
	  

 
  CHS Consultation Process: 
  Compiled Feedback on the CHS Draft of 09 December 2013 
 
     24 April 2014 
 

www.corehumanitarianstandard.org 



	  

2 

 
 
Phase 1- Compiled Feedback on the CHS Draft of 09 December 2013 
Including Feedback Submitted via Surveymonkey and Email – Final Version as of 24 April 2014 

 

This working document is a compilation of all feedback collected on the first draft of the Core Humanitarian Standard  (CHS) in the period 09 December 2013 to 31 March 2014. We solicited 
comments by email, through an online survey and through workshops. In total we received written comments from almost 300 sources including individuals and organisations.  A total of 142 
agencies worldwide provided input in this first phase by email and through the online survey. In addition we conducted several workshops for the CHS consultation, including Kenya, Myanmar, 
Pakistan, South Sudan, and Zimbabwe with dozens of organizations sharing their views. 

In analysing the feedback, comments were re-grouped in a manner that makes them more accessible and removes duplication. Given the substantial feedback on higher-level issues concerning the 
structure, length and usability of the CHS Draft, it was necessary to address these issues in a comprehensive manner. 

The comments have been grouped under the following headings: 

• General comments on the draft document (including use of humanitarian values and terminology used and anything missing) 

• Indicators 

• Name of the standard 

• Vision 

• Purpose 

• Scope (including question regarding application in recovery and development) 

• Underpinning principles 

• Structure 

• Terms and definitions 

• Putting the CHS into practice 

• Specific comments on the CHS Commitments 1 through 10 
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General 
comments on the 
draft document 
 
(including use of 
humanitarian 
values and 
terminology used 
and anything 
missing) 

 
Too long: 

- Make it short and simple to make it useful (to be used as a standard to report against for donors, but also usable for a small 
organisation, especially a local organisation) 

- One page I can put on every wall in my office  
- Cut the intro pages and go straight into commitments 

 
Level of commitment:  
Standard must be signed by the CEO of each org complying - endorsement by their boards would be great. The process should then be that 
team leaders then sign as part of their contract. This would an intermediate start to giving it teeth before the certification question kicks in 
 
Style:  

- Not specific enough 
- Not clear enough (should be presented in a way which can be easily used by affected people/ beneficiaries) 
- In general the standard is written for international orgs with reference to national staff etc.  
- Note that in the Intro section, all 7 subheadings vary in terms of capitals in their titles-make consistent? 
- The requirements are not written in a very standard-like format. Besides, they focus on the commitment, not on the implementation, 

while the indicators reflect implementation. Beware of introducing new requirements going down in the hierarchical structure of a 
standard, in this case commitments, requirements and indicators that are not included in the layer immediately higher 

- Wording of the core requirement statements are too long, try to reduce the statement with key 2/3 highlighted words 
- Choice of words: "Commitments should be Principles, Core requirements should be Criteria, ...acknowledging the conflict with the 

humanitarian Principles.... 
- The last few commitments tend to be less clearly articulated than the first ones 
- Core requirements and indicators need to be significantly simplified. There is overlap and repetition 

 
Terminology:  

- “Affected people”: The explanation for “affected people” given at the beginning of the document compares the phrase to 
beneficiaries, target community, target population, participants.  This may cause some confusion in peoples minds as to whether 
‘affected people’ is just those served in a project, or if it is those served and not served within a location/situation. It is suggested to  
re word ""Affected people"" as ""beneficiaries""  because  the target group  can be either people or community, or an area or a 
purpose  Also when  the  humanitarian activity is for preparedness , it is not  just the affected people alone , it is for all the  people". 
Close relationship between "Affected people" and right holders. Suggested "People in vulnerable circumstances" or “Vulnerable 
people" which will target the young, old, disabled or vulnerable women 

- Terminology needs to be reviewed in each language (translation issues)  
- The terminology is greatly improved from the zero draft, much easier to understand and navigate 
- The standard as it stands really has statements of success (i.e. what would be there if the commitment had been met) rather than 

indicators. I would suggest changing the title to reflect that but that in the guidance and with auditors to develop a clear indicator list 
to avoid the issues of interpretation 

 
Structure:  

- Distinguish between normative and non-normative elements of the standard. Confusion between normative elements incorporated 
into the introduction 

- The commitment could reflect what are the principles in question. E.g. Action based on the principles of humanity, impartiality, 
neutrality and independence. This could allow dividing the requirements into each of the different principle and: 1) existence of a 
system (or documents/procedures/mechanisms), including commitments 2) key elements that the system must include 3) knowledge 
of the system by the relevant actors, including staff, consultants and any person involved in the implementation 4) implementation 
each with its relative indicators. This structure should be reflected in all the clauses of the standard 

- Mainstreaming beneficiary participation in all commitments needs more work 
- Sequence of the CHS commitments is not logical. The sequence of the CHS commitments is important as it provides a basis for 

logically explaining and training about the commitments.  At present, there does not appear to be an obvious logic either from an 
programmatic or from an organisational perspective 

- The core requirements and indicators mix up standards for (a) running programmes & (b) running organisations. They also mix up 
standards for (a) core functions and (b) support functions 

 

 
We have reorganised the normative 
part of the standard into three pillars, 
reduced the number of commitments 
(now requirements to reflect 
implementation at that level) and 
have substantially slimmed the 
indicators. 
 
We have revised the language to be 
as straight forward as possible. 
 
We have revised the formatting of 
the document and made changes as 
needed. 
 
The introduction now has an 
explanation to define normative and 
non-normative elements of the 
standard. 
 
We have grouped all commitments 
regarding accountability into one 
requirement as mainstreaming had 
resulted in a loss of strength. 
 
The sequence of the pillars follows a 
more sequential order now. 
 
The HAP standard and People in Aid 
Code have both been compiled into 
pillar 2. 
 
The wording of the standard is now 
more conducive to assistance 
programming in general thus being 
applicable to humanitarian and 
development interventions. 
 
We have made a specific 
requirement regarding the 
strengthening of first responders. 
 
The CHS has taken inspiration from 
the Sphere Core standards to ensure 
alignment and compatibility. 
 
Recognising the different issues 
relating to the applicability of the 
different humanitarian principles by 
different types of agencies we have 
deleted references to specific 
principles and instead have made 
reference to humanitarian principles 
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Scope: 
- If this is replacing the HAP standard and People it needs to be flexible enough to cover preparedness, recovery and development. 
- the People In Aid Code (7 Principles)-- I am hoping that these principles are incorporated into the CHS but that the fuller version is 

still used/referred to and not replaced by the CHS 
- To include development (this will alienate our teams in Development and give them further excuse not to implement these standards 

as they may argue that it is not targeting their work. This is worrying, as when we assess the accountability of our work and partners, 
we also assess our development work/teams. Will this mean that during the audits we go through for re-certification, the auditors will 
only visit humanitarian/early recovery projects and not development?) 

- A clear statement of the importance of taking steps to bridge the gap between humanitarian and development programmes would be 
good 

- We do not feel that the CHS should apply to DRR, preparedness and humanitarian action” – there may be elements which are 
helpful and applicable but they are not all equally relevant outside humanitarian response 

 
Individuals vs communities as target pop: 

- In Sphere there is a clear statement that individuals as well as communities are the first to help themselves - whereas this only talks 
about communities. I like the Sphere wording: "We acknowledge that it is firstly through their own efforts, and through the support of 
community and local institutions, that the basic needs of people are met" 

 
I still strongly feel that when HAP says that this is the first draft than at least a structure should be in place instead of talking about the 
overall approach 
 
Relation to other standards: 

- If it is a core standard, it is the technical standards that are complementary, not the other way around 
- More clarity about what it replaces and how it should be used in relation to Sphere, HAP and People in Aid standards.  
- Need to harmonise standards 
- What is the value added compared to Sphere? So much of this is in the Sphere Handbook.  Will people use both? Why use these for 

some aspects, when use of Sphere is established? 
 
