need for additional and online trainings.160   
 
Stakeholders also noted the need for on-site coordination training and tools to be 
more closely aligned with field use: “we could and should be doing much more to 
have field-ready resources.”161 
 

IM capacity a 
huge gap at 
country level 

Surveys and stakeholder interviews all pointed to a lack of IM capacity at country 
level. There are several dimensions to this issue.  
 

Challenges with 
the IM staff 

Firstly, partner agencies are struggling to find the ‘right’ IM people, with calls for a 
common talent pool of trained and experienced IM personnel (like that for 

 
156 DOC219 
157 Key Informant Interviews. 
158 Key Informant Interviews, DOC056; DOC058; DOC059; and DOC219. 

159 Evidence-Based Response Indicator 4.1: % of shelter cluster coordination team members who feel prepared/have access to tools to address 

ongoing and emerging challenges Target 2020: 70%. 
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profile coordination).  
 
At the same time, it should be acknowledged that there are high demands of people 
in IM roles, which in some cases, may extend beyond a “normal” technical profile.  
Stakeholders held expectations that people in IM roles:  

- Should be able to “push the tools and technology of data analysis to the next 
level”, using best practice industry standards;  

- Should have skills beyond technical data analysis to identify and present 
information useful for decision-making and improving shelter operations on 
the ground; and 

- Should have good leadership and coordination skills to support engagement 
with partner agencies, improve information sharing within and between 
country cluster teams, and to support inter-cluster IM systems.162 

 
One solution may be to disentangle the more technical profiles that seek to raise the 
sophistication of evidence tools, from the more analytical and softer-skillset needed 
at the country level to carry out the cluster IM role. Additional findings in this area are 
anticipated in the forthcoming GSC IM Review. 
 

Challenges with 
IM capacity of 
coordinators 

Secondly, and partly in response to these high expectations, stakeholders identified a 
need to supplement IM capacities through other roles in country cluster teams; in 
particular, coordinators. The willingness of country cluster coordinators to engage 
with IM was a concern of some, but the larger issue was felt to be the varied skills 
among coordinators to analyse and use evidence effectively, and to support their IM 
staff. Some felt that IM should be viewed as an essential skill set      for all personnel 
across the humanitarian sector. A sentiment echoed in a 2020 satisfaction survey, 
where improved trainings on IM for all cluster personnel were highlighted as a way 
for GSC to further invest in capacity building, and to better support the field use of 
data in decision-making.163 
 

Time challenges 
for effective IM 

Stakeholders also noted time constraints as a barrier to collecting and using data. One 
stakeholder spoke to the issue of having data available, but not having the time or 
capacity to analyse it and ensure the right people have it on hand when making      
decisions. Of the few respondents to the global survey who reported not sufficiently 
accessing and using data, time and the need for more training were cited issues. 164 
 

Resources and 
support need to 
be provided in 
languages other 
than English 

The Strategy outputs table identifies the need for translating GSC guidance, tools and 
other key materials into more languages.165 The GSC website has some documents 
available in French, Arabic and/or Spanish. However, the majority are only available in 
English. It was noted that a framework agreement for translations would be helpful in 
this regard. Barriers also exist for people wishing to access support, rosters, and 
trainings in languages other than English.166  

 
162 Key Informant Interviews. 

163 Key Informant Interviews; and DOC042. 
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It was also noted that language requirements for coordinators can differ, with some 
positions “required” to speak other languages, such as French or Spanish, but it is only 
“desirable” in others (such as Arabic in the Middle East). Some local or smaller 
organisations sometimes struggled to deploy people where dual language was a 
requirement.167 
 
Stakeholders have also identified a number of key capacity issues, which may be 
relevant to future planning processes including: 

- Better strategic prioritisation to address critical gaps in core capacities of the 
GSC, in particular, greater allocation of funding to support operational 
coordination; 

- Greater training and support to better enable cluster coordinators to 
effectively advocate, and where necessary, push back against government 
decisions in favour of a more robust and principled stance to facilitate better 
delivery of shelter to affected communities;168 and 

- Conducting a review to determine the skills and capacities likely to be most 
needed across the sector going forward, as part of a longer-term approach.169 

 
 4.2 Preparedness and HLP 
Low visibility 
and funding for 
country-level 
preparedness  

 

Despite being an essential function of the GSC,170 response preparedness has 
relatively low visibility in the Strategy and the outcomes/activities are limited to 
conducting country-level workshops.  
 
