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Norwegian Refugee Council

In 2006, NRC pursued several initiatives aimed at improving accountability. HAP
Jacilitated trainings in Sudan and Pakistan were the first field programs in this new
partnership. At the international management level, NRC developed the balanced
scorecard. Accountability initiatives were also field-led; program managers have paral-
lel responsibility for ensuring accountability objectives are met.

HAP and Country Programs

In 2006 HAP facilitated trainings and discussion on approaches to accountabil-
ity in NRC’s programs in NWEFD, Pakistan, and Darfur, Sudan. Experience with
these trainings was positive for those projects which participated. Trainings were
particularly relevant for Food Distribution and Education teams. Camp management
proved more challenging. Discussions on HAP engagement with camp management
highlighted concerns between accountability/political sensitivity and identifying/
accessing independent interlocutors. Camp management accountability exer-
cises also need to balance two distinct groups of beneficiaries; camp residents and
service providers.

Balanced Scorecard

The balanced scorecard, a new quality management tool, brings beneficiary account-
ability to the level of strategy management. The balanced scorecard is undergoing
initial field testing in two countries; Liberia and Colombia.

This tool is devised to examine standard, broad-based indicators across all countries
in which NRC operates. This scorecard is used in addition to program assessments
and external evaluations which are a normal part of the programming cycle. The
scorecard is comparable to business management models, but with some crucial dif-
ferences. Placing beneficiaries perspectives above all other categories, including fund-
ing, ensures country management retains this central focus.

Local Initiatives

Accountability mechanisms must always be locally relevant. The NRC shelter program
in Afghanistan, for example, adopted local domed roof designs after consultation with
village elder groups, known as Shura. However in areas with unequal power balances
within communities, the participation of local authorities is not enough to ensure
beneficiary participation in decision making processes. Personal interaction between
staff and beneficiaries, while unstructured, have further informed planning processes

to help bridge this gap.

Camp Management offers a further example of project-level initiatives to address
access to decision-making and information. Camp managers have a range of pos-
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sible interlocutors. Traditional leadership are recognized to be simultaneously both
representatives and gatekeepers to the broader camp community. Camp managers
have a responsibility to ensure that camp committees are as broad based as possible,
including ensuring representation by women. Other means of interaction with camp
communities, both structural and informal, must also be pursued to avoid monopo-
lization of dialogue.
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Office Africain pour le Développement et la Coopération
(OFADEC)

Rapport d’activités

Depuis juin 2003, a I'instar de tous les membres de HAP-I, TOFADEC s'est engagé a
établir des principes de recevabilité et de les intégrer dans son systtme de gestion. Pour
ce faire, un plan de travail recevabilité a été élaboré, une équipe HAP-I de OFADEC
mise sur pied en janvier 2004 comprenant :

I M. N. Directeur Général

2 A.D. Chargé de Projet

3 N. L. Conseiller & I'éducation, nommé Point Focal de HAP-I

Au travers de ce plan de travail et dans le cadre du programme d’assistance aux réfugiés
au Sénégal, les activités ont été menées comme suit :

| Diffusion principes redevabilité

Il Formation du personnel

Il Réunion d’information sur les programmes et critéres d’attribution
d’assistance, évaluation, mise en ceuvre et planification des programmes
d’assistance.

IV Etudes des standards
V  Traitement des plaintes

I/ Diffusion principes redevabilité

Léquipe HAP-I de TOFADEC mise en place depuis janvier 2004 s'est attelée tout
d’abord 2 faire connaitre HAP-I et son plan de travail redevabilité, a élaborer un plan
de travail redevabilit¢ OFADEC pour le rendre redevable.

Une réunion de présentation de HAP-I regroupant tout le personnel de TOFADEC
sest tenue en septembre 2004. Cette réunion a été marquée par un large débat et a per-
mis 4 tout le personnel de prendre & coeur ces principes de redevabilité, et de s'engager
4 mieux faire pour rendre organisation plus redevable. Des notes d’information (copie
ci-jointe) et les codes de conduite disponibles (code de conduite HCR et code de con-
duite Croix Rouge ) ont été distribuées a tout le personnel.

En novembre 2004, une réunion d’information regroupant les Représentants des réfugiés
au Sénégal et I'équipe HAP-I de TOFADEC, s’est tenue au tour des points suivants :

» Le Partenariat pour la Redevabilité Humanitaire International (Humanitarian
Accountability Partnership International)

= Quest-ce que la redevabilité ?
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= Le plan de travail redevabilité en général et le plan de travail de redevabilité

OFADEC en particulier.
= Le point Focal et ses termes de référence

= Discussions

De larges discussions et commentaires ont été enregistrés avec la participation active des
réfugiés qui ont manifesté leur adhésion aux principes de redevabilité. Lessentiel des
interventions des réfugiés a tourné autour des problemes suivants :

= Manque de communication entre 'organisation et les réfugiés.

= Manque de participation des réfugiés aux prises de décisions dans les programmes
qui les concernent

m La soumission des plaintes.

Des réponses claires ont été fournies par 'équipe de TOFADEC appuyée par Max-
immilien, qui a pris aussi une part active aux débats. Les suggestions mais aussi les
’ . z 7 2.7 z . 37 .
préoccupations des réfugiés ont été notées pour une prise en compte dans 'élaboration
des procédures, particulicrement au niveau de la procédure de traitement des plaintes.
Pour répondre A certaines de leurs préoccupations, il leur a été proposé de nommer
un Point Focal des bénéficiaires qui travaillera en étroite collaboration avec le Point de

I'OFADEC. Le principe a été accepté.

Des dépliants d’information sur les programmes du BOS donnant I'ensemble des
criteres et des procédures d’assistance au niveau de chaque secteur ont été distribués aux
représentants des réfugiés et mis 2 la disposition de tout le monde au niveau des bureaux
et centres d’accueil des réfugiés.

Les documents suivants (ci-joints) ont été distribués aux participants:
— Note d’information au personnel et au comité des réfugiés
— Les termes de références du point focal de la redevabilité
— Plan de travail redevabilit¢ OFADEC en frangais et en anglais.
— Dépliants d’information sur les programmes du BOS

Ci- joint le proces verbal de la réunion de novembre 2004.

