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Important Note: Agreed Approach for Planning and

Monitoring in the Country Module

The GPC and OCHA agreed that there will be one consolidated response framework in the
HNRP, based on common activities and their indicators.

At the same time, country operations should maintain a more detailed internal logframe,
where common activities / indicators are linked to specific indicators (SI)* at the Response level
(former AoR?) for internal planning and monitoring purposes.

Within OCHA’s Country Module system, a single consolidated logframe will be used for both

the planning and monitoring stages.

During the monitoring phase, partners reporting in the Country Module will be able to see
Common Indicators (Cl) replicated (cloned) across Response(s) and will report their reached
figures, accordingly, selecting the relevant response type.

For 2026, where targets are defined only at the common indicator (Cl) level and a breakdown
by response type is not available, this will be accepted at the planning stage. However, during
monitoring phase, tagging by response type will be mandatory in the OCHA Country Module
system. While we recognize that this may result in situations where reached figures are
reported without corresponding response type targets, an interim methodology will be
required to estimate the distribution of targets across specific indicators (SI) at Response level.
For example, if a Cl target is 2,000 and is implemented across GBV, CP and Mine Action
Responses, an indicative allocation across these Sls may be applied for the purpose of
monitoring reached figures3.

Protection Cluster IMOs will have access to all partner-submitted data and will be responsible
for consolidating “people reached” figures at the common indicator level.

Data submission to OCHA is expected on a monthly basis, preferably directly through the
Country Module, in order to avoid double reporting and reduce the burden on partners,
particularly in contexts with limited capacity. *

" Please refer to the executive summary on the following page for an explanation of the Common Indicator
(Cl) and Specific Indicator (SI)

2 Referred to as Response in the rest of the document (e.g. CP Response, GBV Response etc.)

3 See Annex Il for few options

4 Please reach out to GPC focal point if capacity is an issue and monthly reporting is not feasible in your
operation
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Executive Summary

This methodology note explains how the Protection Cluster calculates, and reports people
reached under the consolidated protection response framework, and how these figures are aligned
with HNRP / OCHA reporting systems.

The framework is built around:

e Protection Common Activities (CA) and Common Indicators (Cl) per country, visible in
Protection Cluster 5Ws system and / or OCHA’s country module, and

e Matching Response Specific Indicators (SI) (Protection, CP, MA, GBV) used internally for
analysis and coordination. To avoid an unmanageable number of Specific Indicators (SI),
partners may report against Common Indicators (Cls) with disaggregation by response area
where appropriate.

e Cl and Sl unit of measurement.

The same aggregation logic used fortargetis applied to people reached, ensuring coherence
between planning and monitoring. Targets are preferably planned at both Cl and S! levels; during

implementation, we report people reached under Response level Specific Indicators (SI), which are
then aggregated to the common indicator (Cl).

A central pillar of this methodology is the distinction between direct and indirect activities:

o Direct activities are those where affected people directly participate or directly benefit from
a defined protection service, support or structured session. Indicators for these activities are
explicitly formulated as “number of people affected”. Only these indicators contribute to
the people reached figure.

e Indirect activities (e.g. public campaigns with mass audiences, some risk assessments,
systems-strengthening, coordination) are captured using non-person units (e.g. number of
campaigns, number of assessments, number of institutions supported) and do not
contribute to people-reached totals. These should be reported separately.

This distinction was already incorporated when the consolidated response framework was finalized in
2025 (e.g. revising units of analysis, shifting from “individuals” to “people affected”, and separating
mass campaigns and other wide-reach activities into non-person indicators). The current methodology
thus formalizes and documents an approach that is already embedded in the framework and provides
a technical basis for monitoring.

Operationally, the methodology is implemented in four main steps:

1. Identify eligible indicators: Only indicators whose unit is “people affected” and which
correspond to direct activities are included in the people-reached calculation.

2. Collect data at partner/ Response level: Partners report people reached per Response level
indicator (SI) when necessary, following the indicator definition and unit of measurement and

3
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avoiding inflationary estimates. Where partners deliver integrated case management services
across multiple response areas (e.g., Protection, GBV, and Child Protection), and reporting
against several Sls would create unnecessary reporting burden, data may be reported against
the common indicator (Cl), with clear disaggregation by Response. The reporting tool should
enable this disaggregation to ensure accurate analysis while minimizing reporting workload
for partners.

3. Aggregate across partners and Response: Data are aggregated first within each Response,
then across Responses into the common protection indicator (Cl), mirroring the
target-aggregation logic and minimizing double counting.