Making the standard work for organisations working through local partners needs more work 
There is also the additional challenge for organisations who work in a multilateral and the way that CHS would apply 
 
Enforceability and impact: 

- Useful to have some indication about what thoughts there are about certification 
- My understanding is that the CHS will be self-assessed. Is there a mechanism for external accreditation, or will it purely be self-

assessed? How will adherence or compliance be assessed? 
- What if one signs up to these and doesn't meet the commitments, core requirements, etc.? 
- The problem is that it is all so hypocritical.   The terminology is always right.  However, in reality this is going to be impossible to 

deliver in practice and creates more exclusions than it does inclusions 
- Measurement plan - who measures for example and how often? 
- Impact measurement 
- Dangerous to say that the standard can be adapted without indicating under whom responsibility and who can grant this adaptation. 

If not, a number of different version will exist in a few years and the whole exercise of simplifying the standard landscape will be lost. 
- Cost of monitoring compliance with the CHS; what is feasible and how much will it cost?  Getting evidence across the standard is 

likely to be very time consuming 
- some sections are the responsibility of other actors such as donors and governments (not humanitarian agencies) so how can 

agencies measure this? 
- It should be categorically mentioned in the Introduction if CHS is intended for certification or its voluntary initiative. If it will be used 

for certification, the organizations having HAP and People certification will be recertified by one body (HAP or People)? 
 
Humanitarian principles: 
The difference in why some principles are "humanitarian" and why some principles are "human rights" principles is stated,  although 
additional reading  is most likely required to ensure basic understanding 
Gender and women's rights could also come out more strongly.  Am a bit worried that the reference to 'culturally appropriate' ways of 
working give staff an excuse to trample on women's rights.  (and will not even get into gay rights!) 

in general understanding that they 
should guide the actions of all 
organisations providing assistance 
during a crisis as well as in times of 
peace or development work. 
 
We have included an indicator on 
coordination and on protection. 
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- What is the level of 
compliance of the standard 
we want to have? What 
systems and procedures 
need to be in place? 

- Terms and definitions 
- Any translation issues that 

can be identified? 
- Is the standard flexible 

enough to cover 
preparedness, recovery, 
response and development? 
Should it cover all of this? 

- Is this standard replacing, 
complementing or being a 
‘one stop shop’ for other 
standards? 

- How do we better explain the 
added value of the CHS in 
relation to other existing 
standards? 

- How do address compliance 
of organisations working 
through partners? Do we 
need to include any different 
requirements? 

- How do we address the issue 
of ‘new humanitarian actors’ 
(corporates, military, etc.)? 

- What would be the best way 
to include the sources – 
references to other standards 
in the document? 

- What do we need to develop 
in terms of guidance? 

- How do we mainstream 
considerations of gender, 
disability, age etc.? 
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Reference to continual improvements/reviews needed 
 
Anything missing: 

- Incorporate the notion/aspiration of ""building back better"" as a principle and outcome goal?  
- More general references to non-discrimination, inclusion and sustainability of effort would be better 
- Needs further firming up in terms of mainstreaming participation in all the commitments 
- The notion of ""new actors"" could be spelled out or mentioned?  Including military, commercial/industry/business, etc. Faith-based 

Also ""new"" might not be the most accurate term but rather growing involvement, growing recognition might be more accurate 
- How donors relate to this 
- Branding issues. How branding aid relates to people’s dignity and respectful that the affected people are contributing a lot of labour  
- A section / Core Requirement on Safety and Security 
- The need for advocacy for more humanitarian assistance where the sum of all actors' work is still far short of basic standards 

(Sphere, etc.). In one point this standard says that we prioritize according to what we know and what capabilities we have. This is a 
very pragmatic approach, but I believe real humanitarianism requires us to further sound the alarm when or pragmatic prioritization 
still leaves the affected people in a bad state - even though everyone is doing the best they can with what they have 

- References to the environment and natural resource issues 
- Preventing and responding to Sexual abuse and exploitation/Gender-based violence and child protection 
- Disability and inclusion could be strengthened 
- Omission of timeliness or speed apart from the Commitment #3 title (“Needs assessment and timely response”) there is no mention 

of timely assistance.  Unfortunately, this omission plays into the stereotyped argument that accountability and speed are opposites, 
when of course accountable humanitarian assistance needs to also be timely and relevant. There are several places in the CHS 
where timeliness could and should be mentioned 

- Further, it would be helpful to have a brief summary on how the CHS initiative evolved over the last years. Also to denote that this 
evolution is propelled by people who used and were involved in the previous scheme of humanitarian standards and that CHS is 
capitalising on learnings 

- One area that would probably need to be closer looked at within the CHS approach is effectiveness. This aspect occurs in the draft 
does not have the visibility and weight it should have 

- It would be good in the draft versions of the Core Humanitarian Standard to state the source of information, i.e. where do the 
indicators come from, Sphere Standards, HAP 2010 Standard, Red Cross Red Crescent Code of Conduct, PiA, etc.? 

- In addition to the code of conduct for Red Cross and NGOs; HAP, the core Sphere standards, etc. the CHS should also refer to 
Hyogo Framework for action (HFA) 

- Gender focus: The CHS document is gender neutral which could be interpreted as a weakness. The gender perspective is to some 
extent emphasised under the “Commitment Two: Affected people participating, engaged and owing the response”, which is good, 
but is not emphasised in other commitments such as “Commitment Four: Supporting and promoting local and national humanitarian 
leadership” where a gender equality perspective ought to be very relevant. At a minimum it is proposed that the beginning of the 
document emphasises that gender is mainstreamed in the CHS, noting that a gender perspective is important throughout the CHS, 
including women, men, boys and girls 

- Protection does not come out clearly in the commitments, if it can be added 

- We think that disaster risk reduction and the idea of ‘building back better’ can be more systematically mainstreamed in the CHS 

Important (many people requested it) - A guide to the CHS standard might be very practical and useful, including how to implement the 
standard and how it will be externally verified, in addition to bringing up possible challenges and dilemmas with applying the different 
commitments 
 
While the draft CHS provides a comprehensive synthesis of the various standards referred to in the document, it is not clear what its actual 
value added would be beyond the existing standards. The document is also silent about how the CHS would relate to, expand, complement 
or rather replace the existing frameworks, codes of conduct etc. from which it derives its legitimacy. This is critical in order to establish the 
ownership of the CHS and to avoid that the CHS is perceived as just yet another standard 
 
The similarity between the 10 commitments CHS, the NGO Code of conduct and SPHERE cores standards creates confusion about the 
purpose of the CHS. At first quick glance the CHS appears to be the same and the actual differences or its value added are not clearly 
visible. The CHS need to clearly articulate its relationship with those frameworks and whether this replaces or adds to them 
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Indicators  
Number of indicators per core requirements: 

- 4 
- 2 – 3 

 
Wording: 

- Too general. The indicators are not all “measurable attributes that allow the humanitarian community to judge whether commitments 
are being met.” The indicators need to be sharpened, made more specific and quantifiable 

- There are no verbs... i.e. no action which can be observed and to which an observer could say that this or that action is not 
happening or this or that procedure does not exist 

- Often not directly related to the commitment they are meant to be measuring 
- The indicators written in the present tense is good 
- Continuing problem of several indicators being principles or objectives in and of themselves, rather than tools to measure 

achievement of core requirements 
 
Structure: 

- Indicators should be numbered, thus allowing to better cross reference different part of the standard, and a more straight forward 
development of verification protocols (e.g. check lists) 

 
Content: 

- Quite a lot of indicators relate to documentation.  Whilst policy documents are a useful MOV could we also explore alternative ways 
of showing progress, particularly for smaller organisations for whom the creation of lots of policy documents can be a huge burden. 
Also existence of a policy doesn’t mean it’s being implemented, so proof of implementation might be ultimately more useful. 

