Report from HAP / Sphere Joint Consultation Workshop: ECB Bangladesh Consortium, Dhaka


Section 1: General Information 

	On 12 October 2009, the Emergency Capacity Building (ECB) project’s Bangladesh Consortium hosted an Expert Consultation meeting titled ‘HAP Standard and Sphere Handbook Revision Workshop’. This took place at the BRAC Centre INN in Dhaka. The purpose of this consultation was twofold: 

1. To contribute to the HAP Standard review and the Sphere Handbook revision through sharing views and experiences from their implementation in Bangladesh.

2. To provide specific suggestions for improving the complementarities between the HAP Standard and Sphere Common Standards. 

A total of 25 participants from different national and international NGOs in Bangladesh attended the day long event.


Section 2: Facilitator(s) and Participants

2.1 Names and contact details of the facilitators

	NAME
	POSITION
	ORGANISATION
	EMAIL

	Suman SMA ISLAM
	Humanitarian Assistance  Coordinator (HAC)
	Care- Bangladesh 
	suman@carebangladesh.org


Ms. Monica Blagescu, Policy Coordinator, HAP-International (mblagescu@hapinternational.org) and Ms. Rachel Houghton, ECB Sector Partnerships Project Manager (rachel.houghton@co.care.org) were also present as resource persons to support the facilitator. Ms. Stav Zotalis, Assistant Country Director, Care-Bangladesh inaugurated the workshop, while Ms. Barbara Burroughs, Deputy Country Director, Save the Children USA in Bangladesh, also attended to support the participants.  Md. Harun or Rashid , Manager-ECB Bangladesh consortium coordinated the workshop. 

2.2 Names, jobs titles, names of organizations or institutions

(contact details have been removed from the public version of the report)

