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This draft provides a summary of suggestions for changes collected as part of the HAP Standard review until 11 March 2010. The first section provides an overview of process, methods and participants to the review process. The second section includes a summary of general feedback collected during the review. The third section summarises main feedback and suggestions for changes in the Standard in relation to the main areas under consideration during the review. The forth section provides a summary of main suggestions for adjustments or additions in relation to specific sections of the HAP 2007 Standard, but omits suggestions that may have already been covered in the previous section. A brief note on suggestions for additional benchmarks is included in section five.

Sections three through five are structured as follows: first, an indication of the volume of suggestions received in relation to the specific area discussed in the respective sections; second, main points where consensus emerged across a number of consultations during the review; third, specific suggestions that were mentioned (usually) in one of the consultation workshops and a small number of individual respondents; and fourth, proposed areas for discussion during the Steering Committee meeting on March 29th.

Two sections that require the attention of the Steering Committee are incomplete: these relate to the two Working Groups. Representatives of the Groups will join us on March 29th and present their main findings and recommendations.

Part of this material will form the basis for the final report on the Standard review. 

Full notes or reports from consultation meetings, where available, can be downloaded from the HAP website: http://www.hapinternational.org/projects/standard/hap-standard/review/consultations.aspx 

For more information or details, contact

Monica Blagescu

mblagescu@hapinternational.org 

I. Process, methods and participants

I.1 Scope of the review

At the end of 2008, HAP member agencies and the Secretariat embarked upon a process of reviewing the HAP 2007 Standard and The Guide to the HAP Standard to ensure that they maintain their relevance and continue to drive improvements on accountability and quality management. The review will continue throughout 2010 and will lead to a HAP 2010 Standard and a revised version of The Guide. 

The purpose of the review is not to make significant changes to the Standard, but to capture learning from its application over the past two years and to incorporate emerging good practice on accountability and quality management. The process considers strengths, weaknesses and known impact of the Standard on the lives of beneficiary communities; it clarifies linkages between, and seeks adjustments to, benchmarks, requirements and means of verification. Options for making the Standard more explicitly applicable to multi-mandate agencies and more suitable for agencies working with partners are explored. Increased coherence with relevant standards and codes of conduct such as those of the Sphere Project and People In Aid is sought, alongside options to strengthen elements of financial accountability and prevention of exploitation and abuse by staff. Language modifications will be made, where necessary, to enhance the accessibility of the Standard.

Key components of the process are: robust stakeholder involvement, including participation of disaster affected populations and staff from member agencies and their partners; joint activities with planned processes of other relevant quality and accountability initiatives, particularly the Sphere Handbook Revision and the Emergency Capacity Building Project Phase II. As in the development of the HAP 2007 Standard, the review process is guided by the ISO rules for the development of international standards. 

I. 2 Management

A Steering Committee was set up in February, to provide leadership and oversee the review. At a meeting in May, the Committee agreed operating norms and criteria for making recommendations to the Board for changes in the HAP 2007 Standard. At the end of 2009, the Committee included three individuals with first hand experience from the perspective of disaster-affected populations, representatives of three HAP Full Members and one Associate Member, of three peer organisations and/or networks, two bilateral donors and one global institution, as well as two independent individuals with experience in the sector. 

Technical working groups have been established for two areas that require specific attention during the review process – Partnerships Working Group and a Working Group on Handling Complaints of Exploitation and Abuse – both led by HAP member agencies who made available staff and other resources to contribute to this work.

The HAP Secretariat manages the review process, the Steering Committee provides leadership and oversight, working groups offer technical input, a reference group has broad ownership of the process, and the HAP Board and GA will approve the changes and ultimately the 2010 Standard. 

I.3 Methods and participants

At the start of 2009, three HAP-led consultation workshops were planned in different regions. In response to suggestions from members, guidance materials were drafted in March. The guidelines took into account the increasing interest from members and proposed an approach where different agencies would host consultations at various locations. 

From August 2009 until 11 March 2010, consultation meetings, focus group discussions or workshops were hosted by volunteering HAP members or led by the HAP Secretariat in Bangladesh, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Norway, Pakistan, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Southern Sudan, Switzerland, Uganda and the UK. The Bangladesh country consortium of the Emergency Capacity Building hosted one joint HAP-Sphere Project review workshop. 

A total of 1,151 individuals contributed to the consultations as of 11 March. Of these, 

· 123 were staff of national NGOs and other civil society organisations, of which 81 staff from implementing partners of HAP members and other international NGOs.  1(members, partners, UN and Red Cross Societies). 
· 780 were direct beneficiaries of aid programmes, representatives of host communities, and local authorities
· 195 were national and international staff of international NGOs
· 33 were representatives of the donor community and the UN; 8 representatives of Red Cross Societies; 12 were independent consultants 

To complement the breadth of experience and suggestions collected through consultation meetings, the Secretariat also sought input through online surveys and direct communication with relevant persons. A total of 381 individuals from over 120 organisations in 42 countries contributed, including to a joint HAP-Sphere questionnaire. 

There is some overlap between participants in consultations and individuals who also provided more extensive feedback separately. Disaggregated data on the overall Reference Group, including by gender (where possible) and excluding this duplication, will be prepared for the final report. A full list of review participants and their affiliation (organisation and country) will be made available on the HAP website.

I.4 Next steps

It is expected that the main consultation process will be completed at the end March, once consultations in Georgia and India take place. A preliminary draft will be circulated to the Steering Committee and unresolved issues will be presented for consultation with members at the 2010 General Assembly in May. A first and second draft will be placed in the public domain for further feedback before a final version is prepared for approval.

While the consultation meetings were completed on time, the overall process has been delayed by several months from the initial timelines so as to accommodate several emerging opportunities for further consultation with member and with relevant initiatives with a view of strengthening coherence and complementarity with them (Sphere Project, People In Aid and the Disasters Emergency Committee in particular). The HAP 2010 Standard will be presented for approval before the end of the year as per the current target.
II. General feedback

General feedback that may have implications for changes in the text of the HAP Standard has been summarised below.

Consensus emerging on the following

1. The introduction to include reference that the Standard cannot be applied in isolation and that its different benchmarks reinforce and build on each other.

2. The 2007 Standard lacks appropriate or sufficient reference to the following areas to be addressed in the 2010 Standard

a. certification and/or other ways in which the Standard can be used; 

b. its application to operational and non-operational agencies

c. its application to agencies that are not involved just in relief work but other types of programmes too

3. The Standard to make reference to The Guide.

4. The introduction or separate section to include reference to corrections in the Standard as the Guide does on page 7 (urgent corrective procedure)

5. In benchmarks where the focus is too heavy on documentation at the expense of practice, such imbalance needs to be addressed (recognising the importance of both).

6. The Standard is weak on supply chain, fundraising practices and prevention of fraud. Strengthening financial accountability should also address if not at least make recommendations in relation to these aspects in The Guide.

7. Coordination is a key missing aspect that can affect the effectiveness of at least three benchmarks (information dissemination, participation and complaint handling), yet the majority of individuals who contributed to the consultation requested that no more benchmarks be included in the HAP 2010 Standard.

8. The Standard needs to make explicit reference to staff of code of conduct; in relation to this, or separately, specific reference needs to be made to prevention and response to exploitation and abuse.

Feedback on issues of language accessibility were somewhat inconclusive; a large number of consultation participants commented that the Standard is straightforward and uses a simple language, while others felt that the language in the Standard is too complicated and inaccessible. Attempts were made to correlate comments on the accessibility of the Standard with the English-language ability of respondents (English or non-English), but the analysis showed inconclusive results.
Other general feedback/suggestions

These have either been mentioned in one consultation meeting or raised by between 10 and 15 individual respondents.

9. The wide understanding of "stakeholders" beyond beneficiaries and partners has implications for the Standard; while some respondents understand that relevance of referring to specified stakeholders more broadly in Benchmarks 2 and 5, others thought this was not necessary. 

10. The variety in the weight of different requirements (with some being very detailed, others open to interpretation) needs to be addressed; the participation benchmark was singled out as not being sufficiently specific. 

11. There is repetition between the means of verification; though no specific suggestions were made as to whether this should be avoided.