Some preparedness work, through workshops and the preparation of contingency 
plans, including at sub-national level (for example in Nepal) has been taking place, 
however funding constraints were felt to have limited the overall impact of this work. 
Moreover, as mentioned above in evidence-based response, there is a need to use 
data more effectively to better anticipate and improve readiness for crises. Many 
stakeholders felt preparedness and contingency needed greater attention in the next 
strategy.171 
 

Good progress 
on HLP at the 
country level 

Conversely there has been greater attention and success in developing HLP capacity 
within the sector. Based on feedback from stakeholders: 

- GFPs/Roving HLP Advisors have been providing good support to country level 
with stakeholders appreciating the regular and helpful contact; 

- Some country cluster advocacy strategies have been updated to include HLP 
issues; 

- HLP networks are developing at country level as some country clusters are 
connecting with other groups working on HLP issues, in some cases leading      

 
167 Key Informant Interviews. 

168 Key Informant Interviews. 

169 DOC220 
170 See the role of global clusters in preparedness in, for example, the 2015 IASC Reference Module (DOC248).  
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to funding support; and 
- Capacities are improving on due diligence and security of tenure issues, as 

well as partners working on mapping and preparing country HLP profiles.172 
 

Calls to expands 
HLP work 
beyond 
emergencies 

Despite this progress, some stakeholders felt that HLP requires sustained attention. In 
particular, to extend the focus beyond emergencies and “shelter” with a view to 
addressing the critical links with longer term “housing” and to tackle the underlying 
issues that lead to insecurity of tenure. It was felt this would make a big contribution 
to overall preparedness, to ensure these issues do not prevent coordination delivery, 
and provide better protection for people on the ground.173 

 
 4.3 Utilising cash and markets 
Progress on 
promoting cash 
in shelter sector 

The GSC has been responding to the increased focus on cash across the humanitarian 
sector. The GSC position paper on cash and markets, published in 2016, recognises 
the positive role of direct cash payments to support communities impacted by crisis 
and promotes its more systematic use as a response tool for the shelter sector.174 
 
In pursuit of this, the GSC has conducted initiatives at global and regional level, 
including: 
 

- Development of global capacity and methodology in cash for shelter response 
(similar to the way in which REACH designed and conducted shelter 
assessments in country);175 

- A Technical Meeting hosted by the GSC and GWC on Multipurpose Cash 
Transfer and Market Support to review progress on how to achieve quality 
outcomes and prepare messaging to donors;176 

- A MENA regional forum in 2019 addressing cash-based interventions, 
including a presentation of the video from the GBV WG on “Shelter/NFI/Cash 
Distributions how can we do better”;177 

- Research on Market for Timber Poles and Bamboo in Mozambique;178 

- Rental Guidance Report and several Tip Sheets (GSC with support of 
CashCap),179 which complements the IFRC Step-by-step guide for rental 
assistance;180 and 

- Introduction of Cash Champions (2017-2018) including Catholic Relief 

 
172 Key Informant Interviews. 
173 Key Informant Interviews. 
174 DOC017 
175 DOC051 
176 DOC051 

177 DOC169; DOC161; and DOC051. 

178 DOC126 
179 DOC056; and DOC051. 
180 DOC249 
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Services, Habitat for Humanity, Save the Children, and UNHCR.181   

 
Greater uptake 
on cash at 
country level, 
possibly nudged 
by the GSC 
Strategy 

At country level, there is evidence of increased interest and engagement in using 
cash, for example through participation in country-level cash working groups (which 
were developing guidance and conducting market monitoring), and the inclusion of 
cash as an issue in country cluster advocacy strategies. The Philippines cluster 
provided cash training to cluster partners with support from the global level;182 and, 
country-level research and guidance on cash and HLP was developed in Yemen and 
Republic of Congo.183 
 
Encouragingly, it was suggested that the progression on cash may have been nudged 
along because of its prominent inclusion in the GSC Strategy.184  
 