	 
	First name
	Last name
	Position 
	Organization

	1
	M. A.
	Wahed
	Emergency Response Preparedness Coordinator
	CARE Bangladesh

	2
	Pintu
	Gomes
	Programme Manager (CBDM)
	Caritas Bangladesh

	3
	Robert
	Amar Costa
	PO (DMD)
	Caritas Bangladesh

	4
	Golam
	M Billah
	Emergency Programme Officer
	Christian Aid

	5
	Sawkat
	Ali Tutul
	Head - social justice & Program Monitoring
	COAST Trust

	6
	Abu
	Hanif
	M&E Expert
	Concern Worldwide

	7
	Rahman
	Mizanur
	Construction Specialist
	Concern Worldwide

	8
	Hasina
	Inam
	Country Programme Officer
	DanChurchAid

	9
	Azam
	Kazi
	Coordinator - Disaster Management Programme
	GUP

	10
	Pius
	Serao
	Team Leader – Emergency Response 
	HEED Bangladesh

	11
	Iqbal
	Ahmed
	Program Manager 
	Muslim Aid

	12
	Obaidur
	Rahman
	Head of Emergency Response
	Muslim Aid

	13
	Farhana
	Hafiz
	Acting Coordinator 


	Oxfam GB

	14
	Kaiser
	Rejve
	Humanitarian Programme Coordinator 
	Oxfam GB

	15
	Mostafa
	Kamal
	Coordinator - BELT
	Save the Children

	16
	Atiq
	Uz Zamman
	Program Coordinator, Emergency Preparedness & Management
	Save the Children SCSD

	17
	Ruhul
	Amin
	Manager-Emergency
	Save the Children USA

	18
	Akhter
	Murshida
	Manager-Capacity Building
	Save the Children USA

	19
	Kajal
	Ahmed
	Programme Officer , Protection 
	Save the Children UK

	20
	Dulon Joseph
	Gomes
	Program Manager- Disaster Program
	World Concern Bangladesh 

	21
	Ruben
	Marandy
	HEA Manager


	World Vision

	22
	Stephen
	Halder
	Public Engagement Division
	World Vision

	23
	Shamina 
	Akhtar
	Disaster Management Coordinator
	Plan Bangladesh

	24
	Biswojit
	Kumar Roy
	DRR _PM
	Action Against Hunger

	25
	Harun 
	Or Rashid
	Manager-ECB Project 
	Save the Children USA

	26
	Saadia
	Majeed 
	Note taker & rapporter 
	


Section 3: Analysis

3.1 Main strengths and weaknesses of the Sphere Common Standards and the HAP Standard:

HAP Benchmarks 

	Overall most valuable
	Overall least valuable / challenging to implement

	Benchmark 2: transparency / information sharing
Transparency and information sharing are the basis for participation and improved accountability


	Benchmark 4: staff competencies

If benchmark 1, the quality management system, is properly established in organization it is not clear why there is still a need for Benchmark 4 . 

	Benchmark 3: participation

Participation of beneficiaries in programmes enables their need and voice to be directly influencing at various levels of decisions making


	Benchmark 5: complaint handling system

Formalised complaint handling systems are difficult to implement at community level; for this level, further practical guidance is required

	Benchmark 5: complaint handling system

Complaint handling system can increase the accountability of the organization ; as it helps to identify the drawbacks and lacking of the program 


	Benchmark 3: participation

Inadequate coordination among donors, intermediate NGOs and implementing agencies negatively affects participation in programmes; benchmark 3 cannot be effectively implemented and cannot lead to improved performance in the absence of coordination 


Sphere Common Standards
	Overall most valuable
	Overall least valuable / challenging to implement

	Common standard 1: Participation 

Active participation of disaster affected people in assessment, design, monitoring and evaluation of assistance programme add a true value in the overall process of the project. 
	Common Standard 4: Targeting  

Emergency state demands assistance of all affected peoples. Therefore, at emergency state targeting a small group for special attention or assistance might not work well in field level programme  implementation 

	Common Standard 2: Initial Assessment  

Initial assessment provides an in-depth understanding of the actual situation and the nature of the response required. Relevant authorities and agencies are able to make quick decisions and respond during crisis period on the basis of assessment.     
	Common Standard 5: Monitoring 

More specification of the monitoring process is needed in the standard guide note.  

	Common Standard 3: Response   

Guide notes on response states sharing information, marking gaps, meeting actual need and minimum standards provided a significant impact on assistance programme.  
	Common Standard 7: Aid worker competencies and response  

If supervision, management and support for personnel are accurately implemented in the programme (as per standard 8); then standard 7 on workers competencies and response could be omitted as a separate standard.



	Common Standard 4: Targeting  

The purpose of targeting in assistance programmes is to meet the needs of most vulnerable and disadvantage group; this will make sure the right of these groups.  
	Common Standard 8: Supervision, management and support of personnel 

Standard 7 and Standard 8 overlap. 


3.3.1 More specific perceived strengths and weaknesses 

HAP Standards 

	Strengths
	Weaknesses / challenges in implementation

	Benchmark 1 – Quality management system

	· Ensures commitment by the agencies

· Increases organizational capacity  
	· QMS documentation language is not reader friendly and rather ambitious in a few cases

	Benchmark 2- transparency / information sharing

	· Information sharing is acknowledged by the stakeholders 

· Ensures transparency of organizations 

· Increases organizational reputation 

· Increases accountability including at  the programme site
	· Often transparency/ information sharing is greatly hampered by pressure from influential persons; such as local political members and chairman etc. 

· Information sharing becomes difficult where there are low literacy rates; avoid the risk of emphasising written information sharing only 

	Benchmark 3 – participation

	· Participation ensures effective and needs based response

· Develops ownership among  beneficiaries

· Ensures sustainability of programmes 

· Encourages leadership among  beneficiaries 

· Increases overall accountability 
	· Ensuring participation of community is often  challenging 

· Often participation is influenced by the elite groups in the community 

· Requires enhanced staff competencies 

· Community participation is hampered due to difficulties in communication in remote areas



	Benchmark 4 – staff competencies

	· Ensures better Quality management system 
	· Benchmarks 1 on QMS and staff competencies share common aspects that have a good possibility of being overlapped.  