4. Report to OCHA: A single consolidated figure is reported under the Common Indicator (Cl) in
OCHA systems, while the cluster retains the internal Response breakdown via specific
indicators (SI).°

The default rule is that any indicator defined as “number of people affected” is considered direct and
included in people-reached figures, whereas non-person indicators are excluded.

Overall, this methodology ensures that the Protection Cluster’s people-reached figures are technically
sound and non-inflated, consistent with planning targets and with the consolidated response
framework, transparent and flexible enough to adapt to country contexts while maintaining core
principles.

5 OCHA is currently exploring system enhancements to enable the capture of Response-level specific
indicators, which are expected to become available to country operations in due course.

4
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Methodology Note

1. Purpose and Scope

This methodology note explains how the Protection Cluster calculates and reports the number
of people reached under the new consolidated protection response framework. It is intended to
provide a clear, transparent, and replicable approach for calculating people reached by protection
activities; align the Protection Cluster’s internal monitoring with the OCHA reporting
system (including the Common Indicator (CI) in HNRP/Activitylnfo’s 3-5Ws); clarify the relationship
between Common Indicator (Cl) and Response Specific Indicators i.e. Sl (e.g. Protection, GBV, CP,

Mine Action), including how data
are aggregated from Response (SI) level to
the Common Indicator (Cl) and explain how we People Affected

distinguish between direct and indirect reach and
how this affects reporting of “people reached”.

The note should be read together with the
consolidated  protection response framework
(including the detailed indicator matrix and People Targeted
definitions) and any country-specific adaptations or

guidance issued by the national Protection Cluster.

PROTECTION CLUSTER PEOPLE REACHED METHODOLOGY

Data Collection Aggregation & Consolidation to People Reached
De-duplication Common Indicator Reporting

OCHA
REPORT

LA

Collect Partner-level Data Aggregate & De-duplicate Data Combine Response Data Report Periodic & Cumulative
by Response Using MAX & SUM into a Single Common Indicator Figures to OCHA
(e.g. Protection, GBV.CP, Mine Action, Approach
HLP)
Direct & Indirect Reach Analysis & Accountability
Distinguish Between Direct & Indirect Beneficiaries Maintain Disaggregated Data for Internal Review

2. Conceptual Framework

2.1 Common Framework and Matching Indicators

Under the consolidated response framework, the Protection Cluster operates using a common set of
activities and indicators that are aligned with OCHA’s menu of objectives, activities and indicators. At
country level, each Protection Cluster defines a common activity (or set of common activities) that

5
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represents the collective response of the Protection Cluster. Each of these activities is linked to a
Common Indicator (Cl), which is the indicator visible and reportable in OCHA’s Country Module.

Each country response framework should ideally include the following core elements:

e A common activity (or set of common activities) for the Protection Cluster against the Cluster
Objective

e A Common Indicator (Cl) attached to this activity, which is what is visible and reportable in
OCHA'’s Country Module

e Response Specific Indicator (SI) and
e Unit of Measurement for the Cl and Sl.

At the back end, each Common Indicator (Cl) is matched with the Response Specific Indicators
(S1) (e.g. Protection, GBV, Child Protection, etc.), which are used for internal analysis and coordination.
For any given Common Indicator (Cl), a clear distinction is therefore maintained between:

e Cl - Common Indicator(s) (Cluster-level) — the indicator(s) visible in the OCHA’s Country
Module and associated with the Protection Cluster as a whole.

e Sl - Specific Indicators (Response-level) — internal indicators used by each Response to track
their contribution (e.g. people reached through GBV-specific activities under a common
protection activity).

2.2 Relationship Between Targets and Reach

The methodology for aggregating people reached follows the same logic as the methodology used
for aggregating targets. At planning stage, targets for the Common Indicators (Cl) (e.g. total people to
be reached under the cluster’s consolidated protection activity) are defined. For each Response
Specific Indicator (e.g. Protection, GBV) “Internal” targets are defined in the detailed logframe which
is maintained, internally, at cluster level only.

At monitoring stage, the people reached are collected per Response / Specific Indicator and
then aggregated to the Common Indicator (Cl) using the same aggregation logic used for targets. This
ensures internal consistency between planned (targets) and achieved (reach) figures.

3. Definitions

3.1 People Reached (Direct)

Under this methodology, “people reached” refers to:

Individuals from the targeted population who have directly participated in, or directly benefited
from, a protection intervention, in line with the definition and measurement guidance of the

corresponding indicator.