12. Benchmarks 1 and 6 are least clear.

13. Benchmarks 2 and 5 are easiest to understand; although Benchmark 2 is the most complex and needs presentation in a more logical way.

14. Gender disaggregation is not properly addressed in the Standard.

15. The means of verification are targeting only the auditor, and cannot be easily used by different stakeholders who may want to assess the application of the Standard by an agency.

16. There is a high number of MoVs; there is also inconsistency amongst them (some are specific on review of documentation; some refer to the agency having to “demonstrate” the presence of a certain process); for each requirement there should be a combination of MoVs to cover documentation, observation, interviews.

17. A suggestion was made that each benchmark could include

a. Requirements (what the agency does)

b. Indicators (what anyone will see if the requirement is met)

c. Source (where to look for the indicators and/or how to go about verifying that they are met)

For Steering Committee discussion and decision

1. Is there agreement to address the areas above where consensus is emerging in the preparation of the first draft?

2. Of the other general feedback/suggestions, which ones should be prioritised in the first draft of the HAP 2010 Standard? Any specific recommendations for doing so?

III. Issue-specific feedback as per the main considerations 
III.1. Prevention and investigation of exploitation and abuse

Draft submitted by the Working Group on 6 February

Since September 2009, the HAP Standard review Working Group on Handling Complaints of Exploitation and Abuse (Working Group) has conducted 8 consultations or focus group discussions with over 130 beneficiaries and humanitarian and development workers. The consultations have focused on gaining the participants’ suggestions on how to make the HAP Standard more explicit on prevention and response to exploitation and abuse by aid workers. 

The Working Group will be conducting more consultations in February 2010. A final paper on suggested revisions which takes all suggestions into consideration will be submitted to the Steering Committee in late March in time for the preparation of the 1st draft of the HAP 2010 Standard in April 2010.

Findings:

Based on the findings from the 8 consultations conducted thus far, the following revisions are being proposed for considerations for the draft HAP 2010 Standard to be completed in February 2010 (see highlighted sections).

1. Overwhelmingly, consultation participants felt that HAP should not develop a new Standard specific to exploitation and abuse, but should rather develop requirements and means of verification on handling complaints of exploitation and abuse by aid workers for the HAP 2010 Standard.

2. Benchmark (BM) 1.1.1 - revise the means of verification as follows: Review copy of documented humanitarian accountability framework and cross-reference with all relevant agency commitments including the agency’s non-disclosure policy and standards of behaviour for staff which include prohibition of exploitation and abuse of beneficiaries. Alternatively, include a similar statement in Benchmark 4.
3. BM 2.1.2 – revise the means of verification as follows: Review documentation provided on organisational background, humanitarian accountability framework, humanitarian plan and financial summary, progress reports, complaints-handling procedures and standards of behaviour for staff. 

4. BM 5.1.1 – add a means of verification as follows: demonstrate mapping of the local capacity to deal with complaints of exploitation and abuse at 4 levels; judicial and legal, health, local complaints processes and humanitarian community.

5. BM 5.2 – revise the requirement as follows: The agency shall establish and document complaints-handling procedures which clearly state: 

· the right of beneficiaries and other specified stakeholders to file a complaint 

· the purpose, parameters and limitations of the procedure 

· the procedure for submitting complaints 

· the steps taken in processing complaints, including investigation procedures 
· prioritization of complaints of sexual exploitation and abuse by aid workers
· confidentiality, non-retaliation, appeals and victim support policies for complainants and witnesses
· the process for safe referral of complaints that the agency is not equipped to handle 

· the right to receive a response 

6. There are several other suggested revisions that have been raised, however the Working Group will need to consider these suggestions as they require thorough debate and consideration for exact wording, location in the Standard and / or if the suggested revisions should be included in the Standard. These suggestions include:

a. Requirement for staff to understand and be trained on the organisations code of conduct (standards of behaviour)

b. A clear definition of what is meant by a complaints handling procedures 

c. Requirement for agencies to have a specific timeline for responding to complaints. 

d. Whether or not the Standard should: 

i. Require partners to have a code of conduct for their staff.  

ii. Include a specific mention on the role of managers in creating and maintaining an environment that prevents sexual exploitation and abuse.

iii. Be more explicit on child protection.

iv. Include a requirement in benchmark 5 for agencies to report number and outcome of complaints in their annual reports.

e. Whether or not requirement 5.5 should be combined with requirement 5.2. 

For Steering Committee discussion and decision

· A representative of the Working Group will be presenting the main recommendations and areas that require discussion and decision. The Steering Committee may have other points to add, based on the draft summary above

III.2 Partners

Discussions with members and their partners with regards to making the HAP Standard more user-friendly and more explicitly applicable to them evolved around:

· Audited agencies sharing their practice of implementing the Standard when working with partners

· Partners of HAP certified agencies (or of agencies undertaking a HAP Standard baseline analysis) sharing their position on the application of the Standard (both in relation to the assessed agency and in relation to their own programme beneficiaries)

· What constitutes good practice of accountability and quality programming when working with partners in general, and how this good practice can be expressed in the 2010 Standard

Overwhelmingly, the views of certified agencies’ partners are to move in the same direction with the certified agencies (or with the partner agencies that have undertaken a baseline analysis). While the interest is there, the approach to implementation varies.

Most consultation participants who addressed this aspect believed that explicit guidance was required within the Standard on working with partners, it was pointed out that the current section of the Standard dealing with agencies working in partnership was weak.  Even though it was recognised that agencies are involved in different partnerships (with negotiated partnership agreements) there still ought to be requirements with means of verification that relate directly to an agency’s accountability implementation and minimum support requirements for implementing partners.  

Consensus is emerging that requirements for agencies working with partners should cut across the HAP Standard Benchmarks, so as to avoid repetition. Further recommendations in this regard will be made by the Working Group.

Draft suggestions emerging from consultations 
Benchmark One
The agency clearly identifies its different operational partnerships and identifies the limits to accountability between

a. Agency and Partner

b. Partner and disaster affected populations

The agency has clearly stated definition of approach to that detail the:

a. process for establishing partnerships 

b. assessment of existing accountability practices / systems

c. establishment of agreed monitoring and learning within the partnership and of agreed commitments

d. way in which accountability will be incorporated into partner capacity building activities

The agency facilitates partnership agreements that clearly detail the:

a. Mandatory conditions and principlse of partnership

b. Agreed monitoring plans

c. Statement of relationship with disaster survivors and commitments made to information provision, participation and feedback

Benchmark Two

Agencies working with partners:

a. Ensure that disaster survivors have details of agency background passed through the operational partner

b. Ensure that partner accountability system enables disaster survivors to provide feedback and make complaints to the agency

Benchmark Three

Agencies working with Partners:

a. Ensure that Partners participate in the development of joint accountability systems that include information provision, participation and feedback systems for disaster survivors

b. Agencies will work with partners to develop agreed commitments for the inclusion of disaster survivors in decision making

Benchmark Four

Agencies working with partners have a clearly defined contact point for individual partners and that those staff receive adequate training in the agencies accountability commitments

Benchmark 5

Agencies working with partners:

a. Ensure that partnership agreements include agreed means by which both parties can make feedback and raise complaints in a safe and equitable way

b. Ensure that partner accountability systems enable feedback and complaints to be passed to the agency

For Steering Committee discussion and decision

A representative of the Working Group will be presenting the main recommendations and areas that require discussion and decision. The Steering Committee may have other points to add.

III.3. Financial Accountability

Participants in eight staff consultation workshops (attended by 142) generated discussion and provided suggestions on how the HAP 2010 Standard could become stronger in terms of promoting appropriate use of funds for the benefit of disaster-affected communities.

At present, Qualifying Norm 3 (QN 3) and Benchmark 2 make reference to financial accountability, and a review of internal control systems already takes place as part of the baseline analysis and the certification audit.

Based on suggestions provided by INTOSAI, specific proposals (see below) were made in consultations where participants showed interest in the HAP Standard being more explicit about financial accountability; these suggestions were also discussed with staff of agencies that have been undergoing a baseline analysis, certification audit or mid-term progress review since the start of 2009.

Qualifying Norm 3:

Suggested adjustment: “Complies with the requirements for financial accountability under the law in the country or countries where it is legally registered and where it conducts aid work and has a reliable internal control system to ensure the proper use of funds.”