- Would be helpful to have a separate set of indicators and MoVs for non-implementing organisations (for all commitments) relating to 
advocate for its use’ 

- Indicator development and the design for implementation would always need to be looked at from the perspective of the local 
affected people. Technical jargon, requirements in staff performance and urgency for implementation at times come in the way and 
this will constantly affect the extent to which indicators are adequately clear understood for use and also hinder learning 

- Some indicators are not phased as measures therefore it is unclear what constitutes success. Actions or activities are described but 
there is no feeling of incremental levels 

- It would be helpful to break down the MoV into those that provide a policy framework and those that would support evidence that the 
action or activities are undertaken 

- M&E reports as a means of verification is fine but some organisations may need clarity/guidance about how best to monitor and 
evaluate some to the indicators that are presented. Ease of indicator measurement will depend on programme capacity and 
operating context 

- In Standards like these, it is useful to have different level to aim for depending on context. So relief would naturally be one level, 
recovery another and then development another etc. So there could be an "Accountability Marker" or a "CHS Marker" to go with this 
that measures how we are doing - with the aim being to do better in longer term programming 

 
Use: 

- Clarity re are all of these Indicators going to be measured or evaluated?  
- More explicit detail in MoVs regarding which particular codes or mechanisms and how often they will be used  
- does not clarify who is doing the observing and therefore what credence can be given to this 

 
Idea: 
Indicators: Guidance sheets with more explicit suggestions on the measurement of the indicators 
 
Means of Verification for all Commitments need to be defined for each indicator - not just lumped together to cover all 
 

 
We have reduced the number of 
indicators per requirement as much 
as possible. 
 
Indicators are written in the present 
tens and are designed to be 
actionable. They also represent 
evidence in operations not only the 
existence of policies. 
 
Pillars, requirements and indicators 
are all numbered. 
 
We have deleted references to MoV. 
It is difficult to provide a useful 
indication of what these means 
should be, without having 
undertaken a detailed development 
of traditional auditing sources of 
evidence (documentation, minutes of 
meetings, interviews and personal 
observation). If the MoV were to be 
made more precise at this stage, 
they would make the standard too 
prescriptive and limit its applicability. 
It was deemed more appropriate to 
develop, for each requirement as a 
next step to this standard in 2015, 
specific guides on where to find the 
relevant information for checking 
conformity. 
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Are indicators measuring 
compliance at an operational 
level or only at a policy level? 

- Should compliance with the 
indicators be presented as a 
spectrum in further guidance 
to be developed? 

 

Name of the 
standard 

 
- CHUMS (DOESN’T EXPAIN WHAT CHUMS STAND FOR) 
- Core Standard: 
 

The ten Standard Commitments apply as much to development work as to humanitarian work.  These commitments are the minimum level 

 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Can we find a better name to 
reflect what the standard is 
evolving into? 
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of practice in any form of support to affected people and are equally applicable in non-emergency, developmental work. Although all the 
principles and commitments are applicable on normal development projects as well yet the word “humanitarian” should be there. Otherwise 
certain phrases e.g. affected people, timely response would become redundant 
 
If development as included certain new indicators will be required to add and several amendments will be required to broaden its horizon. 
Perhaps mention though that these standards are also relevant to inform many "development" settings too There is significant crossover 
between humanitarian work and long term development work, but they aren't the same 
 
If this standard is ever to be used more broadly in organisations with dual purpose having only humanitarian in the title is not going to work 
 
Since the CHS is focusing on Humanitarian activities, it is desirable to have the word  "Humanitarian".  But putting only "humanitarian" in the 
standard limits unnecessarily its scope. Could these standards also form one of a possible new set of 'MDGs for Humanitarian Work'?  
 

- Core humanitarian standards - there is a lot of them!! This is a set of standards not a single one." 
- Core humanitarian organisational standards: The title as it stands is misleading, as the CHS is largely about organisational and 

accountability issues, not general humanitarian response issues. I think a more accurate title would be‘ 
- Core Humanitarian Standards is adequate. We like “Core Humanitarian Standard”.  We feel that the term ‘humanitarian’ 

encompasses different situations – especially in the general understanding of the term (beyond the aid sector, in the general public). 
- Core humanitarian standards for organisational management 
- Add 'minimum' to the title  
- Norms instead of standards 
- Principles instead of standards 
- Core Humanitarian & Recovery Standards (CHRS) 
- The Core Standard for Non-Governmental Organizations. 
- Quality standard for INGOs 
- Minimum Quality Standard for .....  
- Ten Core Humanitarian Commitments.  At present there is no Standard and it is confusing to have it called The Core Standard when 

it consists of ten commitments 
- Core Humanitarian and Development Principles 
- ISO 46/182 
- We find that the word 'Accountable' does not translate into French, Portuguese or Spanish very easily.  I would suggest this should 

be discussed with French and Spanish speakers so as to find an easily understood term 
- "Benchmark Humanitarian Accountability Standards" (BHAS) 
- Core Accountability and Quality Management Standard 
 

Vision  
The vision of the standard is simple: that organisations responding to humanitarian crises (and the individuals within them) are held 
accountable to a set of standards by those whose money they use and those they seek to help 
 
In the scope there is the mention of an “individual”. Does it refer to the individual in the organisation? If that is the case, then it can be 
clarified in a footnote 
 
This is not a standard for individuals as such but organisations and those who work for them. The document is unclear on this point 
 
Omit the statement under 1. Vision “every day and all over the world – wherever it happens.” Simplify 
the statement under 1. Vision “Organisations – who share this vision.” 
 
2nd para addresses the vision, 3rd is about the implementation, but ends on vision. Sequence not very clear 
 
The vision is too lengthy and broad. It needs to be concise 
 
If find the following formulation a bit unfortunate: This Core Humanitarian Standard is addressed to those who share the vision.... - it sounds 
like this is just one other humanitarian standard addressed at a certain ideological group... The Core Humanitarian Standard will support 
those who share this vision. - 'support' sounds like active, financial, or similar support. What you mean is 'practical guidance' how to 

 
This is now included under “Scope” 
and it encompasses any type of 
organisation providing assistance 
and wanting to be accountable for it. 
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implement the principles in practice, isn't it? 
 
Appreciate that 'prevention" is mentioned twice on page one (prevention--Vision, preparedness--Scope) 
 

Purpose  
The Standard doesn’t “support …etc.” but rather I would suggest provides a practical and clear basis to establish quality and effectiveness 
 
A standard should be clear and hard edged and give us the sense of having made it or not 

 
This is now included under “Scope”. 

Scope 
 
(including 
question 
regarding 
application in 
recovery and 
development) 

 
General: 

- Concentrate on the Humanitarian Principles and not extend to finance or other topics 
- Not clear. Can you use for certification? Is it a code of conduct?  
- Pg. 2 - First responders also include faith communities, including faith leaders so please include them 

 
Humanitarian and Development: 

- We suggest that there could be mention that many of the commitments and requirements are equally applicable to development and 
can also be adopted by development agencies 

- Some complimentary requirements maybe needed for development (ex. for needs assessment, partnering, civil society capacity 
building), however, we think this still provides the correct foundation for non-emergency situations as well and could be followed 
(although not in full) by purely development organisations 

- "Preparedness and recovery phase may require different indicators. For example recovery phase may require indicators to ensure 
that priority recovery needs of various communities are properly identified targeted, timely start of recovery phase (e.g. distribution of 
agri-inputs at the right time), no exotic inputs or alien species are supplied that may disturb local eco-systems etc. Similarly 
preparedness phase would involve looking into adequacy of physical infrastructure, location, proper vulnerability/risk identification 
and assessment, timeliness of information flow, adequacy of early warning systems, proper assessment of resilience factors etc." 

- Not sure if conflict has been properly thought through the document 
- In the Vision, Purpose, Scope and Underpinning principles, there is no mention of recovery or long term development 
- It's more appropriate in recovery and development phases than emergencies since there is more time for aspects such as capacity 

building and more time to consider broader stakeholder interests considering partnerships 
- On page 2 Development has been omitted 

 
Add “livelihoods support” in paragraph 2 
 

 
This is now included under “Scope” 
and it encompasses any type of 
organisation providing assistance 
and wanting to be accountable for it 
without distinction regarding the type 
of context it is working in. 

Underpinning 
principles 

 
Principles are fine 
 
Underpinning principles p.3“The standards puts the people – accountability of humanitarian response.  
Or omit.  
 
Shouldn’t accountability also be a fundamental humanitarian principle? We have lost the 4 HAP principles. Is this a problem? What happens 
to the HAP certification process? 
 