Here the focus is on affected people, not on generic “individuals” or broad audiences. The cluster
deliberately uses the term “people affected” rather than “individuals” to emphasize that not all



LTI GUIDANCE NOTE

{ ‘ / PROTECTION CLUSTER PEOPLE REACHED METHODOLOGY

Global Protection Cluster

individuals potentially exposed to an intervention are counted. Only those clearly within the affected
(targeted) population and meaningfully engaged in the activity are counted.

In practical terms, direct reach typically includes, for example:

e People participating in individual or group protection services, such as case management,
legal assistance, counselling, community-based protection activities with defined
participation.

e People who attend structured sessions (e.g. awareness-raising, training, psychosocial
support, focused group sessions) that are clearly bounded in time and content (e.g. a 2-3-hour
session, or a defined cycle of sessions).

3.2 Indirect Reach (Non-Reach Outputs)

Certain outputs are considered indirect or non-reach in relation to people reached:

Indirect activities: Activities that contribute to protection outcomes but do not involve direct,

countable engagement with a clearly identifiable group of affected (targeted) people.

Examples include public campaigns or mass media outreach where counting individuals reached
would require broad, speculative estimates (e.g. “2 million people potentially reached via radio
spots”). Certain forms of needs or risk assessments, where the unit of analysis is the system, locations,
or institutions, and not clearly the number of affected people reached (even if some people are
consulted). Systems-level work such as coordination, capacity-building at institutional level, or
advocacy.

These are typically measured using non-person indicators, such as, Number of thematic campaigns
conducted (instead of number of people reached), Number of risk assessments completed, Number
of institutions supported, or systems strengthened, etc.

Such indicators are not counted as people reached and therefore do not enter into the aggregation of
the “people reached” figure. But these should be captured and reported separately.

4. Calculation Methodology

For the purpose of calculating people reached, only indicators that are associated with direct
activities, and have a unit of measurement defined as “people affected” (or equivalent direct person-
level unit) are included in the calculation.

Partners report, for each matching indicator (Response level Specific Indicator):
e The number of people reached during the reporting period against the defined Target.

e Required disaggregation, as per the indicator guidance (e.g. sex, age, disability, population
group, location).
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e If there are any indicators that do not fall under a specific Response, they should be reported
directly under the Common Indicator (Cl).

At this level, it is critical that partners adhere strictly to the indicator definitions (e.g. for
awareness-raising, only people attending structured sessions of defined duration/content are
counted). Inflationary practices, such as estimating very large audiences for public messaging, are
avoided. Such work is captured instead under non-person indicators (e.g. number of campaigns).

The ClI has a unique unit of analysis, that should be reported against. The units of analysis of the
response specific indicator (Sl) should be harmonized against the unique unit of the Cl. The
harmonization should be agreed by the Protection Cluster coordination team, and follow the guidance
provided in the detailed indicator matrix and definitions.

Within each country, aggregation of people reached follows a two-step process.

1. Within each Response Specific Indicator, partner-level data are aggregated, with efforts made
to remove double counting wherever feasible, including through partner coordination to avoid
counting the same individuals’ multiple times under the same activity or indicator.

2. Across Response, the Protection Cluster aggregates data from Response-specific indicators
(e.g. Protection, GBV, CP, Mine Action) into the Common Indicator (Cl). The consolidated ClI
figure is the number reported to OCHA, while disaggregated Response-level figures are
retained internally for analysis, coordination, and accountability.

Aggregation of People Reached (MAX and SUM Approach)
The objective of aggregation is to reflect the real number of people reached while minimizing the risk

of double counting. Depending on the likelihood of overlap, the Protection Cluster applies either a
MAX or SUM approach.

e MAX s applied where the same individuals are likely to be reported more than once.
e SUM is applied only where it is reasonable to assume that reported caseloads are distinct.

Domains where MAX is applied (overlapping)
o Different partners reporting on the same activity in the same location and for the same
population group.
e  Multiple protection activities that are likely to reach the same individuals (e.g. several sessions
or services targeting the same caseload).

e Repeated reporting on the same caseload over multiple time periods for the same indicator.

Domains where SUM may be applied (non-overlapping)
e Distinct geographic areas (e.g. different admin units, sites or locations) where overlap of
caseloads can be reasonably excluded.

e Distinct population groups (e.g. different displacement status or population categories) that
are not expected to overlap.


https://globalprotectioncluster.org/publications/2339/policy-and-guidance/tool-toolkit/protection-cluster-response-framework-integrated
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e C(Clearly differentiated activities where the caseloads are known to be separate.