Donors also 
encouraging 
greater use of 
cash 

Greater use of cash was also cited as high among the priorities of some donors. ECHO, 
for example, promotes cash-based humanitarian assistance as a priority, having 
released a cash-based assistance policy with the aim to increase the use of cash-based 
assistance for shelter, and in particular for rental assistance.185 
 
There has also been a policy shift at FCDO regarding cash for shelter, where initially 
conditional cash was met with some reluctance. However, when evidence was used to 
demonstrate that some of the biggest expenditures for affected communities was 
rent, it was more readily accepted.186  
 

Main barriers 
for cash – lack 
of knowledge, 
over complexity, 
and lack of 
inter-cluster 
coordination 

Despite the positive progress, some persistent barriers were identified that may 
require further attention: 

- Some stakeholders identified the need to “demystify “the use of cash at field 
level and overcome some of the continuing knowledge gaps in conducting 
market assessments.187 

- In some instances, market assessments were felt to be “overcomplicated”, 
and they are not completed in time to be useful or accessible — suggesting 
there were wasted resources spent on conducting them.188  

- At the inter-cluster level stakeholders still reported having issues with 
coordination on cash, felt to be driven largely by agency dynamics. Despite 
frequent discussion, there was little progress on this issue within the Global 
Cluster Coordination Group (GCCG).189 However, more recently in March 
2022, the IASC endorsed the Outcomes and Recommendations from the cash 
coordination caucus, a collaboration under the auspices of the Grand Bargain, 
which proposed a new model for international cash coordination architecture, 

 
181 DOC016 
182 Key Informant Interviews. 
183 DOC129; and DOC020. 
184 Key Informant Interviews. 
185 Key Informant Interviews. 
186 Key Informant Interviews. 
187 Key Informant Interviews. 
188 Key Informant Interviews. 
189 Key Informant Interviews. 
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as well as some key principles and governance/leadership/functions for cash 
coordination.190 

 
New guidance 
on markets 
could make a 
positive 
contribution. 

 

It is noted that in 2022 there is activity being undertaken by the Shelter, Cash and 
Markets CoP on an overarching Market Based Programming for Shelter guidance 
document, which could have positive implications if adequately rolled-out with 
resources for training. 
 

 4.4 Analysing the future of shelter and settlement 
Flagship report 
a good start, but 
work needs to 
continue 

The main outcome for this pillar, as described in the Strategy, was the publication of 
the State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements “Beyond the Better Shed: 
Prioritising People” in 2018.191 Later SAG meetings identified the need for a second 
iteration, which has not yet been undertaken. 
 
This report was a collaboration of many agencies and individuals with the aim “to 
raise the profile and provide a better understanding of the humanitarian shelter and 
settlements sector.” The report was intended for use by humanitarian policy makers, 
donors, governments, academics and senior managers of humanitarian agencies and 
institutions, “to better prepare for and meet the shelter and settlement needs of 
populations affected by humanitarian crises.” The report covers a wide range of 
themes ranging from trends in coordination, to operational challenges, to the 
development of standards and IM. 
 
The extent to which this report has been used to conduct a deep analysis of the role 
of the shelter sector and cluster coordination is unclear, but throughout this report, 
there are numerous references to research and discussions facilitated by the GSC 
which also reflect efforts to anticipate and adapt to future needs of the sector. 

 

 

 Cross-     cutting issues 

 Cross-cutting issues: mainstreamed or siloed?  

Cross cutting 
issues lack 
adequate 
visibility in the 
GSC Strategy 

The GSC Strategy narrative includes cross-cutting issues as part of ‘Good Shelter 
programming’ and to some extent the cross-cutting issues have been integrated 
through the various Strategic Areas in the Outputs/Actions/Indicators in the Strategy 
Annexes.192 However, this is not especially robust and overall the GSC Strategy leaves 
an impression that while issues of protection, gender, disability inclusion and 
environment are important as buzzwords in the Strategy, they are outside of the main 
areas of focus. Indeed, at least one stakeholder who was involved in the development 
process felt they were added more as an “afterthought”.  
 
Fortunately, this has not been reflected in the actual work outputs against these 

 
190 DOC271 
191 DOC229 
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issues, which, as discussed below, have been significant. So, it is mainly a matter of 
ensuring greater visibility.   
 

