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Executive Summary  
The Food Security Cluster Coordinator Training, organized by the global Food Security Cluster (gFSC) and Humanitarian 

Productions, was hosted by the gFSC at the Abitart Hotel in Rome, Italy from 6-10 July. This is the fifth Cluster 

Coordinator Training organized by the gFSC and it has continued to progressively build based on recommendations 

which stem from previous Trainings held in Stuttgart from 27 April to 1 May, Bangkok from 8 to 12 June, 2014 and in 

Rome from 18 to 21 August, 2014, 17 to 21 November, and further from the Pilot Training which took place in February 

2014. A formal review of key changes and core competencies most developed and mastered throughout the course 

of the four Cluster Coordinator trainings can be found in Annex 5. 

This learning process has been designed for experienced humanitarians who have the potential of becoming Food 

Security Cluster Coordinators (CC), as well for those who are already Cluster Coordinators. This unique Training 

presented participants with an opportunity to better understand CC roles and responsibilities before, during and after 

an Level 3 emergency.  The learning process also allowed participants to practice key CC roles and responsibilities and 

to use experiential learning to explore what attitudes, knowledge and skills are most helpful to best undertake these 

expected CC duties in a real Level 3 emergency or disaster situation. 

In conjunction with these learning objectives, a “Level of Readiness Assessment” component was also introduced in 

the Training. The purpose of this Assessment was to inform the gFSC about participant’s readiness for deployment to 

a L3 emergency, thus identifying training participants who could potentially join the gFSC roster of deployable 

members for L2 and L3 emergencies. 

A total of 24 participants attended the training. Of those 24, 4 participants were currently Food Security Cluster or co-

cluster coordinators. The overall participant breakdown consisted of the following: 7 x FAO, 5 x WFP, 5 x NGOs, 2 x 

NRC Roster, 1 x UNHCR, 1 x Finnish Government, 2 consultants.  

Overall, participants illustrated that they benefited significantly from the diversity of experiences within the group, 

which enabled them to acquire greater knowledge through peer learning. They also appreciated the group and 

individual feedback received on both people management skills as well as technical and coordination performance. 

The effectiveness of the feedback and benchmarking sessions was made possible thanks to the members in the 

facilitation team.  

Facilitators advised on key technical food security issues and provided prompt feedback on the technical quality of the 

deliverables produced by participants. The latter key resource informants were complemented by the core facilitation 

team, which included three gFSC Support Team members (Anne Callanan, and Rajendra Ayal) and the members of 

Humanitarian Productions (Juan Saenz, Ignacio Cristobal). While the gFSC Advisors were the content holders 

throughout the Training and provided guidance on the role of food security clusters at all levels, the Director of 

Humanitarian Productions (Juan Saenz) focused more on the overall learning process, ensuring that participants were 

placed in a conducive and enabling environment for them to fulfil their CC roles and responsibilities.  

Overall, the Training Evaluations revealed that approximately 80% of participants benefited from peer learning and 

mentoring as a result of the group work during the Simulation response. 65% of participants felt confident that they 

had acquired a greater understanding of the CC’s roles and responsibilities vis-à-vis the coordination of needs 

assessments and analysis, along with Preliminary and Strategic Response Planning. From a contrasting point 35% of 

participants felt that greater time and guidance should be allocated for defining a CC’s role in relation to resource 

mobilization and coordination. Finally, most participants felt that the Training had generated an enabling environment 

for learning and empowered decision-making.  
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Training Agenda  
Day 0 - Integration, briefing, simulation ground rules, review of pre-workshop 
tasks 
On Monday, 6 July, 2015, participants were introduced to the Simulation Scenario and were briefed on the scope and 

structure of the Food Security Cluster Coordinator Training as well as the key ground rules to remember throughout 

the simulation exercise. Participants were also given the opportunity to express their views regarding the Pre-

Workshop Tasks (PWTs) which were meant to bring all participants to a level playing ground and promote a common 

understanding on the following thematic areas: “Principles, Rights, Pillars and Commitments that underpin the Cluster 

Approach;” “Your Role and Responsibility as a Cluster Coordinator;” “The Cluster Performance Checklist;” “Comparing 

SOPs and the HPC;” the latest news on the Aristopulous scenario, in preparation for the simulation. The group feedback 

produced on the PWTs was greatly welcomed by participants and was deemed a “good practice” for future CC 

Trainings. 

