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“making humanitarian action accountable to beneficiaries”


HAP Standard Review Consultation

Working Group on Handling Complaints of Exploitation and Abuse

Nairobi, Kenya, 30 October

Section 1: General information 

1. General Information

1.1 Location of the consultation: Lukenya hotel, Nairobi, Kenya

1.2 Date of the consultation: 30 October 2009
1.3 Hosting agency: DRC / HAP
1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation and contact details: 

· Angela Nyamu, Consultant - syombuanyamu@yahoo.com
· Smruti Patel, HAP – spatel@hapinternational.org
· Coleen Heemskerk, HAP – cheemskerk@hapinternational.org
1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 2 hours
1.6 Brief overview of method used in the consultation: 

The consultation was facilitated by HAP staff as a session during the 5 day HAP / BSO Investigations workshop. A brief review of the HAP Standard, the benchmarks, with a focus on Benchmark 5 was given.  The participants were then split into four groups and asked to consider the following 2 questions with regards to a specific requirement in benchmark 5:

1. What does the HAP Standard do well in addressing prevention and / or response to abuse and exploitation by aid workers?

2. How could the HAP Standard improve on addressing prevention and/or response to abuse and exploitation by aid workers. 

In their groups, participants were given 1 hour to discuss their opinions. After, each group presented their responses, which were debated in plenary.  

1.7 Number of individuals who were consulted:

16 individuals were consulted. There were 13 female participants and 3 male participants with experience of working in various NGO humanitarian programmes. 

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

All participants attended a workshop on conducting investigations into complaints of sexual exploitation and abuse and they had some responsibility within the organisation to deal with protection issues. As a result the participants were knowledgeable in protection from and response to sexual exploitation and abuse by aid workers. They had some basic knowledge of HAP, the HAP standard, complaints and response mechanisms and the HAP certification process. Thirteen participants were from HAP members agencies. There was one participant from a national NGO. 

2. Facilitators and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators:

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Angela Nyamu
	Facilitator
	Independent Consultant
	syombuanyamu@yahoo.com

	Smruti Patel
	Training Coordinator
	HAP
	spatel@hapinternational.org


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


2.2 Consulted individuals

(email addresses have been removed)

	 
	Name
	Job title
	Organisation

	1
	Agnes Mujawamariya
	Executive Secretary
	Care Rwanda

	2
	Mildred Lwangasi
	REGIONAL HR &amp; ADMINISTRATION MANAGER
	DANISH REFUGEE COUNCIL

	3
	Catherine Karuno
	Human Resources Manager
	Tearfund

	4
	Joanne Dadie
	Desk Officer
	Concern International

	5
	Zainab Yusuf
	CD coordinator
	Danish Refugee council (DRC)

	6
	Rita Mamai
	Gender Equity Advisor
	Lutheran World Federation

	7
	Redempta Mutua
	Human Resource Assistant
	Lutheran World Federation

	8
	Joyce Kanja
	Country Director
	Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS)

	9
	Lisa Zavalla
	Human Resource Officer
	CARE Tanzania

	10
	Birhanu Abelneh
	Internal Audit Officer
	Care International In Ethiopia

	11
	Leslie Alfonso
	HRD Manager
	Church World Service - Pakistan / Afghanistan.

	12
	Syed Zafar Murtaza
	INTERNAL AUDITOR
	CHURCH WORLD SERVICE PAKISTAN/AFGHANISTAN

	13
	Edna Nelson
	Human Resource Manager
	Concern International

	14
	Alexandra Levaditis
	Associate Director, Humanitarian Accountability
	World Vision International

	15
	Rose Kimeu
	Disaster Management Programme Coordinator
	Anglican Church of Kenya - Directorate of Social Services (DOSS)


3. Analysis 

3.1 What the participants felt the HAP Standard does well on in addressing complaints of exploitation and abuse by aid workers:

· Beneficiary participation being highlighted in Requirement 5.1. 

· Agencies must have a documented complaints and response mechanism (CRM) and that all stakeholders have a right to a response.

· Agencies must follow certain procedures when establishing and implementing a CRM (benchmark 5.2 , 7 bullet points). 