 Protection 
Protection 
included, but 
not prominent, 
in the Strategy 

The narrative of the GSC Strategy identifies protection mainstreaming and integration 
as key components of good shelter and settlement programming. This includes:   

o Working with the Protection Cluster at country level and the promotion of 
meaningful access, safety and dignity by shelter cluster partners; and   

o Dissemination and use of the GPC Protection Mainstreaming Toolkit and the 
UN Secretary General’s Special Measures for Protection from Sexual 
Exploitation and Abuse: A New Approach.  

 
 Protection is integral to the work on HLP, which is included prominently in the GSC 

Strategy as part of preparedness work and addressed above under Capacity. 
Protection is also reflected in considerations of gender-based violence (GBV) and 
disability, as discussed further below. So, to this extent, protection could be 
considered to have been addressed in Strategy, but not prominently in its own right.  

 

 Views were mixed as to whether promotion and implementation of protection was 
being undertaken successfully at country level:  

- Some felt that protection issues are very specific to each country context 
and/or that it is not possible or appropriate to insist that partner agencies 
address them in every circumstance; 

- Some felt they were only being addressed to a minimal level and/or to the 
extent that it was a requirement as part of the HRP; and 

- Others felt that good progress had been made and reported positive 
collaboration with the Protection Cluster in addressing protection issues as 
they arose.193 
 

Need to 
position shelter 
more centrally 
in protection 
issues 

One of the key challenges, identified by several Key Informants at both global and 
country levels, is around the need to better position shelter at the centre of the 
protection discussion. Safe and secure shelter (specifically “adequate housing”) is a 
human right and is paramount for enabling people to fully enjoy a wide range of other 
human rights. The      GSC has not always been successful in clearly articulating and 
measuring these links.194 
 

 Gender  

 Gender is considered in two contexts in the GSC Strategy:  
o Firstly, regarding gender-sensitive country coordination and ensuring gender 

balance within staffing structures at different levels, as discussed in the 
Coordination section above; and 

o Secondly, as part of protection mainstreaming, concerning the prevention, 
mitigation, and safe response to GBV in shelter and settlements 
programming. 

 
193 Key Informant Interviews. 
194 Key Informant Interviews. 
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Gender and 
GBV not 
prominent in 
the Strategy, 
but significant 
work has been 
done 

As a protection issue, gender and GBV are only addressed in the introductory 
narrative of the Strategy but are entirely absent from the Annexes.195 Nevertheless, 
there is evidence that gender and GBV are seen as important issue and significant 
time and resources have been dedicated to further knowledge and capacity in this 
area, in particular through the GBV GFP, who conducted a review of the inclusion of 
GBV in the shelter sections of Humanitarian Needs Overviews and Humanitarian 
Response Plans in 2020, and prepared recommendations, guidance for inclusion, and 
a guidance on a GBV risk reduction matrix. 
 
A GBV in Shelter Programming Working Group was established, which has since 
transitioned to a Community of Practice on Gender, Diversity and Inclusion.196 
 
Numerous materials were developed and/or promoted through the GSC including: 

- GBV Constant Companion;197 
- Video on Responding to Disclosure of a GBV Incident;198 
- Distribution shelter materials NFI & Cash — Guidance to reduce the risk of 

Gender-Based Violence;199 
- Post distribution monitoring for shelter and NFI programming — Guidance to 

inclusive programming;200 
- Site planning — Guidance to reduce the Risk of Gender-Based Violence;201 
- What Works for Women's Land and Property Rights?;202 
- Women & Land in the Muslim World: Pathways to increase access to land for 

the realisation of development, peace and human rights;203 and 
- Video on “Shelter/NFI/Cash Distributions: how can we do better” presented 

to the first MENA Shelter and Settlements Forum in 2019.204 
 

One survey respondent felt there had been increased support from global to country 
level on issues around GBV. Another country level Shelter Cluster reported active 
engagement with the Protection Cluster on GBV issues and actively working with their 
partner agencies on it.205 The GSC grant proposal to BHA included the issue of people 
trafficking, and in particular, of women and children, as a donor requirement to 
ensure compliance with international law on the Trafficking of Persons.206 

 

 
195 DOC224 
196 Most information can be found on the deactivated GBV in Shelter Programming Working Group webpage (DOC267). There is another page 

on the GSC website on Gender and Diversity Community of Practice, but the page is not populated.  
197 DOC230 
198 DOC231 
199 DOC026 
200 DOC232 
201 DOC233 
202 DOC234 

