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1. General Information

1.1 Location of the consultation: 

Colombo, Sri Lanka

Hotel Renuka

1.2 Date of the consultation: 

15 October, 2009 

1.3 Hosting agency:

HAP International

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation:

      Jamie Munn, HAP 

1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 

       3 hours

1.6 Brief overview of method used in the consultation: 

· Focused Group Discussion 

1.7 Number of individuals who were consulted:  16 

1.8 Brief overview of the context in which the consultation was held:

1. Participants represented 11 NGOs of various sizes that have responded to the complex emergency in Sri Lanka in the past year, either directly or through a local partner.  This consultation took place following the HAP Roving Team’s After Action Review. 

2. Facilitators and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Jamie Munn
	Res. & Comm. Manager
	HAP
	jmunn@hapinternational.org

	Mark Foran
	Researcher
	HHI
	mpforan@partners.org


2.2 Consulted individuals.

(email addresses have been removed from this version)

	Name
	Position
	Organisation

	Lasantha Rodrigo
	Advisor – M&E
	Save the Children

	Dharshini Seneviratne
	Team Leader, Learning and Impact
	Save the Children

	Nishan Dissanayake
	M & E Manager
	ACTED

	Pubudunie
	M & E Officer
	ACTED

	Maithree Abeyrathna
	Team Leader
	CARE

	Samantha Wimalasuriya
	Project Based Resource Manager
	Habitat for Humanity

	Goldan Gomara
	Humanitarian Accountability Officer
	World Vision

	Juliet 
	DPM
	OfFER

	Nijananthy Sivanathan
	M& E Manager
	Christian Aid

	Imran Nafeer
	Head of Microfinance
	Muslim Aid

	Ramanathan Sivasuthan
	Humanitarian Programme Coordinator
	Oxfam GB

	Chrishasa Kinshani
	Consultant
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Thamilselvi T.
	Field Officer – M&E
	Danish Refugee Council

	Joseph Thileepan
	Program Advisor
	CARE International 

	Lakshman Perera
	Resource Centre Coordinator
	Habitat for Humanity


3. Questions asked: 

· How have you used the HAP Standard? 

For self-assessments, in evaluations, in ongoing evaluation work, in beneficiary feedback, in day-to-day monitoring, when setting up complaint handling mechanisms, when trying to introduce complaint mechanisms to emergency response. 

· What positive experiences have you had using the Standard?

It helped improved overall systems. The standard is clear. Receiving beneficiary feedback often helps validate good work. 

· Why do you think that the HAP Standard is needed in the sector? 

A tool for showing transparency. Helps look at whole project cycle, from a broader prospective, brings all the areas together. Gives direction for focus. To make activities more systematic and organized. 

· What effects have you seen from its implementation?

It is too soon to see at this point.  It has helped provide a means for verification of good practice. 

· Why do you think a sector-wide Standard such as HAP needs regular review?

The situations change over time. Each context is different. The review process helps with learning for participants.  The process gives an opportunity for participants to share their learning with their co-workers and organizations. 

· What would you expect from the format of the review process? 

For agency staff, the focused group discussion is okay, but to involve beneficiaries, documents with photos or illustrations would be helpful.  

· Who should be involved?

What about government representatives?  If included in the review process, the government might take more ownership in the process. The apex body.  UN. organizations could be involved. The clusters could be involved. Children could be included in the process. If beneficiaries were here, we could confirm the validity of issues raised. The private sector, including multi-national corporations, especially they are a recognized stakeholder.  

4. Specific suggestions to the existing text of the Standard

4.1 What participants liked most and least about the Standard.

What participants liked most:

The description of humanitarian accountability was seen as to hold clear rationale and the participants felt that the definition often created an environment where all stakeholders are placed on equal footing. 

The A5 size was seen as a benefit to the Standard, there was a great deal of support to keep the Standard to a similar size. The table format for benchmarks was commented on as being clear and manageable.  

What participants liked least:

The text of the Standard was described as “difficult” and “untranslatable” by some participants. 

4.2 Proposed suggestions.

	Challenges/ weaknesses

Please be specific. 
	Suggested changes 
	Explanation and questions raised in plenary in relation to the suggested change

	General comment: No space for note-taking. 
	Add blank pages for note-taking. 
	The inside cover or back cover could be used, information can be moved around so that extra pages don’t have to be added. 