The ‘sources of information’ listed at the end of Section 4 should be listed separately (with its own heading), and moved to the end of the 
introduction (not part of ‘Underpinning Principles’) 
 
The underpinning principle number IV talks about insufficient national capacity. But there is nothing mentioned who would determine this 
factor as this is fundamental requirement for mobilizing global humanitarian community against any crisis or disaster in any country 
 
Add “philanthropist groups” in underpinning principle number iii 2 
 
Number iv may be continued with “as long as such norms and laws do not contradict fundamental humanitarian principles” 
 
Pleased to see the inclusion of a clarification for non-implementing organisations: “ … while non-operational agencies and agencies working 

 
This section has been deleted and 
will be developed further during the 
TAG. 
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through partners should advocate for its use by their partners and uptake in all aspects of humanitarian action” Good to see mention of 
applicability to disaster preparedness and recovery as well as response 
 
Proposed edit..."iii) the necessary role of the wider international community, including the United Nations, international NGOs, regional 
organisations and donor governments in assisting states to fulfil their responsibilities, where national capacity is insufficient OR 
UNWILLING; and..." Proposed edit "iv) Means of verification: Sources AND STRATEGIES FOR COLLECTING information to measure the 
key indicators and therefore validate whether or not the core requirements are being met." 
 
Pg. 3 - International standards should also include Child Protection Working Group Emergencies standards - particularly as many 
organisations set-up child-friendly spaces. Also recent UN resolutions to reduce Gender-based violence must be included: the UN 
Statement on the Elimination of Sexual Exploitation and Abuse as well as UN Resolution 1325 
 
Could the core reference docs listed also include the dates as well as links to access them? 
 
ii) question on whether a conditional clause needs to be inserted as in some cases the state may not be able to exercise their responsibility. 
There may not be a functional state, or it may be so compromised/debilitated as to now be able to be effective. 
 

Structure  
The tables, 1st with the commitments alone, than with the commitment with the requirements and then 3rd the commitments, the 
requirements and the indicators are quite duplicated. While it is good to provide a summary before entering into details, the 2 fist tables 
could be merged 
 
The “Structure” session exclusively talks about internal characteristics of standard implementers but nothing has been given for the external 
features which concern with affected population. I strongly believe that there must be a guiding note in the “structure paragraph” that 
highlights the importance of developing affected people friendly framework 
 
Page 4 edit proposal: Means of verification: Sources of information AND METHODS to measure the key indicators and therefore validate 
whether or not the core requirements are being met 
 
Suggest an additional point after (v) MoV which is "(vi) Lessons learnt" so that mistakes made will be prevented from happening again and 
successes can be replicated 
 
Structure: "The elements of the Standard."...not sure what "elements" means? 
 

 
Please see comment above 
regarding the new structure. 

Terms and 
definitions 

 
Put Terms and definitions in an annex 
 
One small point the degree of control an org has over volunteers is a moot HR point as is the definition of volunteers in the many varied 
countries in which work takes place.  In fact the degree of independence from org requirements may the basis on which the non-
employment status is argued 
 
Could be put in alphabetical order (beware later in translation that the order will change!) 
 
Not sure that definitions need to be found in the introduction 
 
The definition of 'accountability' is long and doesn't really help to clarify/pin down an exact meaning for users (particularly those coming to 
the concept for the first time) 
 
The term 'verifiable' is used in section 7 but is not defined in section 6 – would be useful 
 
Missing the definitions of *Joint Assessment * Code of Conduct * Transparency 
 
“Disaster" relates to emergency and protracted settings brought about by military, political, environmental, etc. circumstances 

 
This section will be developed by the 
TAG. 
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Missing the definition of recovery and what it entails 
 
There is the mention of the military and private sector. It would be good to indicate the issues around civil military humanitarian interventions 
versus impartiality and neutrality. In addition, the issue of the private sector’s involvement in humanitarian action, alongside Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR) 
 
Definition of impartiality - distinction needs qualification. The definition of impartiality is fine with the exception of “without… distinction of any 
kind”.  If this definition were adopted then specifically considering gender or disability in a programme would not be possible.  We would 
therefore suggest “without… adverse distinction of any kind” 
 
Definition of neutrality – and other situations of violence. There is disagreement between some humanitarian actors and also some States 
concerning the suitability of the term "other situations of violence".  We note that the term does not have any formal definition, and it is very 
broad in the possible types of situation it could cover, which could include everything from football hooliganism to gang related criminal 
violence, and from domestic violence to martial arts, etc.  The term "disagreement" is even broader. If the purpose is to refer to situations of 
armed conflict as well as those severe situations that fall short of this definition, perhaps it would be more useful to use the terms "armed 
conflict and internal disturbances and tensions" or "armed conflict and internal strife". The term "disagreement" will also require some further 
specification 
 
Affected people… or Affected population? 
 
Humanitarian aid and humanitarian action have been used interchangeably, which is confusing and have political ramifications 
 
While talking about impartiality the document refers to ‘implementation’ of humanitarian aid. Should it not be ‘delivery’ of humanitarian aid?   
 
The principle of ‘independence’ as explained currently does not hold water, as disaster risk reduction and post response work (considered 
to be part of humanitarian action) cannot be independent of politics and the national development agenda of nation states, as these 
processes are led by national governments 
 
Some of the following terminologies need more explanation and / or definitions: principled humanitarian action; transparent communication 
and accountability itself 
 

Putting the Core 
Standard into 
practice 

 
There are lots of ‘organisation should this and should that’ in this section. I think I may have misunderstood. My understanding is that orgs 
sign up to (or don’t) the standard (certification or no certification). If that is the case this section is more simple: orgs agreeing to the 
standard, agree to put in place processes to measure their current performance against its requirements and plan to improve. They could 
submit themselves to scrutiny by their peers, donors or beneficiaries in this 
 
Non-operational agencies working through partners should do much more than "advocate" the use of the standard by their partners. They 
must ensure that at least some key requirements are implemented by partners. If not, the standard looses all its significance for this type of 
organisations: it is a standard of accountability towards affected populations, not about accountability towards partners. In other words, if 
non-operational agencies are not made responsible to some extent of the implementation of the standard by their partners, they cannot be 
certified 
 
The standard does not make allowance for INGOs who only work through local partners whom may not be members of the CHS. In the 
HAP standard, there are specific allowances for this. But here, the audit process would not have such allowances of guidelines. We cannot 
force local partners to apply the  
standards, only actively encourage them 
 
Put Section 7 up front: certainly before 6, probably before 5. And make more explicit that these standards should be used together with 
sectorial technical standards (such as SPHERE) 
 
Under section 7 the word ‘verification’ is mentioned – a definition of this could be added to section 6 
 

 
This section has been deleted.  
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Question page 5 ... the text reads: In case of extenuating operational and contextual circumstances, relevant sections may be adapted. It 
seems to me that virtually all humanitarian and emergency work occurs under "extenuating operational and contextual circumstances" ...i 
think this needs some further thought, and likely paring down to those points to be included that should actually be standards and not 
adaptable 
 
Many organisations will likely have their own guidance/principles that would be considered [primary) and thus the CHS is 
optional/complementary?  
 
"As such it provides the foundation..." Other technical standards are already "built" though and thus not necessarily founded on this new 
synthesis effort. It complements but not replaces (helpful)----yet why then is there the need to replace or readjust?  
 
It would be good to include a discussion about certain dilemmas when putting the standard into practice. For example, if you try to 
implement Commitment 2 you might come into a dilemma with Commitment 5, etc. 
 