203 DOC235 

204 DOC236 
205 Key Informant Interviews. 
206 DOC004 
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 Disability Inclusion 
Included more 
prominently in 
the Strategy, 
tools developed 
but not always a 
priority in the 
field 

The inclusion of people with disabilities is a prominent component of Strategic Area 4 
on Capacity, specifically for increasing and localising shelter response capacity. While 
no Outcomes/Actions in the GSC Strategy Annex207 were assigned to country or 
agency levels, at the global level these included:  

- Test and review current disability inclusion tools (including capacity 
development workshops); 

- Support to country-level participants to take part in Working Groups; 
- Development and piloting of updated GSC tools (including All Under One 

Roof),208 standards, training modules; and 
- Support the deployment of inclusive shelter experts, as required.  

 

 A Working Group on Inclusion of Persons with Disabilities was established to 
understand the reality of disability inclusion in shelter and settlements programming 
and address some of the actions/outcomes in the strategy, such as tool review and 
development. This resulted in the update of the All Under One Roof guidance in 2022 
following      a baseline assessment to “investigate the realities of mainstreaming 
inclusion of persons with disabilities and their care-givers across the shelter and 
settlement sector, get a baseline of current practices, and understand the challenges 
or barriers to inclusive programming.”209 Many meetings of the GSC included 
discussion or updates on the topic of inclusion of persons with disabilities in shelter 
programming.210 However, few Key Informants directly referred to disability during 
their interviews, suggesting it is not always considered a high priority.211  
 

 Environment 
Regarded as a 
key issue 

The GSC Strategy narrative includes a brief description of this cross-cutting issue, 
which includes advocacy, training and support on environment-sensitive shelter and 
settlements programming.212 
 

 There was a degree of cynicism from some Key Informants as to whether the inclusion 
of the environment agenda was donor-led and had the potential to detract from 
other key priorities. Others however, felt the GSC Strategy did not place a strong 
enough emphasis on the environment and/or believed it should be a greater priority 
at country level.213 In the Strategy Annex, there are no Outcomes/Actions assigned for 
country and local level, and only two Outcomes/Actions on Environment at the global 
level:  

- The establishment of an Environment Community of Practice (ECoP); and   
- The recruitment of a full time Environment GFP by IFRC.214 

 
207 DOC224 
208 DOC237 
209 DOC238 
210 DOC033; SAG and GSC Meeting Minutes. 

211 Key Informant Interviews. 
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Establishment 
of an ECoP 

An ECoP was established prior to the current GSC Strategy and is reported to have 
“been very active and produced recommendations to country-level clusters and the 
global cluster on issues related to greening the response and reducing the 
environmental impact of shelter intervention” as well as presentations on greening 
the response at the 2018 and 2019 GSC annual meetings and 2020 Virtual 
Coordination Workshop and the Humanitarian Practice Network in 2019, 2020 and 
2022. The ECoP also co-commissioned two studies:  

- A study on Environmental Mainstreaming in Humanitarian Interventions from 
the London School of Economics and Political Science published in 2020, 
commissioned jointly with the UNEP/OCHA Joint Environment Unit (JEU) 
published in 2020; and  

- A study on cash and the environment in 2018 co-commissioned with the UN 
Environment/OCHA Joint Unit and the London School of Economics and 
Political Science.215 
 

The ECoP web page216 also lists numerous publications on a wide range of 
shelter/environment issues, many of which have been undertaken on a voluntary 
basis by organisations and individuals, representing significant interest and 
interaction on this topic. 
 

