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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 The Logistics Capacity Assessment (LCA) tool  
 
The LCA is a tool for the humanitarian community provided by WFP which provides 
information on logistics capacities for emergency humanitarian operations in a given 
country.  

LCAs are conducted in a given country every two years, mainly by WFP logistics staff 
and also by staff from other humanitarian organisations or through private sector 
partners. The assessments cover logistics infrastructure (ports, airports, road 
networks), processes and regulations (such as customs), markets and contact details. 
This information is then published on a public platform, the DLCA Confluence page, 
by the Global Logistics Cluster. There are currently LCAs for over 100 countries, 
which have been identified as requiring an LCA based on a humanitarian scenario 
assessment and a logistics-specific assessment or given their regional or corridor 
position. The current templates on which the tool is based have been in use since 
2016. 

The tool aims to ensure that baseline information required for a logistics operation is 
organised and presented in a standard way across multiple countries, in the hope of 
providing a service that enhances humanitarian logistics preparedness, response and 
coordination.  
 
The LCA tool is an important tool. The platform saw over 700,000 page visits in 2018, 
with clear spikes in page visits at times of sudden onset emergency responses (such 
as in September and October 2018 with the Sulawesi earthquake response in 
Indonesia).   
 

1.2. Review and survey 
 
This review of the LCA tool was undertaken ultimately in order to ensure that the 
right information is being presented in the best way possible to meet the needs of 
the users of the tool, who are the global humanitarian community. A couple of 
further reasons underpinned the review. 
 
The Logistics Cluster is currently developing its Preparedness Platform which will be 
a key tool moving forward. Discussions and consultations are on-going about the 
Platform. This review was timely at this stage to ensure that the LCA and the 
Platform do not duplicate information but will be used together efficiently.   
 
This review was also timely given that the Logistics Cluster will be updating its 
website next year and so any potential changes to the LCA tool’s interface or hosting 
could be explored in that context.   
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2. Methodology  
 
The methodology for this survey included gathering quantitative and qualitative data 
from online surveys and qualitative data through interviews with humanitarian 
logistics and supply chain stakeholders.  
 

• One online survey was run on the Digital LCA webpage open to all site 
visitors, beginning on 3 January 2019 and closed on 16 August 2019. This 
survey received 420 responses. See Annex 3 for a list of questions included in 
this survey.  
 

• A second online survey was designed and run for field staff from Logistics 
Cluster partner organisations and operations around the world. This survey 
was run from 27 June 2019 and was closed on 16 August 2019. It received 30 
responses. See Annex 4 for a list of questions included in this survey.  

 

• Finally, 23 humanitarian logisticians from Logistics Cluster partner 
organisations were interviewed between 9 July and 20 August 2019.  

o This involved 20 interviews over the phone (including one interview 
with three interviewees) and two sets of written feedback. Interviews 
lasted on average between 20 and 30 minutes.  

o The interviewees were all experienced humanitarian logisticians 
based either organisational headquarters or in country operations or 
in regional offices.  

o 11 interviewees were WFP staff, with experience of conducting 
assessments for the LCA tool, and 12 were staff from Logistics Cluster 
partner organisations who had experience using the tool and some of 
whom also had experience in carrying out the assessments.   

 
The results of the surveys and interviewees are presented generically in this report, 
and are not attributed to individuals or to organisations. The results do not reflect 
the opinion of WFP or the Global Logistics Cluster. 
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3. Findings  
 
There was a good deal of positive feedback for the tool from both online survey 
responses and in interviews.  
 

• In the online survey, the average score respondents gave for the likelihood of 
their recommending the tool to colleagues was 74, and 76.4 for the field 
survey (the range was 0 for least likely to 100 for most likely).  

• In the general online survey, 188 out of 347 answers to a request for 
suggestions for improvements to the tool answered saying either explicitly 
positive comments (including expressing gratitude for the tool), or simply 
stating that they had no suggestions to improve it.  

 
The users of the LCA tool and the assessors displayed a considerable range of 
responses, opinions and priorities regarding the content and interface of the tool. 
Different opinions and suggestions were expressed both in response to questions 
designed to elicit a quantitative/majority answer and also in response to more 
general questions looking for expert opinion and feedback. This reflects the wide 
range of stakeholders and actors in the humanitarian sector, their different priorities 
and varied logistics requirements. A number of interviewees acknowledged that the 
range of priorities and requirements from the different members of the 
humanitarian community (from large international NGOs to small local 
organisations, all working in different sectors and with different levels of logistics 
expertise and capacity) would mean that the tool will always have to be a balancing 
act. As many of these responses as possible are highlighted below, though for the 
sake of clarity, concision and ease of digesting information not all could be included. 
 

