Standard Review  Feedback

Colombo, Sri Lanka

7th  October, 2009

Collected by: HAP Roving Team

1. General Information

1.1 Location of the consultation: Colombo, Sri Lanka: Christian Aid workshop on Introduction to HAP 2007 Standard (also attended by Sarvodhya (national NGO) and DCA staff member) 

1.2 Date of the consultation: 7th October, 2009 

1.3 Hosting agency: HAP International -Roving Team 

1.4 Person responsible for organising the consultation: 

Maria Kiani- Roving Representative & Emily Rogers – Field Officer

1.5. Time allocated to the consultation: 30 mins

1.6 Brief overview of method used in the consultation:      

Two questions were asked: 
· What are the main strengths or benefits of the HAP Standard?
· How can the HAP Standard be improved? (e.g. new benchmarks, language, format, content)
Participants were given time to discuss and record their feedback on post-it notes which were then collected and have been recorded verbatim below. Plenary discussion was also held.  

1.7 Number of individuals who were consulted: 7/- 

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

Staff CA, DCA and two of their partners engaged in humanitarian response in Sri Lanka (at the time agencies were responding to the IDP crisis in the north).  The one-day workshop focused on an introduction to the HAP Standard.  The Standard review questions were asked at the end of the day.

2. Facilitators and Participants

2.1 Consultation facilitators

	Name
	Position
	Organisation
	Email

	Maria Kiani
	Roving Representative 
	HAP International
	mkiani@hapinternational.org

	Emily Rogers
	Field Officer
	HAP International
	erogers@hapinternational.org


2.2 Consulted individuals.

(email addresses have been removed) 

	Name
	Position
	Organisation

	Brian Martin
	Country Manager
	Christian Aid

	(Rajan) Arulappu Iruthayanathan
	Programme Officer
	Christian Aid

	Darishini Maharden
	Program Officer
	Christian Aid

	Nisansala Gunarathne
	PFO
	Christian Aid

	Ms. Nijananthy Sivanathan 
	Program Officer
	Christian Aid/DanChurchAid

	R Nagajeeran
	Programme Officer
	OfERR

	T. Amuthan
	Project Manager
	Sewalanka Foundation 


3. Specific suggestions to the existing text of the Standard

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

· Covers all area related to accountability 

· Simple language

· Gives clear guidelines for being accountable

· Portable handbook (easy to carry and share) 

· Has the means of verification 

· Well-designed book (layout is good)

· Provides a way to measure accountability

· Helps to identify the most need people in the community 

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

	Challenges/ weaknesses

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

	Font size is too small – makes it unreadable
	Increase the font size, though the size of the Standard is good. 
	

	Language should be simple with less jargon.
	a) A glossary of the technical terms should be included. And plain English should be used.

b) More explanation for particular terms and definitions needed. 
	Unanimous agreement 

	The term beneficiaries is value-laden.
	Change terminologies beneficiaries to right-holders in line with the rights based approach of the Standard. 
	No particular agreement on what terms was agreed upon. 

	BM 1
	Introduce a benchmark or merge in the existing benchmark the essentials of an organisational structure that is best for implementing programme, also make this structure publicly available. 
	The working and structure of an organisation should be brought into focus. Especially for INGOs. 

	Link the Standard and Guide
	a) Include some examples/cases studies in the Standard to help readers gain a better understanding and make relevant reference to the Guide.  

b) Tools as how to measure the benchmarks

c) Give more explanation about HAF ad HQMS and include an example for each in the Standard.
	The Guide is separate and often aid workers don’t have access to both. The primary document should include or give reference to these.  Where possible it should include examples/case studies (large agreement on this)   

	BM 1 and 4 
	Recommendations for organisational structure and management style should follow each benchmark
	This relates to decision making and how policies are implemented and also linked with transparency. This can be included in Benchmark 4


4. Other information

· One Christian Aid staff member was a part of the initial standard development process and undertook extensive beneficiary consultations. Staff from partner agency OfERR had attended a training on the HAP 2007 Standard and Guided Self Assessment and undertook the Guided self assessment during July- October 2009 in Sri Lanka. 

· Christian Aid and DCA are HAP certified agencies 

3