Participants were then asked to identify what attitudes they would not like to witness throughout the learning process; 

what questions they would like to get greater clarity on by the end of the Training; and to highlight their expectations 

from the Training. The following elements are summarized below: 

Attitudes which should not be displayed Key questions that must be answered Common Expectations from the Training 

 Do not disengage  Are we fit for the job? 
 A better understanding of the SRP 

and PRP process 

 Do not use foreign languages that 
impede transparent communications 

 How to make sense of all the 
documents, guidance and tools 
provided? 

 Greater knowledge of the CERF and 
how it can be used 

 Do not prevent people from 
expressing their views 

 CERF and pooled funding? 
 A better understanding of how to 

formulate Strategic Statements 

 Do not isolate yourself by working on 
your PC 

 Different roles of UN & co-
facilitating NGOs? 

 A clearer overview on how to activate 
a rapid response mechanism to avoid 
unnecessary bureaucracy 

 Do not drag colleagues into the 
danger zone 

 A CC’s role in terms of monitoring 
and evaluation? 

 To learn from each other’s’ country 
experiences and good practices 

 Do not be disrespectful to others  How a CC should liaise with other 
Clusters and Coordination bodies? 

 To acquire a better overview of the 
role of the Global FSC 

 A CC’s role in the HPC? 
 To challenge ourselves and learn new 

aspects of the humanitarian 
architecture 

 How a CC should liaise with the 
Government? 

 To understand how to operationalize 
emergency protocols in a food 
security context  How do co-facilitators and CCs 

support each other? 

 What are the different funding 
mechanisms available to CCs? 

 How can a CC make a cluster 
function effectively? 

 What is the practical difference 
between an L2 and an L3? 

 What is the process for establishing 
a cluster co-chair or co-facilitator? 

 What tools can an FSC use to 
secure funding beyond the surge 
period? 

 How can a CC effectively handle 
relations with CLAs? 

 How can a CC mainstream all key 
XCI in the response? 
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Day 1 – Humanitarian Programme Cycle (HPC) Workshop 
On Tuesday, 7 July 

Participants were briefed on the underlying principles of the Humanitarian Programme Cycle and how these should 

be implemented at the country-level. Participants were divided into different groups and asked to elaborate on their 

understanding of the different elements in the HPC, including: Preparedness, Situation Analysis, Strategic Statement, 

Preliminary Response Plan, Multi-cluster/sector Initial Rapid Assessment, Humanitarian Needs Overview, Strategic 

Response Plan and Monitoring the Response. 

Participants were also briefed on the pillars of the Transformative Agenda (Leadership, Coordination and 

Accountability) and the results stemming from the Humanitarian Reform in 2005. Questions were clarified regarding 

how to establish greater inter-cluster coordination and how to work efficiently with national authorities and civil 

societies. Day 1 of the Training also provided an overview of the criteria for the activation/de-activation of a Level 3 

Emergency and the implications of the IARRM (Inter-Agency Rapid Response Mechanism) and the CCRM (Cluster 

Coordination Reference Modules).  

Day 1 – Setting-up a Cluster, Meetings, Partners, Communication     
The Simulation officially started at the end of Day 1 when participants were split into two groups. They began setting 

up their coordination structure, establishing links with partners and organizing cluster meetings to gain a better 

overview of the situation analysis. The feedback received by the groups at the end of the day was very positive. 

Participants felt familiar with the content of the scenario and were empowered to fulfil their roles to the best of their 

abilities. Internal communication and engagement within the groups was effective and participants were flexible in 

adapting to rapidly evolving circumstances. Moreover, participants felt that the facilitators were very helpful in 

elaborating on some of the specificities in the various guidance documents. He provided guidance on how to 

operationalize the HPC process in practical terms.  

At the end of the day participants also provided some recommendations on how to enhance the simulation process. 

They suggested engaging with the Cluster Lead Agencies from the very beginning starting with the first cluster meeting. 

At times, there was excessive pressure to complete key deliverables and outputs, as opposed to focussing on the 

overall coordination process and building consensus within the group. 

Day 2 – Needs Assessment and Analysis and HPC Strategic Planning 
During Day 2 of the Simulation, participants were tasked with coordinating the various needs assessments and 

developing an effective joint analysis that would be used to inform the Strategic Response Plan process.  

The Facilitation Team provided a benchmarking session to clarify key lessons learned and good practices throughout 

the day. They highlighted that the SRP is not simply a narrative but rather a tool to advance a particular response and 

should therefore be used as such. The groups were asked to prepare key issues and information for an Inter-Cluster 

Coordination meeting. The two groups then met in plenary to discuss the purpose of ICCM’s and reminded that an 

ICCM is about sharing information and joint analysis in order to improve the overall humanitarian response. 