3.1 Users 
 
The DLCA platform is publicly available, and the site survey provided important 
insights into who accesses the tool. The tool is intended for the global humanitarian 
community and data from the online survey responses bore this out:  
 

• Most visitors to the DLCA platform work in the humanitarian sector (52% of 
online survey respondents). Of these respondents, just over 40% worked in 
International NGOs, 33% for UN agencies, and 6% for national NGOs.  

• The second largest category of site visitors was Private Sector, accounting for 
27.5% of respondents (115).  

• The Academic Sector accounted for 11% of respondents (46) 

• Finally, ‘Other’ accounted for 9.3% (39). Of these 39 respondents, 12 noted 
their sector or organisation as government, and 8 as military.  

 
Over half (58.6%) of respondents were visiting the site for the first time, whilst only 
just over 20% of respondents visited the site more than once per month.  
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The field staff survey saw similar proportions of organisations worked for. A majority 
of respondents were working for International NGOs (46.7%), 33.3% for UN 
agencies, and 16.7% for national NGOs. Of these field staff, 50% visited the site more 
than once per month, and just 13.3% were first-time visitors.  
 
Awareness and communication 
 
An important theme that arose from interviews regarded awareness of the tool 
beyond WFP. One interviewee did note that the tool was well-regarded by 
government and partner organisation counterparts in their country of deployment. 
However, a number of other interviewees noted that the tool was not widely known 
about in their countries of operations, with some government partners responding 
with surprise when shown the tool, or partners asking for certain pieces of 
information and not being aware that it was (or should be) available in the LCA. It 
was also noted by some interviewees that the tool was often used less by 
humanitarian logisticians who were on the ground, and was more regularly used for 
those new to the operation or as preparation for missions to the given country.  
 
The lack of a systematic process of communicating or sharing the tool across 
different country logistics working groups is understandable, given that it would be 
reliant on the assessment being kept up to date, being seen as relevant by a wide 
range of different partners, and given the different operational contexts 
(preparedness, emergency response, on-going response, natural disaster, 
complex/conflict-based). However, these findings suggest that a systematic process 
for sharing the tool across country logistics working groups and with government 
and partner counterparts would be helpful to raise its visibility. This is addressed in 
Section 4 paragraph 1 below. It is also understandable that in fluid operational 
contexts it will be hard to maintain any tool as a source of information for constantly 
changing data such as contact details and customs procedures. However, movement 
could be made in this direction by more regular updating and by implementing a 
system by which more people contribute to the tool – this is addressed in Section 4 
paragraph 2 below.  
 

3.2 Content 
 
Key information  
 
Interviewees were asked what information they saw as the most important 
information currently provided in the LCA or what information they would typically 
search for from the LCA. There was a wide range of responses. Information on 
infrastructure (ports of entry) and customs/frameworks (as long as they were up to 
date) were the most commonly cited as the most important pieces of information. 
Information on transport and storage capacities was also viewed as very important, 
as well as contacts (again as long as they were up to date) for local authorities, 
sector focal points and logistics service-providers.  
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The online survey asked respondents what information they were seeking in the LCA. 
As with the interviews, a range of responses was received. The most commonly cited 
pieces of information were related to infrastructure (ports, airports, roads, entry 
points), alongside using the LCA as a source of training or guidelines. After these 
answers, and those answers that stated they were looking for general or just 
country-related information, the most commonly sought information was regarding 
transport, contacts and suppliers.  
 
The most commonly cited pieces of information being looked for by respondents in 
the field survey were customs and infrastructure (ports, airports, roads), alongside 
answers that stated general logistics information.  
 
Background information sections  
 
Interviewees were asked whether they saw the background information sections in 
the LCA currently as useful. A range of responses was received, split equally between 
viewing the background sections as useful and as not required. Some noted that 
they would seek to find that sort of information from other sources, whilst others 
noted that they saw the background sections as extremely important in order to 
understand the context in a given country.  
 
