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“making humanitarian action accountable to beneficiaries”


Report HAP Standard Review

1. General Information

1.1 Location of the consultation: Dakar, Senegal

1.2 Date of the consultation: 05 October 2009

1.3 Hosting agency: OFADEC - Dakar

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation and contact details: Ester Dross – HAP Complaints Handling  – edross@hapinternational.org
Nfanda Lamba – OFADEC Dakar – nlamba@ofadec.org
1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 1 day

1.6 Brief overview of method used in the consultation: 

Introduction of all participants, short overview of their knowledge of HAP, of the standard and their expectations for the standard review process. 

This was followed by an introduction to humanitarian accountability, the HAP standard 2007 as well as the review process, since most of participants were not really familiar with HAP and its standard.

Participants were than divided in 4 groups for the rest of the day. Each group was given one benchmark to reflect on what requirements were missing or incomplete / unclear in order to measure compliance of an agency against the standard. Given that a majority of participants were representing beneficiaries and the agency staff was majority of trainees (no senior managers present), participants were asked to work on benchmarks 2 – 5 only. 
1.7 Number of individuals who were consulted: 23 participants attended the consultation, 16 male and 7 female. 

1.8 Brief overview of the context:

Of the 23 participants, 12 represented the refugee community (Mauritanian, Liberian and others). The remaining 9 were junior staff of Ofadec and Caritas.

To be mentioned the great commitment of the refugee community of which some had travelled more than 500 km to attend this consultation. We would like to express our thanks to them.

2. Facilitators and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Nom
	Position
	Organisation
	Courrier électronique

	Ester Dross
	Complaints Handling
	HAP
	edross@hapinternational.org

	Nfanda Lamba
	Resp. Bureau Dakar
	Ofadec
	nlamba@ofadec.org


2.2 Consulted individuals 

(email addresses and phone numbers have been removed)
	Name
	Position
	Organisation

	CISSOKHO Aldiouma
	Administrateur
	Réfugié Mauritanien

	SENE Mamadou
	Stagiaire
	Ofadec

	CISSE Sokhna Mariama
	Stagaire
	Ofadec

	NDIAYE Amadou
	Journaliste
	Réfugié Mauritanien

	SARR Charlotte
	Conseillère Spéciale
	Ofadec

	THIAM Amadou Habibou 
	MBCRR
	Réfugié Mauritanien

	MUHA WENIMANA Béatrice
	Présidente
	Comité des femmes

	DIENG Ndeye Mbombé
	Conseillère médicale
	Ofadec

	VARORE Dominique Ngénar
	Comptable
	Ofadec

	WANE Mamadou 
	Comité Directeur
	Réfugié Mauritanien

	DIALLO Abou
	Vice Président
	AEERMS

	DIALLO Abou Lamine
	Agent Sécurité
	Réfugié Mauritanien

	DJIGO Abou
	Président
	CD/CRDJ

	DIALLO Mamadou Oumar
	Président / Point Focal
	Point focal Réfugiés

	DRAME Mariama
	Stagiaire
	Ofadec

	THIANDOUM Ibrahima
	Chef de bureau Ouros
	Ofadec Ourossogui

	MBENGUE Cherif
	Comptable
	Ofadec Richard Toll

	VILLE Sando Zoelu Mohamed
	Président
	CRRS

	SENE Dominique
	Bénévole
	Caritas

	COLY Pape Sheikh Sidi
	Stagiaire
	Caritas

	DIOUF Diougou
	Chargé Service Communautaire
	Ofadec

	KABA Cheikh Mohamed
	Chargé Service Communautaire
	Point Focal Réfugiés

	TOURE Moustapha
	Chargé Service Communautaire
	Réfugié Mauritanien

	


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

A majority of the participants had heard about the HAP standard but were not really familiar with the different benchmarks and term accountability. One of the expectations therefore was to know more about the HAP standard, know how to use it and implement it in the field and in their respective context. All wished to contribute to a revised standard which would be more mission-critical and practical and support beneficiaries. None of the participants had a clear idea if the standard had increased accountability towards beneficiaries and their conditions. Since most of the participants had been brought in by OFADEC, they were all familiar with the practices and policies of OFADEC and knew that they had a complaints mechanism without making a concrete link however to benchmark 5 or compliance to it. 

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: Beneficiary participation as well as taking account of their views and their implication in the compliance verification in general was the most appreciated and high-lighted part of the standard. But they as well appreciated a lot the mentioning of local languages, requested staff evaluation systems, continuous learning as well as the large dissemination of the existing complaints mechanisms and all related rights of beneficiaries.  

It is equally important to them that we do consult beneficiaries for the revision of the standard and integrate their opinions into the process.