Experiences faced by participants in ICCM from a variety of countries helped highlight challenges as well as how the 

ICCM can work to help partners.  

At the end of Day 2 participants provided constructive feedback on their perception of the learning process. They felt 

it was at times difficult to coordinate with the different actors to achieve ownership and concrete deliverables. They 

also found it challenging to think across the different food security related thematic areas and feed into the broader 

Country Strategic Statement. On the other hand, participants welcomed the fact that they were tasked with specific 

challenges which they felt enhanced both their technical and soft skills. They had the opportunity to witness how 

different actors can assume leadership roles and to appreciate different decision-making modalities including 

consensus-building and information sharing. 

In the future, greater clarity will be provided on the specific training objectives for each day of the simulation. This will 

allow participants to engage in more focused and task-driven discussions. 
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Day 3 – Resource Mobilization and HPC Implementation and Monitoring 
On Day 3 of the Training, participants discussed the role of a Cluster Coordinator in the resource mobilization process 

and in monitoring the food security response. The Facilitation Team clarified that a Cluster Coordinator should not 

monitor partners’ food security activities/projects. A CC however, has a role to play in monitoring the food security 

cluster/sector SRP indicators. These output indicators can be monitored through the use of the Information 

Management Tool or the 3-4W Matrix. The use of a clear Monitoring Framework and After Action Reviews can help 

CCs learn more about coordination good practices and mechanisms for enhancing the overall response. 

Participants’ feedback on Day 3 was quite positive. They felt the tasks were clear and had been properly explained. 

They also felt that the injects were well-timed and that the Facilitation Team was responsive to their needs. In future, 

participants would like to receive clear guidance on the role of the Information Management Officer as well as more 

technical guidance on how to conduct resource mobilization.  

Day 4 – Overall Evaluation and Lessons Learned from Simulation 
The following matrices provide a summary of the Evaluations submitted by participants at the end of the Cluster 

Coordinator Training. 
 

Methodology – The training evaluation forms contained open-ended questions which allowed for qualitative 

responses from the participants as opposed to yes/no answers. Therefore, percentages displayed below only reflect 

the qualitative feedback provided by participants as per particular questions. Several participants provided similar 

answers to these questions as is evident in the below summary. 
 

What are the most important aspects learned during the workshop? 
 
1. 75% of participants benefited from discussions, the Training simulation, and group work that highlighted the 

importance of the Humanitarian Principles in an emergency response. 

2. 40% of participants felt confident that they had acquired a greater understanding of the gFSC’s organizational 
roles and responsibilities vis-à-vis the coordination and support illustrated during workshops and simulations.  

3. Participants acquired a better understanding of the rapid implementation of the Level 3 IASC Emergency 
Protocols and transition mechanisms, with careful attention paid to the Humanitarian Program Cycle.  

4. Participants acquired greater self-awareness and have listed that exercises promoting active listening were 
highly beneficial. 

5. Participants learned how to engage with different stakeholders (i.e. CLAs, Government, civil societies, NGOs, 
other clusters) in their role as Cluster Coordinator, and have highlighted that they were keen to learn how to 
“enable rather than direct.” 

 

What helped your learning the most? 
 
1. 65% of participants felt that they learned most as a result of their interaction and engagement in the active L3 

Training response simulation.  

2. 35% of participants enjoyed the Training methodology and technical learning indicative of the presentations 
from facilitators, and other participants alike. 

3. Many participants further felt that the realistic scenario and time constraints generated a conducive learning 
environment albeit challenging. 
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What helped your learning the least? 
 

1. A couple of participants have felt that the simulation became a bit overwhelming due to the natural pressures 
involved during an emergency response simulation (noise, close working quarters).  

2. A participant acknowledged that their lack of technical knowledge may have been a disadvantage to their own 
learning process.  

3. Several participants have went on to explain that time constraints prevented them from spending enough time 
reviewing reference materials.  

 

What sessions or moments contributed most to your development? 
 

1. 60% of participants benefited most from the practical work on needs assessments/analysis, the transformative 
agenda, and strategic response planning of which were conducted during the simulation exercise. 

2. 30% of participants enjoyed the sessions on the HPC as well as those which highlighted Resource Mobilization. 

3. 15% enjoyed the group work on MIRA and the first steps after an emergency is declared in “setting-up a Cluster.” 
 

 

What is ONE thing that would help improve the workshop most, in the future?  
 

1. 45% of participants believed that more detailed feedback is needed as well as adequate time for review of that 
feedback with facilitators. Those participants suggested that more feedback be given with regard to group 
sessions, as well as highly personalized feedback in written form for each participant, paying specific attention 
to participant’s soft skills ect.  