Gaps  
 
Overall, the information provided in the templates of the LCA was seen to be quite 
comprehensive. Just under 70% of respondents to the general online survey stated 
that they found what they were looking for from the LCA.  
 
The main piece of information that was highlighted in a number of interviews as 
missing or as being useful to be included was information related to modalities for 
assistance through Cash-Based Transfers (CBT). Given the trend in humanitarian 
response modalities, which has changed in the years since the LCA was first 
developed, this was noted as an important feature for a number of organisations of 
all sizes and across sectors. This discussion has been raised at various times in recent 
years and some CBT-related information is already included in the LCA template, for 
example in page 3.6 Additional Services. However, it does not hold a position of 
priority within the template and the information collected is often incomplete 
(partially because the assessments are usually done by logistics unit staff, but 
information on financial institutions in the country would likely be held by 
administration or procurement staff). One interviewee noted that it would be 
especially helpful to collect information on financial institutions in a given country 
able to support the range of cash modalities, given the range of different institutions 
and set-ups in different regions. 
 
Cold chain was noted in some interviews as a potentially useful area. This is already 
included in the LCA template page 2.6 Storage Assessment, though only as a 
subsection within that page. This point was expanded further in written feedback 
from a WFP staff member which suggested that more logistics information on health 
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emergencies could be of use. This was suggested with the acknowledgement that 
the complexity of the topic would be problematic and might confuse the tool 
further. Again, however, this could potentially be explored further if different 
partners were able to feed into the tool, which is addressed in Section 4 paragraph 2 
below.  
 
An interviewee suggested that further information on the resources and capacity of 
the LET and other private sector partners in a given country could be included, and 
this was also raised in a response to the online survey as a suggestion for 
improvement (that response was one of the more full and detailed responses 
received in the online survey). This would of course be dependent on whether LET 
partner organisations would be willing to provide this information. Some 
interviewees from WFP also suggested that private sector partners could leverage 
private sector capacity in countries to assist with assessments, both the LET and 
other partners. It should be noted here that the LET is currently piloting a very 
similar project to systematise private sector involvement in LCA updates across 
different countries.  
 
Challenges 
 
The most prevalent answer to questions about suggestions for improvement of the 
tool or challenges faced with the tool related to keeping it updated. In interviews, 
the interviewees who raised this point also readily acknowledged that given the 
range of information, contexts and users it is a difficult tool to keep up to date. This 
raises the question of changing the updating process to a more collaborative effort, 
which would in theory allow quicker updates and more community-ownership, 
thereby increasing relevance and accessibility for stakeholders. It also speaks to a 
wider question raised by two interviewees who noted that the tool was often seen 
as quite WFP-centric. This is addressed in more depth in Section 3.4 below, and in 
Section 4 paragraph 2 below.  
 
One interviewee from WFP highlighted importantly that since the tool is publicly 
available with no restriction on access, it is often hard to state some facts frankly and 
to address candidly some operational requirements. This means the tool is less 
useful than it could be in providing clear facts to humanitarian logisticians. This is 
addressed to some extent in Section 4 paragraph 3 below. In the same interview the 
issue of language was raised, that the LCA is primarily in English and for locations 
such as Central and South America or West and Central Africa this is problematic for 
local organisations. This is addressed in Section 4 paragraph 4 below. 
 
Structure of templates 
 
Interviewees and respondents were asked about the current platform and structure 
of the assessment and whether it was sufficiently usable (this is also covered to 
some extent in Section 3.3 below). The information required in the templates was 
largely seen to be comprehensive. Some comments were noted, particularly by 
interviewees who were assessors, that the structure of the templates could be 
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reviewed, such as moving pages 3.1 Fuel and 3.3 Manual Labour into chapter 2 as 
part of an infrastructure assessment and making chapter 3 (service and supply) more 
directly and deliberately focused on CBT.  
 
One interviewee noted that they used the templates as capacity-building tools for in-
country staff in their organisation, using the templates as a starting point for the 
overall needs of a humanitarian logistics operation since they were very 
comprehensive. A separate interviewee noted that they found the Rapid LCA 
templates helpful when beginning their own assessments. 
 