Pour informer et impliquer davantage les bénéficiaires dans la gestion des programmes,
des réunions sectorielles d’information et de réflexion sont régulierement organisées
avec les réfugiés.

Ainsi, le 5 octobre 2005, une rencontre d’échange d’information sur le sous projet
éducation s'est tenue sur le theme suivant:

1. Criteres et procédures d’attribution de 'assistance pour I'éducation

2. Enregistrement des enfants a I'école

3. Enregistrement des naissances des enfants réfugiés.
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Des personnes externes expertes en la matiére ont pris part aux discussions pour éclairer
davantage les points de vue des uns et des autres. Il s'agit de :
— Madame ., Directrice de I'enseignement élémentaire au Ministere de I'éducation
nationale
— Maitre E D., Avocat Général aupres de la Cour

Concernant l'aide a I'éducation, les criteres d’attribution des bourses ont été largement
débattus avec les bénéficiaires qui n’ont pas manqué de faire des suggestions portant sur le
critére « age ». Le souhait pour les bénéficiaires est que ce critere ne soit pas un facteur blo-
quant pour certaines personnes agées désirant suivre des formations complémentaires. 11
a été répondu aux réfugiés que I'objectif du HCR est de donner la chance aux jeunes sans
qualification, étant entendu que la plupart des personnes 4gées ont une certaine qualifica-
tion et peuvent bénéficier du programme des microprojets pour leur intégration.

Concernant la scolarisation des enfants, la Directrice de 'enseignement élémentaire a
exposé les procédures et les criteres pour 'enregistrement des enfants a 'école au niveau
du Sénégal, critéres qui portent essentiellement sur I'dge et les papiers d’état civil.

Lavocat général a fait un exposé de la procédure d’enregistrement des naissances au
Sénégal. Il a indiqué que tout enfant né au Sénégal, quelle que soit la nationalité de ses
parents, doit étre enregistré. Lenregistrement ne signifie pas la naturalisation mais per-
met & 'enfant d’avoir des papiers d’état civil qui vont lui servir partout particulierement
dans les démarches administratives (ex : enregistrement & I'école)

A la lumiere des exposés, les réfugiés ont exprimé leur satisfaction pour les informations
fournies, particulitrement I'information portant sur I'enregistrement des naissances. En
effet beaucoup de réfugiés (mauritaniens particulierement) pensent que les pieces d’état
civil délivrées a 'enfant 2 la naissance, conferent a celui-ci la nationalité du pays héte.

1I/ Formation du personnel sur la notion de redevabilité
a) Rencontre de mise a niveau, d’échange et d’interprétation des codes de
conduite.

Dans le AWP OFADEQC, il est prévu des ateliers de formation au profil du personnel de
I’OFADEC sur la redevabilité.

Iy

Clest pourquoi il a été organisé une rencontre de mise 2 niveau d’échange et
d’interprétation des codes de conduite du HCR et de la Croix-Rouge le 11 mars 2005
regroupant tout le personnel de TOFADEC, 2 qui des exemplaires des deux codes
avaient é¢é distribués quelques mois auparavant pour étude.

Lensemble des points des deux codes ont fait 'objet de commentaires, de larges échang-
es. Certains points tels que « EQUITE », « NEUTRALITE », « EXPLOITATION ET
ABUS » ont suscité un large débat faisant 'objet d’une attention particuliére.
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Lobjectif de la séance est de permettre au personnel de TOFADEC de mieux
connaitre les régles qui doivent régir leur travail de tous les jours pour mieux servir
les bénéficiaires.

b) Formation du personnel de 'OFADEC sur les procédures d’enquétes et
le traitement des plaintes relatives aux abus et exploitations sexuelles.

Le point focal Nfanda Lamba et I'assistante sociale Charlotte Sarr ont participé du 23
au 27 mai 2005 2 la formation sur les procédures d’enquétes relatives aux abus et ex-
ploitations sexuelles organisée par ICVA 4 Dakar.

Cette formation a pour but de faire connaitre et familiariser les participants aux :

— Principes fondamentaux en matié¢re d’enquéte ou de traitement de plaintes
dans le cas des abus et exploitations sexuelles et d’autres abus.

— Qualités dont doit faire preuve le personnel lorsqu’il meéne des enquétes
relatives aux abus et exploitations sexuelles, a savoir : la confidentialité,
Pimpartialité, 'objectivité, la compétence...

— Aux devoirs et responsabilités des agences a s’assurer que les bénéficiaires
sont traités avec dignité et respect , 'objectif étant de créer un environnement
sans exploitation et abus sexuel au travers la fonction de protection et
d’assistance.

Une séance de restitution durant une journée en juin 2005 a été organisée au profit du

personnel de 'TOFADEC.

11/ Réunions d’information sur le programme et les critéres
d’attribution d’assistance, évaluation, mise en ceuvre et planification
des programmes d’assistance.

Des réunions regroupant le HCR, TOFADEC et les Représentants des bénéficiaires
sur les programmes d’assistance sont devenues chose courante depuis maintenant 2
ans. Ainsi, le 2 février 2005 et le 24 février 2006 ont été organisées des rencontres dont
lordre du jour a porté sur :

» Echanger des informations sur le programme et les critéres d’attribution
d’assistance

= Evaluer ensemble le programme de I’année écoulée

= Discuter de la mise en ceuvre du nouveau programme et faire des suggestions
pour une meilleure planification du programme de ’année suivante

A chacune des rencontres, ces points ont fait 'objet d’un large débat avec la participa-
tion active des représentants des réfugiés qui s'offrent ainsi a chaque fois I'occasion
de donner leur avis et faire des suggestions. Mieux, ils présentent 4 chaque rencontre
un document avec des propositions concretes portant sur les différents points du pro-
gramme qui leur est destiné. Leurs avis et propositions sont recueillis par TOFADEC
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et le HCR et font toujours 'objet de rencontres ultérieures pour prendre en compte
leurs préoccupations. Des notes sont produites par la suite et une large diffusion des
décisions est faite par le biais des affichages et des rencontres organisées au sein des com-
munautés des réfugiés par les représentants.

Ces rencontres permettent :

®  Aux participants (HCR, OFADEC et Réfugiés) d’harmoniser leur point de vue
sur les différents points du programme.

