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This document, produced by the Iraq Inter-Cluster Coordination Group (ICCG), summarizes gaps in the
humanitarian response from January to July 2021 and associated challenges in implementing humanitarian
activities in line with the 2021 HRP. The summary is based on inputs by all Clusters and Sub-Clusters and the
Cash Working Group (CWG).

OVERVIEW
As humanitarian partners in Iraq prepare for the 2022 HPC, understanding collectively where the current gaps
are in 2021, who are most affected by these gaps and why they occurred in the first place is paramount to inform
the response planning for next year.
In the 2021 Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP), humanitarian partners set out to cover the critical needs of 1.5
million people living in 63 districts out of Iraq’s total 101 districts. Despite the continuation of the COVID-19
pandemic, humanitarian partners reached 641,000 people (43 per cent of the target) within the seven-month
reporting period (January – July 2021),1 with 28 per cent of funding requirements having been met (as of 1
August).2
An additional 179,000 people were reached in 2021, with carry-over funding from 2020, bringing the total reach
for 2021 to some 819,000 people, or around 55 per cent of the target in the 2021 HRP. At the inter-sectoral
level, including funding carried over from the 2020 HRP, partners managed to reach all IDPs living in camps,
and nearly three-quarters of the targeted out-of-camp IDPs (217,000 people out of 295,000 people targeted, or
74 per cent, were reached), while the response gap was somewhat higher among the targeted returnees
(413,000 people out of the 966,000 people targeted were reached, or 43 per cent).
However, the response gaps were found to be more pronounced for some population groups and in some
locations of the country. In this analysis, a response gap is considered significant when less than 75 per cent of
the target has been reached by the end of July. The gaps are based on achievements reported by clusters and
their partners in ActivityInfo and have subsequently been reviewed by the clusters and the ICCG. In order to
analyze the reasons for the gaps, clusters have reviewed the districts where they face gaps against planned
targets of 75 per cent or more and to indicate whether those gaps are due to lack of funding, lack of partners,
access constraints, reprioritization, COVID-19 restrictions or other reasons, such as reporting issues.

What were the gaps?
In the first seven months of 2021, all clusters experienced some gaps in their planned response. The largest
gaps compared to the original targets were experienced for Multi-Purpose Cash Assistance (MPCA), with only
2 per cent of the target reached, Education, with 11 per cent of the target reached, Child Protection, with 21 per
cent of the target reached, WASH with 24 per cent of the target reached and Shelter/NFI with 25 per cent
reached. Only CCCM had reached more than half of its target, seven months into the year (see Table 1, which
does not include carry-over funding from 2020).
The table below shows how much of the target set out in the 2021 HRP was reached by each cluster, according
to cluster partner reporting in ActivityInfo, with funding reported in FTS as received towards the 2021 HRP.
Unfortunately, more than one-third of funding reported in FTS as going towards the Iraq HRP has not been
allocated to any cluster and therefore, funding levels of some clusters may be significantly under reported.

1

Iraq HRP 2021: Humanitarian Response Overview Dashboard for January to July 2021:
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/iraq_humanitarian_response_dashboa
rd_jan-jul2021_-_cleared_20210819.pdf
2

Iraq 2021 Humanitarian Funding Overview as of 1 August 2021:
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/irq_humanitarian_funding_overview_1
_august_2021_-_cleared.pdf
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Table 1: Overall Cluster Response Gaps vis-à-vis Funding Gaps for the 2021 Iraq HRP

Of a total of 81 monitored activities, clusters have achieved less than 25 per cent of the people targeted for 40
activities, and less than 10 per cent of people targeted for 25 activities. Table 2 below shows the activities for
which less than 10 per cent of the target has been achieved, indicating particular challenges for certain activities
by the Education, WASH, Food Security and Shelter/NFI clusters. There are different reasons for these gaps,
including lack of funding for example for education and food security, or reprioritization for example for WASH
and Shelter as the need for emergency water supplies and sanitation, and for tent replacement, were not as
high as anticipated.
Table 2: Response Gap (# Individuals reached) by Activity in the 2021 Iraq HRP

2

HRP 2021 Mid-Year Review | 3

HLP activities have also faced significant funding gaps this year, leading to the closure of many projects for
the provision of legal assistance related to housing, land and property issues; as a result, Diyala, Kirkuk,
Salah Al-Din and Sulaymaniyah are not covered by HLP partners.