	Benchmark 5 – complaint handling system

	· Increases immediate accountability toward community 
	· Difficulties in implementation of formalised systems at community level 

	Benchmark 6 – learning for continuous improvement

	· Possibility of Self reflection 
	· Requires resource intervention 


SPHERE Common Standards

	Strengths
	Weaknesses / challenges in implementation

	Standard 1 – participation

	· Local level participation ensures community empowerment 

· Overall participation ensures organization’s accountability 
	· Children’s participation is missing in the guide notes

· Preparedness activities are missing in the guide notes

	Standard 2 – initial assessment

	· Initial assessment provides an estimation of commodities of the affected people. 

· All other responses and monitoring greatly depends on initial assessment ; it also helps to monitor 


	· Weak monitoring and follow up mechanisms often hamper the initial assessment. 

· Sharing information and joint coordination among different agencies are missing in the guide notes. 

	Standard 3 – Response

	· Standard provides guide to all responses.
	· Protection aspects of response activities get least priority 

· The Standard is not well contextualized 

	Standard 4 – Targeting

	· Ensure rights of vulnerable groups in assistance programme 
	· Targeting vulnerable groups might not have any effect during emergency period as all need assistance

	Standard 5- Monitoring

	
	· Monitoring process is not participatory.

	Standard 6- Evaluation

	
	· Evaluation process is not participatory.

	Standard 7 – Aid worker competencies and responsibility

	
	· Requires higher staff competency



	Standard 8 – supervision , management and support of personnel

	
	· Standards 8 and 7 overlap


3.2 Suggestions for how the perceived strengths of one set of Standards could address weaknesses / challenges in the other 

	What from HAP …
	… Can strengthen specific areas in Sphere?

	Benchmark 1 – Quality management system

	Benchmark 1 on effective quality management system 
	Can strengthen Standard 5 & 6 ; monitoring and evaluation 

Can enhance 1, 7 ,8 standards through organizational commitment  



	Benchmark 2 – transparency / information sharing

	Information sharing through languages, formats and media that are accessible and comprehensible for beneficiaries and stakeholders (2.1) and making information available on staff roles and responsibilities (2.4)

The responsibility of the agency to inform disaster-affected communities about beneficiary selection criteria and deliverables, as agreed with representatives (2.2)
	Can contribute to a quality management system / organisational commitment currently missing from Sphere Common Standards

Can contribute to Standards 7 and 8 

	Benchmark 3 – participation

	The role of the agency in identifying intended beneficiaries and their representatives with specific reference to gender, age, disability and other identifiable vulnerabilities (3.1)

The agency should incorporate beneficiaries and their representatives to participate in project design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation (3.2)
	Can strengthen Standard –1 

Can improve initial assessment process (Standard 2) 

	Benchmark 4 – staff competencies

	Benchmark 4 on staff competencies, responsibilities, behaviour and attitudes, continual staff development and humanitarian quality management system
	Can strengthen Standards 7 & 8 

	Benchmark 5 – complaint handling system

	Benchmark 5 on complaint handling system
	Is missing in Sphere Common Standards and it could improve them 

	Benchmark 6 – learning for continuous improvement

	Benchmark 6 specifically on continuous organisational improvement  
	Can strengthen Standards 5 & 6 through organizational commitment 


	What from Sphere …
	… Can strengthen specific areas in HAP?