Requirement 1.1

An additional (sub)requirement be inserted: "The agency shall include in its humanitarian accountability framework a commitment to financial accountability towards all relevant stakeholders".

The corresponding means of verification could be extended to explicitly refer to this requirement, for example "Review copy of documented accountability framework and cross-reference with all relevant agency commitments including the agency's non-disclosure policy and commitment to financial accountability". 

Benchmark 2: 

A proposal was made that financial reports present information by funding source and country/project level. Review participants who commented on this agreed that the interpretation of project differs, and thus a clear explanation needs to be provided. A further suggestion was to break down expenditure by amounts spent locally and elsewhere (overhead costs). 

Findings

Agencies working in partnership that contributed to the review process confirmed that they are not always aware of their partners’ budgets including at times budgets related to joint programmes. During community consultations, budgets and sources of income featured high on the type of information that communities would like to know.

Participants in one of the consultations highlighted that increased sharing of financial information may put staff safety at risk in certain contexts. The same group highlighted the relevance of the Principles for humanitarian action, which allow agencies to explain non-compliance when staff are at risk.

In one of the consultations, participants suggested that agencies must account for the way funding is spent, and linked to this, how they procure local supplies rather than overseas supplies (One suggested MoV was % of supply costs spent locally).

Discussions with agencies during organisational development or certification services highlighted that current practice generally allows financial information to be extracted by project, though this is likely to require extra capacity/resources.

There were questions asked by staff about where this type of financial reports should be published and their frequency. Some participants suggested that financial reports should be shared with all stakeholders and that, at country level, such information would also be best shared with peers through a coordination mechanism (there were no suggestions about whether this should be through the cluster system or a different mechanism). 

Sharing such information at country level is particularly important when agencies work with partners. Some of the existing practice to ensure financial accountability, and particularly prevent double booking includes:

1. Agencies suggesting to their partners a list of audit agencies that the partner agencies could use.

2. Separate accounts for different funders; though this practice presents various challenges.

3. Planned financial spot checks between partners.

4. Declaration of commitment between partners to disclose information on all sources of funding. 

Consensus emerging on the following

1. Qualifying norm 3 to include “and has an adequate financial risk management system”. The term “adequate” should then be explained in the Guide.

2. A declaration of commitment to disclose all sources of funding should be reflected in a relevant requirement.

3. The suggested reporting format from INTOSAI be recommended in The Guide with a clarification of what “project” means in this context

4. Any reporting by donor by country/project will be made available as part of current reporting cycles (for example, part of the annual report). “Project”, “budget” and “financial reports” need to be defined

Suggestions for the Guide

The terms “adequate” and “internal control” should be explained. 

Means of verification needs to be developed for the financial compliance

Good practice on financial management and internal controls needs to be included. 

Audit guidelines will need to be adjusted in accordance with specified section on internal controls. 

For Steering Committee discussion and decision:

Incorporate areas where consensus is emerging in the draft of the HAP 2010 Standard.
Other issues?

III.4 Coherence and complementarity 

Opportunities for improving coherence and complementarity between the HAP Standard and certification process have been pursued with ACFID, the Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC), People In Aid and the Sphere Handbook. 

For example, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed with People In Aid to improve collaborative work between HAP and PIA; improved coherence between the HAP Standard and the PIA Code as well as between the two quality assurance processes (with PIA staff joining a HAP baseline analysis) have taken place. PIA colleagues have contributed to the review process, including through the facilitation of break out group on staff competencies during a consultation workshop with focal points in London in January 2010; a follow up meeting will be organised to seek specific feedback on Benchmark 4 (staff competencies) before the first draft of the HAP 2010 Standard is made public. 

Given the number of shared members, a series of meetings have been scheduled with the DEC to explore specific options for increased coherence between the Standard and the DEC Accountability Framework, and between the two assessment processes that DEC members must go to and HAP members choose on a voluntary basis.

During the review, feedback and suggestions have been sought on improving coherence and complementarity between the HAP Standard and the Sphere Common Standards.  A joint meeting between the Sphere Common Standards Reference Group and the Steering Committee was proposed by the HAP Secretariat last summer with a view to seek suggestions on how the two revision processes could be better aligned. The meeting was seen to fall outside the remit of the Sphere Reference Group and was replaced with a series of discussions between the HAP Secretariat staff and Sphere Project staff. A joint HAP-Sphere survey was scheduled as part of these meetings, and agreement was reached to organise several joint consultation workshops at field level and ask the users of the two standards their views on whether and how coherence and complementarity between them can be achieved. Following a joint workshop in Bangladesh hosted by the Bangladesh country consortium of the ECB Project (see below), the Sphere team did not feel in a position to contribute to further joint consultation workshops. In 2009, the Sphere Revision Coordinator accepted the invitation to join the HAP Standard Review Steering Committee.

In October 2009, the HAP team proposed a meeting with the Sphere Project to assess how relevant feedback from the consultations will be used to strengthen the inter-operability and coherence agenda between the Sphere Handbook and the HAP Standard. The Sphere Revision Coordinator did not feel that such a meeting would be necessary and suggested that the Policy Coordinator will have the opportunity to feed into the Common Standards revision (as part of the Reference Group to which they were invited) and that the public consultation on the Sphere draft will offer another option for commenting on the draft.  Since then, HAP team provided extensive comments on the Sphere Common Standards and the Sphere Project Manager attended the HAP Standard Review consultation in London. 

Improved coherence between the HAP Standard Covenant and the Humanitarian Charter has also been explored. The Steering Committee’s meeting on March 29th will offer further opportunities for identifying next steps. 

Highlights from HAP-Sphere consultation

During the Bangladesh workshop hosted by the ECB Project, specific suggestions were made as to what aspects of the HAP Standard can strengthen specific areas in the Sphere Handbook, the Common Standards and vice-versa. These suggestions will be considered during the drafting process, and specific reference will be made in The Guide to the HAP Standard. 

Of the 46 individual respondents (majority head office and programme managers) who answered this question in the joint survey, there was general consensus that improved coherence and complementarity between the HAP Standard and the Sphere Common Standards is desirable, but that this should not happen – in the words of one respondent – at the expense of “losing what makes them different”. 

Many respondents highlighted differences between HAP and Sphere; these covered but were not limited to

· different approach that individual agencies take when engaging with HAP or using the Sphere Handbook. 

· “Hard to say, both covers most everything (but the HAP standard is more user friendly)”

· “Sphere is more quantitative and HAP more qualitative. Sphere is more about the programme and HAP more about the agency.”

· “The HAP Standard is concerned with agency-wide sustainable improvement to treat affected communities with dignity and respect; Sphere focuses on projects here and now and relies on individual managers who want to see the standards implemented”

· “sphere focuses on activities and outputs and less on the quality of the work we do. The HAP Standard focuses more on quality management and doing a quality work and not only achieving the minimum standards in food, water, etc.”

· “Sphere is designed to be used in emergency (disaster response) situations.  HAP standard can (and should) be applied to non-emergency contexts e.g., incorporated into development programming”

· “SPHERE is more concrete, focussed on the response and is more clearly explaining what things should be done. HAP is more focussed on organisations and processes and how things should be done. Compared to SPHERE, HAP is less strictly focussed on humanitarian projects (lager part of HAP is also applicable to long term development projects).”

Several respondents also commented that the Sphere Handbook and the HAP Standard are complementary

· “Does coherence need to be further improved, are they not already complementary?  HAP looks at the overarching framework while SPHERE goes more into detail”.

· “In the practice they are perceived as quite different. In reality they are somehow complementary. But for this complementarity to be appreciated, the erroneous perceptions of both standards should be readdressed”

Specific suggestions have been made that the Sphere Handbook and the HAP Standard and The Guide make reference to each other and that there are no contradictory messages given by the two. Several specific recommendations were put forward that

· “common terms have the same formulation and definition”; 

· “the HAP Benchmarks should replace the Sphere Common Standards”; 

· “The Means of Verification written against the Requirements of each Benchmark of HAP standard should become part of Key Indicators or added as another indicator written after each Sphere Common Standard.”