Recent 
appointment of 
a GFP 

A GFP for Environment, based at UNHCR, and a Senior Environment Advisor, based at 
IFRC, have only just been recruited at the start of this evaluation, thus the full impact 
of these positions is yet to be realised. 217 
 

Numerous 
collaborative 
activities across 
the sector 

Other activities around greening involving the Shelter Cluster (directly or indirectly 
through its lead agencies) were also reported during the lifespan of the Strategy 
including:  
- The Joint Initiative for Sustainable Humanitarian Packaging Waste Management 

coordinated by USAID;  
- The Nexus Environmental Assessment Tool (NEAT+);  
- Life-cycle Analysis for Humanitarian Shelter (supported by BRE);  
- Sustainable Supply Chain Alliance Project;  
- Environmental Focus of Humanitarian Logistics;  
- IASC Informal Working Group on Greening;  
- UNHCR Clean Energy Challenge;   
- The Climate and Environment Charter for Humanitarian Organisations; and  
- Steering Committee (including UNHCR and IFRC) of the “Sustainable Tarpaulin” 

project, which is part of the Sustainable Supply Chain Alliance (SSCA), hosted by 
ICRC.218 

 
ECHO grant 
provided 

In July 2021 the GSC’s environment agenda received a significant boost with the 
awarding of a substantial grant from DG ECHO of EUR 650,000 for 24 months, which 

 
215 Above para DOC268, also noted in DOC010. 

216 DOC269. 
217 DOC219 
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significant inject 
of resources 

includes 30% co-funding from lead agencies and partners, bringing the total to just 
under EUR 1m, entitled “Mobilising collective efforts towards a greener and climate 
smart humanitarian shelter and settlements response”.219 This work centres around 
two main components:  

- Collaboration at global level with other clusters (including Logistics, WASH, 
Education and Health) to improve the specifications of the most common in-
kind humanitarian items used by the shelter sector and others, to improve 
their “green” specifications, without compromising quality.  

- Supporting country-level shelter clusters to implement climate smart 
operations, including local procurement, greener specifications, waste 
minimisation and use of cash.220 

 
Challenges 
include 
knowledge gaps 
and lack of 
prioritisation at 
country level 

At country level, some Key Informants reported challenges in taking the agenda 
forward including:  

- A general knowledge gap on greening; 
- Resource constraints, including an example of work done to conduct 

environmental impact assessments, but no resources to implement the 
recommendations; and 

- A reluctance by local agencies and governments to prioritise environment and 
green responses in resource constrained contexts.221 

 
Call for greater 
focus on climate 
change 

However, in some contexts (such as the Sahel and Nepal) environmental impacts and 
climate change are regarded as important and it is included in country level cluster 
plans/strategies and for resource mobilisation. In this regard, some stakeholders 
identified the specific need to reference climate change in the next strategy.222 
 

 
 
 

PART 3: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Biggest wins and greatest challenges  

The GSC set itself an ambitious set of objectives with its Strategy 2018-2022. There were some very 
significant hurdles in the early stages of the Strategy timeframe, including the loss of ECHO funding in 
2018-2019 and then the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. However, there were also opportunities 
leading to strengthened collaboration between the co-lead agencies and demonstrating the 
relevance of the GSC and the shelter sector to some of the most pressing humanitarian issues, 
including protection, health and the environment. The positive profile and reputation of the GSC on 
the international stage was no doubt strengthened over the past five years and remains strong 
overall. 
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The GSC could be considered prolific in the development of global tools, research and guidance on a 
wide range of shelter and settlement issues. In particular, through the activities of Working Groups 
and collaborations with partner agencies. The GSC was also able to expand its offerings of support to 
country clusters through the appointment of Global Focal Points on critical areas such as advocacy, 
research, environment and HLP, and these roles were found to have made an important difference in 
building capacity and furthering engagement of partners at country level. Global meetings, 
workshops and training were also well received and adapted well to the challenges of the COVID-19. 
 
There was difficulty gaining traction on issues such as localisation, area-based approaches and 
preparedness. This was in part due to resource constraints and a lack of interest from donors, but 
also the need for “field-ready” tools and support, as well as critical staffing and capacity issues at 
country level. Additionally, the Strategy did not provide adequate guidance on some emerging 
coordination issues, such as the loss of the Early Recovery Cluster, and the increasing trend towards 
sector coordination rather than formal cluster activation.  
 
While there was progress developing systems for knowledge management and monitoring, most 
notably the indicators for the Strategy, there is still a need to improve the quality of and access to 
information, particularly, through improvements to the website. There were also significant gaps to 
be addressed in how data is captured, analysed and used, and important work still to be done on 
addressing the vulnerability classification system, as a major contribution to the humanitarian 
system. 
 