Some interviewees noted that the template could be too comprehensive. For 
example, the inclusion of extremely specific operating details for airports might not 
be necessary, since such information should likely be sought and provided or 
confirmed by the aviation service-provider, not by a humanitarian logistician 
contracting the service. This points to a larger question of whether too much 
information makes the tool difficult to fully digest or to readily maintain - some WFP 
interviewees who have conducted assessments recently noted the difficulty of 
finding such a large range of information and keeping it up to date, and a number 
suggested that the tool could be cumbersome. The key information in that instance 
would likely not be the operating details specifics, but rather information related to 
the airport’s place in the supply chain such as what size of aircraft could land and 
what capacity the airport would have to receive/handle/store goods, which would 
contribute to an analysis of how feasible it would be to use for operations.  
 
The level of detail within the templates could thus be reviewed. However, as noted 
above, the comprehensive nature of the templates was highlighted as a significant 
positive of the tool by a number of interviewees. Two interviewees with experience 
of conducting and reviewing LCAs suggested that the templates could be kept as 
comprehensive as they are but then management in each country could be given 
leeway to decide what information was relevant for the country context and what 
could be left out. A further interviewee who recently conducted an LCA highlighted 
that some flexibility in structure would be helpful for countries where geography 
makes it pertinent to conduct assessments at state/district/island-level. This 
flexibility in structure would have to be balanced against the need to maintain 
uniformity in the presentation of information across different countries, in order to 
maintain usability and search-ability and indexing of the tool, but there could be 
mileage in the idea. And once again, the range of opinions and requirements 
regarding the tool should be remembered. As one interviewee noted, the 
information requirements will always be circumstantial - there will sometimes be too 
little and sometimes too much and it is likely not possible to meet the exact demand 
of every user every time. 
 
Some interviews noted the context of when and by whom the LCA was first 
developed, at a time when information was much less available online than it now is 
today and when in-kind was the main assistance modality and organisations needed 
to map for themselves a great amount of logistics detail. There are still plenty of 
operational contexts around the world for which little up to date information is 
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available online, but more information is more easily available than previously. This 
has implications for the structure and content for the LCA. Links are currently 
provided to key websites in the LCA, and this inclusion of links to other key up to 
date sources could be expanded to make the collection and write-up of assessments 
less time-intensive and therefore easier to maintain. The key added value of an LCA 
was noted by a number of interviewees as the field visits and on the ground 
expertise and presence of the assessment team. They would provide the information 
not available online, but whatever was available online could be managed and 
maintained remotely in order to free up the time and resources of the assessment 
team on the ground. Any change along these lines would again have to be balanced, 
however, with the key functionality of the tool of being able to download all the 
information in one place/document for offline access which more links would hinder 
(addressed further in Section 3.3 below). 
 
Use of the tool  
 
Interviewees were asked whether they saw the LCA as a preparedness tool or 
response tool. The majority answered that they saw it and used it primarily as a 
preparedness tool or as a combination of both. When seen more as a response tool, 
its value was often seen to lie in providing a baseline of information about a context 
new to an international staff member. There was a suggestion in one interview that 
the tool should be geared towards specific scenarios or contingencies relevant to 
each country – whilst the tool is designed to help logistics planning, given that it only 
states facts and does not delve into analysis and evaluation this would likely not be 
possible. 
 
The tool was largely used and seen as a database of baseline information for 
reference, rather than directly leading to decision-making. Many interviewees noted 
that they would seek to verify information from the LCA elsewhere, and would take 
the information ‘with a pinch of salt’ if the assessment had not been updated for 
some time.  This feedback was given always with the acknowledgement that it is an 
extremely resource-heavy and time-intensive job to keep the information updated. 
Non-WFP interviewees understood the difficulty of maintaining the tool and keeping 
it up to date and did not expect the information to be infallibly correct (this 
discussion often led to discussions of how to make the tool more collaborative and 
thus ensure it could be updated more regularly).  
 
Similarly, a majority of survey respondents (58.2%) stated that they would seek to 
verify information from the LCA further and that it would not be their final source. 
53.6% of respondents to the field online survey also said that they would verify 
information. Respondents noted that other sources they would use to verify 
information included internal databases, local staff members or contacts in the given 
country (government and humanitarian), government websites, or other relevant 
company websites or well-known function-specific sites.   
 
The interviews did make clear that the LCA is the only existing resource for finding 
such a range of humanitarian logistics information publicly available and 
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consolidated into one place. As noted in the previous paragraph, other sources are 
available and can be used for more specific areas, such as government websites, 
OCHA, or the CASH platform, but the LCA was noted by interviewees as the only 
platform which provided this range of information consolidated together.    
 