Where were the gaps?
At the intersectoral level, all IDPs living in camps were reached with some kind of assistance, while 58 per cent
of out-of-camp IDPs and 28 per cent of returnees were reached with some kind of assistance. More details on
the types of gaps and the reasons for those gaps will be provided in the following sections, while this section
will look at where those intersectoral gaps have manifested.
Overall, for out-of-camp IDPs, the highest response gaps were observed in Ninewa, Erbil and Duhok
Governorates, while for returnees the highest response gaps were in Ninewa, Al-Anbar and Salah Al-Din
Governorates. These are also the governorates with the highest targets and, notably, these same governorates
also experienced the largest gaps in the humanitarian response in 2020 (see table 3).
Table 3: Response Gaps per Governorate (2021 HRP and 2020 HRP Carry-Over Funding)
Out-of-Camp IDPs
Returnees

At district level (see table 4 below), the highest gaps for out-of-camp IDPs were found in Erbil District (Erbil
Governorate), Al-Mosul and Al-Hamdaniya districts (Ninewa Governorate), Sumail District (Duhok Governorate)
and Samarra District (Salah Al-Din Governorate). Particularly in Al-Hamdaniya District, more than 80 per cent
of clusters reported gaps in response. It is noteworthy that Erbil, Al-Hamdaniya, Sumail, Samarra and AlSulaymaniyah districts also experienced significant gaps in out-of-camp IDP response in 2020.
For returnees, the largest response gaps were in Al-Mosul and Telafar districts (Ninewa Governorate), Al-Falluja
and Al-Ramadi districts (Al-Anbar Governorate) and Al-Khalis District (Diyala Governorate). Particularly, in AlKhalis District, more than 80 per cent of clusters reported response gaps. Of the five districts with the highest
response gaps in 2021, Telafar, Al-Falluja and Al-Ramadi districts also had response gaps in 2020. Overall,
most of the districts experiencing high response gaps for returnees in 2021 similarly faced gaps in response in
the implementation of the 2020 HRP.
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Table 4: Districts with Highest Response Gaps (2021 HRP and 2020 HRP Carry-Over Funding)
Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees

Tables 3 and 4 above show the locations with the overall inter-sectoral response gaps, aggregating all clusters
responses. People reached at the inter-sectoral level means that they have been reached with some kind of
assistance and have not been covered by all planned interventions. This can still “mask” more sector-specific
gaps. The maps below, show the percentage of clusters for which response gaps have been observed per
district.
Map 1: Percentage of Clusters with Response Gaps Above 75 Per Cent of the Target by District
Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees
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Why were there gaps?
Similar to the analysis done the review of the implementation of the 2020 Iraq HRP, clusters have reviewed the
districts with significant gaps and indicated the main reasons for the gap along the six categories presented
below. The maps at the end of the document visualizes where most clusters have reported the various reasons
for the gaps at district level.
CATEGORIES

TYPES OF RESPONSE CHALLENGES

FUNDING

e.g., limited or late signing of contracts/partnerships

PARTNER PRESENCE
CAPACITY

&

e.g., no/limited partner presence, no/limited operational partner with the required technical
capacity/skillset

ACCESS

e.g., distance to programme site, safety and security, lack of visas for international staff, disputed areas

REPRIORITIZATION

e.g., focus on another population group, small caseload, scattered population, population movements