The overriding challenge has been the inability to significantly expand the donor base and funding 
across the sector. As a result, one of the most critical indicators of success — the coverage of shelter 
needs vs targets — has not improved over recent years, spiking at 61% in 2020 but with an average 
of just 37% over a three-year period (well below the baseline of 57%).223 This requires a critical re-
think about how to position the GSC in the broader humanitarian landscape (as envisaged by the 
work on the State of Humanitarian Shelter and Settlements), and how it can engage effectively with 
other global clusters and influential partners to reverse this concerning trend. 
 

Was it the right strategy for the moment? 

The GSC 2018-2022 Strategy was the right one for the time and may continue to be serviceable in the 
medium-term while a more strategic approach to strategy-making can be pursued. 
 
This Strategy was an important step towards formalisation of GSC ambitions, building on the light-
touch, one-page strategy that existed previously. In doing so, it sought be to be inclusive of partners 
priorities, ambitious in scope, and brought further clarity around activities and measurements to 
operationalise these ambitions. 
 
Partners, donors, and other stakeholders were able to see themselves somewhere in the Strategy, 
and there was space for any relevant activity or funding to find a home amongst the Strategy’s 
sprawling branches.  
 
Yet, in trying to be all things to all people, the lack of prioritisation and ambiguity of purpose 

 
223 See Annex 5. 
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reduced its utility. In particular, as a means for attracting funds to support core functions and for 
driving change at country level. Further, its ambitions came right as the GSC faced huge funding 
challenges and the difficult COVID-19 context. 
 
Part of the Strategy points to concrete work that should be carried out by the GSC Support Team (for 
example, providing resources and support to country-level clusters), and other components point to 
issues that need to be addressed across the sector and beyond. As such, it is too wide-ranging to be a 
powerful and focused advocacy tool, and not detailed or “field ready” enough as an operational 
tool to drive action on the ground. Ultimately, this dichotomy creates challenges for effective 
monitoring and accountability, including against the GSC’s core functions. 
 
That said, overall, the Strategy has been a useful framework over the past five years, and it has 
remained remarkably relevant and salient against the needs of the GSC and shelter sector, even as 
the world has changed. 
 

Looking ahead 

Overarching recommendations 
The next GSC Strategy should seek to build on the strengths of the current one. In lieu of a full re-
development of the strategy for 2023 onward, this evaluation recommends (with each of these 
described further below): 

A. Undertaking a light-touch review around a few key areas in the very short-term;  

B. Shoring up gaps in implementing the current Strategy over the next 1–3 years; and 

C. For the next strategy, leading transformation towards greater alignment of global cluster 
strategies, and adopting a “strategic framework” approach. 

 
In addition to these overarching recommendations, which are particularly geared towards the GSC 
Support Team (though, additional resources from the SAG, WGs, CLAs, and other partners may be 
needed), more specific and particular recommendations are provided for consideration in Annex 1. 
 

Rationale 
These recommendations are made in light of the resource constraints facing the GSC, including 
serious resource gaps faced during the strategic period (in 2019 and 2020), and the very real costs 
involved in undertaking a full redesign of the Strategy. This approach also acknowledges that the 
current Strategy is quite solid in terms of content. It is not problematic, outdated, or riddled with 
substantive gaps, even if it does not achieve everything that it could, nor elaborate on some select 
areas quite enough.  
 
An inclusive Strategy development process, as was undertaken previously and which would be 
recommended again, is likely to yield much of the same content as the current Strategy, albeit 
potentially reframed to be as useful as possible to the different stakeholders it seeks to engage. 
 
The GSC has an opportunity to provide leadership within the cluster system by working with other 
clusters to better harmonise the approach to strategic development and to refocus and strengthen 
common core functions of clusters at country and global level. This would not only enhance the basis 
for coordination across clusters, but it will also help to reposition the GSC and the role of shelter as 
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central to the realisation of other sectoral outcomes; most notably, in protection, WASH, health, and 
CCCM.  
 
The risk of pursuing this course of action is relatively low. Even if other clusters are unwilling or 
unable to engage, the outcome will still lead to the development of a clearer strategy, which 
emphases and prioritises the core business of the GSC, with a timeline aligned to at least some of the 
most critically relevant clusters.  
 
Further, a framework approach to the next strategy will provide a coherent, stable and focused 
foundation which will remain relevant even beyond a five-year timeframe. This should reflect the 
core priority to strengthen coordination at country level, in line with other clusters. Such an approach 
will ultimately be more sustainable than starting with a blank slate every five years. 
 