3.3 Interface 
 
When discussing the Confluence site that is currently used as the platform for LCAs, 
a majority of interviewees noted that this was an acceptable and more or less usable 
platform for presenting a large amount of complex information. Similarly, the online 
surveys asked how easy it was for users to find the information they were looking 
for, requesting a ranking from 0 (easy) to 100 (hard): the general online survey saw 
an average score of 34.5, and the field survey an average of 32.4. 
 
There was some enthusiasm in interviews for other methods of presenting 
information, such as a mobile app (given the prevalence of smart phones and 
general ease of phone use) or through a more interactive platform that would allow 
access to key information through a map (regional for cross-border mapping, or 
national for key infrastructure information). The LiveMap tool that presents 
information on security and conflict was mentioned as a possible model, the 
suggestion being that working from the same reference point would be a helpful 
coordination and planning tool, streamlining information sharing and comparison 
rather than being a static report. More simply, a map or infographic of the relevant 
country with key logistics information available was often mentioned as ideal, 
potentially then with more in-depth information elsewhere. 
 
However, a new type of more digital interface was not overall deemed to be vital. 
The interviews largely suggested that the platform was suitable for purpose, with 
certain changes requested in each interview. Keeping the information on the 
platform up to date was a more pressing priority than the platform itself. Moreover, 
exploring using an app or more digital platform would require a wider discussion 
about the crossover with the Preparedness Platform being developed by the GLC.  
 
Key functionalities of any platform used to present the information were generally 
seen as information being readily downloadable for offline access, easily searchable 
and easily maintained in order to facilitate the process of updating assessments. The 
Confluence site does fulfil many of these functions. It was however noted as not 
being hugely user-friendly to those not familiar with the tool and its structure. The 
point was also raised that it is difficult to download the information for one country 
into one document (see Section 4 paragraph 7 below). This seemed to be an 
important functionality to have for the interface. By contrast, there was a range of 
opinions about the online division of the assessment into chapters and individual 
pages, with some interviewees finding it more easy to navigate and digest that way 
and others finding it more difficult.  
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A suggestion was made that the LCA templates be made available for assessors in a 
way that could be filled out on a tablet, offline and online, rather than conducting 
the assessment first, then writing it up, then emailing the word documents. This was 
highlighted in two interviews with interviewees with very recent experience of 
conducting complex assessments. 
 

3.4 Process 
 
Survey respondents were not explicitly asked about the process of conducting and 
maintaining an LCA. Likewise, interviewees were not directly asked about this, but 
both WFP and non-WFP staff often provided insights and suggestions regarding it in 
the context of conversations about keeping information up to date and ensuring that 
information was relevant to all parties.  
 
The key process-relating finding coming from the interviews related to discussing the 
possibility of developing a collaborative process to collect and update the required 
information, as has been noted above and as covered in Section 4 paragraph 2 
below. This was suggested by a number of interviewees from both within and 
outside of WFP as an important method of ensuring the sustainability of the tool, of 
keeping it up to date, and ensuring the information within it was relevant to all 
stakeholders in the given country and went beyond just a WFP or UN perspective. 
Some interviewees also highlighted the increased role private sector partners could 
play in maintaining the tool, along with government counterparts.  
 
It was noted in interviews that the process of conducting an LCA is resource and 
time-intensive. It is often necessary for the WFP country office to bring in a 
consultant, from within WFP or external, to conduct the assessment, as the country 
team do not always have the time to carry out such an intensive assessment at the 
suggested intervals of every two years, especially given how complex the templates 
are. This is particularly the case in countries with on-going operations and fast-
changing operating contexts, where it is difficult to maintain up to date information 
in the LCA and to devote time to the LCA which is often seen as a preparedness tool.  
 
Discussions in interviews suggested that this could potentially be addressed by 
developing a more collaborative way of updating it with the buy-in of a range of in-
country partners. More systematic participation and ownership from Logistics 
Cluster partners, local governments, and national organisations with ground 
presence could help fulfil the full potential of the tool. This was raised by a number 
of partner organisations and by WFP staff, with a range of possibilities suggested for 
such involvement. This included suggestions ranging from a wiki-style tool that a 
number of parties update directly, to one organisation taking the lead on each given 
section, to organisations just sharing specific pieces of information such as non-food 
suppliers or flagging information that they know to be out of date. An interviewee 
from WFP noted their experience of country logistics working groups expressing a 
desire both to be given initial support in conducting their own logistics assessments 
using the LCA templates and also being willing to support in gathering information 
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for the LCA tool. A further example of a suggestion related to this process was that 
information shared on Logistics Cluster Whatsapp groups in emergency responses is 
often the most up to date and could be the sort of update of use for the tool, 
particularly for those who see it as a response tool. This discussion about process is 
addressed further in Section 4 paragraph 2 below, and would require a more in-
depth discussion on possibilities than possible in this report.  
 