· “Sphere tends to be seen as a competence to technical people, HAP to the management. It would be useful that Sphere manage to talk more to management, and vice versa, HAP to the people who are operational in the field.”

For the Steering Committee meeting

1. Recommended next steps in relation to the Sphere revision process.

2. Other points?

III.5 Multi-mandate agencies

The experience of agencies that have been certified across different types of programmes validates views collected during consultations, i.e. that the HAP Standard is applicable not just to relief, but also to development and advocacy work. The following agencies have either been through a HAP Certification audit or a baseline analysis against the HAP Standard applied to non-relief programmes.

· Christian Aid

· CAFOD

· Danish Refugee Council

· Women’s Refugee Commission

While the number of cases where an external review using the HAP Standard for multi-mandate agencies is arguably small, a brief review of relevant codes of conduct and standards that exist or are emerging in other sectors (development, advocacy, environmental and peacebuilding work) indicates no significant difference in the main values that drive such work.

In some consultation meetings (attended by 118 staff), there were discussions that terminology would have to change for the Standard to be more appealing to the development sector. Wording such as “intended beneficiaries, disaster affected communities and host community” are too humanitarian focused. 

There was general agreement in all staff consultations that the Standard can apply to the development sector, and that there is more scope for interpretation when applying it to advocacy programmes. There was also consensus that the 2010 Standard should not lose its focus on improving accountability and quality programming in emergencies. To this end, the Standard should be explicit about its application by multi-mandate agencies, i.e. humanitarian agencies that are involved in other types of programmes, and not necessarily directly targeting just development agencies, for example.

In the London consultation, focal points acknowledged that the drive to apply the Standard to multi-mandate agencies has come from members. The Standard is flexible and can apply to multi-mandate agencies; as more multi-mandate agencies apply it, learning should be captured and any corrections made / gaps flagged. The application of the Standard across different types of programmes avoids drawing arbitrary lines in organisational values and culture; this is the case for both HAP members and partner NGOs that engage in different types of programmes

Consultations with communities that receive aid have highlighted that they do not differentiate between different types of programmes, and that they expect similar treatment from all agencies and their staff.

For the Steering Committee meeting

Questions around the application of the Standard to multi-mandated agencies is linked to revisions in the Covenant.

Option 1 preferred by most respondents who provided suggestions in relation to this area): the word humanitarian in the context of the Standard be understood using a flexibly approach; both in the narrow sense of humanitarian action in conflict and, where necessary, in the broad “do good” sense. The HAP 2010 Standard will include a section such as that proposed by Nicholas Morris from the Steering Committee (see below). Necessary adjustments will need to be made to the Principles for humanitarian action section. Multiple references to the word “humanitarian” throughout the text of the Standard will be avoided, where possible.

Option 2: (suggested by some) develop a Covenant that applies to development agencies. While discussed in more detail in the early stages of the Standard review, this option does not take into account the emerging consensus that the Standard should apply to agencies that are involved in relief and other type of programmes, rather than solely development programmes, for example.

- Proposed option starts - 
New section

The work of members of the HAP is not limited to the delivery of humanitarian assistance to disaster survivors.  Nor is the dividing line between relief and development rigid, while over time an organization may provide both relief and development assistance to the same group of beneficiaries.  The work of some member organizations involves advocacy as well as the delivery of material assistance, whether relief, development or both.  The Standard was conceived to improve accountability for relief assistance but many of the requirements for certification are relevant to other aspects of members’ work.  Some members have requested certification against the whole range of their activities.  While this was not explicitly covered therein, the 2007 Standard proved flexible enough to accommodate such certification.

In adopting this revised Standard, the HAP General Assembly recognized that such an expansion in scope, if requested by a member seeking certification, was in the interests of HAP and those its members seek to help.  While some minor changes have been made where such an expansion could be accommodated easily, the Standard has not been revised to cover every eventuality.  Rather, where necessary the terms of this covenant and the benchmarks, and notably “humanitarian”, shall be interpreted inclusively with regard to activities other than assistance to disaster survivors if a narrower interpretation might exclude these activities from the scope of certification.  (This was the approach adopted for certification audits against the 2007 Standard.)

2.1

Amend third preambular paragraph to:

Reaffirming the primary responsibility of states for all persons on their territories and their duty to provide protection and assistance to those in need in times of armed conflict and calamity;

- Proposed option ends - 

IV. Feedback in relation to specific sections in the Standard

(This only includes those aspects that haven’t been covered above already)

Foreword

No specific suggestions were made in relation to the Foreword. The current Foreword is outdated.

This is what the ISO/IEC Rules have to say in relation to a Foreword:
“The foreword shall appear in each document. It shall not contain requirements, recommendations, figures or tables.

It consists of a general part and a specific part. The general part (supplied by the Central Secretariat of ISO or by the Central Office of the IEC, as appropriate) gives information relating to the organization responsible and to International Standards in general, i.e.

a) the designation and name of the committee that prepared the document,

b) information regarding the approval of the document, and

c) information regarding the drafting conventions used, comprising a reference to this part of the ISO/IEC Directives.

The specific part […] shall give a statement of significant technical changes from any previous edition of the document and as many of the following as are appropriate:

d) an indication of any other international organization that has contributed to the preparation of the document;

e) a statement that the document cancels and replaces other documents in whole or in part;

f) the relationship of the document to other documents;

g) […] an indication of the next maintenance result date.”

For the Steering Committee meeting

1. The Foreword in the HAP 2007 Standard plays a different role than what is envisaged by the ISO/IEC Rules. 

a. Is an endorsement form the Chair of the Board necessary in the text of the Standard?

2. Some content of the Foreword according to the ISO/IEC Rules is covered in the Introduction section in the HAP 2070 Standard.

a. Should a Foreword/Introduction section in the HAP 2010 Standard cover content as per the ISO/IEC Rules (see below also)?

3. Other issues for consideration?

1. Introduction

1.1 From Principles to a Standard

While this section did not attract any specific suggestions for changes during the consultations, participants in two workshops indicated that having the Principles of Accountability in the Standard alongside the Principles for humanitarian action and the benchmarks creates some confusion and raises questions of what they mean in practical terms.

Feedback received during the London consultation and from less than 5 individuals who sent separate comments suggests removing the Accountability Principles from the HAP 2010 Standard since they have been overtaken by events and/or covered elsewhere. 

Review contributors who provided feedback on this section agreed that an introduction/explanation of the Standard is necessary, and that the 2010 Standard have the 2007 Standard as its departure point with only a summary explanation of what went on before.

This is what the ISO/IEC Rules have to say in relation to an Introduction section:
“The introduction is an optional preliminary element used, if required, to give specific information or commentary about the technical content of the document, and about the reasons prompting its preparation. It shall not contain requirements.”

1.2 Putting Principles into Practice

This section requires revision in light of decisions about the final version of the Principles of humanitarian action.

Specific suggestions have been made to consider including this section at the start of the Principles for humanitarian action section (currently 2.2) or to make more explicit reference in this section to (current) section 2.2.

1.3 Qualifying norms for certification

Suggestions for changes in this section are bound with discussions around the application of the Standard to multi-mandate agencies and more explicit reference to financial accountability as well as prevention and investigation of exploitation and abuse, which have already been covered above.

Other specific comments/suggestions:

A suggestion was made by less than 10 individual respondents to clarify how compliance with the qualifying norms is verified and what their role is in the context of certification. One respondent suggested that an introductory paragraph would help, explaining that agencies applying for certification confirm that they meet the qualifying norms, but that the auditors will check this also; further information can be included in The Guide.

Qualifying norm 1

The IASC Sub-working group suggested that qualifying norm 1 should make explicit reference to women, men, girls and boys.

Qualifying norm 2

Change to “formally declared as a not-for-profit organisation in the country or countries where it is legally registered and where it conducts its work.”

Questions were raised about whether legal registration is possible in all countries where work is conducted, and under what circumstances an explanation rather than compliance is acceptable.

Qualifying norm 4

· Definition of “publicly available” has been problematic and is included already in Benchmark 2.

· The norm requires a statement, while Benchmark 1 requires further information, thus the definition of “accountability framework” is not effectively used.

· The minimum required during certification application for this part of the Standard is a summary statement of commitments 

Additional qualifying norms

· Several respondents suggested that a staff code of conduct become a qualifying norm.