Wherever possible, the MAX method should be applied at the lowest feasible level of disaggregation
(e.g. by activity / indicator, location, population group, sex/age) based on available data. When there
is uncertainty about the extent of overlap between domains, default to a conservative approach,
applying MAX rather than SUM in order to avoid artificial inflation of people-reached figures.

In practice, cluster-level figures typically rely on a combination of both approaches:

e MAX is used to manage potential overlaps within the same administrative area, population
group, activity, or reporting period.

e SUM is applied only once the Cluster is confident that the domains being combined represent
different individuals.

Cumulative People Reached

Reporting on people reached includes both periodic figures (e.g. monthly or quarterly) and cumulative
figures over the duration of the response plan.

Cumulative people reached is defined as the number of distinct individuals who have received at least

one instance of direct protection assistance at any time during the plan period. Cumulative figures

should not decrease over time. Once a person has been reached, they continue to be counted as
reached for the remainder of the plan period. Cumulative totals are updated incrementally by adding
newly reached individuals and managing overlaps using the MAX/SUM logic described above.

In line with agreements with OCHA, the Country Module hosts one or more Common Indicator(s)
(ClIs) per common activity against an objective for the Protection Cluster. The Protection Cluster reports
a single, consolidated figure for people reached under that common activity. As indicated above,
OCHA’s Country module will allow for the replication / cloning of Common Indicator (Cl) per Response
(Protection, GBV, MA, CP) to capture the breakdown.

5. Conclusion

This methodology provides a coherent and transparent approach for calculating and reporting people
reached by the Protection Cluster under the consolidated response framework. It aligns planning
(targets) and monitoring (reach) and ensures that “people reached” reflects meaningful, direct
engagement with affected populations. The methodology preserves necessary granularity at
Response level while enabling consolidated reporting to OCHA.
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Annex | — lllustrative Classification of Direct vs Indirect Indicators

This annex shows how indicators are classified as direct (counted in people reached) or indirect.
Indirect indicators aren’t counted but are monitored for separate reporting.

A. Direct Indicators (Counted as People Reached)

Direct indicators are those where the unit of measurement is “number of people affected” (or a
clearly equivalent concept), and where people directly participate in or benefit from a protection
service or structured activity.

Cl & Sl Unit of

Common Activity (CA) Common Indicator (Cl) Measurement Response Response Specific Indicator (SI)
Provision of financial, Nl e e daeisaed b #pf women, men, g.|r|s and boys
cash or voucher / CVA R . provided with cash assistance through

) ) from emergency cash assistance or People affected Protection )
assistance for protection direct service payments protection case management (other
outcomes pay than CP, GBV)
:ar;:/zlrovnozi:gf;]ccl\a/k Number of people affected benefiting # girls or boys reached with additional
from emergency cash assistance or People affected CcP services provided by the SW team in

assistance for protection

direct service payments
outcomes

B. Indirect / Non-Reach Indicators (Not Counted as People Reached)

cash

Indirect indicators are those where the unit of measurement is not people, or where engagement

is too diffuse or system-level to be considered direct reach. These remain important for accountability

and quality, but do not enter the people-reached total.

- - Cl & SI Unit of Response Specific Indicator
Common Activity (CA) Common Indicator (Cl) Response - -
Measurement (S1)
Deliver targeted protective A . # awareness-raising sessions
. ) . R Number of activities ensuring people X
information and guidance sessions . L conducted with women,
L affected directly receiving ) )
on protection risks and response ) . ) Actions GBV men, boys and girls on GBV
information and guidance to prevent . .
) ) risks, available response
and respond to Protection Risks . . R
services and timely reporting
Deliver targeted protective Number of activities ensuring people .
. . . . . L # of Protection awareness
information and guidance sessions affected directly receiving . . L . .
Actions Protection raising and information

on protection risks and response

information and guidance to prevent

sharing activities

and respond to Protection Risks

Annex Il — Estimate the distribution of targets across specific indicators (SI) at
Response level

The preferred approach is to distribute the Cl target proportionally based on each Response’s expected
share of the response. This can be derived from available planning data such as PiN, partner presence,
or planned activities, which could then be converted into percentages and applied to the total target.
For example, for a target of 2,000, this could result in allocations such as GBV 40% (800), CP 35% (700),
and MA 25% (500). This approach reflects operational realities and aligns with existing planning data.

Alternatively, historical trends can be used as a proxy. In this case, the distribution from the previous
year target can inform the allocation. For instance, looking at last year’s distribution out of the total
target for a given response level indicator. The same proportions can be applied to the current target.

10
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