HAP Standard Review consultation –Report

IASC sub-working group on Gender- 19 February 2010, Epson Hotel Geneva

Twelve participants, 11 female and 1 male 

The participants reviewed the HAP 2007 Standard from the gender perspective. One and half hour was allocated to look at the whole Standard. Due to time constraints, the group focused on suggesting improvements only. 

There was a brief introduction on HAP and the Standard, after which the group were divided into four groups. Three groups reviewed two benchmarks each and one group reviewed the Qualifying norms and the Covenant. The participants read the benchmarks and had a discussion in their group and then put their suggestions on the flipchart and presented key points in the plenary. 

Overall comments:

The term beneficiaries and disaster survivors do not do justice to the different needs, vulnerabilities, capacities and the differential power dynamics. Participation of beneficiaries’ representatives is not enough as many times men are speaking for women. Below are some specific suggestions to ensure that gender perspectives are taken into consideration and to improve the HAP Standard.

Group 1 

QN and Covenant
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QN 1 – “impartial basis” – make explicit women/men/girls/boys

Key Definitions: HAF definition should include Code of Conduct and policies

Add policies to fourth sentence so it reads “Commitments may include external standards, codes, principles, policies and guidelines, in addition to internal values, mandate, principles, charter, Code of conduct, and guidelines.”

Add definition for Disaster Survivors: Defined as Women/Men/Girls/Boys having different needs, vulnerabilities, capacities etc, (including power differential, power imbalance)
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Preamble 2.1 

Add at the end: Recognising different needs and capacities of W/M/G/B

Principles of Humanitarian Action, Secondary principles

Informed Consent: Add “recognising the need to ensure voices of both women and men.

Witness: add “ensuring confidentiality”
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2.3: Difficult to understand from this text the reasoning behind the examples, they are mixed between technical and special interest.  Gender policy should not additional interests; all agencies should have a policy on “empowerment of women” and PSEA policy to the list.

2.4 

3. Change to “meaningful participation of women, men, boys and girls.” 

9. add “for women and men” so it reads, “Undertaking supply chain management which considers local capacities and resources for women and men”

Group 2

Benchmark 1

1.1 There should be explicit reference to gender and women’s empowerment and women and men’s equal engagement

Benchmark 2

Add “selection criteria” in the list of things to be made public 

2.1.6: Interview women and men to verify information availability and accessibility.

2.2.2: Interview beneficiary representative of men and women, beneficiaries and agency personnel. 

2.3.1: Review contact details at appropriate and publicly-accessible sites for women and men

Group 3

Benchmark 3 

3.1: add and “make informed decisions”

3.1.2: Add “meaningful participation of women, men, boys, girls”

3.1.3: Add interview staff and women and men beneficiaries 

3.2.5: Review the quality of records of the meeting to ensure that the discussions during meetings have been used to make informed decisions and these are reflected in the project cycle. 

Benchmark 4

4.1.3: Add MoV – Review gender balance in recruitment and hiring processes

4.2: Interview staff about their understanding of cross-cutting issues, review induction materials. 

4.3: Review induction materials for age + gender etc

Group 4

Benchmark 5

5.1: Add means of verification

· Demonstrate that differential access points for information and complaints have been taken into account in the consultation  process 

5.4: Add means of verification 

· Review how the organisation uses the information from complaints to revise programme/project or policy. 

Overall means of verification should refer to PSEA

Benchmark 6

MOV:  

· Review evaluation and learning documents to verify the learning on equal access, targeting (“positive discrimination”/affirmative action”) 

· Demonstrate how the learning from evaluations and other learning has been used to revise policy or practice. 
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