	General Comment: Confusing terminology for non-native English speakers
	Glossary, including terms such as means of verification, requirements, or benchmark
	Should add references in the Standard from the Guide to the HAP Standard (e.g. “see page 34 of the guide for further information on this topic.”)

	3.1 The agency shall specify the processes it uses to identify intended beneficiaries. 
	The agency should define more clearly the procedures of identifying intended beneficiaries and other stakeholders permitted in participating in project development, implementation and review (i.e. government authorities, religious bodies, etc.)
	Participants did not feel that the current benchmark took account of the participation (sometimes required) from other stakeholders, which impacts on the beneficiaries’ involvement. Agencies should be asked to clearly declare their participation policy and actual engagement with other stakeholders, specifying their criteria and selection processes for beneficiaries and other stakeholders.



	3.2: The agency shall enable beneficiaries and their representative to participate in project design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation


	A means of verification which indicates that the points of views expressed by participating beneficiaries and others have been taking into account, assessed and acted upon.
	Need to differentiate or demark between beneficiary participation and information sharing more clearly. Would be helpful to prioritise some of the means of verification under 3.2 in order to maximise the potential for engagement.

	4. The agency shall determine the competencies, attitudes and development needs of staff  


	Include a requirement and means of verification on transparency of hiring from the beneficiary community. 
	Participants felt there was a need to include a requirement on transparency - in such processes as recruitment for national staff, particularly so if hiring from the beneficiary community.

	6. The agency shall establish a process of continual improvement for its humanitarian accountability framework and HQMS
	Include a requirement which would refer to an agency developing and maintaining a culture of quality, from staff orientation, through evaluation and promotion. 


	Participants felt this would capture the agencies need to ensure the recording of information and improvement from across its operating systems.  The means of verification could provide an address to each level of the organisation.


5. New additions to the HAP Standard

Suggestion 1:

Related to Benchmark 5

HAP could consider a more rigid definition of a humanitarian accountability framework outlining the format and minimum requirements.

Suggestion 2:

Related to developing a new Benchmark on Sustainable responses (environmental)

Although there was no general agreement on wording and/or development, there was consensus that HAP should consider including a benchmark on minimising impact on the environment. “Do no harm” to the environment. Participants discussed the possibility of the Standard including environmental protection and impact assessments being included as requirements for such a Benchmark. 

Suggestion 3:

Related to developing a new Benchmark on Ethical financing. 

Participants believed there were fundament questions on ethical fundraising and ethical spending, which could be addressed in the assessment against the HAP Standard. Who/what donates to the organisation?  Requirements could include: a need to identify conflict of interest; requirement to attempt to source deliverables locally wherever possible; use local and/or beneficiary talents prior to “shipping” in external human resources.  Most agencies already have policies on who can donate, though they vary dependent on agency and country of origin. Reasons for developing such a benchmark included: an imperative to not objectify disaster survivors, protect agencies from political, ideological and/or corporate pressures. 

6. Other information

Many of the participants had previous experience with the Standard, and most had interacted with the HAP Roving team over the previous 3 months, including processes such as guided self-assessments. Many participants had not seen or used the Guide.

One member explained that she found the benchmarks very helpful for identification of gaps in understanding and difference between senior management and field staff. 

Participants expressed ongoing desire to have the size of the Standard and the number of benchmarks kept to a minimum in order to maximize the impact of each, and how broadly the standards are adopted.

Discussion of the relationship between INGOs and local implementing partners. It could be strengthened by mentioning it explicitly within one of the benchmarks. There could be a requirement for documentation from the implementing partners of the standards and policies they will adhere to. INGOs could also share information on those local partners which are excellent.

Benchmark 5: Very well spelled-out.  Discussion of the cultural sensitivity of the term complaint. No suggestions for alternate words to use. The term feedback is not strong enough. The requirement could be to assess whether the term complaint and other terminology is locally appropriate. Fear of retribution discussed.  Some feel that regardless of the local culture, if people don’t feel comfortable complaining that is a problem.  The concept of inquiry could be added or considered. The organisational culture toward handling of complaints could be added to the means of verification. 
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