= D’informer les réfugiés de la gestion du programme et des critéres d’assistance
en vigueur.

= D’impliquer ces réfugiés dans Dévaluation et la mise en ceuvre du
programme.

Les rencontres participent de la volonté d’associer les réfugiés a la conception et a la
gestion du programme.

oncernant I'assistance en 20006, il a été porté a la connaissance des représentants des
C tl

réfugiés de la diminution drastique des fonds alloués & ce programme, diminution
qui est une conséquence directe des difficultés financiéres que rencontre actuellement

le HCR.

Le point a fait 'objet d’un large débat entre tous les participants, y compris les réfugiés,
lobjectif étant de proposer ensemble des solutions pour une meilleure utilisation de ces
fonds en redéfinissant les critéres d’assistance médicale.

Des rencontres se sont poursuivies au sein d’un comité regroupant les réfugiés,
OFADEC et le HCR, commission qui a pour mission de discuter et proposer de
nouveaux criteres en concertation avec les réfugiés.

Le 2 mai 20006, ce comité s'est réuni et a adopté plusieurs nouveaux critéres pour la prise
en charge médicale, nouveaux criteres qui sont I'émanation des différents participants,
notamment des réfugiés. (Ci-jointe copie compte rendu réunion du 2/05/06).

IV/ Etudes des Standards

Dans le cadre de la mise en place des outils de gestion entreprise par HAP-I, TOFADEC
aentrepris d’apporter sa contribution en invitant, le 6 juin 20006, plusieurs organisations
humanitaires et aussi des réfugiés & discuter et commenter les 7 standards proposés.
Les participants sont : Amnesty International, PARI/Caritas, HCR, BOS/OFADEC,
CRSS , A.E.E.RM.S et des réfugiés d’'un niveau d’étude tres élevé.

Les discussions ont été d’un niveau tres élevé. Chaque participant a donné son analyse
et son point de vue sur chaque standard. Les réfugiés ont participé a cette étude de
manicre active. Ils ont eu une fois de plus I'occasion de donner leur point de vue sur le
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type de rapport qui doit exister entre eux et I'agence. Les problemes de communication
et de participation des bénéficiaires aux instances de décisions qui les concernent ont été
mis en exergue. Leur point de vue a fait 'objet de notes 4 tenir compte dans les princi-
pes de gestion au sein de notre agence, le souci étant le renforcement de la redevabilité
envers les bénéficiaires par la diffusion des informations & temps et au plus grand nom-
bre et aussi la rapidité des réponses & donner. C’est dans ce sens qu'il a été annoncé aux
participants 'ouverture prochaine d’'un E-mail et d’une boite « SINFOR » qui a pour
but de collecter les avis des uns et des autres (bénéficiaires et staff ) au BOS.

Ci-joint compte-rendu réunion.

V/ Traitement des plaintes

Quelques plaintes ont fait I'objet de traitement :

a) Plainte d’un réfugié suite au rejet par le projet de sa demande de prise en
charge médicale.

En aotit 2004, le réfugié Mamadou Ly a dd évacuer d’urgence dans la nuit sa femme
malade dans 'un des hopitaux privés de la place appelé SUMA. Quand il a sollicité la prise
en charge financiére du projet, la facture de 'h6pital  I'appui, sa demande a été rejetée.

En mars 2005, un autre réfugié (Mahamat Adigueye) a hospitalisé (une opération
chirurgicale) aussi son enfant dans un des hopitaux privés de la place. Sa demande de
prise en charge a été accordée. Son enfant fut pris intégralement en charge sur le plan
financier par le projet.

Ayant constaté la prise en charge accordée a I'enfant de Mahamat Adigueye hospitalisé
dans une structure privée comme 'a été sa femme, Mamadou Ly s'est plaint. 1l saisit
aussitot le point focal pour demander que les frais qu’il a payés pour 'hospitalisation de
sa femme lui soient remboursés par le projet.

Aussitot saisis, nous avons mené des investigations au pres des responsables des services
ayant en charge le volet médical, en I'occurrence le médecin du projet et son collaborateur.
Les éléments de réponse donnés indiquent que le réfugié qui a évacué sa femme a ’hopital
SUMA r’avait pas respecté la procédure en cours. Sa femme aurait pu étre évacuée et
traitée dans un hopital public. Il a préféré I'évacuer dans une structure privée extrémement
chere, sans 'avis du médecin du projet qui est nécessaire dans de telles situations.

Concernant ['autre réfugié, aucun hopital public de la place nest & mesure de prendre
en charge I'opération chirurgicale de 'enfant. Un seul hopital privé de la place est spé-
cialisé pour ce type d’opération. Pour sauver la vie de 'enfant, le médecin du projet, a
pris la décision de 'envoyer dans cette structure privée.
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Au terme de nos investigations, nous avons saisi aussitot le directeur général de
I'OFADEC afin qu'il soit rappelé a tous les chefs de services, voire tout le personnel, le
principe d’équité qui doit toujours prévaloir dans le traitement des réfugiés.

B) Plainte du Réfugié Abou Shérif candidat a une bourse d’études.

Abou Shérif, a I'instar des jeunes étudiants réfugiés, a déposé une demande de bourse
d’études pour préparer le DESS (Dipléme d’Etudes Supérieures Spécialisées) en finance
a l'université de Dakar. La commission des bourses qui s’est réunie en novembre 2004,
a octroyé les bourses sur la base des critéres de sélection bien définis. La demande de
Abou Shérif a recu une suite négative.

Abou Shérif conteste la décision de la commission. Il saisit alors le directeur général de
I'OFADEC pour se plaindre, et demande de réexaminer son dossier. Des investigations
ont alors été menées aupres de la commission des bourses. Le dossier de candidature de
Abou Shérif a écé vérifié et 'ensemble des criteres de sélection retenus cette année pour
Toctroi des bourses passés en revue. D’autre part, des vérifications ont été menées aussi
au niveau de la Commission Nationale d’EIigibilité (CNE) au Statut de réfugié.