From this, more modular, time-bound and purpose/stakeholder-specific tools and products can be 
developed under the umbrella of that framework. This process should ensure there are tools to 
highlight real and specific short- to medium-term priorities for the GSC and the sector. Keeping these 
priorities to a relatively low number, with a specific tool defining them with a relatively short 
timeframe (for example, 2 years), will help stakeholders know where actual priorities lie. 
 
Further details for these broad recommendations are included below. 
 

A. Light touch review for the final 6 months of the current Strategy 

1. Against both the detailed outputs/actions annex of the Strategy, as well as key 
implementation gaps noted below, and in consultation with partners and other stakeholders, 
identify the most critical gaps in implementing the Strategy. 

2. Review the strategic approach to knowledge management, creating a full mapping of needs 
and key tools (including guidance, position papers, etc.), and an interim strategy to make the 
website and essential tools more accessible to stakeholders.224 

3. Review the status of contexts of sectoral coordination (non-cluster activations), consider its 
inclusion as part of the GSC strategic area on coordination, supported by the development of 
clear guidance for relevant country-level stakeholders. 

4. Formally extend the current Strategy timeframe, aligning the proceeding strategy to other 
clusters (more on this in the section below on the next strategy). In this extension supplement 
any gaps in the Strategy itself, such as highlighting protection and addressing the 
aforementioned sectoral coordination issue. 

 

B. Fill the most crucial gaps in implementation over the coming 1-3 years 

5. Develop and implement a specific strategy for knowledge management with a focus on 
maintenance and quality assuring content for the website, having a clear purpose, audience, 
and dissemination plan for various tools, etc. 

6. Continue pursuit of key aspects of the research and advocacy agenda under the leadership of 
the GFPs, including a global vulnerability classification system, further tools clarifying and 
operationalising priority concepts (for example, localisation, area-based approach, and shelter 

 
224 The ongoing IM Review at may at least partly address this. See also Annex 7 for an initial mapping conducted as part of this evaluation. 
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impact on broader humanitarian outcomes). 

7. For the GSC, shelter sector and country-level clusters, undertake efforts to streamline and 
reinforce (i.e., through capacity building and direct support) monitoring and reporting 
focusing on existing mechanisms (CCPM, financial reporting through appeals and FTS) and a 
small set of clearly defined core indicators. Follow good practice of feeding back analysis to 
show purpose and value of reporting. For the GSC Support Team itself, consider establishing a 
unified budgeting approach to track resources against services offered and products 
delivered, should indicators on the latter be maintained. 

 

C. For the next strategy: inter-cluster alignment and a strategic framework 
approach 

8. Prior to the development of the next strategy, work with other clusters to agree on a 
common timeframe and basis for strategies, placing common IASC definitions for the 
global225 and country226 level clusters at the centre and being clearly prioritised. Whether 
achieved across all, some, or no other clusters, pursue this as the basis of the GSC strategy 
and align timing to most common timeframe.227 

9. Ensure development of the next strategy is inclusive to the views of partners and other 
stakeholders, including from field level, in line with what was previously undertaken and the 
overall recommendation to pursue an inter-cluster and framework approach. Where possible, 
develop a feedback/accountability mechanism to capture how different inputs were 
considered and/or taken on board. 

10. Rather than having a single document that attempts to be operational at the field level, 
effective for advocacy, establishing normative priorities etc., conceptualise the approach as a 
strategic framework. At the heart, would be the aforementioned document, which has a 
common core of coordination across all clusters. 

11. The strategic framework could then be complemented by a whole range of different strategic 
tools under an overarching framework, each with a clear purpose and appropriate plan for 
utilising the tool. For example, if it is meant to guide, inspire, or nudge at the field-level, 
ensure appropriate dissemination channels, translation into relevant languages, and 
integration into key documents, and indicate those elements of the global strategy that 
should be adopted at country level. 

 
 
 

 
225 See the functions of the global clusters as presented in DOC250.  
226 See 6+1 core functions of country-level clusters, presented in for example DOC251. 
227 For example, beginning in 2025 or 2026. See Annex 6 for a mapping of cluster strategy timelines. 
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