We suggest that the option of exoneration, as currently known from HAP, in situations where there is risk to jeopardize the security of the 
communities at risk, humanitarian access or the humanitarian response as such, is included in the CHS 
 
How does the request to apply the CHS in its entirety follow logically from the statement that it is applicable to all humanitarian 
organisations? Not sure it is useful to require that it be used in its entirety. Not all 10 commitments may equally apply to all organisations. Or 
an organisation chooses not to replace certain existing guidance 
 

1. Principled 
humanitarian 
action 

General comments 
 
We strongly disagree with the inclusion of the principle of neutrality in the standard  
 
Maybe we would need something a bit more specific on PSEA here, unless it is developed somewhere else 
 
We find that points 1 and 2 overlap with point 3. Consider combining these 
 
Measurement of this indicator as to whether 'principled humanitarian action' is being implemented is complicated by INGOs that work in 
several countries as what is being done in HQ is not necessarily what is happening in the field 
 
The indicator of 'accountability framework' should also include a specific commitment for agencies to require that their field operations have 
contextualized frameworks 
 
Agencies working through partnership should also be required to support partners to define their own accountability frameworks so as to 
have benchmarks through which to assess how and this commitment is being adhered to 
 
Missing something about the right of disaster affected people to humanitarian relief - it is not done out of charity 
 
Within the MoV, how about also mentioning training follow-up, review, refreshers, etc...? 
 
Add “community profiles” in the MoV. These profiles will be helpful for evaluators to understand cultural diversity in the community and 
evaluate if cultural sensitivity has been factored in 
 
Some of these indicators are based clearly on the red cross code of conduct but in the wording in the standard, some of the meaning seems 
to be lost particularly with code 3 - aid will not be used to further a particular political or religious standpoint 
 
Too many indicators 
 
Means of verification could include dialogue with government representatives in affected region. This may help to verify whether or not aid 
has been distributed based on need 
 

  
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Should PSEA be specifically 
addressed and if so, how? 
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The indicators are clear 
 
Guidance will be required to assist some organisations with putting the mechanisms in place to ensure that they are met 
 
Not all the indicators are easily measured...but I'm not sure that it will ever be easy to measure this! 
 
1.1 We commit to respecting and applying the principles of humanity, neutrality, impartiality and independence. 
 
Bullet 3 for staff talks about carrying out need assessments in accordance with the humanitarian principles. I think need assessment part 
has already been covered under commitment number 3, so it should be removed from here 
 
Sub article 3 of “The assistance we provide”: consider adding “location”. I suggesting this because it has been experienced that affectees 
living off-road and off-mainstream areas are often neglected in aid distribution 
 
Issue has been raised by partner agencies that impartiality can be difficult to understand/apply when needing to take organisational 
resourcing requirements (e.g. a donor may have funds for a particular group of people/situation, also it can sometimes be difficult for partner 
organisations to understand how this principle interacts with resourcing restrictions or even just the most efficient use of resources 
 
Would be helpful to have more explicit detail within indicators and Means of Verification. E.g., ‘management procedures include reference to 
x,y,z ..” 
 
Add under MoV - Reflections from Interviews with stakeholders 
 
"Does not seek to obtain commercial gain" - include "sexual or commercial gain" 
 
Under certain emergencies, interviews with stakeholders are not possible 
 
What constitutes NOT INTERFERING “in internal matters irrelevant to the response” (p.9) when the internal matters violates human rights? 
I strongly believe the promotion of human rights should not be compromised for sovereignty. In some developing countries, the states are 
either fragile or failing 
 

 
The reference to the four specific 
humanitarian principles (humanity, 
independence, impartiality and 
neutrality) in CHS Draft has been re-
written as a commitment to 
humanitarian principles in general.   

1.2 We say what we intend to do, how we intend to do it, and what people can expect from us, and in particular, affected people. 
   
This is about transparency, not the humanitarian principles, unless the current HAP principles are reintroduced as reference for the whole 
standard "We commit to respecting and applying the principles of humanity, neutrality, impartiality and independence" would be more 
standard-suited if it were written: "the organisation shall commit to respecting and applying… “ It could also be written ion the present tense, 
not as "classic" but would work fine 
 
Risks being confused with specific communications obligations (commitment 5). It should be clear that this is about communicating an 
organisation’s general commitment to the CHS (as clear once you read the Means of Verification) 
 
Lacking any indicator or verification means to measure whether or not the affected people are informed at all, the various indicators listed 
are documents generally not made for or shared with the affected communities. Propose to include something on public information 
campaign documentation, SOPs for outreach and transparency with the community, etc.  
 
Rather than “how it is translated into practice” it should be “are shared publicly and are translated into practice” . I don’t think the what, how 
and who of a response is incorporated into policies and processes – this is usually in the project documents and the important thing is to 
share it with the public and put it into practice 
 

 
All references to accountability to 
people and communities we aim to 
assist have been grouped in pillar 2 
and reflect the requirements of the 
HAP standard and other references 
made in Sphere. 

1.3 We seek to protect the wellbeing and dignity of affected populations at all times and minimise any adverse impact of our intervention, in particular (...). 
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Is ambiguous: “have information they need to demonstrate their rights entitlements” – is ambiguous  
Suggestion to add: “are assisted in their recovery when needed by providing community based and other appropriate forms of psychosocial 
support.”  
 
sub-points under staff: 1 - Respect and apply professional protection standards that are relevant totheir areas of work and support positive, 
local self-protection strategies, 2- Understand protection principles and do no harm approaches and how to apply them in practice, 3 - Know 
and comply with staff procedures or Codes of Conduct which outline their obligations to respect the welfare and rights of affected people 
and the prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse, fraud and corruption and abuse of power 
 
Should not be included here. Commitment 6 covers this 
 
MoV – too general to be useful 
 
Staff indicators should contain the names of codes of conducts and frameworks so that organizations can seek guidance and develop their 
policy procedures in the accordance with guiding codes, frameworks and conventions 
 
Include “prevention of child abuse and exploitation” or “child safeguarding” into “Know and comply with staff procedures on Codes of 
Conduct which outline….prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse, fraud and corruption and abuse of power”  
 
Indicators difficult to implement for smaller orgs: e.g. affected people are supported in non-violent self-protection efforts so that they can live 
secure and dignified lives and the next one 
 
Add under MoV - Specific reflections from observations in written and/or audio visual materials - I would like to see the 'Do not harm' 
approaches and how to apply them in practice, for instances 'Do not harm' guidelines for staff 
 
Under staff, suggest inputting a line at the end as follows: - Know and comply with staff procedures or Codes of Conduct which outline their 
obligations to consider environmental impact, ensuring their actions and programmes do not adversely affect the environment 
 
Indicator: What is meant by "observation"? There needs to be a follow up reporting mechanism to describe what is being observed 
 

 
There is a specific reference to 
protection and do no harm in pillar 
one. 

2. Affected people 
participating, 
engaged and 
owning the 
response 

General comments 
 
“Strengthening staff capacity and support” is not the standard we should aspire to and not one our beneficiaries are interested in. Rather I 
would suggest it is: high performing professional teams that give value for money in the context 
 
Typo on Commitment 2 in table: ‘owning’, not ‘owing’ the response 
 
This commitment is also Right based, and expresses an horizontal relationship between all actors in humanitarian work 
 
A reference to traditional coping mechanisms and the need to mobilize and strengthen them would be relevant 
 
There should be a time factor here, or a disclaimer: aside from immediate relief…. This commitment does not really allow rapid response 
 
The following terms may be interpreted differently: local population, affected people, groups that may be disadvantaged or marginalized 
 
Under core commitment 2: gender and age segregation is missing 
 

  
All references to accountability to 
people and communities we aim to 
assist have been grouped in pillar 2 
and reflect the requirements of the 
HAP standard and other references 
made in Sphere. 

2.1 We work in culturally sensitive and context appropriate ways to seek out and incorporate the views, perspectives and knowledge of all sections of the local 
population (...). 
 
Indicators: • 2.1 - Under the 1st indicator, include a sub-point regarding consideration of the cultural context. • 2.1 - Assistance is provided to 
and adapted to the needs of groups that are disadvantaged or marginalized. (not to those that ‘may be’) • 2.1 - Feedback and concerns of 

  
As per above 
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affected people are incorporated to continuously adapt the intervention to the context and intervention. MOV: • Verification mechanisms – 
what is that? • Include records of beneficiary consultations 
 
The footnote about mainstreaming should be taken out 
 
Under indicator 1, bullet 2 has missed the word “disability” either it has misspelled and typing error. But disability is separate category of 
people with special needs and it should be mentioned accordingly 
 
Could include Program Management Manual in the MoVs 
Could include staff training modules in the MoVs 
 
- 2.1 Would be good to ensure that the methods of gaining/inviting participation does not reinforce existing marginalisation or biases within 
communities. I.e. that the voices of the most vulnerable/marginalised are also heard 
 
- Part of the strategy and process (a fourth dot point?) should also be to create an environment where people feel safe to participate." 
 