Il Sest avéré que la commission a retenu comme 4ge-limite 28 ans au 31 décembre 2004
pour tout candidat. Abou Shérif est né en 1970. Au 31 décembre 2004, il a 34 ans. Les
vérifications faites au niveau de 'université de Dakar ont montré que Abou Shérif n’a
pas obtenu la maitrise en sciences juridiques comme il le prétend. Par conséquent son
inscription au DESS finance n’est pas possible.

A la suite de cette plainte, les mesures suivantes ont été prises :
— Diffuser largement les criteres d’attribution des bourses.
— Informer les réfugiés de la procédure de demande de bourses
— Dublier les documents qui composent le dossier de candidature.

Des dépliants portant toutes ces informations sont multipliés et distribués aux réfugiés

a Dakar.

Juillet 2007
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Oxfam GB

Accountability to people affected by crisis —
humanitarian accountability (HA)

Programme

Supported programmes in Indonesia, India, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Malawi, Zimbabwe
and Zambia to implement HA initiatives

Solicited beneficiaries views re levels of accountability achieved by Oxfam GB
(OGB) and partners in Southern Africa and South India responses

Trialled Mango Accountability checklist
Trialled feedback mechanisms, learnt some interesting lessons

Trained as Building Safer Organisations (BSO) investigators and trainers, handled
10+ investigations

Wrote, briefed and received overwhelmingly positive support for proposal to Oxfam
on how to improve accountability to humanitarian beneficiaries over the next
two years

Successes and failures

We have an agreed definition of HA

In supported programmes key staff are able to articulate what they do to improve
accountability and what their teams do

We can measure accountability levels and beneficiaries can tell the difference
(and tell us!)

The need for a public information policy, a complaints policy and a Sexual
Exploitation and Abuse (SEA) policy has been debated and won

Reporting to IANGO/One World Trust Charter standards and using the format
Global Reporting Initiative we will produce a Sustainability Report for November
of this year that will be published alongside our Annual Report and Accounts

Failures... have some difficulty conceiving of and instituting strong links between
HA and other (MEL) initiatives

Internal initiatives

policy mentioned above is being written and expects a smooth ride through council
etc in the next financial and programme year

a workplan, against the proposal and for two-year period in being elaborated

a programme quality forum exists at both international level and humanitarian
department level

work on HA has had a leading role in overall programme accountability
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2 HD staff members fully dedicated to HA and other advisory staff involved

resources and budgets accordingly

External initiatives

BSO trainers — pioneering initiative to detect and action cases of SEA
SCHR Peer Review steering group — a greater focus of organization on accountability

HAP membership — continued focus and practical support for field programmes and
a group of peers with whom to discuss practicalities of being more accountable
Through the IWG we have had, and will have, strong links with Gate’s funded ECB
work that has resulted in the Good Enough Guide amongst other initiatives focusing on
strengthening the sector and it’s ability to be accountable to people affected by crisis

Links with Mango, OWT, Bond etc

Aim

Oxfam definition of accountability is as follows:

Accountability to humanitarian beneficiaries means putting them at the heart of
what we do and prioritising their needs above those of other stakeholders.

Which means:

providing clear, appropriate and accessible information relevant to their
situation, whether about their rights and entitlements, or our capacity to
respond to their needs.

ensuring our staff and partners do their work honestly and openly, involving
beneficiary communities in decision-making that affects them and their lives.
and opening ourselves up to both positive and negative feedback, committing
to responding to complaints in a systematic and respectful way, and making
changes accordingly.

Work will happen at an organisational systemic level, at regional and country level and

at an individual level. By working with at least one country/programme/project per

region we aim to have reached a critical mass of people who, by the end of a two-year

period will be able to articulate and demonstrate acct ways of working.

Next 2 years

most of the HAP benchmarks in chosen projects

with particular emphasis on: two-way process of information sharing; improved
staff attitudes and skills and appropriate feedback mechanisms (based on the
complaints policy)

greater organisational clarity and practical commitment/resources/workplans for
HA and wider



Humanitarian Accountability Partnership | Members Reports | 69

Save the Children UK

As part of Save the Children’s membership in HAP, and our commitment to the HAP
accountability principles, we are trialling ways to increase our accountability to our
prime beneficiaries — children. Across the world a number of methods have been chosen
— using children’s feedback committees in Zimbabwe, and using children as trainers
and community motivators in Vietnam, for example. However to date, children had
not been asked to evaluate Save the Children’s programmes using their own chosen
tools and indicators. We believe this is important in order to increase the genuine par-
ticipation of and communication with beneficiaries in Save the Childrens program-
ming evaluation, monitoring and future planning.

On 27 May 2006, an earthquake measuring 6.2 on the Richter scale struck central
Java in Indonesia, and caused extensive loss of life and damage. Over 2.7 million
people were affected by the earthquake. Save the Children’s emergency response pro-
gramme supported 30,000 children from the earthquake affected areas to have access
to adequate shelter, protection and emergency education.

As part of the evaluation process for this emergency response, the Jogyakarta programme
developed a new pilot process where children are asked to identify what zbey think is a
good emergency response programme. Children themselves, ages 9-14, chose the indi-
cators of success. The children themselves have also been tasked to gather information
from younger children — and will need to be creative in how this is done.

The initial training modules were developed, explaining the purpose of the review and
the role of the children. Meetings were held with the parents as well. As the process
continues, the meetings with children will lead to them developing their own indicators
and tools, practicing interviewing techniques, and role play.

The empbhasis of the work is on the children having fun — and also using tools that
are easy for other children to understand; therefore the process will probably include
a number of visual tools. At the time of writing the review is still underway (it is
expected to take some 4-5 months in total). Once the data has been collected and
analysed by the children, an exhibition of their findings will be held — sometime in the
summer of 2007.

This is just one example of how Save the Children is working with creative methods
to improve the participation of beneficiaries in programme evaluation; we see this as a
very important component of accountability, coupled with better monitoring, lessons-
learned exercises including staff and beneficiaries, external evaluations, and peer reviews
conducted with other agencies.
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Tearfund

Tearfund has made positive progress during 2006 in the promotion and implementa-
tion of accountability within the organisation.