3. Given the mixture of candidates with different levels of experience, a few participants have expressed 
appreciation for such a mixture and suggested following the same practice.  

4. Dedicate time to sharing experiences and lessons learned in “open/free” discussions, again with Facilitation 
feedback.  

5. More time in plenary discussion, and for reflection on the context of the guidance materials provided.  
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Annex 1. List of Participants 

Rome Cluster Coordinator Training, 27 April - 1 May Germany 2015 
Surname First Name Organization Email 

Acharya Suvash NRC roster suvashacharya@yahoo.com  

Atanga  Felicitas 
FAO Prgm Officer 

Cameroon  
felicitas.atanga@fao.org 

Wanganga  Daniel 
WVI Director Food Asst. 

Ops 
dwanganga@yahoo.co.uk 

Barelli  Daniele FAO HQ Daniele.Barelli@fao.org 

Morad Dina NGO Co Lead W.O.S dmorad@field.mercycorps.org  

Feroz Ahmed FSC IPC Coord. Dhaka Feroz.Ahmed@fao.org  

Francis Muana FSL Coord. FAO  francokmuana@yahoo.com 

Coffie-

Djangmah 
Gerald Consultant 

gcofie_djangmah@yahoo.com 

Lattimer James WFP RMPM Chief james.lattimer@wfp.org 

Staskiewicz Jessica WFP Head Sub Office. WFP jessicastaskiewicz@gmail.com 

Pazou Judicael FAO Ops Officer judicael.pazou@fao.org 

De Sojo  Maria Regional EPR Officer WFP maria.desojo@wfp.org 

Lesukat Marko Consultant malesukat@yahoo.co.uk  

Karanja Mary NRC South Sudan karanjamw@gmail.com 

Tinlot Marianne FAO Chad Marianne.Tinlot@fao.org 

Frontini Matteo consultant frontinimatteo@hotmail.com 

Hsu Michelle ACTED Iraq michellehsu731@hotmail.com 

Sylla Mohamed  NRC FAO Seconded m_syllagn@yahoo.fr 

Odoyo Omondi Somali Aid  podoyo2000@gmail.com 

Kumar Pankaj Plan International 
Pankaj.Kumar@plan-

international.org 

Amatalo Ruth WFP Somalia ruth.amatalo@wfp.org 

Mulugeta  Shibru  FAO Somalia  Mulugeta.Shibru@.fao.org 

Utunen Heini Finn Government utunenh@who.int 

Svobodova Valerie UNHCR  svobodov@unhcr.org 
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mailto:Daniele.Barelli@fao.org
mailto:dmorad@field.mercycorps.org
mailto:Feroz.Ahmed@fao.org
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mailto:jessicastaskiewicz@gmail.com
mailto:malesukat@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:karanjamw@gmail.com
mailto:Marianne.Tinlot@fao.org
mailto:Pankaj.Kumar@plan-international.org
mailto:Pankaj.Kumar@plan-international.org
mailto:Mulugeta.Shibru@.fao.org
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Annex 3 - Feedback from the Cluster Coordinator Training Evaluations 
 

What is your overall rating of this course? 

 
 

 
 

 

1212

00

Participants Overall Rating of the Training 

Excellent Good Fair Poor

Out of 24 Evaluations: 12 participants rated the Training as Excellent 

and, the other 12 gave a rating of Good.  
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Excellent Good Fair Poor

Series 1 11 12

Series 2 11 11 1

Series 3 13 8 2

Series 4 11 9 2

Series 5 21 2

Series 6 14 9

Participant Evaluation of the Training Content

The 5 (in total) “Fair” ratings are subject to only “Training content, pace, and usefulness of 

Materials (Series 2, 3, 4). 
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Please rate the following, as applicable (4=excellent to 1 = poor) 

1. Meeting Space 

2. Meals/Refreshments 

3. Facilitation  

4. Overall Organization  

 

Was the workshop length: correct? Too short? Too long? 
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Participants Evaluation of the Training 

Excellent Good Adequate Poor

Correct Length
70%

Too Short
30%

Too Long
0%

Participants Perception of Workshop length

Correct Length Too Short Too Long
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Were there: just enough participants? Too few? Too many? (24 Participants total. April 2015/Last Training had 
18 Participants) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Just Enough 
Participants

87%

Too Few
0%

Too Many 
Participants

13%

Participants' Perception of Number of Attendees 

Just Enough Participants Too Few Too Many Participants