COVID-19

e.g., remote programming due to movement restrictions, delays due to interruption/adaptation to
remote programming, inability to reach/assess/identify certain population group; closed offices/services

OTHER

e.g., reporting issues

As the more in-depth analysis in the next section will show, lack of funding is reported as the main reason for
gaps in both out-of-camp IDP and returnee response in 2021, with lack of partners as the second most cited
reason for the gaps. COVID-19 restrictions and Reprioritization, including due to population movements, also
continue to be cited as reasons for the response gaps by a minority of the clusters in most of the districts.
Lack of funding is thus a much more cited reason for the gaps in 2021 than it was for implementation of the
2020 HRP, where lack of partners and COVID-19 restrictions were much more prevalent.
Access challenges is the least reported reason for response gaps, though a number of clusters have pointed
to particular access challenges to the returnee response in Hawiga and Kirkuk districts (Kirkuk) and Heet
District (Anbar), and to the out-of-camp IDP response in Samarra District (Salah Al-Din), Kifri District (Diyala)
and Al-Rutba District (Al-Anbar). This is in line with map 3 below, which indicates that there are significant
response gaps in areas with relatively low access constraints.
Map 2: Response Gaps and Access Severity:
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GAPS BY POPULATION GROUPS
In-Camp IDPs
For IDPs living in camps, while there are no significant gaps in the humanitarian response at intersectoral level, gaps
are still being experienced for particular types of interventions. The response gaps against the 2021 HRP targets
observed in camps are particularly high for Shelter/NFI, which may be linked to lower need for tent replacements than
anticipated, Education, largely due to funding issues, and Emergency Livelihoods, which shifted priorities to out-of-camp
locations in same cases due to anticipated camp closures.
Meanwhile, the reported achievements against targets in-camps are skewed due to targets having been set before
camp closures and population departures from camps. For example, more than half of the clusters have reported
response gaps in Mamilian Camp in Aqra District (Ninewa), which is now closed, and in the Latifiya Camps in AlMahmoudiya District (Baghdad), where the camps have now been reclassified to informal sites. There has also been
over-reach in a number of camps due to a declining camp population.
Table 5: Cluster Gaps for In-Camp IDPs (based on 2021 HRP and 2020 HRP Carry-Over Funding)

Camp closures and re-classifications to informal sites were reported as the primary reasons for response gaps in the
in-camp IDP response due to unanticipated IDP movements, camp closures and/or consolidations. Lack of funding
accounted for the second most reported reason, with the majority of funding issues reported by the Education and
WASH clusters. Many services in camps have been relying on carry-over funding from 2020 for implementation in 2021,
and funding challenges may become more prominent in the second part of the year. For example, CCCM reported that
carry-over funding from 2020 for in-camp IDPs in Sumail and Duhok has now finished which will leave a future funding
gap. Similarly the WASH Cluster reports that unless new funding is received for camps in the second part of the year,
significant shortfalls are expected. Reprioritization and COVID-19 issues were the third and fourth most reported reason,
respectively. Access issues were not reported as a challenge to response in camps.
Table 6: Reasons for Gaps (In-Camp IDPs)
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Out-of-camp IDPs
For IDPs living outside formal camps, overall, 74 per cent of the target was reached 7 months into the year, and gaps
are more significant and widespread than for in-camp IDPs. Response gaps are particularly evident in Erbil District
(Erbil), Al-Mosul and Al-Hamdaniya districts (Ninewa), Sumail District (Duhok) and Samarra District (Salah Al-Din).
Looking at the 15 districts with the highest response gaps, all clusters, except General Protection, experience gaps
against planned targets in at least half of the districts (see table 7). Moreover, all clusters experience gaps against
planned targets in Al-Hamdaniya District (Ninewa), Al-Rutba District (Al-Anbar), Dibis District (Kirkuk) and Makhmour
District (Erbil), while gaps are faced by more than half of the clusters in Sumail District (Duhok), Samarra District (Salah
Al-Din), Telafar, Tilkaef and Aqra districts (Ninewa) and Kifri District (Diyala). A number of clusters have also reached
more than their original target in certain districts or have reported achievements in districts they were not originally
planning to respond to, due to population movements and reprioritization.
Table 7: Cluster Gaps for Out-of-Camp IDPs (based on 2021 HRP and 2020 HRP Carry-Over Funding)

