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HAP Standard Review Meeting Report – Pakistan

Organised by CWS-P/A and HAP International at Margalla Hotel, Islamabad

December 10, 2009
1. General Information

1.1 Location of the consultation: 

The consultation was conducted in Islamabad, Capital city of Pakistan where most of HAP member agencies have their head offices and it is close to there field area as well. Pakistan has been facing complex emergencies since last 5 years and HAP members are actively participating to provide services directly and through implementing partners.

1.2 Date of the consultation: 

The consultative meeting was conducted on 10th of December 2009. The day is significant as it is celebrated as Human Rights Day at global level.

1.3 Hosting agency: Church World Services Pakistan Afghanistan (CWS-P/A)

Church World Service-Pakistan/Afghanistan (CWS-P/A) is registered as an International Non-Governmental Organization (INGO) with the governments of Pakistan and Afghanistan and is the regional office of CWS, Inc. The organization has been operational with its relief and development initiatives in Pakistan and Afghanistan, since 1954. CWS-P/A has offices in Karachi, Lahore, Islamabad, Murree, Mansehra, Jalalabad and Kabul. CWS-P/A works through and with both faith-based and secular organizations on pre and post-disaster management and development aspects, to improve the quality of life of underprivileged communities.

CWS-P/A operates through its three main programs, which are: 

· Capacity Building Program (CBP)

· Disaster Management Program (DMP)

· Social Development Program (SDP)

CWS-P/A believes in delivering services that meet Quality & Accountability (Q&A) Standards. The organization is both a focal and lead agency in the region for Sphere (Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response) and HAP (Humanitarian Accountability Partnership).

CWS-P/A is an ISO 9001: 2000 and USAID - Institutional Management & Certification Program (IMCP), certified organization. These certifications ensure that CWS-P/A follows prescribed standards in its systems, procedures, management practices and financial management, so that its programs are implemented with efficiency, transparency and accountability. The organization has been actively working in the region since almost last 60 years. (For further information, please visit www.cwspa.org) 

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation:

Mr. Naveed ul haq organised and facilitated the consultation assisted by Mr. Shaukat Iqbal. These persons have been working on HAP related assignments since 2006 at national and international levels.

1.5. Start and end time of the consultation: It started at 9:45 am and ended at 5:00 pm

1.6 Brief overview of method(s) used in the consultation: 

After the brief introduction of the proposed agenda the participants were put into groups to go through the whole standard to have an overview and then on the request of the participants the consultation was conducted in plenary open discussion about each part of the Standard. All the participants were interested to go through the each requirement of each benchmark and wherever needed the participants suggested improvements, additions, shared experience and identified and reached at a consensus. 

1.7 Number of individuals consulted: 
A total of 15 individuals were part of this consultation.

Most of the participants came from HAP member agencies that have been working in the Pakistan for 15 years in field of disaster and development management. There were two non-member agencies namely Oxfam Novib and SAIBAN that joined this consultation. The consultation served both as review and awareness raising activity and hence was appreciated by the participants and by those who could not attend the meeting. The timing of the consultation was critical to ensure a synchronised, well-placed and coordinated presentation of HAP proposition at national level. 

2. Facilitators and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators:

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Naveed-ul-haq
	Senior Project Officer 
	CWS
	hapfocalperson@cwspa.og.pk

	Shaukat Iqbal
	Project Officer
	CWS-P/A
	Shaukat.iqbal@cwspa.org.pk


2.2 Consulted individuals: 

(email addresses have been removed)