· A suggestion was also put forward that commitment to the Principles for humanitarian action becomes a qualifying norm

For the Steering Committee meeting
1. What adjustments to be made to Qualifying norm 4?

2. Reflections or suggestions on other changes (other than those addressed in the Financial Accountability section above)

1.4 Key definitions

This section requires revision in light of changes in the text of the Standard, particularly the use of humanitarian accountability framework and humanitarian quality management system, which were identified as requiring more specific guidance/explanation by a majority of consultation participants.

Specific suggestions in relation to this section:

· Include all definitions throughout the Standard either in the same place (equivalent of current page 7) or immediately next to where the respective words are referenced.

· HAF definition should include Code of Conduct and policies

· Add policies to fourth sentence so it reads “Commitments may include external standards, codes, principles, policies and guidelines, in addition to internal values, mandate, principles, charter, Code of conduct, and guidelines.”

· The use of the terms beneficiaries and disaster survivors; participants in one of the workshops suggested that a definition be included (Add definition for Disaster Survivors: Defined as Women/Men/Girls/Boys having different needs, vulnerabilities, capacities etc) 

· There is overlap between the definition of the accountability framework and a management system for its implementation

For the Steering Committee meeting
1. All definitions to be included in one section

2. Suggestions in relation to the accountability framework and quality management system – see points for discussion under Benchmark 1 also

3. Suggestions to replace the word beneficiaries / disaster survivors; process for identifying most suitable option (?)

2. The Humanitarian Accountability Covenant

Participants in five consultation workshops commented that the Covenant is an integral part of the Standard, yet – as one of the breakout groups in the London consultation concluded –  “The Covenant is misunderstood and under-utilised”.

One individual respondent commented that, “the Covenant, and the Principles for humanitarian action in particular capture the ethos of a broad range of humanitarian action”. Discussion in three consultation workshops and around 10 individual respondents echoed the comment that, without the Covenant, “the Standard becomes a dry technical document that any organisation could take and apply.” However, participants in three consultation workshops asked that the language be revised (“A lot of academic words have been used”) and that the scope of the different sections of the Covenant be more clearly explained.
2.1 Preamble

The majority of suggestions for revisions in this section are linked to discussions on making the Standard more explicitly applicable to multi-mandate agencies and have been mostly covered above.

Other suggestions

1. The IASC Sub Working Group on Gender suggested that a note be added in the preamble on “Recognising different needs and capacities of women and men”.

2. In one of the consultation workshops, a debate took place on whether The Guide should include a note on the interpretation of the Covenant recommending that agencies should respect international laws over national laws when international laws are stricter. No agreement was reached.

3. During the London consultation, it was suggested that the Preamble be moved at the start of the introduction section.

For the Steering Committee meeting
Review adjustments discussed/agreed in earlier sections and suggest further modifications

2.2 Principles for humanitarian action

Participants in five consultations (attended by 90) generated discussion and provided suggestions in relation to the Principles of humanitarian action. There was overall consensus on the importance of the Principles and the role of the hierarchy particularly in the context of explaining non-compliance; discussions on changes in the hierarchy were inconclusive. 

In four of the consultations, the focus of the discussions was on adjustments (see below); less than 5 individual respondents also made suggestions for adjustments on the same lines and less than 5 other individual respondents raised questions about the confusion between this section and the Fundamental Principles of the Red Cross. In one consultation, some participants suggested that the Principles be removed from this section.

Other specific suggestions

The Gender Sub-working Group of the IASC suggested the following additions:

· Informed Consent: add “both women and men.”

· Witness: add “ensuring confidentiality, where this has been requested”

In one of the consultations in Sri Lanka, a group of 15 staff from agencies not members of HAP (local CSOs, Red Cross Societies and other international NGOs) were in broad agreement that there should only be two and not three levels to the hierarchy for the Principles. A few participants felt very strongly that neutrality and independence should be primary principles, and several participants suggested that the hierarchy should be omitted altogether. The group proposed that a revised version of the section that explains the purpose of the Principles should accompany them more closely; it should be clear that justification of non-compliance will only be provided in “extreme circumstances” (and not often, as a way to avoid meeting the accountability principles). 

In two other consultations in Sri Lanka, a group of 20 staff from HAP members and non-members suggested that

· Explanations of the principles of humanitarian action be revised and the difference between them and the Fundamental Principles of the Red Cross be explained. This could be done briefly in a footnote to the Standard or in a document referenced in the Standard.

· Witness be moved to tertiary principle and 

· Some suggested it be more explicitly about advocacy role (change and influence humanitarian context) OR be split so that it is about reporting and advocacy; participants felt that this principle is very important. 

· Some suggested another principle on “protection” be included in its place as a secondary principle

In one of the breakout groups during the London consultation, concerns were raised on the hierarchy of principles. Suggestions were put forward to:

· Consider making commitment to humanitarian principles a qualifying norm; these principles could be either just existing code(s), such as the revised Sphere humanitarian charter if appropriate, or principles developed for the Standard, but with as much as possible clearly in common with other principles, or a combination of the two; 

· leave the means of explaining non-compliance to agencies, but make it clear that a validation of that decision by the auditor would need to meet Standard not organization-specific values (i.e. though not explicit, there would be a HAP Standard hierarchy) [another group proposed that having a framework for managing risk should be a qualifying norm]; 

During another breakout group in the London consultation, agreement was reached to reword and be more specific about the purpose of the Principles (Secondary principles are seen to be related to the Principles of Accountability, the tertiary principles are more operational). It was suggested that the use of the word “exoneration” in discussions about the Principles gives the wrong impression that HAP is dictating the Standard, when actually it is the agencies themselves that have made a commitment to meet the Standard, thus this point ought to be emphasised more. The hierarchy is a tool for agencies to overcome difficult circumstances, make decisions and “explain non-compliance” (preferred instead of exoneration).

For the Steering Committee meeting

1. In light of the feedback from consultations and acknowledging suggestions provided by Nicholas Morris from the Steering Committee (see below one of the proposed options), how to proceed with any adjustments in relation to this section.

2. Other points?

 - Proposed option starts - 

The principles and their hierarchy have a purpose within the context of the Standard.  Present the principles not as “the general Principles for Humanitarian Action” but rather as the “HAP Standard Principles”.  
1.2

Amend second paragraph, last sentence:

“... and impartiality, followed by the accountability principles of ... and concluding with the operational principles of ...”

2.2

Amend title of section and box to: “The HAP Standard Principles”

Amend end of first paragraph to:

“... accounting for their humanitarian work against the following principles.”

Amend first primary principle to:

“Humanity: motivated by concern for human welfare and respect for the individual, upholding the right ... assistance [in accordance with their needs and capacities].

Replace sub-heading “Secondary Principles” by “Accountability Principles”.

Amend the third principle (“Witness”) to end:

“... wellbeing of the intended beneficiaries.”

Replace sub-heading “Tertiary Principles” by “Operational Principles”.

- Proposed option ends - 

2.3 Declaration of additional interests

Participants in two of the consultations (56 attendees) commented that this section needs clarification; it is currently difficult to understand the reasoning behind the examples provided here. Less than five individual respondents echoed this view.

For the Steering Committee meeting
1. Remove list from this section

2. Other points?

2.4 Humanitarian Quality Management Benchmarks

This section was not discussed in any detail in the consultations, though several suggestions were made that this section be removed from the Standard.

For the Steering Committee meeting
1. Remove this section from the Standard, since future revisions and what may be included in the Standard does not have any direct bearing on its application.

2. Other points?

2.5 Working with humanitarian partners

The particular wording in this section was discussed in two of the consultations (59 participants); substantive issues related to the application of the Standard to agencies working with partners have been discussed as part of the Working Group, separately.

This section will need revision in light of recommendations from the Working Group on how the revised benchmarks will address agencies working with partners. 
For the Steering Committee meeting

1. Maintain a section in the HAP 2010 Standard that explains its applicability to operational and non-operational agencies.

2. Other points?

3. Benchmarks

Benchmark 1

Participants in eight consultations (attended by 219) generated discussion and provided suggestions in relation to Benchmark 1. Over 40 individual respondents provided feedback on this benchmark on similar lines. 