Promotion within the Organisation

By the end of 2006 Tearfund was approaching the end of a period of strategic review,
which had sought to articulate a new 10 year vision for Tearfund and identify the
type of organisation that will be required to deliver this vision. The review process was
managed by an Organisation and Culture Review (OCR) team. The team identified a
number of corporate priorities where action was required in order to align the organi-
sation to the new vision. One of these priority projects identified has been increasing
Beneficiary Accountability.

Tearfund first drew up its Accountability Work Plan (AWP) in September 2004 and
has been updating it periodically since that time. With the establishment of the OCR
Beneficiary Accountability project, the earlier actions and commitments from the AWP
have been incorporated into the OCR project action plan, along with the HAP Stan-

dard benchmarks, requirements and indicators that are now available with the publish-
ing of the HAP 2007 Standard.

Having Beneficiary Accountability understood as a corporate priority and identified
at the heart of Tearfund’s strategic planning process has had a significant impact on
the speed with which commitments are being acted upon. Using the format of an ac-
tion plan for the OCR project has also been helpful, in identifying the specific actions
that are required to increase beneficiary accountability, the owners of each action and
timeframes involved.

Field Implementation

Using examples from Darfur (Tearfund Operational teams) and Zimbabwe (Tearfund
Partners) what follows are some brief examples of accountability implementation, prog-
ress made, challenges and lessons learnt.

Progress made —In Darfur there is an increased emphasis on accountability at the field
level, through reinforcement in Tearfund senior staff management meetings, in-house
training, and local staff training, all leading to an increased commitment within the
programme. The project locations in Darfur are secking to have dedicated account-
ability staff within the teams and there has been increasing emphasis on making infor-
mation on the organisation and programme publicly available. This has also been seen
to have a positive impact on security management, in an operating environment where
community acceptance is critical. In Zimbabwe Tearfund saw immediate buy in to
accountability principles from a partner who said, “accountability just made sense”.
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The accountability plan provided a framework for articulating to a partner what ac-
countability could look like in practice.

Challenges Encountered

The Darfur programme has been operational since 2004 and being an ongoing pro-
gramme it is more difficult to retrofit accountability onto existing work. This can make
it more difficult for accountability to be seen and understood as “how we do business”,
without it being implemented from the onset of a programme.

Tearfund in Darfur also found it difficult to recruit accountability staff with the right
skill set. Additionally in some of the project sites a mindset has needed to be overcome
where staff have understood accountability as an externally imposed requirement, rath-
er than as an internal priority; a core commitment for Tearfund.

In Zimbabwe the project target group is vulnerable children, although the project works
through their guardians. Further work is required to ensure that feedback from children
can reach the project team without it being filtered by their carers.

Lessons Learnt

— Having dedicated staff focusing on accountability at the project team level
makes a significant difference to the impact and effectiveness of accountability
commitments.

— Start by sensitising staff and follow this quickly by implementation of a selected
number of the principles — don’t feel obliged to address all principles at once.

— DPrepare an accountability action plan for each project that outworks the higher
level work plan.

— Accountability can and will have positive impacts beyond just beneficia-
ries feeling included and listened to. In the case of the Zimbabwe project it
resulted in the de-politicisation of food distributions at a time when this was
a major issue.
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Women’s Commission for Refugee Women and Children

June 2005 - May 2007

The Women’s Commission for Refugee Women and Children (Women’s Commission)
remains committed to working with Humanitarian Accountability Partnership Inter-
national (HAP). Our commitment to accountability for beneficiaries is steadfast.

The Women’s Commission HAP work plan goal, 70 integrate humanitarian accountabil-
ity into all Women's Commission work on behalf of women, children and adolescents affected
by armed conflict and persecution was addressed in its organizational strategic planning
process initiated in April 2006. One of the three objectives for the strategic planning
process was to review the Women’s Commission’s relationship with refugee and dis-
placed women and children, how best to engage them in our work, to be accountable
to them, and to support their own activities as advocates and activists. To address this
objective the following ten time-bound activities were identified for implementation
from 2007-2009 and the progress is recorded for 2007 activities.

1. The Women’s Commission should strengthen its efforts to engage displaced
women and youth in all stages of its work, including in its advocacy in the US
and abroad, with both decision-makers and the media. In providing opportuni-
ties to speak, we should help refugees and IDPs improve their public speaking
skills, hone their advocacy messages, and develop their own advocacy strategies.
(FY2007) The Womens Commission provided funding and presentation assistance
Jfor eight refugees, four of them youth, to advocate in major fora in the United States.
Three refugees were from Burma living in Thailand and gave presentations about
reproductive health at the Global Health Council Annual meeting in May 2006, one
refugee board member gave a presentation on a panel at the Commission on the Sta-
tus of Women in New York in March 2007 and four refugees gave presentations at the
Women’s Commission annual luncheon in New York in May 2007. In addition, the
Women’s Commission hosted a reception for the honorees at which we showed films of
their work; made a $5,000 grant to each honorees organization; arranged meetings
Jfor honorees with potential donors and others; and provided them with information
on potential funding sources.

2. The Women’s Commission will consider an annual field delegation whose pur-
pose would be open-ended consultation with refugees and IDPs, and with field-
based UN and NGO staff, without pre-determined programmatic objectives.
(FY2008)

3. While on field missions, program staff should identify local community activists
and leaders as key contacts for engagement, while ensuring that these leaders
and activists truly represent their communities. (FY2007) During the Women's
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Commission’s reproductive health assessment undertaken in February 2007, several
IDP representatives were identified to send the assessment reports to.

. The Women’s Commission will develop materials specifically for a refugee audi-
ence describing our organization and programs, and disseminate these materi-
als on field visits. (FY2007) The Womens Commission developed a new fact sheet
about its mission and work specifically for beneficiary populations. The fact sheet was
field-tested during the Uganda assessment in February 2007 and continues to be
field-tested at this time.

. All program plans will include measures for input and feedback from the target,
beneficiary community. The Women’s Commission will strive to provide con-
tinued feedback on the progress of our work to refugees and IDPs with whom
we meet during visits to the field. (FY2007) The Women's Commission’s program
work plans now include indicators for providing input and feedback from the ben-
eficiary community. The Women’s Commission also developed a beneficiary version
of its field assessment report, for the first time, following the February 2007 Uganda

assessment.