The question of updating the tool sufficiently also raised the question of where to do 
the assessments. Some interviewees noted that it could be focused on countries 
where WFP and other organisations have limited or no presence but that are 
vulnerable, and this would provide the most effective tool of baseline information 
for pre-emergency context. By contrast, a different interviewee suggested that 
countries could be prioritised and resources concentrated to ensure that those 
assessments were done as comprehensively as possible and consistently maintained.  
 
 

  



 

 14 

4. Areas for further exploration and discussion  
  
The following points arose from interviews and survey feedback, and have been 
collated here into points to be addressed in further discussions regarding the tool. 
They are not commitments regarding future developments of the tool.  
 
General  
 

1. Ensuring greater clarity on and communication of the tool. 
a. This was raised explicitly in some interviews and implicitly in others. 

Greater clarity would be helpful, for both users and assessors, on 
what the aim of the tool is. This also requires more systematic 
communication and visibility for the tool. This point encompasses 
discussions regarding accountability for information that is published 
publicly. It also links to paragraph 4 below regarding increased 
resource and support from the GLC.  

 
2. Involving a wider range of partner organisations more formally and 

systematically in updating the information. 
a. This was raised by a number of stakeholders in interviews. The 

process would have to be defined further than possible in this report, 
as it would raise issues about ownership, accountability for 
information, verification of information, and who would be interested 
and able to participate in the process. However, the overall concept 
would be to extend a sense of ownership of the tool, and therefore 
spread its use and make it more relevant and accessible to the full 
range of users and their requirements. 

b. This could potentially involve having one organisation lead each 
section, such as WFP on the technical hard infrastructure pieces such 
as ports and airports and others for areas such as suppliers or non-
food market assessments. Other global sectors or clusters could also 
be approached to feed in relevant information. 

c. It could also include implementing a wiki-style system by which a 
number of stakeholders contribute information and the GLC acts as 
administrator.  
 

3. Exploring implementing a system of presenting the information with levels 
of access. 

a. This could be an important feature in the current climate of data 
protection and to ensure correct use of information. It could also help 
ease concerns over what is publicly published and therefore allow a 
more frank statement of facts. 

b. This point is linked to the outcome of paragraph 2 in this section 
above. If WFP maintains ownership of the tool, this ‘levels of access’ 
system could be used to ensure the tool is useful for all parties by 
separating the information into what is relevant for each party.  
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c. This could include an organisational login system for all humanitarian 
community partners (such as for the UNHRD site), and a more 
redacted public-facing version. 

 
4. Providing further resources and support from the GLC. 

a. This would be a requirement for a number of points raised for further 
exploration. Further resources and support from the GLC could take a 
number of forms:  

i. The GLC to take on management of sections that can be done 
by desk review through online sources and by providing links 
to existing resources, leaving on the ground assessors to add 
real value with their time and expertise and make the tool less 
cumbersome to write-up.  

ii. More formal guidelines/manual for assessors, and specific 
training for assessors to socialise it further (such as adding a 
page on LCAs on the WFP Supply Chain learning channel within 
the Logistics Cluster channel, which assessors would need to 
review before undertaking an LCA). 

b. This point is linked to and dependent on paragraphs 1 and 2 above, 
about the importance of clarity around the tool and around involving 
other organisations.  

c. This point encompasses considerations around resourcing. If the GLC 
had more resource, it could provide more complete support and 
oversight for desk review, editing, complementing of field 
assessments and, as raised in one interview, translation.  

 
Templates and Platform  
 

5. Developing a new section directly focused on logistics and supply chain 
information on cash-based transfer assistance modalities 

a. This was the main area noted by a number of interviewees as 
something that would be useful that is not currently included in the 
LCA (though not duplicating any already available information on 
existing platforms such as that provided by the Cash Learning 
Partnership).  

b. The Global Logistics Cluster currently has an on-going initiative 
mapping where the cluster stands in relation to CBT and what 
opportunities and roles are available for it to engage in CBT-related 
activities. This point can be discussed further in the context of the 
findings of this initiative.  