	S.No
	Name
	Position
	Organisation

	1
	Syed Sulaiman Shah
	Program Manager
	Concern Worldwide

	2
	Talalt Mehmood
	Monitoring Officer
	Oxfam Novib

	3
	Col (Rtd) Akbar Baloch
	Program Manager
	Focus Humanitarian

	4
	Tassaduq Hussain
	PO DMP
	CWS-P/A

	5
	Ms.Shaista Bukhari
	CEO
	WRA

	6
	Mujahid Hussain
	PO Emergency
	Care International

	7
	Rizwan Iqbal
	PC DMP
	SUNGI 

	8
	Muhammad Naeem
	PO WASH
	NCA

	9
	Muhammad Arif
	Program Manager
	SAIBAN

	10
	Amair Syed
	Beneficiary 
	

	11
	Ms.Falak Naz
	Beneficiary
	

	12
	Ms. Ahsania
	Beneficiary
	

	13
	Mian Ahasan ul haq
	Beneficiary
	


3. Use of the Standard, positive experiences, the importance of HAP

· Positive organisational experiences on using the Standard

· Improves organisational systems and procedures

· Improves credibility of organisations with donors and beneficiaries

· Helped in avoiding fraud and corruption

· Improves partnership relationship

· It is good to share organizational policies and commitments to avoid raising expectations of beneficiaries and other stakeholder e.g. government official etc.
· Need and effects of HAP Standard in the sector

· Good advocacy document to raise awareness about the issues of quality and accountability.

· Improves coordination and collaboration between member organisations.

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

It is important to review HAP Standard to improve its content, enhance ownership and develop further awareness and relevance at national or regional levels.

· What would you expect from the format of the review process? Who should be involved?

Involvement from NGOs and beneficiaries is necessary. Others should include government bodies, academia and media but in a separate setting for consultative process.

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:

· Structured approach is useful in developing professional approach in Humanitarian sector.

· It is relevant to development sector as well. 

· It is unique document for aid/development sector.

· The standard serves as a good advocacy tool as well to initiate organisational and sector wide change.

What participants liked least:

· There is still a big gap between theory and practice and hence the standard needs to be more simplified and explanatory.

4.2 Proposed suggestions for improvement in the Standard:

	S.NO
	Benchmarks
	Challenges/weaknesses
	Suggested changes
	Explanation and questions raised in plenary in relation to the suggested change

	1
	BM 1.1
	Requirement 1.1 is ok but the first point in the means of verification needs further guidance or clarification regarding non-disclosure policy.
	There should be explanation regarding what constitutes a non-disclosure policy for a humanitarian organization.
	This explanation would dispel the impression of existence of any hidden agenda of INGOs in the name of non-disclosure policy.

	3
	1.1
	Under the second MoV is not clear when it says ‘interview the partner’
	It should be replaced with ‘Confirmation’. etc
	This would provide better sense for the reader.

	4
	1.2
	The requirement is difficult to understand regarding how to ensure that HQMS enables implementation of HAF. 
	The guide should provide further explanation with examples.


	What is required from decision makers and what needs to be done by implementer? 

	5
	BM 2
	The BM statement is ambiguous when it refers to specified stakeholders. It is not clear who specifies and how does that happen. 
	It should be replaced with project specific or agency specific stakeholders. The process and steps should be explained in the Guide.
	This would be helpful for organizations in improving their stakeholder analysis methods. The current guidance in the Guide is not sufficient.

	6
	2.3/2.4
	Sometimes there are serious security issues if the simple information like name of agency and contact details made publically available.
	There is a need to introduce “subjected to serious operational constraints” in requirements 2.3 and 2.4
	It is observed that sometimes organizations focus more on distribution and actual service delivery and less on proper communication of these services and who is doing that and why. This happens in the name of saving time and money.

	7
	BM 2
	Second MoV of 2.1 asks for communication regarding financial summary but it is not clear what should be there in the financial summary.
	Financial Summary needs to be clarified or specified in The Guide to the Standard.
	It would be helpful for organizations to know the intent of the HAP membership.

	8
	
	
	
	

	9
	2.1
	It is important to see what formats and media have actually been utilized but the standard covers only the determination of media and format and verifies only the languages utilized during implementation.
	MOV 5 needs to include other formats and media as well
	This would improve the verification authenticity.

	10
	2.2
	The Standard and the Guide do not actually give a clear time frame to communicate the selection criteria to intended beneficiaries or the community.
	Selection criteria should be time specific
	It is related to project life cycle and would be good to give a clear guidance in this regard.

	11
	2.4
	It is not clear that to whom we should communicate staff roles and responsibilities and organizational structure.
	It would be good to identify the specific stakeholder to whom we must provide this information e.g. beneficiary representative.
	This would make the standard more specific and measurable.