You can't really put "verification mechanisms" as a useful entry under the heading "Means of Verification" 
 
Not sure that the indicators measure the commitment i.e. that the responses is owned?  How do you measure ownership? 
 
We seem to be measuring the act of 'listening' to affected people rather than the degree to which our 'decisions and actions' are changed as 
a result. It is easier to focus on measuring inputs, but really we want to see the impact of participation 
 
Instead of “engaged” add “participating and owning” 
 
Starting with “culturally sensitive” makes this requirement appear to be addressed to international staff.  It could be moved to an indicator 
 
MoV: could include accountability framework 
 
There are no guidelines for organisations working through local partners 
 
"Indicator: ""Skills, expertise and knowledge of affected people is RECOGNISED, engaged and mobilised"" 
 
Indicator: ""Feedback and concerns of affected people are incorporated to continuously adapt to the context and intervention."" - not just in 
terms of programme decision-making, but also in terms of fund-raising, advocacy, etc." 
 

3. Needs 
assessment and 
timely response 

General comments 
   
Could include adaptive management 
 
Assessment reports should be added as MOV for 3.1 & 3.2 
 
There is nothing in the core requirements or indicators that relates to timeliness (an important issue) even though it is in the commitment 
  
There needs to be a new core requirement on appropriateness and quality of response 
 
Title of the commitment “Need assessment” narrows the scope of the Commitment.  Need Assessment is just an activity of the whole cycle. 
The title may be broadened to “need based program design” 
 
 How timely is a timely response? 
 

 
A specific requirement regarding 
assessment has been included in 
pillar 3. 
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Is the need for timely 
assessment incorporated in 
the CHS in the current 
revision? 

3.1 We design our humanitarian programmes on the basis of (...). 
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It reads… We design our humanitarian programmes on the basis of a systematic, objective and on-going analysis of the context, an 
assessment of the needs, priorities and capacities of affected people, and our capacity to provide assistance""  To me this should further 
say... ""When assessment shows need beyond our capacity, we advocate for additional assistance acknowledging our own inability to meet 
humanitarian needs in this situation."" or something similar." 
 
2nd, 3rd and 4th indicators (3.1) are part of adaptive management (not reflected in the commitment) 
 
1st indicator under 3.1 should say ‘is participatory’ 
Indicator 2 and 3 under 3.1 are the same. (“Feedback from affected populations”… and “Plans are adjusted…”)  
 
Consider adding: “Implementing staff have knowledge of needs assessment data” 
 
Could emphasise context more; and could highlight the importance of participatory methodologies. There’s also the point of using the 
assessments of other organisations/doing joint assessments to reduce the burden on affected people – this is covered in commitment 7 on 
coordination but could be cross-referenced 
 
“The initial assessment is rapid and timely”.  This should replace the current 3.1 which places too much emphasis on the systematic 
analysis, which should be moved to an indicator 
 

Included in pillar 3. 

3.2 The principle of impartiality guides programming decisions, and the assessment process includes an analysis of the specific needs (...). 
   
 2nd indicator (3.2) not ""Assessment demonstrate that all segments...."" but ""All segments of the population  have been ..."" 
 
"3.2 commitment is represented under commitment 1.1 therefore should be taken out here 
 
Consider including disability in 3.2 
 

 
Amended and included in pillar 3. 

3.3 We have the required experience, understanding of the crisis context, technical competencies and resources to deliver quality, effective and relevant programmes 
(...). 
 
Change second bullet point to: 
• Processes to build staff technical capacity are defined, including the capacity to engage appropriately with affected people and the 
capacity to consider the environment and other cross cutting issues 
 
There is no requirement of a mechanism to assess whether the staff has the necessary competency, which makes 4th indicator difficult to 
assess 
 
The organisation has adequate technical capacity, experience and resources to manage or implement effective and relevant humanitarian 
programmes through partners where appropriate. (It is not always possible, or appropriate to work through partners.) 
 
"Suggested change for indicator no. 2 for 3.3: 
• Processes to build staff technical capacity are defined, including the capacity to engage appropriately with affected people and the 
capacity to consider the environment and other cross cutting issues." 
 

 
Included in pillar 3. 

4. Supporting and 
promoting local 
and national 
humanitarian 
leadership 

General comments 
 
Core standard #4 should be described in the introduction part instead of being used as a core requirement 
 
Maybe its just due to the nature of the commitment but something seems missing here...even if indicators can be measured, are they worth 
measuring or are the MoV fully relevant?  I'm not sure... 
 
The word “Local” is missing in reference to first responders 
 

 
We believe this is an important part 
of the normative elements of the 
standard so have kept it as a 
requirement.  
 
Included the word local in reference 
to first responders.  
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Capacity building of partners needs to be strengthened: Spelling out that these partnerships need to be nurtured before and in between 
emergencies. The aspect of capacity building for local partner organisations and state should be included in the requirements. Commitment 
number 8 below is seen to address a lot of the organisation's internal capacities but not those of the state and the local partners 
 
Indicators include the words respect, recognise and complement.  Need to spell out what this is in practical terms so that it can be 
measured more validly  
 
Emphasize the need for affirmative action to ensure that women are included and participate in humanitarian response particularly given 
their often limited involvement in formal national and local leadership structures 
 
Clarify whether it is about political leadership or humanitarian leadership. Local capacity needs to be a separate point. We should not just 
seek to strengthen local leadership but should actually do it 
 
Need an exclusion for situations where the national government is the violator of rights, or simply when working with the government is seen 
as being supportive of non-humanitarian motives 
 
Indicators are more statements of success than measurable situations – across all doc but particularly evident here 
 
Suggest another indicator: that projects include an element of developing local capacity to effectively respond to future crises 
 
Considering that the capacity levels of local and national humanitarian organizations vary widely, here their needs to be a minimum 
standard set for what is expected of a local and/or national humanitarian organization, so that the indicators can be more objectively 
measured against performance 
 

 
We have included a reference to 
supporting local capacity in pillar 1. 
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- We have included an 
exclusion for situations when 
it is not possible to work with 
local authorities, is this 
enough? 
 

4.1 We recognise the primary responsibility of the state for all persons on its territory and, where possible and appropriate, support the state (...). 
   
The state should be written with a capital C 
 
“Update” – what is this? 
 
MOV should read ‘update reports’? 
 
It was suggested that cluster meetings can also be added in the MoV 
The means of verification need to include a way of assessing the 'appropriateness' and 'possibility'  
This section needs to clarify what we do in contexts when it is not appropriate that the state takes the lead in humanitarian response, e.g. 
situations where the government is party to the conflict, abuse or neglect of a population 
 
There’s no reference to improving what the state does, e.g. better city planning or disaster preparedness plans 
 

 
We have deleted this and included 
its spirit in relation to coordination. 

4.2 We seek to strengthen national leadership through building partnerships with civil society organisations based on mutual respect and equality. 
   
How will 4.2 sit with organisations that don't work alongside partners? 
 
1st indicator is not an indicator, just a statement. Confusing, needs to be rephrased. The term “national leadership” is a bit vague and does 
not specifically indicate towards national governments, national civil society, national humanitarian actors etc. 
 