	Standards

	Standard 1, 2, 4 focusing on technical sector needs assessment 
	Can be referenced in Benchmark 3

	Standard 3 on response activities


	Are missing in HAP Benchmarks 

	Standards 5 & 6 ; monitoring and evaluation


	Can strengthen Benchmark- 6 

	Standards on competencies, supervision and support (7 & 8)
	Can improve Benchmark 4


3.3 Suggestions for other specific modifications/adjustments or additions to each set of standards

3.3.1 Challenges in implementation and suggestions for HAP

	Specific weakness / challenges


	Suggested modification / suggestions to address challenges
	Justifications/Notes

	Benchmark 1 – Quality management system

	Lack of expertise and resources for implementation
	Staff capacity building needs specific guideline included in The Guide
	

	Benchmark 4 – staff competencies

	Retaining QMS with high staff turnover
	Ongoing development to train staff and short orientation sessions; provide good practice examples in The Guide
	To ensure appropriate level of performance, staff need guidance and support 

	Benchmark 5 – complaint handling system

	Difficulties in implementation 

(doesn’t always work well at field level)
	Re-emphasise requirement 1; which implies that Informal ways to raise complaints also be considered; provide examples in The Guide
	Will increase efficiency 

	Benchmark 6 – learning for continuous improvement

	Resource intensive 
	Include in project design 

Be more specific in The Guide on how this can be achieved
	Secure funding for it as part of the project


3.3.2 Suggested Modifications for Sphere 

	Specific weakness


	Suggested modification
	Justifications

	Standard 1 – participation

	Child participation is not mentioned specifically 
	Need to include a child focused indicator 
	Most vulnerable group; often we overlook their need; future generation is important 

	Standard 2 – initial assessment

	Weak / lack of NA findings sharing mechanism 
	Clearly mention how the agency will share its assessment findings in a coordinated fashion 
	To avoid duplication of effort, transparency, and effective use of resources 

	Standard 3 – response

	Protection gets least priority 
	Protection issue should be included very clearly and specifically  
	To address the needs of excluded groups, and reduce risk of abuse 

	Standard 4 – targeting

	Lack of provision to check organisation biases for targeting 
	Clearly mention to check organizational biasness 
	To follow code of conducts address real vulnerable groups, ensure bias free response 

	Standard 6 – Evaluation

	Participation of beneficiaries are not included / addressed in evaluation process  
	Include beneficiary representation 

(gender, excluded groups, children ) in evaluation process 
	Ensure community participation 

Empower community participation 

	Standard 7 – Aid worker competencies and responsibility

	Duplication / overlapping of 

Standards 7 and 8 
	Need more suitable contextualisation of guidelines 
	To avoid misconception and confusion 

	Overall thoughts on Sphere



	Cross–cutting issues are not clearly defined BUT it is also important to identify cross-cutting issues where other minimum standards exists e.g, GBV
	Need to be very specific with clear guiding note and indicator / checklist 
	Identify possible cross-cutting issues for more clear conception 

	Rhetorical pressure of similar concept, for example guidance notes on monitoring at 2 and 4 have similar application. 
	Should be issue specific 
	To avoid confusion 

	Sphere standards could be summarized as HAP benchmarks in a booklet
	
	To increase accessibility 


3.4  Suggested Additions to HAP and Sphere

3.4.1  Suggested additional standards for Sphere 

	Suggested new common Standards to Sphere Handbook


	Number of votes received: ‘score’ 

(% of YES)
	Rank

	Coordination (local capacity building)


	 19 

(67.8 % )
	1

	Complaints handling system 


	8

(28.6 %)
	2

	Reporting to beneficiaries and other relevant stakeholders 


	6

(21.4%)
	3


There was also a question as to whether the Sphere Common Standards could address the issue of what constitutes a ‘state of emergency’ and when emergency interventions start? Also, the following was noted: 
· Include specific indicators for cross- cutting issues

· Stronger emphasis is required on engagement with local government, where feasible 

· Under Sphere Common Standard 4 (Targeting) there needs to be more specific reference to other vulnerable groups (ie, the already socially excluded)

3.4.1  Suggested Additional benchmarks  for HAP

· Include a benchmark on coordination

· Include more specific notes on supply chain management  (financial and procurement practices, especially when implementing through partners)

· Include specific suggestions on ethical fundraising 

3.3  Parked Issues

· No government representatives present, yet they need to understand about all this too.