	12
	BM 3
	The BM statement does not give a clear idea about what type of participation we are interested in even there is some explanation provided about the informed consent but it is closer to communication then participation.
	The words ‘actively’ should be added before ‘participate’ in the BM statement.
	That would make it specific and clear for the audience.

	13
	BM 4.1
	There should be some minimum ‘knowledge’ required to become aid worker and should be provided in the Guide.
	A clear identification of the minimum required knowledge should become part of Standard or the Guide. 
	The participants were of the view that as it is the only standard available thus it should be more explanatory.

	14
	4.4
	Continual staff development is development is effective only if it is relevant to job description and there is no clear MoV in this regard
	There is a need to say something about relevant trainings and capacity building activities for relevant staff
	It has been observed that there is need to improve coherence between staff selected for the training and their role in an organization.

	15
	BM 5
	The term ‘complaints-handling’ used in the BM statement does not give clear meaning and thus should be replaced with some other terminology.
	It should be replaced with ‘Complaints and Response Mechanism’ or ‘Complaints Management’
	The complaints-handling gives a limited and unclear meaning and thus needs to be changed to give explicit and relevant meaning to the reader

	16
	5.1
	It is almost difficult to consult beneficiaries and host communities to tell ways to ‘handle a complaint’.
	The beneficiaries should be consulted in identifying the ways to ‘take complaints’ or submit a complaint.
	Complaints management is an organizational responsibility and it is appropriate to ask the beneficiaries only about how they feel comfortable in submitting a complaint.

	17
	BM 6
	Requirement 6.1 is ambiguous.
	The specific improvement in the HAF should be linked with Benchmarks and not with improvement in HQMS
	The agency’s HAF is more related to HAP Standard than one can establish a relevance between HQMS and HAP Standard Benchmarks


5. New additions to the HAP Standard

Suggested addition 1:Volunteer management should be given attention under BM 4 

Justification: A lot of aid work has been carried out through volunteers and there is no reference and guidance on how to manage volunteer or should we consider as staff of an organisation.

Suggested addition 2:Coordination needs to be given more importance in the Standard 

Justification: Government and other bodies need to be approached

Suggested addition 3: Assessment issues should be given importance by adding a new MoV or requirement in BM 2.

Justification: Assessment is very important aspect of Quality Management and specific reference would make it helpful for aid agencies.

Suggested addition 4: Distribution issues need to specially captured in a new requirement or MoV under participation or complaints handling.

Justification: A lot of complaints are created during distribution or during community meetings so it is important to provide solution to this issue.

Suggested addition 5:Donor and partner relation should be given attention specifically with reference to sub-contracting issues

Justification: Sub-contracting increases the administrative costs to very high levels and should be discouraged

6. Feedback on the process

The consultative process is a very useful process to ensure improved coordination, take feedback from member and non-member agencies and provide a platform for awareness rising at various levels. It would be good to increase the frequency of such meetings at organizational, national, regional and global levels.

Consultative Meeting Agenda
	Sessions 
	Objectives
	      Time

	Introduction


	· For participants and facilitators to introduce each other 

· To go through the agenda and working principles

· To run through logistics
	9:30-10:15 AM 

	Background to the HAP Standard, The Guide and the review process
	· To improve awareness and capture participants’ understanding of the HAP Standard and The Guide, their purpose and use

· To capture positive experiences

· To familiarise participants with the review process, its scope and steps
	10:15-11:30 AM

	
	Tea Break
	11:30-11:45 AM

	Challenges and areas that require improvement
	For participants to identify and reach consensus on aspects of the HAP Standard that require changes
	11:45-1:00 PM 

	
	Lunch Break
	1:00-1:45

	Challenges and areas that require improvement. Continued
	For participants to identify and reach consensus on aspects of the HAP Standard that require changes
	1:45-2:00 PM

	New additions to the HAP Standard 
	For participants to suggest and reach consensus on additions to the HAP Standard
	2:00-4:00 PM 

	
	Tea Break
	4:00-4:15

	Conclusions and evaluation
	To review suggestions, capture any issues that have not been addressed and reflect on the consultation
	4:15-4:30 
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