2nd indicator is difficult to measure. Is actually a requirement that needs indicators 
 
3rd indicator assumes that dissent is unavoidable. In addition, the standard addresses one organisation at a time, so the requirement should 
be on this organisation. This applies even if the organisation is itself a partnership between different actors, because it seems the 
requirement is about the relationship of the entity applying the standard and the others. Might be better written as ""in case of dissent, the 
organisation engages with its partners in a constructive dialogue and work towards an mutually accepted solution." 
 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 1 and is not 
exclusive for those organisations 
who work through partners. 
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4th indicator: change to e.g. ""before agreeing to activities in collaboration with other partners, the organisation assesses whether the 
partners have the means, competencies, skills and capacity to deliver on their commitments"" 
 
5th indicator pertains to C5 
 
6th indicator is a requirement that needs indicators to be measured" 
 
South-south and north-south civil society partnerships are pursued in order to support a stronger disaster response and maximize coverage, 
with national leadership (otherwise just a statement, not an indicator) 
Constructive dissent?? – do you mean ‘deal with conflict constructively’? 
Information, including financial information is shared openly between partners  - qualify this: consider changing to “relevant financial 
information?” or “appropriate information”? 
 
Need to add record of partner assessments" 
 
National leadership is meant to refer to government as well as civil society but the indicators make no reference to government 
 
Language: use of ‘national leadership’ may lead people to think it is referring to national-level organisations rather than local in-country 
organisations, which is what I understand the intent of this requirement to be 
 

5. Transparent 
communications 

General comments 
   
The bits about ethical fundraising are appropriate but maybe better placed in principled action 
 
Change to "the organisation shall share (or shares) information about its structure, programs and deliverables with affected people and 
other stakeholders in a respectful and culturally appropriate manner"" 
 
Suggest the word ""information"" instead of Communications 
 
Unclear on the difference between 5.1 and 5.2 
 
Communication between humanitarian agencies should be brought out more strongly 
 
Core requirement should say 'multiple communications channels' (one size never fits all) 
 
Communications is a two-way dynamic, and the Commitment, Indicators and MoV should be strengthened to reflect this, e.g. ""Agencies 
encourage affected people/ beneficiaries to mobilise themselves in taking initiatives in promoting and contributing to mutually beneficial two-
way communications"". Affected people/ beneficiaries should not be assumed/ portrayed in the CHS as simply passive ""communication 
audiences/ recipients of information"" 
 
What is a "recognized good practice" for internal and external communications? Recognized by whom? 
 
It should also cover budgetary allocations 
 
Core requirement should also include capacity to investigate complaints 
 
Title suggestion: Participants felt that the communication should also be useful to the affected people and other stakeholders. For this 
reason, ‘effective and transparent communication’ title was recommended 
 
It is not clear whether this commitment is about communication by the organisation or about two-way communication. The two-way aspect is 
mentioned in an indicator in 5.2. but in general the entire commitment is about communication from the organisation 
 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 2. 
 
We have included ‘two way 
communications’. 

5.1 We are transparent and share information about our organisation, programmes and deliverables with affected people and other stakeholders, and (...). 
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Clarify this is not about fundraising-materials and communications, but about field-based communications 
 
Indicator: 
Know the organisation, its mandate, programme activities, staff and contact details, and how to identify staff 
 
Confidentiality of the info: 
CHS should contain guiding notes (or a reference) re how to keep beneficiary information confidential  
 
MoV: include “interviews with beneficiaries”  
Affected people should be familiar with Codes of Conducts, complaints mechanisms and the results of any feedback/complaints given." 
Organizations should have an Information Plan, to describe how they will share information with affected populations and communities, and 
what information they will share 
 

 
As above. 

5.2 In times of emergency we use appropriate communications channels and tools to ensure that affected populations have access to the latest information (...). 
 
This requirement is not clear. Too general. What kind of ‘latest information’ do people need access to? What do you mean by ‘times of 
emergency’? All crises? (the indicators are therefore also unclear) 
 
Indicators: 
- Staff understand their responsibilities on Media management and using of social media policy 
 
Means of Verification ( MoV): 
- Reflections based on Guidelines on media and social media management" 
 
Indicator 2 is over ambitious. Majority of organizations have limited or no capacity for setting us such communication channels during an 
emergency as far as technological communication is concerned 
 
Doesn't seem relevant - more important to measure what is communicated than how it is communicated? So we should be measuring 
access to information not access to technology.  But this seems to be part of 5.1  
 
The fact that staff  have access to appropriate communications tools does not, in any way, indicate that the local population has access to 
information 
 

 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- This has been completely left 
out in the new version to 
ensure the whole standard 
applies to both humanitarian 
and development work. We 
feel it is included in other 
references to information 
provided to beneficiaries, but 
there is no reference to 
information provided during 
an emergency. Do we need 
to include it? 

5.3 We conduct our internal and external communications (including fundraising) in a truthful, accurate and ethical manner, respecting the rights and dignity of 
affected people. 
 
Include records of informed consent 
 
Include a statement about external communications being done in a way that does not manipulate people's responses but educates them 
about the affected people and the response 
 
Communications are only as good as the people at ground level.  This is not always easy to enforce when working through partners.   
 
Should be strengthened to promote the role of affected people/ beneficiaries in agency fund-raising/ advocacy initiatives, rather than 
assuming that only humanitarian agencies can speak on their behalf 
 

 
We have reworded this and included 
it in pillar 1.  
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Are the issues regarding 
ethical fundraising covered in 
the statement 1.3? 

6. Safe, 
accessible and 
responsive 
complaints-
handling 

General comments 
 
Surprising that this focuses on complaints handling rather than feedback? 
 
Include that the code of conduct is also there to protect staff and that they are entitled to raise issues and complaints and seek redress 
when appropriate? 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 2. 
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Include beneficiary participation in the design of the complaints handling procedures 
 
Should be rephrased to replace complaints handling with feedback mechanism/handling. Commitment has to be more than just complaints 
handling 
 
Explanation is given to staff and affected people on what a legitimate complaint is, as opposed to a vexatious or ‘illegitimate’ complaint" 
 
There needs to be a reference also to the need to have Investigation Guidelines/Procedures in place, as well as a complaints procedure, 
trained investigators and clear and transparent sanctions mechanisms 
 
Refer to HAP guidelines and investigation principles, there must clear reporting process including investigation and resolution 
 
6.1 We comply with our legal and ethical duties and responsibilities, and take actions to review and act on any allegations of misconduct or inappropriate behaviour. 
 
Define 'abuses of power'. What type of abuses? 
 
a) the organisation complies with legal or ethical duties - or is it the staff? -  unclear indicators for a) should include that the organisation has 
identified what are the legal and ethical duties and that these are translated into code of conduct, policies and procedures 
b) the organisation takes measures to review and act on allegations 
 
Core requirement 6.1 takes care of allegations of misconduct and behaviour but does not refer to other complaints e.g. program quality, 
access to information etc. 
 
Typo on the final indicator: should be “within the scope”, not “with the scope” 
 
Include an indicator on the provision of information and complete knowledge of the affected population about available complaint and 
feedback mechanisms 
 
First indicator may continue reading with “and addressed” 
 
Include indicator on Staff are aware of the complaints handling procedure and follow it 
 
Include in Means of Verification ( MoV) record and document complaints and how they are answered in a confidential manner 
 
Code of Conducts (CoCs) also need to be a requirement for contractors, local and national authorities, partners, visitors, researchers/ 
journalists, etc. 
 

 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- This has been left out of the 
new version because e 
believe it is integrated in 
other mentions in pillar 2. Do 
you agree? 

6.2 We ensure that affected people and other stakeholders can raise complaints through an effective, accessible and safe process and concerns and complaints are 
resolved (...). 
 
P. 8 - on complaints handling - There should be recourse for beneficiaries to complain anonymously as well 
 
3 concepts: 
a) Access to the complaint mechanism 
b) Effectiveness of the complaint mechanism – add indicator on’ with the exception of recent cases, there is no complaint pending.’ 
c) Fairness of the mechanism 
 
1st indicator: why specify Women, men, girls and boys and not write simply ""Affected people can raise...""  or ""Any affected person can 
raise..."" “Ethnic and religious minorities” should be added in the first indicator." 
 
Indicator:  
""There is a timely, appropriate response to complaints and corrective actions to address them"" - This needs to be widely expanded 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 2. 
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(including corrective actions to Sexual Exploitation and Abuse) regarding immediate and systematic access to health, protection, psycho-
social and judicial services for survivors and accused persons." 
 
Match wording between commitment and requirement: “safe, accessible and responsive”, not “effective, accessible and safe”. 
 