3.2 Proposed suggestions for improvements with regards to handling complaints of exploitation and abuse:

	Challenges/ weaknesses

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

	BM 5.1:

1. It is too general 

2. Does not specifically address sexual exploitation and abuse complaints 

3. Means of Verification (MoV) insufficient
	1. 5.1 should be made more specific. It is not sufficient to ask beneficiaries, it is also important to ensure that the agency utilised the information provided by the beneficiaries and that the beneficiaries used the system (i.e. lodged complaints) as if they have not, it may mean that the mechanism was not appropriately developed. 

2. Specifically address types of complaints that can be received. Change language to “….ways to handle complaints, including complaints about sexual exploitation and abuse, etc…”

3. Add 2 MoV – 

· “Review records that community consultations have taken place” 

· “Interview beneficiaries to ensure they have been consulted.”


	2. There was debate in the group as to whether or not sexual exploitation and abuse complaints should be specified in 5.1. The general consensus in the room was that it should be specified however elsewhere in the Standard, i.e. in 5.2 or in the definition of a complaint (as a footnote in benchmark 5). 

	BM 5.2:

1. Lack of clarity and specificity in this requirement. 

· It is not specific on types of complaints that can be lodged

· It is difficult to understand what is meant by limitations and parameters

2. Code of Conduct (CoC) for agencies are not referred to in the Standard.

3. No reference to an appeals process in CRM procedures.

4. Sexual exploitation and abuse complaints are not sufficiently explicit. 

5. No mention of victim support policy.


	· define terms beneficiary and include disaster affected communities in the definition of beneficiary so that you do not need to refer to both groups. 

1. Suggestion was given to include an obligation for agencies to have a CoC addressing sexual exploitation and abuse in either 5.2 or in 4.2. 

2. Add in a bullet point on appeals process in the current 7 procedures of a CRM.

3. Add a procedure on the prioritisation of sexual exploitation and abuse complaints in the current 7 procedures of a CRM. 

4. Add a procedure for ensuring immediate welfare of victims of sexual exploitation and abuse in the current 7 procedures of a CRM and add MoV on “review of agency’s victim support policy”.
	2. During the plenary debate, there was general agreement that the obligation to have a CoC is best placed in Requirement 4.2.

	BM 5.3:

1. Partners not included in this requirement. 

2. MoV 5.3.2 – review of documents about CRM procedures made available to intended beneficiaries is not sufficient. Why use the term ‘intended’?

3. MoV 5.3.3

· Why have and/or between affected communities and intended beneficiaries?

· What is meant by the terms “adequacy” and “integrity” of the procedures?
	1. Add “…affected communities, agency staff and partners understand…”

2. Delete “intended” from MoV and replace with “targeted”.  

3. MoV 5.3.3

· Delete the “or” and just have “and”.

· Use clearer language to explain what is meant by integrity of the process and how adequacy is measured.
	

	BM 5.4

1. There is no specific mention of reviewing complaints of sexual exploitation and abuse.
	1. Add MoV 5.4.3 “Review all complaints on sexual exploitation and abuse to see how they are handled”. 
	


Other suggestions:

· Participants suggested that the term complaint should be defined in the Standard under benchmark 5, and that this definition would include a list of possible complaints such as complaints of sexual exploitation and abuse by aid workers. (see table in 3.2, Requirement 5.1, point 2.)

· Some participants felt that HAP should be careful not to make the Standard and benchmark 5 too specific on complaints of sexual exploitation and abuse as it could then lose its focus on other types of complaints. 

· The participants did not think that it would be a good idea to have a separate standard on prevention and response to sexual exploitation and abuse. They felt that prevention and response to staff misconduct is part of an agency’s complaints and response mechanism (CRM) and therefore it would be hard to separate it out and audit against just a part of an agency’s CRM. In addition, they stated that there are already too many Standards and sexual exploitation and abuse already fits into benchmark 5 and the rest of the Standard, so why separate it out? It is just necessary to make it more explicit. In addition, they did not think a new benchmark on prevention and response to exploitation and abuse was needed.

4. Feedback on the process

· Due to the short time available for the consultation, groups were allocated 1 requirement in benchmark 5. This however proved very challenging for the groups as all the requirements are so interlinked. In the future, it would be advisable to allow each group to work through all of benchmark 5 and comment as they see fit.
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