Funding issues were reported as the primary reason for response gaps in the out-of-camp IDP response, with lack of
partners accounting for second most reported reason for response gaps, followed by COVID-19 challenges, which was
particularly an issue for Education, Shelter/NFI and GBV. Access issues and reprioritization were the least frequently
cited obstacle for meeting needs of vulnerable out-of-camp IDP populations. Many clusters have reported that in some
out-of-camp locations, populations are too small or too scattered for partners to prioritize those areas, while in other
cases, population movements have led to reprioritization, with CCCM for example reporting that bilateral funding for incamp IDP programming in Al-Mosul, Telafar and Al-Ramada has been redirected to out-of-camp response in those
same areas.
Table 8: Reasons for Gaps (Out-of-Camp IDPs)

7
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Returnees
For returnees, where the overall intersectoral reach 7 months into the year is at 43 per cent, gaps are even more
significant and widespread. Response gaps were particularly evident in Al-Mosul and Telafar districts (Ninewa) Al-Falluja
and Al-Ramadi districts (Al-Anbar) and Al-Khalis District (Diyala).
Again, looking at the 15 districts with the highest response gaps for returnees, all clusters with a planned returnee
response, with the exception of Emergency Livelihoods, Health and General Protection, face gaps in more than half of
the districts. All clusters are experiencing gaps in Al-Mahmoudiya District (Baghdad), and more than half of the clusters
face gaps in Al-Mosul, Al-Hamdaniya and Tilkaef districts (Ninewa), Al-Falluja, Al-Ramadi and Heet districts (Anbar), AlKhalis and Khanaquin districts (Diyala), Kirkuk and Al-Hawiga districts (Kirkuk) and Balad District (Salah Al-Din).
Table 9: Cluster Gaps for Returnees (based on 2021 HRP and 2020 HRP Carry-Over Funding)

During the first seven months of 2021, returnee populations were overreached in Dibis district in Kirkuk (480 per cent),
in Al-Kaim district in Al-Anbar (180 per cent), in Daquq district in Kirkuk (175 percent), in Al-Shirqat district in Salah alDin (131 per cent), and in Al-Muqdadiya district in Diyala (120 percent).
Table 9: Reasons for Gaps (Returnees)

Funding issues and lack of partners were most frequently cited by clusters as the reasons hindering the humanitarian
response for returnee populations, with reprioritization and access challenges the least frequently cited. Meanwhile,
several clusters did note that in some districts, the vulnerable returnee population was lower than anticipated when the
target was set, due to fewer people having returned than expected, and that in many cases humanitarian partners would
prioritize the IDP population.