. The Women’s Commission will consider approaches that might enable us to
have more sustained contact with a limited number of refugee and IDP groups
in the field. Such sustained contact could provide useful feedback on our pub-
lications and our work, serve as an accountability mechanism, and provide ad-
ditional information to us on conditions on the ground. (FY2008)

. The Women’s Commission will establish an internal working group to facilitate
accountability to beneficiaries and develop ethical guidelines for our research
in the field. (FY2007) The Women’s Commission established an internal working
group in 2006 that has met several times to address beneficiary accountability and
to develop ethical guidelines for field research. The Womens Commission drafted
the document, Ethical Guidelines for Media, Film, Photography and Interviews in
January 2007 and field-tested the guidelines with board members during its board
delegation to Uganda in February 2007.

. The Womens Commission will continue to recruit refugee board members,
aiming to recruit one such board member a year. (FY2007) One refugee board
member was recruited in 2007.

. The Women’s Commission will strengthen our attempts to ensure the structured
and active participation of refugees and IDPs in all phases of the work of other
humanitarian actors through our production of guidelines, training manuals and
tools for assessment, implementation and evaluation, and through our continu-
ous engagement with UNHCR, UNOCHA, and major International NGOs.
The Women’s Commission will also advocate with donors that they require such
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10.

11.

structured and active participation in the programs they support, and increase
their direct support of programs run by refugees and IDPs themselves. (FY2007)
Funding for the participation of two displaced population representatives in a high-
level working group was received from one donor in 2007.

The Women’s Commission will implement and evaluate two initiatives designed
to support refugees and IDPs in their own work as advocates and activist: (i) the
expansion of our database on funding, capacity building, and fellowship oppor-
tunities; and (ii) the development of linkages with two women-focused organi-
zations with greater capacity to assist at the local level than the Women’s Com-
mission (e.g., Women for Women, the Global Fund for Women). (FY2007) 7he
Women’s Commission initiated the development of a resource document to provide to
refugees and IDPs looking for funding support as advocates and activist themselves.
In addition, the Women's Commission has been in communication with Women for
Women and the Global Fund for Women and reviewed refugee proposals for the lat-

ter.

The Women’s Commission has not progressed from previous reports on the
second objective, Ensure Women’s Commission partnership agreements (local and
international NGOs) comply with accountability standards primarily because the
Women’s Commission is working to first ensure its own integration of humani-
tarian accountability in its work before requiring partners to comply with HAP
principles and standards.
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World Vision International

During 2006, World Vision’s unit for Accountability in Humanitarian work, H-Ac-
count took significant steps forward. This included completing a business plan that es-
tablished the theoretical framework for greater organizational accountability, matched
this with key organizational priorities, and laid out a 10-year strategy. The next step
was to develop detailed operational plans that outline how World Vision will increase
accountability to both beneficiaries and standards in emergencies during the next five
years. These documents also establish organizational commitment and outline how
World Vision will work in close coordination with external initiatives including the
Humanitarian Accountability Partnership. This commitment could be seen in both
Darfur and Pakistan where H-Account supported work by field operations to support
HAP fieldwork and increase beneficiary engagement with our programmes. In Paki-
stan, this included hosting HAP-T’s field presence for the whole year.

World Vision is committed to being accountable to external stakeholders and in 2006
found external scrutiny a welcome check on how we are doing. The One World Trust
featured World Vision as one of 30 global organizations in their accountability re-
port, and this was a useful compliment to HAP-Is work on standards and benchmarks,
which has a more operational focus. World Vision assisted HAP’s work further through
the provision of extensive field and technical feedback to the development of the HAP
standard, field testing the draft standard and by committing to undergo a certifica-
tion process in Sri Lanka in mid 2007. H-Account staff were also involved with other
accountability initiatives and worked closely with the Emergency Capacity Building
Project to develop an interagency description of accountability to beneficiaries at the
field level (the basic elements) and then participated in the editing of a simple to use
introduction to field level accountability for field workers called “The Good Enough
Guide to Impact Measurement and Accountability”. During this process it was very
productive to also have HAP represented on the editorial team behind the guide so that
ECB and HAP approaches could be made as complimentary as possible. The Good
Enough Guide helps to operationalize key HAP principles, particularly those around
communication and participation. As such it is a useful tool in working towards the
HAP standard released in December 2006.

Over the course of the year, interest in field level accountability has been growing
amongst World Vision field practitioners and this has been due to an internal aware-
ness raising campaign as well as the growing profile of accountability in the external
environment. During 2006, H-Account held trainings with programme specialists,
field representatives and technical experts in global surge capacity mechanisms. In all
of these trainings, the goal was to raise awareness of H-Account’s strategy to promote
accountability, share new tools and explain how initiatives like HAP can add value to
our work in the field. For World Vision to be truly accountable, internal efforts to build
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capability need to be combined well with strategic external engagement with initiatives

such as SPHERE, HAP and ECB.

In 2006, World Vision was able to integrate a commitment to increased accountability
with internal strategic and planning frameworks and to develop approaches that will
increase the impact of this in more of our programmes. Pockets of good practice exist,
notably in Darfur, Aceh, Pakistan and Sri Lanka. HAP engagement at the field level
has helped to strengthen these and to provide fresh insight. Progress is being made,
but there is still much to be done so that these pockets of learning and good practice
can spread out and become the norm in an increasing number of World Vision’s field
programmes. HAP’s standard, its benchmarks, and its commitment to certification are
important elements in helping to make this happen.

May 2007
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APPENDIX 1
HAP Survey 2007: Analysis Report

Andrew Lawday
6 April 2007

1.

Survey

HAP sent out its second Humanitarian Accountability Survey in March 2007
and received 165 responses.

HAP designed, tested and distributed the HAP Accountability Survey 2007 using
Survey Monkey software. (See questionnaire attached)

The survey was sent to HAP’s contact list of 1,865.

The survey was open between 21 April and 6 March.

A total of 165 responses were received.

The survey comes a year after the first HAP Accountability Survey in March 2006.
Compared to 2006, the survey received fewer responses: 165 compared to 320.