What participants liked least: Participants are worried about the translation of principles and standards into reality, how to keep them alive in the field and implement them into daily actions. A majority felt that the standard would remain *just a paper* not followed by real improvements, mainly due to missing funds given by donors or partners to implement the standard. There was a general impression that an important part of the financial means was rather used for management and it was often forgotten to include the needs of the beneficiaries to be able to contribute to improving accountability. This resulted in expecting from beneficiaries to participate for free in a consultation meeting *as they have nothing else to do* while beneficiaries of organizations are paid to do this work. This lack of financial means results for one of the participants as well in a lack of awareness-raising of the community who *as a result are not conscious of the importance of such a consultation and the better programming as a result of increased accountability and therefore do not necessarily bother to contribute to a review process, feeling unconcerned*. 

The participants also did not appreciate the limits and parameters imposed on a complaints mechanism and the definition of what is a « response » to a complaint, i.e. necessarily positive response on all complaints made to an organization.

4.2 Proposed suggestions for improvements 

	Challenges/ weaknesses


	Suggested changes
	Explanation and questions raised in plenary in relation to the suggested change

	2.1The information must be available, but is only useful if accurate. There is no requirement requesting updates of information.  
	The available information must be updated.
	Participants strongly felt that there should be an more specific requirement on updated information and not just information since often, what is available is not accurate and therefore not helpful. 

	3.1 The agency shall specify the processes it uses to identify intended beneficiaries. 
	The agency shall define processes it uses to identify intended beneficiaries in cooperation with the beneficiaries. 
	Participants felt that this requirement did not take sufficiently account of an active participation of beneficiaries. Organisations only need to specify their criteria and selection processes but there is no obligation to take into account beneficiaries’ views on such criteria. 

3.2 requires participation of beneficiaries only in project design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation, but does not talk about criteria. 

	4.1 The agency shall maintain a statement of competencies and attitudes required from the staff. 
	Include a requirement around *specialists * in 4.1 and 4.4 
	The discussion was rather heated around the fact that many humanitarian workers gave the impression of not being well trained and specialists in what they were doing and that the standard did not take this into account in its requirements/tools. 

	5.2 Participants feel that complaints procedures are slow and complicated. 
	5.2 Missing :

· Deadline of procedure (maximum timing)

· Appeal possibility if not satisfied with the outcome

· Logistics and financial means dedicated to the CRM

· Obligation of sanctions in case of a sustained allegation 
	5.2 feels over-complete or not complete enough…

If we give a certain number of requirements, we should be consistent and list them all or be more general and only talk about implementation of complaints and investigation policies (which should then contain all the mentioned missing items) as we do for benchmark 1 and the HAF 


5. New additions / comments

Suggestion 1: 

Benchmark  2

1. Information to beneficiaries is a clear requirement, but is lacking financial and logistical means to be implemented concretely. Tools of verification should include an official status given to focal points of beneficiaries with logistical and financial means attached to this function and help increase dissemination of information to beneficiaries.  

2. Benchmark 2 should include a requirement around improved dissemination of information inside an organisation. 

Suggestion 2:

Benchmark  3

Participation must define how beneficiaries can influence decision making on the work of an organisation as well as its selection criteria, not only serve to give consent. It was not clear during the discussion how this should be formulated. 

Suggestion 3:

Benchmark 5

HAP should be more prescriptive of what constitutes a humanitarian accountability framework and what are minimum requirements of a complaints mechanism concerning deadlines, rules and regulations (Code of Conduct), appeals possibilities.

Specific requirements concerning the prevention and response to sexual exploitation and abuse should be explicitly included in benchmark 5 in order to give them a higher importance and help awareness raising and be linked to minimum requirements of staff behaviour and code of conducts. 

6. Other information

Participants did at length discuss the two following points : 

Selection criteria:

· How to inform communities about the criteria and how to better integrate their participation an response 

· The importance of disaggregating beneficiaries for participating in consultations and make sure that all levels (social, economical, political, ethnical) are included 

· The importance of dissemination and publication of selection criteria 

· The importance of periodical meetings between humanitarians and beneficiaries and taking notes and publicly reporting back on such meetings 

· Insufficient means given to support beneficiaries for participating in decision making, international forum, consultation meeting 

Complaints Mechanism 

Complaints mechanism are seen as the *heart of humanitarian action*. There was consensus among participants that without an efficient complaints mechanism, there could be no real verification of participation, information, competencies of staff, accurate selection criteria, etc. They agreed that there were insufficient financial means given by the donor community to this area, and that for this reason, it was very difficult to transform the concept of efficient complaints mechanism into reality. 

One of the weaknesses of benchmark 5 noticed by participants was the fact that a complaints mechanism has limits and parameters. There was a long and heated discussion why there was a need to fix limits to complaints and decide on parameters as an organization in order to have some efficiency and relevance. Another point was discussed around what beneficiaries expected from a CRM which showed that there is a clear misunderstanding between *efficiency* and *positive outcome* of a response to a complaint. 

This discussion did show that there was a lack of understanding around complaints procedures and mechanism. 

7. Feedback on the process

Quite a number of suggested changes or additions are already included in the standard. The conclusion of the group was that the language is too complex and academic and does not help them to understand correctly all the different points mentioned in the standard. An effort should be made to simplify the language of the standard while revising it to increase beneficiaries’ adhesion to the standard. 
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