 
6. Discussing a review of the templates to judge: 

a. Whether any copied and pasted information can be removed and 
links provided, or other unnecessary information removed. This could 
include linking to lessons learned reports for historical Logistics 
Cluster operations, which could be a useful source of learnings for 
background information (if already made publicly available).  
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b. Whether some of the more technical, in-depth detail can be removed 
without lessening the comprehensiveness of the tool. 

c. Whether the division by page and section is still fit for purpose, 
particularly linked to paragraph 5 above if a new stand-alone section 
on CBT is to be added.  

 
7. Making the content more easily downloadable into one document 

a. This was would be a technical requirement of the Confluence site or 
any future interface. 
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Annex 1 – Interview questions  
 
 
Questions were divided into sections addressing (1) the content and (2) the interface 
of the LCA. Questions were adjusted according to whether the interviewee was from 
WFP (and therefore more likely to be an assessor than an user of the LCA) or a 
Logistics Cluster partner organisation (and therefore more likely to be an user of the 
LCA rather than assessor). Sub-questions were included as notes for the interviewer, 
and the interviews were kept open to other feedback and opinions not fully covered 
in the initial questions.   
 
Content 
 

1. What information would you like to be provided in a Logistics Capacity 
Assessment and what in your opinion is the most important information in an 
LCA?  

a. Do you feel that the background information included in the LCA is 
useful for preparedness/emergency response, and if so why/why not?  
 

2. Do you see the LCA as primarily a preparedness or response tool?  
 

3. Non-WFP – what value does the LCA add to your operations/ability to 
operate in a given country?  

 
4. Non-WFP – in what ways, if any, does the LCA inform your operational 

planning or decision-making?  
 

5. WFP - what is your priority in carrying out the LCA?  
 

6. WFP - what value does the LCA add to your operations? 
 

7. WFP - what is the main challenge to you currently in maintaining/using the 
LCA? 

 
Interface and Accessibility 
 

8. What in your opinion is the easiest interface to access/consume logistics 
information shared on a public platform?   

a. Do you use/know of any existing resources to find this type of 
humanitarian logistics information?  

b. Confluence-style (Wiki tool – pdf/word document); interactive 
platform; app; infographic; etc. 
 

9. What interface do you believe is most viable for use to share large amounts 
of logistics information during an emergency response? 
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Annex 2 – General online survey questions 
 
1 - Which sector do you currently work in? (Humanitarian Sector, Private Sector, 
Academic Sector, Other) 
 
2 – If you work in the humanitarian sector, what type of organisation do you work 
for? (International NGO, National NGO, UN Agency, International Organisation 
(IFRC/ICRC), Donor Agency, I don’t work in the humanitarian sector) 
 
3 – What were you looking for? (Open) 
 
4 – Did you find what you were looking for? (Yes/No) 
 
5 – If yes, how easy was it to find? (0 to 100, easy to hard) 
 
6 – Is the LCA your final source of information or are you verifying the information 
further? (Yes/No; If yes, where) 
 
7 – How often do you visit the LCA platform? (First time, Less than once per month, 
More than once per month) 
 
8 – How likely is it that you would recommend the LCA platform to a colleague (0 to 
100, unlikely to likely) 
 
9 – Any suggestions for the improvement of the LCA platform? 
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Annex 3 – Field staff survey questions 
 
1 - What type of organisation do you work for? (International NGO, National NGO, 
UN Agency, International Organisation (IFRC/ICRC), Donor Agency, Government, 
Other (please specify)) 
 
2 – How often do you visit the LCA platform? (Less than once per month, More than 
once per month, I’ve never visited the LCA platform) 
 
3 – How easy do you find the LCA platform to use? (0 to 100, easy to hard) 
 
4 – What sort of information do you typically look for on the LCA platform? (Open) 
 
5 – Is the LCA your final source of information, or do you verify the information 
further? (Yes/No; If yes, where) 
 
6 – How likely is it that you would recommend the LCA platform to a colleague (0 to 
100, unlikely to likely) 
 
7 – Do you have any suggestions to improve the LCA platform? (Open) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 