8
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of findings
Overall, seven months into the year, humanitarian partners have reached 45 per cent of the people targeted through
the 2021 HRP, with only 28 per cent of the funding received according to the Financial Tracking Service (FTS). Some
of this is due to carry-over funding from 2020. An additional 179,000 people were reached in 2021 with carry-over
funding from 2020, bringing the total reach to 819,000. Overall, while 100 per cent of the in-camp IDPs targeted have
been reached with some kind of assistance, 74 per cent of out-of-camp IDPs and only 43 per cent of returnees
targeted through the 2021 HRP have been reached, including with carry-over funding.
In-Camp IDPs: The humanitarian response to the in-camp IDPs is largely on track. Reporting against set targets has
been challenging due to the changing situation with camp closures and population movements, but services are
largely on track in the camps, with some challenges being experienced by individual clusters particularly due to
funding issues. Funding carried over from 2020 is about to expire in several camps, and without additional support
funding shortfalls are expected to further impact services in camps in the second part of the year.
Out-of-Camp IDPs: For out-of-camp IDPs the districts with the highest gaps in terms of number of people not
reached are Erbil District (Erbil); Al-Mosul and Al-Hamdaniya districts (Ninewa), Sumail District (Duhok) and Samarra
District (Salah Al-Din). Erbil, Al-Hamdaniya, Sumail and Samarra also featured among the districts with the highest
response gaps for out-of-camp IDPs in 2020. Mosul District, however, did not face a significant gap for the out-ofcamp IDP response last year, but is currently the district with the highest number of out-of-camp IDPs not reached
through the 2021 HRP. Meanwhile, the significant gap reported in Al-Sulaymaniyah District (Al-Sulaymaniyah in 2020)
has declined significantly from more than 25,500 people not reached last year to currently 3,790 people not reached.
The main reasons reported for response gaps to out-of-camp IDPs are lack of funding, followed by lack of partners
and COVID-19 restrictions, but also population movements have led to some reprioritization against set targets.
Returnees: For returnees, the districts with the highest gaps in terms of number of people not reached are Al-Mosul
and Telafar districts (Ninewa), Al-Falluja and Al-Ramadi districts (Anbar) and Al-Khalis District (Diyala). Telafar, AlFalluja and Al-Ramadi were also among the districts with the largest gaps in 2020, though for Telafar the number of
people not reached was significantly higher in 2020 than 2021. Al-Mosul was not among the districts with the highest
gaps last year, but currently there nearly 160,000 returnees in Al-Mosul who have not been reached with the planned
humanitarian assistance this year. The main reasons reported for response gaps to returnees are lack of funding,
followed by lack of partners and COVID-19 restrictions, but also some reprioritization has had to take place due to
population movements.

Recommendations
Based on the inter-sectoral analysis in this paper, the Iraq ICCG puts forward the following recommendations for
clusters, partners, cluster lead agencies, HCT members, donors and other stakeholders with a view to further
facilitating implementation of the 2021 HRP and informing planning for 2022.
1. Clusters are encouraged to engage with cluster partners and CLAs to further analyze the reasons for gaps in their
cluster-specific response with a view to finding solutions, including through advocacy with partners and donors to
address the challenges observed with regard to lack of funding and partners for parts of the response.
2. Clusters and Cluster Lead Agencies are encouraged to review the reasons for cluster reprioritization of activities
and targets as set out in the 2021 HRP, with a view to informing planning and prioritization for the 2022 HRP.
3. The HC/HCT, OCHA, ICCG at national and sub-national levels, to continue to advocate with national and subnational level authorities to facilitate humanitarian access and implementation of humanitarian activities in order to
address challenges to the response stemming from access issues or COVID-19 movement restrictions.
4. Donors are encouraged to review locations where funding gaps were noted as contributing factors to current or
expected response gaps and to consider the allocation of funding to the response based on the current needs in
the areas identified and aligned with the strategic objectives, priorities and targets set out in the 2021 HRP.
5. Clusters are encouraged to make better use of the Activity Planning Module in ActivityInfo to plan the response,
review gaps and ensure alignment with cluster HRP targets and priorities.
9

HRP 2021 Mid-Year Review | 10

Annex: Maps of Reasons Reported by Clusters for Response Gaps Per Population Group
Funding Issues:
In-Camp IDPs

Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees

Overall

Lack of operational partners:
10
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In-Camp IDPs

Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees

Overall
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Access challenges:
In-Camp IDPs

Out-of-Camp IDPs

None

Returnees

Overall
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COVID-19 related challenges:
In-Camp IDPs

Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees

Overall
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Reprioritization:
In-Camp IDPs

Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees

Overall
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Other challenges:
In-Camp IDPs

Out-of-Camp IDPs

Returnees

Overall
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