Possible explanations: The survey was sent out only once in 2007; contacts felt
put off by the more formal looking survey design; stakeholders felt saturated with
accountability questions — or over-consulted by HAP; good will towards HAP was
shrinking into a smaller group of ‘supporters™
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2. Respondents

A significant majority (58%) of respondents worked for INGOs, followed by
other humanitarian organisations.

The question was phrased as a prompt: ‘T mostly work / consult for..." It allowed a
single answer.

Many responded: A total of 161/165 respondents answered. The question was
under an ‘optional’ section that asked for information about respondents.

INGOs were strongly represented: A large majority, more than half the respondents
(57.8%), said they work/consult for international NGOs (93/161).

Other agencies were represented: These included UN agencies (13.7% or 22/161),
national NGOs (7.5% or 12/161), and research group/university (6.8% or
11/161).

Governments were weakly represented: Only a few respondents were from donor
y rep y p
governments (5% or 8/161), and none (0%) were from ‘host’ governments.

A significant portion gave ‘other’ (9.3% or 15/93) as their response, and specified
further (data is available).

Most respondents worked for international NGOs and relief organisations, and
few/none were disaster survivors; results were likely biased towards a positive view
of humanitarian accountability.

In 2006, the contact list was described as comprising ‘mainly of individuals
involved in humanitarian response and accountability’ and as constituting a ‘group
of relatively well-informed observers.’

Most respondents were senior managers (33%), programme managers (28%)
and policy advisers (21%).

The question was phrased as a prompt: ‘my main function....” It allowed a single
answer.

Many responded: 159/165 answered. The question was under the optional
section.

Respondents were evenly split three ways between senior managers (33.3% or
53/159), programme managers (28.3% or 45/159), and policy/advisory (21.45 or
34/159).

Very few were field practitioners (1.3% or 2/159).

A minority listed “other” and specified further (15.7% or 25/159). Further data is

available.
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More than two thirds of respondents lived in donor countries or aid headquar-
ters; the rest lived mainly in disaster-affected countries.

- The question was phrased as a prompt: ‘my country of residence.’
- Many responded (159/165). The question was under an ‘optional’ heading.
- Respondents lived in 39 countries (states or territories) in 6 regions.

- By region, most respondents lived in Europe (90/159), the Americas (28/159), and
the South Pacific (6/159).

- Fewer lived in Africa (16/159), Asia (16/159), and the Middle East (3/159).

- By country, most respondents lived in the UK (33), the USA (24), and Switzerland
(24), followed by France (7), Australia (6), and Cambodia (5).
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Respondents lived in at least 17 disaster-affected countries: Kosovo, Serbia, DRC,
Ethiopia, Kenya, Liberia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Afghanistan, Indonesia,

Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Thailand, Jordan, and Palestine.

Respondents by region

number
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40
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3. Views

3.1 Accountability trends: More than three quarters of respondents perceived
that agencies were becoming more accountable to disaster survivors.

The question was phrased as a prompt: ‘Agencies are becoming more accountable to
disaster survivors.” It allowed a yes or no answer.

Many responded: A total of 157/165 respondents answered.

A large majority (75.2% or 118/165) perceived that agencies were becoming more
accountable to disaster survivors.

A minority, about a quarter (24.8% or 39/165), perceived that agencies were NOT
becoming more accountable to disaster survivors.

The responses contrasted with 2006, when respondents ‘cited mild improvement’
for 2005 in practices of accountability to intended beneficiaries and predicted zero
or little improvement during 2006.

Respondents may have felt obliged to recognize with optimistic responses HAP’s
efforts to improve humanitarian accountability during 2006-7.
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‘agencies are becoming more accountable to disaster survivors’
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3.2 Humanitarian accountability in 2006 was perceived as ‘low’ to disaster
survivors, ‘medium-low’ to host government authorities, ‘medium’ to private
donors, and ‘high’ to official donors.

Respondents were asked to ‘rate the accountability of relief agencies to the following
groups (1-5 scale, 5=excellent).

A total of 156/165 responded.

Accountability to disaster survivors was perceived as low. Respondents rated
accountability to disaster victims as lower than to other groups. Most respondents
perceived it to be in the low (33%) or middle (32%) categories. More than half (55%)
considered it to be in the low categories (1-2). Fewest viewed it as excellent (3%).

Accountability to host governments/authorities was perceived as medium-low.
Respondents generally rated accountability to host governments/authorities to be
in the middle (42%) and low category (31%). Not many respondents perceived it
as low (9%) or high (2%).

Accountability to private donors was seen as medium. Respondents placed
accountability to private donors to be in the middle (28%) to high (26%) categories.
Answers were fairly evenly spread across the middle to high categories.

Accountability to official donors was seen as high. Respondents rated
accountability to official donors to be mainly in the high (53%) or excellent (23%).
Few perceived it to be low (5%) or very low (1%).

Responses correlated closely to the 2006 Survey (of 2005): in 2006, respondents
reported varying levels of accountability depending upon the affected stakeholder
group. A majority of respondents observed low levels of accountability to
intended beneficiaries (‘disaster survivors' in 2007); they also reported medium
levels of accountability to host authorities and private donors, with high levels of
accountability to official donors.
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- Responses lead to similar conclusions: The great majority of respondents
believed that intended beneficiaries experienced the greatest deficit in humanitarian
accountability. Capacity to demand accountability therefore correlated directly with
the relative power of stakeholders.

Rating of humanitarian accountability by stakeholder group

. - - .
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3.3 Accountability in Practice

Most respondents perceived ‘participation’ to be the best way to provide
accountability to disasters, while the other answers (5%-20%) were spread
across all the options.

- The question was phrased as a prompt: ‘the best way to provide accountability to
disaster survivors.’

- A total of 161/165 responded.

- Most respondents perceived that ‘participation’ (34% or 55/161) was the best

way, followed by ‘transparency’ (20% or 33/161) and ‘competent staff” (16% or
26/161).

- ‘Continual improvement (8% or 13/161) and ‘management systems (7% or
12/161) received equal levels of support as the best way.

- Fewest perceived ‘complaints handling’ to be the best way (5% or 8/161).

- A significant number (9% or 14/161) gave ‘other’ as their answer and specified
further (data available).
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‘the best way to provide accountability to disaster survivors’

management systems
continual improvement
transparency
participation
competent staff
complaints handling

other (please specify)

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

percentage

3.4 Further comments.

Most respondents in the ‘further comments’ section stated that a combination
of methods was needed to provide accountability to disaster survivors.