· Accountability within the organization; amongst staff and different departments.

· Application of HAP to development programmes; is this possible?  

· Are there examples of government application of Sphere /HAP? Can these be shared? 

· Capacity support from HAP and Sphere – for those who are not HAP members and for those who want to use the Sphere Handbook; what support is there? 

· There need to be greater national level reporting mechanisms; Sphere and HAP need to build national / regional capacity platforms that have local M & E mechanisms and that can respond to national / regional need.

3.4 Feedback on the Process 




Overall Comments/Remarks from the Workshop 


What didn’t work so well / what was challenging? 


Time was too limited to attain the objective of the workshop; it needs a day and a half


The group work as a method was overused – other methods should be considered to balance the day, eg, more plenary ‘brainstorming’ sessions; being introduced to case studies 





What could you change if you did it again?


See above suggestions in ‘what didn’t work so well’. In addition:





Clarify the objectives – i.e., to identify complementarities – more clearly and keep returning to this.


Introduce real life case studies that provide examples as to how each agency is working with a particular standard / benchmark. In this respect the Common Standards and the HAP Benchmarks need to be contextualised for the purposes of the workshop


Preparation needs to emphasise the importance of reading through the Common Standards and HAP Benchmarks prior to the workshop


Both the technical and managerial aspects of the standards need to be clarified and discussed 











What worked well? 


Good opportunity to share mixed experiences of different agencies in implementing the HAP Standard and the Sphere Common Standards


High level of engagement from participants


Good opportunity to contribute to complementarity


Participation of mixed group of experienced people worked well


There must be other joint consultations as understanding complementarity is important 


Objectives are similar re accountability to beneficiaries therefore it’s good to try and identify convergence and if there are gaps still left once this has been identified 








The overall feedback from participants was really positive, and there was real recognition of the importance of holding a joint process. In particular, there was a sense that it's important to focus on issues of complementarity: field imperatives are quite different to 'global' imperatives re Sphere and HAP, and field practitioners want to understand better how the standards relate to and complement each other (there was, and probably will always be, questions about why so many individual / separate standards from the 'global' level). There was a strong request that the two revision processes take this into account. For example, there was strong feedback that Sphere and HAP share similar accountability objectives making it important to identify convergence; this would also allow for the identification of any remaining gaps. In terms of the actual workshop format, a number of issues became clear: 


Participants need to be asked beforehand to read the two documents (ie, the HAP Standard and the Sphere Common Standards). Perhaps some preparation questions could be sent to participants to help them think some of the key issues through before they attend the workshop? 


The focus of the workshop should perhaps stay at a more topline level: both Sphere and HAP are doing other individual consultations and will get detailed feedback from those. The purpose of the joint workshops needs to stay focused on complementarities. 


In this respect, both HAP and Sphere could usefully clarify the drivers behind the joint consultations; participants also wanted to hear about how their input would be used and how they could track their feedback.


Given the focus on complementarities, it might be useful to identify where Sphere and HAP could better cross-reference with each other?


It is important to get a balance of participants who have knowledge and experience of implementing the HAP Standard and who have knowledge and experience of having worked with the Sphere Common Standards. This needs to be re-iterated to whoever is organising the workshop.


There must be good (a full day) in-depth discussion and preparation with the facilitator.


In terms of the output from this workshop (in particular, where it's noted how the strengths of one of the standards could perhaps address the weaknesses in the other) it might be useful to consider how both revised standards perhaps better reflect each other in these sections. There was a request for clarification on how the HAP review and Sphere Handbook revision process will use the feedback and demonstrate improved coherence and complementarity between the two, and this cross-referencing might be one way of addressing this issue.


 


Finally, participants felt it would be useful to hold more joint consultations because of the importance of the issues reflected above. 
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