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the essential reference for Clusters
COORDINATION CHALLENGES FOR CLUSTERS

	CHALLENGE
	PROBLEM
	POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

	1
	Cluster Lead is not perceived as an independent ‘honest broker’
	Providing advisory services to Government, and competing for funds is seen as compromising impartiality, independence, and neutrality in times of humanitarian crisis
	Provide real-time ‘best’ technical advice (from RO, HQ, or Collaborating Centre); Ensure the Custer Coordinator facilitates (and does not take over) the peer review process

	2
	Agency autonomy is threatened
	Individuals and organizations fear that coordination will reduce their freedom to make decisions and run their own programmes
	Demonstrate that collective problem-solving leads to consensual decision-making, while still allowing freedom of action within programmes 

	3
	Knowledge is assumed
	Not all agencies will have the same or requisite knowledge on which to base their decisions; technical language may differ
	Provide technical input from respected third party sources (see point 1) ;

	4
	Understanding of language is assumed
	English is not the mother tongue of all participants
	Remind all participants that there will always be linguistic mis-understanding; introduce simultaneous translation services

	5
	Domain Consensus is challenged
	Organizations differ over:

· the right of a particular organization to be involved

· geographic areas of responsibility

· sub-sectoral responsibilities

· beneficiary groups to be served

· prioritization of needs

· programme approaches
	Having agreed the overall policy framework, compromise can be reached on most ‘domain’ issues; from then on, downstream products and projects should be agreed and tracked by relevant sub-committees  

	6
	All organizations are not equal
	That certain organizations dominate both the agenda and the ensuing decision-making process
	Rotate the chair

	7
	Multiple organizations
	Too many UN agencies and NGOs
	Establish a small ‘Strategic Advisory Group’ (SAG) made up of all stakeholder groups

	8
	Donors take unilateral action
	By acting unilaterally, by linking (politically), and by earmarking (vertical projects), donors undermine the collective effort
	Mainstream the ‘Good Donorship Initiative’, including (trust) fund pooling and joint reporting

	9
	Decision-makers do not attend meetings
	Agencies constantly refer to headquarters before committing resources
	Delegate authority as much as possible; allow remote decision-makers and influencers to ‘attend’ meetings virtually

	10
	Organizations hesitate to share results of assessments
	Smaller Cluster members are concerned that their methodologies are not sufficiently rigorous, and will not stand up to public scrutiny


	Re-assure Cluster members that all submissions are anonymous unless stated otherwise

	11
	Credit for success is diffused
	Acknowledgement of individuals and agencies gets lost through the collective approach
	SAG endorsement is arguably a more powerful ‘product’ when it comes to external relations

	12
	Resources are slow to mobilize and/or are insufficient
	Inadequate leadership skills, knowledge, or experience; high staff turn-over; cost-benefit of coordination is not evident; IM resources are inadequate
	Investment in IT, data management personnel, and full-time information & communication personnel is always cost-effective. To this base should be added training and rostering of quality staff

	13
	Lack of Trust
	Participating agencies may have a history of poor relations
	Field operations are usually more to do with personality than agency. Good ‘leadership’ and ‘team-building’ can finesse this aspect

	14
	Dilution of Visibility
	Participating agencies see each other as competitors
	Mainstream SWAp equivalents into short-term donor funding methodologies

	15
	Absence of Sanction
	Agencies and Individuals do not do what they say they are going to do
	Monitor agency actions to identify delivery failures. If persistent, name and shame



	16
	Lack of Commitment
	Risk aversion in public, capacity, policy, funds, sensitivity, need to clarify with HQ
	Time limit decision; negotiate before or after meeting; often opts-out but does not veto

	17
	Sensitivity
	Will not say what they really feel in public meetings, especially if media, donors, or politicians are present
	Identify donors in meetings, and ensure their views are articulated; give media a photo opportunity, then ask them to depart.
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