- The largest number of ‘further comments’ supported the view that a combination
of the methods listed was needed to provide accountability to disaster survivors.

- Asignificant group also stressed the primary importance of participation, competent
staff, transparency, management systems or continual improvement.

- In contrast, another group argued that levels of accountability varied widely between
organisations and across contexts and, in some cases, therefore felt unable to answer
the survey. One respondent suggested the need to build upon the humanitarian
accountability successes.

- Other groups suggested that other actors should address accountability more
effectively: donors, the UN, and national governments.
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APPENDIX 2

Humanitarian Accountability Partnership - International

“making humanitarian action accountable to beneficiaries”

Vision: HAP International’s vision is of a humanitarian system championing the
rights and the dignity of its intended beneficiaries.

Mission: To make humanitarian action accountable to its intended beneficiaries
through standard setting, self-regulation and compliance verification.

The 2006 Secretariat Workplan - Summary Status Report2

1. Building Our Programme: To research and develop the tools for
the application and verification of compliance with the HAP Prin-
ciples of Accountability and Quality Management Standards

» This plan is identical to the 2006-2007 Workplan (version 16 January 2006) but with the 2007 activities
removed.

26 Status at end of 2006: v/= completed; + = partially completed; X = cancelled; = = deferred to 2007.
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APPENDIX 3

Secretariat Expenditure Summary Report
JANUARY TO DECEMBER 2006

ACTIVITIES BUDGET 2006 EXPENDITURE BALANCE INCOME
Objective 1.1 Research
Research & Communication Officer 104’000 100'694.74 3’305
Commissioned research cost 30’000 - 30’000
Workshop-field trial-documentation/pub- 30’000 - 30’000
lication
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 1.1 164’000 100°694.74 63’305
Objective 1.2 Standards
Standards Development Manager 147°855 146°781.11 1074
Technical Consultant 34’700 - 34’700
Workshop Reference group 150’780 123°463.77 27°316
Workshop Editorial Committee 41’104 39'848.51 1256
Publication & Launch 28’400 7°789.22 20’611
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 1.2 402’839 317°882.61 84’957
Objective 1.3. “New Emergencies”
New Emergencies Workshop 11’000 23'173.38 -12°173
Field Support Operations
Sudan 175’000 164'853.75 10’146
Pakistan 133’894 173'669.18 -39'775
Aceh 28’100 140.00 27960
Unplanned emergency , set up costs 48’000 - 48’000
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 1.3 395’994 361’836.31 34’158
Objective 1.4 Accreditation/certification
Visit to agencies 9’500 - 9’500
Accreditation/certification trials 10’000 - 10’000
(CP support local initiatives)
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 1.4 19’500 0.00 19’500
Objective 2.1 Accountability Workplan
Accountability Advisor 139’775 119’387.00 20’388
Training Package 5’000 - 5’000
Members Support & AWP Monitoring 13’000 11'657.00 1°343
Peer Support Group Meeting 3’500 3’'344.80 155
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.1 161’275 134’388.80 26’886
Objective 2.2 Complaint Handling
Publication on Complaints Handling 5’000 - 5’000
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.2 5’000 0.00 5’000
Objective 2.3 Growth of Membership
Accountability event 7°000 670.69 6’329
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.3 7°000 670.69 6’329
Objective 2.4 Advocacy
Representation at relevant humanitarian 10’000 10'712.76 -713
policy meetings
Printing- Publication 2’000 - 2’000
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.4 12’000 10°712.76 1°287
Objective 2.5 Strategic Development
(branding & relaunch)
Consultant 45’000 42’000.00 3’000
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.5 45’000 42’000.00 3’000




90 | Humanitarian Accountability Partnership |

The Humanitarian Accountability Report 2006

ACTIVITIES BUDGET 2006 EXPENDITURE BALANCE INCOME
Objective 2.6 Website Development
Website consultant 4’000 444,58 3’5655
Website maintenance 3’000 - 3’000
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.6 7°000 444.58 6’555
Objective 2.7 Fundraising & donor
reporting
Visit to donors 2’000 2°201.50 -202
Publication Annual Report 22’000 21°230.31 770
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.7 24’000 23'431.81 568
Objective 2.8 Management &
Overhead Cost
Director 252’000 247°194.97 4’805
Coordinator/office Manager 151’275 107'786.65 43’488
Admin & Communication Officer/ 109'725
Communication manager 105’952.86 3772
IT Support officer 15’300 13°'061.52 2'239
Interns 4’000 17170.00 2’830
Representation & travel expenses 14’150 23'489.76 -9’340
Recruitment & Relocation 25’000 14’216.20 10’784
Staff Training 5’000 - 5’000
Financial management (Dynadev Cost) 10’000 10’066.00 -66
Audit and legal fees 6’000 7'605.85 -1'606
Review/Evaluation 30’000 - 30’000
Purchase of ISO / SGS standards 5’000 - 5000
Board Meetings Cost 17°000 17°158.91 -159
General Assembly Cost 9’000 6'448.24 2’552
Office rent & Charges 39’950 40’361.00 -411
Office cleaning 5’000 2'917.90 2082
Phone/Fax 15’000 10'742.67 4'257
Mail 1’000 1'755.21 -755
Office Insurance 1’000 616.40 384
Office supplies 7°000 1°839.49 5'161
IT supplies + software 8’000 4’571.14 3’429
Membership fees 2’000 1°375.89 624
Translation 14’380 - 14’380
Book purchase 3’000 1°066.75 1933
Taxes - 2'818.30 -2'818
Contingency, exchange loss 15’000 28'812.48 -13'813
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 2.8 764’780 651°028.19 113’752
TOTAL 2°008°388 1°643’090.49 365’298
Travel cost reductions -36'985 -7'130.27 -29'855
GRAND TOTAL 1°971°403 1’635’960.22 335’443
Contributions 1689235
Membership fees 136’336
Other operational revenues 1°749
TOTAL INCOME 1°827°320
NET RESULT FOR THE YEAR 2006 191’360
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APPENDIX 4

Secretariat Audit report
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