Consensus

Feedback and suggestions were made overwhelmingly in relation to the following:

· Include the elements of a humanitarian accountability framework and a quality management system in the requirements

· clarify repetition between Qualifying Norm 1 and Requirement 1.1

· address overlap between continual improvement in a quality management system and the explicit reference to improvement in Benchmark 6

· make the language more accessible and specific (“like in the Guide”)

Other suggestions:

Requirement 1.1

The suggestion from one of the workshops was that “HAP could consider a more rigid definition of a humanitarian accountability framework outlining the format and minimum requirements.”

Participants in another workshop concluded that “Additional explanation on relevant internal and external standards, codes, guidelines and principles is needed. In addition, a minimum set of criteria should be included. At a minimum, an agency should have a code of conduct for their staff.”

MoV 1.1.1 “needs further guidance or clarification regarding non-disclosure policy. There should be explanation regarding what constitutes a non-disclosure policy for a humanitarian organization.” 

MoV 1.2.2: in one of the consultations, the group questioned whether or not it was sufficient to just confirm partners’ awareness of an agency’s HAF. Revise to “confirm awareness and practice of an agency’s HAF.” One of the groups suggested that a means of verification (MoV) be added stating “all stakeholders interviewed demonstrate knowledge of the agency’s HAF”.

Additional MoV: The HAF must state who is responsible for it and how results are assured.

Requirement 1.2
Change to “The agency shall develop a system to ensure quality”

Different approach

One independent respondent suggested that Benchmark 1 should change its focus from quality management system to leadership on accountability and quality programming.

For the Steering Committee meeting
1. Combine Benchmark 1 and requirement on improvement in Benchmark 6, to cover: statement of commitments, implementation of commitments through specific processes, and improvement

a. Possible formulations: “the agency shall demonstrate how it delivers its quality and accountability commitments” / “the agency shall establish, implement and continually improve a management system for delivering its quality and accountability commitments”

2. Requirement 1: Includes elements of an accountability framework

3. Requirement 2: includes elements of a management system (use the 8 ISO areas; this also demonstrate coherence and complementarity for agencies that already comply with or work towards compliance with ISO 9001)

4. Requirement 3: refers to regular review and improvement of commitments and the processes through which they are implemented

5. Include a separate requirement for a baseline and annual progress report against how the accountability framework is implemented

6. Other points?

Benchmark 2

Participants in seven consultations (attended by 176 staff) generated discussion in relation to Benchmark 2, focused primarily on benefits of implementation than suggestions for changes. Less than 10 individual respondents made specific suggestions in relation to changes in this benchmark.

The majority of contributors to the review who had applied the HAP Standard in their work commented that the benchmark helped them “to improve accountability towards programme participants and all other stakeholders.”
Consensus

There was general consensus that the following areas require attention:

· The overlap between the wording of the Benchmark and Requirement 2.1; 

· reference to different stakeholder groups in the benchmark, then reference to “specified stakeholders” in Requirement 2.1. It is not clear who specifies the stakeholders and how this happens. Proposal made under Benchmark 1 (to include stakeholder analysis) would address this issue. It was also suggested that the process and possible steps be explained in The Guide. 

· Is requirement 2.1 referring only to the types of information in the benchmark or beyond?

· How to strengthen sharing of key financial information; define financial summary

· Improved dissemination of information inside the organisation (include a separate requirement)

· Remove superfluous words such as “specified” stakeholders, “linked”

In two of the consultations, there was broad agreement that the revision of this benchmark should result in stronger emphasis on information being disseminated to and understood by communities but also by other stakeholders that can both hold the agency to account and contribute to improved accountability to beneficiaries (by becoming “informants”, for example). Caution was raised that the review does not result in a more “document heavy” approach for agencies. 

In two other consultations, while there was agreement that the review of this benchmark should not result in more focus on documentation, there was consensus on the need for agencies to state their position on what type of information they will share. Some questions were raised on this benchmark going beyond information sharing to beneficiaries.
The community-based consultations highlighted consensus around the following types of information that direct beneficiaries and host communities want to know:

1. The aims and goals of program

2. Who works for them

3. Who the beneficiaries are, how they are selected, and what they will receive 

4. Financial information: about both organization (“where they get their money from”) and related to program/project

5. How concerns and complaints can be raised

Others suggestions

Benchmark

1. Add “beneficiary selection criteria” in the list of things to be made public 

2. It is not sufficiently clear that the information shared should just be the information that is relevant to the specific stakeholder group; this should be clearly stated. In addition, detail should be added to one of the MoVs under Requirement 2.1 concerning appropriate translation, as so much can be lost from poor translation.

Requirement 2.1

Information will be useful unless it is accurate and regularly updated. Participants in one of the consultations strongly felt that this needs to be explicit in the requirement (what is available is not always accurate or up to date and therefore not helpful). 

MoV 2.1.2 asks for communication regarding financial summary but it is not clear what should be in the financial summary. Financial Summary needs to be clarified or specified in The Guide to the Standard.

MoV 2.1. 4: clarify how “accessibility” will be assessed

MoV 2.1.5 focuses only on language; media and formats should also be compared

MoV 2.1.6

1. Beneficiaries should be interviewed to verify not only that information is available, but that they understand it and its implications. Add “…information availability and its understanding.” 

2. Interview both women and men to verify information availability and accessibility.

Requirement 2.2 

1. The term ‘inform’ does not necessarily mean that beneficiaries were involved. A suggestion was made to change wording to “engage beneficiaries in beneficiary selection criteria…” but the group concluded that this should be covered under the Participation benchmark.
2. “as agreed with their representatives” – questions were asked about whether these really represent the community and suggestions made to adjust to “representatives and the community”. 

3. The Standard and The Guide do not give a clear time frame to communicate the selection criteria to intended beneficiaries or the community. Selection criteria should be time specific.
MoV 2.2:1: consider making reference to rights/entitlements and deliverables
MoV 2.2.2: Interview beneficiary representative of men and women, other community members and agency staff.

Requirement 2.3

Staff to carry photo ID with name, job title, agency name and validity date.

MoV 2.3.1: Review contact details at appropriate and publicly accessible sites for women and men.
Requirement 2.4

It is not clear that to whom staff roles and responsibilities, and organisational structure should be communicated to. “It would be good to identify the specific stakeholder to whom we must provide this information, to make the Standard more measurable”.
Definitions

The definition of a humanitarian plan should be revised as it is not specific enough.

Additional requirement

Before information is shared about an agency, the agency should sensitise beneficiaries on their rights. In BM 2 add a statement that beneficiaries should first be sensitised / informed of their rights not to be exploited.

For the Steering Committee meeting
1. Change the sequence in the current benchmark and requirements as follows:

a. The focus of the Benchmark: on commitment to sharing timely and accessibly information to beneficiaries and other stakeholders specified by the agency

b. First requirement: the agency makes a statement (policy level or other type of statement that clearly is expected to be implemented) on what information will be systematically provided to beneficiaries and other stakeholders specific by the agency

c. Following requirements focus on specific types of information publicly available: here list types of information in Benchmark; Requirement 2.2; Requirement 2.3; Requirement 2.4

d. Following requirement: language, formats and media

2. Does the question on including other stakeholder groups (than beneficiaries/disaster affected communities) in this benchmark require further investigation? If so, how?

3. Other points?

Benchmark 3

Over 190 staff provided comments and suggestions for improving this benchmark (9 consultation meetings and over 30 individual respondents).

The majority of the contributors commented that the application of Benchmark-3 enabled programme participants to influence the quality of services that the agency provides. This helped communities to view the agency’s aid provision as entitlements “not hand outs to the poor”. There was consensus amongst contributors that this benchmark is least specific in the Standard following Benchmark 1 and Benchmark 6 and that there is scope for improvement, without it becoming too rigid and prescriptive. 

Consensus

The following issues have been raised in several consultations and highlighted as requiring adjustments in the HAP 2010 Standard. 

1. The inclusion of “and their representatives” is unnecessary and takes strength away from this benchmark.  Delete “and their representatives” from the benchmark, but keep it included in requirements and MoVs.

2. Reference to “informed consent” risks being interpreted at odds with “participation”. Community participation in programme decisions are not just about informed agreement for agencies to proceed with an action, though at times informed agreement is all that agencies may be able to secure (in the first few days of an emergency, for example).

