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“making humanitarian action accountable to beneficiaries”


HAP Standard Review

Focus Group Discussion 

Loyiangalani, Kajiado District, Kenya

Section 1: General information 

1.1 Location of the consultation: Loyiangalani, Kajiado Districk, Kenya
1.2 Date of the consultation: 28 November 2009
1.3 Hosting agency: Free Pentecostal Fellowship in Kenya (FPFK) and PMU InterLife 

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation and contact details: Elsa Onyango, elsaeli2001@yahoo.com, from FPFK
1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 1.5 hours
1.6 Brief overview of method used in the focus group discussion: 
The Maasai women, an FPFK representative (woman), 2 HAP facilitators (women) and a translator (man) all sat at the front from of the church in chairs or on benches in a circle formation. The meeting was set up as informal as possible to allow the women to speak openly. The translator was a field monitor employed by FPFK, who had translated the focus groups discussion the day before.  He was elected by the community to be a field monitor.

The facilitators explained the purpose of the consultation and explained that they did not provide aid, but wanted to learn from the Maasai women on how agencies can improve their work. That the views of the women were valuable and the HAP Standard Review process was explained. 

Semi-structured questions were used to explore the views of women following the HAP benchmarks as a reference. The facilitators left space for women to also have time to discuss issues among themselves. All the women were provided with lunch and drinks.
1.7 Number of individuals consulted: 

17 Maasai women participated in the focus group discussion. 

Please note - from this point forward, the people who participated in the focus group discussions will be referred to as participants.

1.8 The context and of the audience of the focus group discussion: The focus group discussion participants were all from the local Maasai community in that project area.  The consultation was held in a Pentecostal church. 

All of the Maasai participants present had worked with and / or received aid from FPFK (through a project funded by PMU InterLife). The aim of the project was to minimise human suffering for drought affected households in the 2 districts of Loitokitok and Kajiado and prepare the communities to withhold future droughts. Emergency food relief was provided to 4,500 families. 

PMU InterLife was conducting a follow-up visit and simultaneously held a meeting with the men of the community. After the HAP Standard Review consultation with the women was completed, a PMU InterLife representative provided the women with information on their organisation, the flow of funds and next steps after the project closed in late December 2010. 
2. Focus Group Discussion leaders and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Smruti Patel
	Training Coordinator
	HAP
	spatel@hapinternational.org


	Coleen Heemskerk
	Complaints and Investigations Officer
	HAP
	cheemskerk@hapinternational.org


3. Questions asked during the discussion and participant responses:

1. What makes a good organisation?

a. An organisation that works with compassion. 
b. An organisation that fulfils its promises, i.e. it stays as long as has promised to stay.  
c. An organisation that develops guidelines together with the community.
d. An organisation that hears the voice of the community.
2. What information do you want to know from an organisation working in your community?

a. It was stated that they would like an organisation to provide information to the whole community.
b. They would like to know 1) how much ration will be provided to them. Specifically they would like to know how an organisation counts the number of children who will receive aid and then how much the organisation has to distribute per child. In addition, they would like the organisation to decide on the ration amount together with the community.

3. How would you like to be involved with organisations?

a. The participants wanted to make decisions together with organisations.

b. Be part and parcel of the development of the guidelines.

c. Work together with an organisation through the whole project.

d. For the community to have the opportunity to tell the organisation when there are challenges and how to improve and for the organisation to input their suggestions into their guidance.  

4. Who is a good aid worker?

a. A good aid worker is a person who uses proper/appropriate language and shows respect for all. Respect was defined as giving something useful to the community and something that the community knows how to use. 
b. A good aid worker was also defined as someone who is honest, passionate, compassionate, humble, full of love, faithful and doesn’t steal, generous, non-discriminatory, merciful and has a calling for the work.
5. How would you complain if an aid worker was acting inappropriately?

a. Normally an organisation has a procedure to follow if the community wants to complain. 

b. There is a need for community sensitisation to make it easier to complain because then the whole community would know the contact person. 

6. How would you complain if an aid worker was acting badly towards women?

a. We would tell the contact / project leader and suggest that s/he gets rid of person. 

b. If it is the project leader that is acting badly, they will have to decide as a community to stop receiving aid from the organisation. 

7. What would you do if the community committee (or a member of the committee) working with organisation was not acting appropriately? 

a. They would decide as a community that they do not accept the committee and would elect a new one.

8. Would it be helpful for an organisation to include acceptable and unacceptable behaviour of staff in the guidelines?

a. Yes.

9. Other information the women identified would be good to include in guidelines was: 

a. An agency should conduct research on needs before giving out aid. 

b. It is not easy for us to allow aid agencies to study our culture because previously, it was misused. So when an agency comes to do research about our community, they should let us know after what has happened with the research. 

10. How should community representatives / leaders be chosen?

a. When an aid agency comes to give aid, it is better if they chose different representatives than the community leaders and not the same people over and over again. This is to avoid corruption between aid workers and the representatives. An example was given of an organisation that worked with (works with) the community. This organisation dismantles the community committee every 8 months and puts together a new committee. The women felt that this worked well and did not affect the community badly. 
b. Opinion leaders do not need to be representative. The community should choose the committee, not the opinion leaders. 
c. The committee should be hard working and follow the guidelines.
11. How can organisations improve their work?

a. The community should challenge an organisation that does not bring enough food (or aid).

b. Transparency is important. Aid workers should be transparent and their guidelines should be shared and followed by the organisation. (The women stated that the guidelines were developed together by aid workers from the organisation and members of the community).

c. An organisation should report to the Chief leaders, but do not assume that the Chiefs should be part of the committee. The community should choose the committee. 

After the consultation ended, the FPFK representative spoke up and stated:

1. When an organisation promises to bring something, it should bring something of quality. A good organisation is an organisation that brings something of quality and beneficial to the community. And the community should define quality.

2. Humanitarian organisations should think beyond an emergency and consider transition. A good organisation needs to help the people return to their lives.  

4. Feedback on the process

The informal atmosphere of the focus group discussions and women’s only group seemed to allow the women to speak more freely than a mixed group of men and women. The women showed their appreciation with the consultation. They were very happy that we took time to be with them and listen to them, most of all they were happy that we arrived on the day we said we would. They also expressed their unhappiness with some organisations that had taken advantage of the community by making promises and then breaking them. The women also stated that organisations had taken their photos in the past and made money from them. They were nervous of this happening again. The facilitators reassured them that it would not happen this time.
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