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1. General Information

1.1 Location of the consultation: Oslo Norway, done in conjunction with an Accountability Seminar organised by Norvegian Development Network  (Bistandstorget)

1.2 Date of the consultation: 17 November 2009 

1.3 Hosting agency: Norwegian Church Aid, Oslo

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation: 

Ester Dross, HAP Complaints Handling Officer

1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 4 hours

1.6 Brief overview of method used in the consultation:      

Most of participants were eager to improve their general knowledge of the HAP standard. The first hour was therefore used to introduce the benchmarks and generate a discussion around accountability and compliance.

Participants were split into 4 groups and given each group 2 benchmarks, related to each other (1+6, 2+3, 4+5) to discuss challenges of these particular benchmarks, necessary improvements or amendments, i.e. language, content, new benchmarks or new requirements). After 1 ½ hours group discussions, participants presented their findings in plenary.

1.7 Number of individuals who were consulted: 10

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

The Norwegian Development Network Bistandstorget had planned to organise a 2-day complaints mechanisms workshop. Due to low attendance rate, this workshop was cancelled, but we maintained an accountability session in conjunction with their board meeting. Part of these participants attended the following standard consultation, joined mostly by NCA staff. 

2. Facilitators and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Ester Dross
	Complaints Handling Officer 
	HAP International
	edross@hapinternational.org


2.2 Consulted individuals. 

(email addresses have been removed)

	Name
	Position
	Organisation

	Anja Riiser
	
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Hanne E. Serck-Hanssen
	
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Hanne Krognes
	
	Norwegian Refugee Council

	Luke Dokter
	WatHab Coord
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Merete Skjelsbaek
	HAP Focal
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Liv Snesrud
	
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Knut Christiansen
	
	Norwegian Church Aid

	Ane Mygland
	Daglig Leder
	Bistandstorget

	Trond Botnen
	Kurskoord.
	Bistandstorget

	Ane Dahl
	
	Norwegian Church Aid


3. Specific suggestions to the existing text of the Standard

a) What aspects of the HAP Standard do you like. 

It is a practical tool, hence applicable and helpful.

b) What aspects of the HAP Standard would you like to see improved. 

Language is generally too complicated and should/could be simplified throughout the standard to improve adherence from staff all over.

Target groups are different from one benchmark to the other. There should be more clarity on responsibilities of staff for the different benchmarks (BM 1/6)

	Challenges/ weaknesses

Please be specific. 
	Suggested changes 
	Explanation and level of agreement on the suggested change

	All benchmarks

humanitarian vs development
	Take out humanitarian and replace by development (when applicable) – make necessary revisions throughout the standard in order to take this change into account.
	All agree that revising the wording and coherence in this aspect throughout all benchmark would make a valid tool for development work and find a much larger adherence in countries such as Norway

	BM1

too complicated language, but specifically 1.2
	Replace 1.2 by “The agency shall develop a system to ensure quality”
	Participants found that BM1 was too complicated in terms of language and therefore unclear to many of them.

	BM 6

This benchmark should be divided in two parties or another benchmark added.
	BM 6 A Improvement

BM 6 B Partners

BM 6 B/1. The agency has a clearly defined policy / statement regarding its relationship with partners and the agencies requirement as a (donor) partner (jointly with other partners / donors)

BM 6 B/2 Monitor and improve / coordinate quality of partnerships (eg good donor ship principles)
	Participants agreed through all the groups, that more emphasis needs to be put on partnerships and how to implement accountability towards beneficiaries through partners.

	BM 3

What do we mean by informed consent?
	
	Participants feel there is more clarity needed for this and that consent should be seen as a more active participation than just an approval

	All benchmarks 
	
	How each benchmark does apply to partners or should/would be measured should be mentioned specifically in the requirements.

	
	
	


Other information

There was a discussion around how specific the standard should be on different topics. Eg should HAP be more specific as to prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse in benchmark 5 or elsewhere? It was generally felt that the more specific we are, the more complicated the standard becomes. The suggestions was made that if the standard was more specific in minimum requirements concerning policies and commitments (BM 1), we would not need to be specific in each benchmark because it would be covered through BM 1 if well implemented and reflected in internal policies. 

Another discussion was around compliance to principles for humanitarian action and having clearer policies on when it is acceptable for an agency not to adhere to these principles.

Benchmark 2 on information was seen as a challenging benchmark to meet, mainly to determine what the right level of information was and how to make it understandable. Although participants agreed that the same information should be given *downwards* than *upwards*, it was underlined that this information is not necessarily in the same form. Most relevant information to be given to beneficiaries as seen by the participants are code of conducts, complaints procedures as well as plans and budgets. How this information needs to be adapted to be easily disseminated was seen as a real challenge.

For Benchmark 3 the challenge defined was the representativeness of spokespersons from a community or camp and how we can avoid enforcing unhealthy power relations when choosing community representatives. This could be a gap in the requirements for BM3, i.e. more defined selection criteria.

Compliance to Benchmark 3 seems to be difficult to be measured in an objective way. How could this be improved?

For Benchmark 4, it is important to keep in mind local staff and country representatives when talking about improve HR systems. We need to be careful not to make it too difficult and too technical. Checklists must absolutely be avoided to leave space for contextualisation. The organisational culture should be reflected under this benchmark (how to monitor compliance) in order to emphasise a culture of accountability. Since there is a high demand for HR-support (descendant and ascendant), more openness among HAP-organisations for exchange of experiences and improved sharing of recruitment procedures, etc would be appreciated.

Benchmark 5 did generate more discussions as to why complaints handling is important, how to set up a CRM and how to investigate than on the benchmark and requirements itself. Questions discussed were around safety and confidentiality versus investigation and reporting as well as sharing of information towards affected communities or beneficiaries and who can complain, the need for global minimum standards on complaining and the need of local solutions and contextualisation. 
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