3. To include a requirement or a means of verification that demonstrates how views expressed by participating beneficiaries and others have been taken into account and acted upon (or not).

4. Agencies need to have an organisational commitment to enabling participation of beneficiary communities; suggestions have been made that the first requirement in this benchmark be in relation to a statement on participation (that has implications in practice)

5. The benchmark includes no criteria against which good practice can be assessed.

Participants in one of the consultations commented that “inadequate coordination among donors, intermediate NGOs and implementing agencies negatively affects participation in programmes; benchmark 3 cannot be effectively implemented and cannot lead to improved performance in the absence of coordination.”

Most community based consultations highlighted that 

· The concept of informed consent is useful but insufficient; agencies need to be clear on how beneficiaries can influence programme decisions, including beneficiary selection criteria. 

· A common complaint from beneficiaries has been that many aid agencies are passing through, all expecting them to attend meetings and participated. This affects their daily lives, but there seems to be little to no consideration from agencies to timing or communities’ capacity to participate.

· When views of communities are sought, there is little to no feedback on how their views affected programme decisions. Agencies need to either report back during future community meetings, or communicate through another appropriate channel how main views collected through community participation have been taken into account or not.

Other suggestions

Benchmark

Change from “seek” to “obtain”

Requirement 3.1

Participants in one consultation felt that this requirement implies that organisations only need to specify their criteria and selection processes but there is no obligation to take into account beneficiaries’ views on such criteria. 

· The following formulation was suggested: “The agency shall define processes it uses to identify intended beneficiaries in cooperation with beneficiaries.”

MoV 3.1.2: 

· Add “meaningful participation of women, men, boys, girls”

· “…used to enable effective participation.”

MoV 3.1.3: Add interview staff and women and men beneficiaries 

Requirement 3.2

Unpack this requirement by different stages of the project cycle. Agency to feed back to the community on how their input has affected the project.

Community views to be sought both on products and services/process.

Participants in one of the consultations discussed whether specific reference should be made (in the requirement or in one of the MoVs) to participation of communities in designing beneficiary selection criteria. No agreement was reached.

The guidelines for staff ought to include definitions and process for

· identifying

· working with

· reviewing the degree of representation of “representatives” with wider community 

Include MoV on analysis of power, vulnerabilities; asking beneficiaries

MoV 3.2.1

· participants in one workshop suggested that “its” is unclear, change to the “organisation’s”.

· one individual respondent commented that the expectation to demonstrate how analysis of capacity has influenced implementation is a complex indicator

MoV 3.2.4 – change to “…for establishing criteria for beneficiary selection” or just “targeting criteria”.

MoV 3.2.5: 

· In one consultation meeting the following addition was suggested: Review records of the meeting to check that discussions informed decisions / are reflected in the project cycle. (This point is linked to one that was raised in several consultations, as highlighted above).

· In one consultation meeting, participants questions why only review records of meetings with beneficiary representatives? change to “…held with beneficiaries.” This automatically includes representatives.

· One respondent highlighted that the focus here is too much on minutes of meetings; in reality, decisions won’t always be made in formal meetings which have recorded meetings

Additional requirement

1. Participants in one consultation felt that the current benchmark did not take sufficient account of involvement from other stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, religious bodies, which are sometimes required), which has a direct impact on beneficiary participation. Agencies should be asked to also declare their participation policy and actual engagement with other stakeholders.
· The following formulation was suggested: “The agency shall define the processes through which beneficiaries and other stakeholders will participate in project design, implementation and review
2. On assessing community capacity to participate (this addresses one of the main issues raised in the community consultations)

Alternative approach

One Steering Committee member made a suggestion to grade level of participation of communities using the “participation ladder” (information sharing, consultation, partnership)

In one of the workshops, participants suggested that guidance for staff be included in the Guide to cover:

· Definition of participation

· Acknowledgment of different levels of participation; 

· Suggestions on assessing the context’s feasibility to engage in different levels of participation with a view of moving from information sharing to influencing
For the Steering Committee meeting
1. How to address the issue of “representatives”

2. First requirement focuses on statement on participation processes (policy level); subsequent requirements focus on practice

3. Other points?

Benchmark 4

Staff participating in ten consultations and a large number of individual respondents (total of 252) generated discussions on this benchmark.

Consensus

1. Participants commented that the focus seems to be overwhelmingly on what systems are in place rather than on whether or not they are effective. Revise MoVs to cover both effective systems in place as well as observation of practice and interviews to verify practice.

2. The Standard should be explicit in requiring an agency to include standards of behaviour (or CoC) with particular reference to exploitation and abuse in all contractual agreements. The relevant Working Group is expected to make specific suggestions on where such requirements should be included.

3. Suggestions were made that the focus of the benchmark should be on competencies related to the accountability framework or accountability framework and its implementation; but not solely on management system. 

4. Without effective organisational approaches to staff security, and health, safety, wellbeing [key elements of the People In Aid Code] the HAP standard will not be easily implemented.
5. Most local staff contributing to the review commented on this benchmark, highlighting that expatriate staff receive more capacity building support than national/local staff. It was suggested that specific reference is made to national or local staff throughout the benchmark where relevant; and that an explicit requirement or MoV be added to the benchmark to recognise the knowledge and experience of national staff and pre-existing teams when relief and emergency teams arrive.
Other suggestions

Requirement 4.1

· A clear identification of aid worker competencies should become part of Standard or The Guide.

· Add MoV 4.1.3: Review gender balance in recruitment and hiring processes.

Requirement 4.2

· Add: “roles, responsibilities and accountability in implementation”

· Add MoVs: Interview staff about their understanding of crosscutting issues and review induction materials. 

Requirement 4.3

· Is too broad; consider making reference to performance management that includes implementation of the HAF.

· Review induction materials for age and gender .

Requirement 4.4

Continual staff development is effective only if activities are relevant to job descriptions. It has been observed that there is need to improve coherence between staff selected for the training and their role in an organisation. There is no reference to this and the Standard or at least The Guide should refer to “relevant trainings and capacity building activities for relevant staff”.

MoV 4.4.3: the focus on continual improvement for partners doesn’t fit logically with this requirement on staff development.

Additional requirements

1. Include a requirement and means of verification on transparency of hiring from the beneficiary community. Participants in two consultations felt that there was a need to include a requirement on transparency in recruitment for national staff, particularly so if hiring from the beneficiary community.
2. Include a requirement or make reference in existing requirements and MoVs to volunteers. Participants in two consultations felt that much aid work is carried out through volunteers and there is no reference and guidance related to volunteers / clarity on whether reference to staff covers volunteers.

3. Include a requirement related to an agency developing and maintaining a culture of quality amongst staff from orientation, through performance management and addressing improvement objectives.
For the Steering Committee meeting
1. The People In Aid Code will be used as a reference where relevant, and in light of the other comments above.
2. Other points?

Benchmark 5

All workshops touched upon this benchmark; some consultations meetings organised by the Working Group focused specifically on complaint handling.

The Working Group will propose specific suggestions for changes in this benchmark, its requirements and means of verification. The last meeting took place on 22 March and one member of the group will present their main recommendations and points for decision to the Steering Committee on 29 March.

For the reference of the Steering Committee, the following background information is presented here:

Consensus

There was overall consensus that this benchmark is well spelled out. Differing views are highlighted below.

Participants in different workshops discussed the cultural and political sensitivities of the term complaint (in some countries the use of the word can lead to government concerns and therefore blockage, in others there are no local language equivalents making it difficult in implementation). While no consensus was reached on the suggestions for alternate words to use, consensus is emerging that the term feedback is not strong enough. A suggestion was made that the benchmark could include a requirement on whether the term complaint and other related terminology have been “translated” into locally appropriate language. The Working Group will make further recommendations.

The Benchmark makes reference to partners, though there is no reference to partners in the requirements or MoVs. This needs to be addressed by the Partnership Working Group.

Other suggestions

1. Questions were asked about what “other specified bodies” refers to. The Standard relies on agencies to determine who they are, but this is not clear. Anybody could be a “specified body”. In Benchmark 2 the Standard refers to “specified stakeholders”. What is the difference? Call them specified stakeholders that will be defined by the agency according to the context – and this is done in Benchmark 1. 

2. The link with Bench 3 (participation) should be stronger and clearer since a CRM cannot be established without participation. Proper participation in the programme will also reduce the number of complaints. Also the link with Benchmark 2 should be stronger. 
3. The CRM should only be dealing with sensitive issues (including abuse and fraud). Though participatory M&E and by giving communities the ability to contact the agency, the number of complaints should be reduced. A CRM should be for issues that the agency cannot address through regular engagement with communities and that require an answer.

4. Confidentiality is not sufficiently highlighted in the wording of the benchmark. Add confidentiality to BM “…effective, accessible, confidential and safe for…”

5. Participants suggested that the term complaint should be defined in the Standard, 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.)
Requirement 5.1

Beneficiaries and host communities should not be consulted on ways to ‘handle a complaint’, but in identifying the most appropriate ways for the agency to receive complaints / for complainants to submit a complaint.

MoVs; add

· “Review records that community consultations have taken place” 

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

· Demonstrate that differential access points for information and complaints have been taken into account in the consultation process 

Requirement 5.2

Participants in two consultation workshops commented that this is not specific enough and should include

· a protection policy for the complainant

· a victim support policy;

· an appeals process.

Participants in another workshop had the following suggestions

· Bullet 3 not specific enough: Add “…submitting complaints with multiple entry points.”
· Bullet point 6: safe referral not clear; needs revision.

· Bullet point 7: Add “...a response detailing actions and steps taken by the agency”

“Non-retaliation”

· Participants in one workshop suggested that this is too technical a term and that other language be used

· One individual respondent suggested that the focus on policy is too strong

MoV 5.2.3: partners not sufficiently addressed; Add “…interview staff, partners, community members, and / or beneficiaries…”

Add MoV 5.2.5 “Demonstrate constant review of actions taken when complaints are received and impact on those actions.”

Requirement 5.3

Partners not included in this requirement. Add “…affected communities, agency staff and partners understand…”

MoV 5.3.2 – “review of documents about CRM procedures made available to intended beneficiaries” is not sufficient. Remove the term ‘intended’

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.

Requirement 5.4

Add means of verification 

· Review how the organisation uses the information from complaints to revise programme/project or policy. 

For the Steering Committee meeting

1. Recommendations to be presented by the Working Group representatives for discussion and decision

2. Does the question on feedback versus complaints in this benchmark require further investigation? If so, how?

3. Other recommendations before the preparation of the first draft?

Benchmark 6

Participants in six consultation workshops (attended by 127) engaged in discussion regarding potential improvements in this benchmark. Less than 10 individual respondents provided separate suggestions, which were similar to those emerging from the consultation meetings.

Consensus

Requirement 6.1 is limited to “specified processes” and does not cover implementation of these processes. Monitoring, evaluation and reporting needs to be explicitly included in this benchmark, including in relation to the implementation of the HAF and using progress reports to inform practice.
Differing views

Several participants suggested that the improvement requirement be separated from the requirement related to partners into two different benchmarks. Based on discussion under Benchmark 1, the improvement requirement could become part of this benchmark. The Partnerships Working Group will put forward a recommendation on whether the current requirement on partners will become part of a separate benchmark that deals with partners only or the requirements for agencies working with partners will be made explicit within each of the remaining benchmarks (where consensus seems to be emerging).
Other suggestions

Possible formulation for Benchmark 6: “The agency shall continually improve its accountability framework, management systems and working relationships with relevant stakeholders”

Requirement 6.1

1. This requirement is too headquarters based. It is important that learning trickles down within the agency. Suggestions were made in one workshop to add MoV on demonstrating that accountability is included in Emergency Preparedness Plans, for example.  There was debate as to the effectiveness and feasibility of random spot checks (to be included in the MoVs or in The Guide) and no agreement within the group was reached.
2. Participants in one of the workshops suggested that the specific improvement in the HAF should be linked with Benchmarks and not with improvement in HQMS.
3. One individual respondent suggested that reference to “inclusive of all HAP Benchmarks is too prescriptive and may force agencies to incorporate Benchmark wording for the sake of certification”
4. Change to “the agency shall use ongoing monitoring and evaluation to drive improvements in systems and practice.” Put more emphasis on continual improvement; 

· shows that quality and accountability are ongoing processes

· beneficiary views need to drive improvement

5. MoVs 1, 2 and 3; one respondent suggested that these are too process focused (for example, there won’t always be meetings where formal minutes are taken)

New MoVs

· Review evaluation and learning documents to verify the learning on equal access, targeting (“positive discrimination”/affirmative action”) 

· Demonstrate how the learning from evaluations and other learning have been used to revise policy or practice. 

Requirement 6.2 

1. In two workshops (attended by staff of HAP members and their partners), participants commented that the Standard does not require agencies to ensure their partners have a CoC that specifically addresses exploitation and abuse. It was suggested that the HAP 2010 Standard includes a statement that partners will also prevent and respond to cases of exploitation and abuse. In addition, it was suggested that the requirement to have a CoC should be explicit in the agreement between the agency and its partner.

2. In one consultation workshop it was suggested that the focus for partners is more likely to be on the HAF as a shared set of commitments, rather than the Principles of Accountability and the Principles for humanitarian action.

MoV 6.2.1: One respondent suggested that improvement plans won’t necessarily be defined in these terms; capacity development strategies for partners is a more likely alternative.

For the Steering Committee meeting

1. In light of presentation from Working Group, agree whether the draft 2010 Standard will present information on partners in a separate benchmark or across benchmarks

2. If continual improvement is moved to Benchmark 1, is there an element of monitoring and evaluation of programmes that will be missed? Without monitoring and evaluating programmes and feeding learning into future programmes, accountability cannot be effectively improved. This is strongly linked with the definition of the accountability framework. Is a separate benchmark on monitoring and evaluation still needed?

V. Suggestions of new additions to the Standard

While some respondents suggested inclusion of a new benchmark on coordination (in four consultation workshops), ethical fundraising (three consultation workshops), supply chain management (two workshops), and environmental impact (one workshop), the majority of consultation participants and individual respondents who commented on this expressed concern over expanding the Standard beyond its current areas of coverage before more agencies adhere to the current Standard.

Suggestions were made that coordination is critical in, and could be addressed as part of, information sharing, participation and complaint handling. In two of the workshops, participants suggested that a requirement on coordination between agencies be added in relation to providing peer support on investigations in sexual exploitation and abuse and/or either receiving or addressing complaints.

Other suggestions

Participants in one workshop concluded that:

· “Coordination” needs to be emphasised as part of any relevant benchmark. 
· The standard should also highlight aspects of financial and procurement management of partners and donors 
In one of the workshops…

· although there was no general agreement on wording and/or development, there was consensus that HAP should consider including reference to minimising impact on the environment. 

· participants discussed options for the Standard to address questions on ethical fundraising and ethical spending. Who/what donates to the organisation?  Requirements could include: a need to identify conflict of interest; requirement to attempt to source deliverables locally wherever possible; use local and/or beneficiary talents prior to “shipping” in external human resources.  Most agencies already have policies on who can donate, though they vary depending on agency and country of origin. 
· The same participants expressed concern over increasing the size of the Standard and the number of benchmarks.

In another workshop, participants suggested “including a benchmark on ethical funding raising/ supply chain management or addressing this issue in the Standard through other means. 90 % of required materials are locally available and should be used.”

In another workshop, the majority of participants suggested to

· Include a benchmark on coordination

· Include more specific notes on supply chain management  (financial and procurement practices, especially when working with partners)

· Include specific suggestions on ethical fundraising 

For the Steering Committee meeting

1. Is there agreement to include complementary approaches (coordination) as MoVs under relevant benchmarks, with further guidance included in The Guide?

2. Is further consultation on the addition of new benchmarks required? 

3. Following the ISO/IEC Rules, a Standard can include requirements (“shall”), as well as recommendations (“should”); the use of the word should in the context of standards indicates that, “among several possibilities one is recommended as particularly suitable, without mentioning or excluding others, or that a certain course of action is preferred but not necessarily required”. Particularly in the context of addition of new benchmarks or requirements, should recommendations be considered? 
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