Include ‘complaints procedures’ as an MOV" 
 
Include in indicators: provisions are made that make it possible for people with disabilities to make complaints 
 
MOV could include complaints register 
 
Suggest differentiating more clearly between systems for dealing with programmatic complaints (for example using the wrong latrine 
design), and complaints about serious abuse of power (for example sexual exploitation).  Both are important for effective humanitarian 
action, but the procedures are likely to be different 
 

7. Coordination 
and working in 
complementarity 
with others 

General comments 
 
Duplication with commitment 4. They should be merged .The components of this could be merged with others to make the doc a bit shorter 
and more manageable 
 
The title of the commitment must be “coordination and supporting partnerships” as the core requirement 7.2 completely talks about 
partnerships 
 
Important to consider the pressures/opportunities presented by back donor funding on implementing organisations 
 
We are measuring participating / attending coordination rather than ensuring non-duplication through changes in our decision-making. This 
could be cross-linked to the assessment commitment 
 
The indicators seem to point more to assessments rather than planning and implementing 
 
Complementarity will be difficult to translate, maybe it can be replaced with something more accessible; 
Harmony, or harmonious, or maybe changed to read; 'Working in a complementary and coordinated manner with others'" 
 
Overall, the role of refugee representatives needs to be reflected throughout this Commitment, its Indicators and MoVs 
 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 1 (requirement 4). 

7.1 We plan and implement our programmes and activities in coordination with the relevant authorities, humanitarian agencies and civil society organisations and 
others (...). 
   
Could include the importance of collaborating/complementing other organisations based on the knowledge, capacity and strengths of each – 
i.e. avoiding every organisation trying to do everything 
 
Indicators: 
Some of the indicators are too detailed and onerous to check up on 
Very relevant to disasters but need to include considerations for non-disaster work as well 
5th indicator is about communication and should be under C5 
 
MOV: 
- Should include ‘meeting records at all levels’  
- “Please share with us tools and good practices….” – why is this here and not under other requirements? Doesn’t it apply to all 
requirements?" 
- Coordination & collaboration matrix 
- Include distribution/sharing of needs assessments and M&E information that falls outside of an organisation's remit to address 
independently 

 
As per above. 
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7.2 We base our partnerships on principles of mutual respect and equality. 
   
2nd and 3rd indicator duplication with 4.2 
 
Last indicator of 7.2 depicts a passive approach with the words “if requested and feasible”. Supporting local capacity should be a proactive 
role and part of programs." 
 
Indicator: 
 - ""Both parties to the partnership engaging in constructive dissent and reaching a workable solution"" how do you measure this?" 
- Difficult to define and measure respect as it means different things to different people. 
 
MoV: 
- Could include stakeholder mapping 
 
For partnerships, include other actors including private sector, government etc." 
 

 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- How do we measure this? 

8. Strengthening 
staff capacity and 
support 

General comments 
 
The numbering on the text is wrong! 
 
What’s missing: 
1. Agreed and fit for purpose people strategy. This should be number (1). The KPIs in number 3 above could be part of that, 
2. Performance Management including performance evaluation of employees, volunteers and M&E for the overall area of employees 
(including the strategy and KPIs) 
 
Do not use HR as an abbreviation spell it out.  
 
To add: Know and comply with staff procedures or Codes of Conduct which outline their obligations to consider environmental impact, 
ensuring their actions and programmes do not adversely affect the environment 
 
Reference to People In Aid's Code is needed for more guidance. 
 
Staff capacity – the over-riding principle of "Do no harm" must be paramount. Therefore staff must be aware of their obligations under 
organisational Codes of Conduct on appropriate and inappropriate behaviour 
 
Some elements could be incorporated into commitment 4 
 
Commitment assumes there is a need to strengthen. It could be phrased as adequate, or more positive, high quality staff capacity and 
support 
 
Seems more relevant to big global organisations than small ones - not all agencies need to be able to scale up quickly, some only work in 
very small areas 
 
Include the terms “local and national staff” explicitly 
 
Include the notion of ""demonstrable commitment"" in terms of the organisational ethos, policies/practices, and human resources 
 
Bullet point 2 should also be linked to bullet point 4 in the sense that the goal of HR and good management is not just staff performance but 
also STAFF WELLBEING 
 
"Messaging" is unclear. Page 17 
 

 
This has been reworded to reflect 
the commitments in the People in 
Aid Code and included in pillar 2. 
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A reference to providing supportive resources and clarifying responsibilities BEFORE DURING AND AFTER DEPLOYMENT  would be 
helpful" 
 
Difficult to implement when working through partner organisations 
 
"This Commitment, and throughout its Indicators and MoVs need to reflect the role of refugee representatives/ partners in strengthening 
capacity and support, not only agency staff, and may need to be revised to suit 
 
Suggestion: "Human resource strategy encourages and promotes the role of national staff at management and leadership level to ensure 
continuity, institutional memory, and more context appropriate response."  But I see that as a goal in and of itself, it doesn't really measure 
achievement of "We have the necessary capacity and capability to deliver our programmes of work and can scale up in times of 
emergency." 
 
Clarity around what ‘award’ means in this commitment 
 
"We notice that the CHS doesn’t fully encompass the People In Aid code – in particular, the emphasis on human resources being an 
integral part of strategic and operational plans. However, we don’t think it’s necessarily appropriate to bring it into CHS 

8.1 We have the necessary capacity and capability to deliver our programmes of work and can scale up in times of emergency. 
   
1st indicator: this should be asked from partners when deciding on shared responsibilities 
3rd indicator: connected to upscaling, but seems out of place nevertheless.. It should also be within the international policies and practices 
of the organisation, if relevant 
4th indicator: importance but not relevant to the capacity and scale up. Should be moved 
6th indicator: relevant to C4 and C6 
 
On the last indicator: There is some sort of unpleasant bias (Northern perspective) here. Would any organization from the Global South say 
“promote national staff”? And would we have to promote the same in the North, it suddenly doesn’t sound nice (e.g. in Denmark we should 
promote Danes?) 
 
Scaling up the capacity in times of emergency may not possible to many small agencies. Focus should be on capacity for delivery (at an 
appropriate scale). Some may need to coordinate with other agencies for scale-up 
 
Clarity around what ‘award’ means in this context would be helpful. Included in Terms and Definitions?" 
 
Security needs to come across stronger (Perhaps security and safety should be a separate Core Requirement?") 
 
Suggestions: 
- Messaging on the prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse is incorporated into staff inductions 
- Human resource practices encourage respect and diversity in the workforce 
 
Parts of 8.1 are repetition of 3.3 
 
Capacity also needs to be linked to factors of ownership, empowerment and sustainability otherwise the effort would be discordant 
 
Means of verification for 8.1 should include the views of beneficiaries 
 
"Scalability may be outside of the organisation's ability to control and will be largely funding dependent 
 
In a Emergency Humanitarian response crisis national capacity building may not be feasible." 
 

 
As per above. 

8.2 Our leadership and management practices, supported by HR policies, ensure that staff and volunteers are able to achieve agreed performance standards. 
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MOV: 
– Should include HR policy itself as an MOV 
– “Evidence of learning and development provision” should be under 8.3, not 8.2 
 

As per above. 

8.3 Our learning and development is available to ensure that staff and volunteers have the necessary knowledge and skills to deliver their role. 
   
 8.3 duplicates 8.1 
 
Seems to be closely linked to commitment 10 
 
Requirements: 
– “Our learning and development opportunities are available….” (may also use external learning and development opportunities, not only 
‘ours’) 
 
Indicators: 
-Code of Conduct should be mentioned in the indicators (ex: included with point #4) 
– “Induction processes ensure that staff and volunteers understand organisational and individual performance standards” – should be 
moved under 8.2, it is not as relevant to 8.3 
 

 
As per above. 
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Do we need to include any 
specific considerations for 
volunteers or is it all 
encompassed in our 
references to staff? 

8.4 There is demonstrable commitment to the security, safety, health and well-being of staff. 
   
Not ""demonstrable commitment"" but ""commitment"". And moreover, it should be more than a commitment, but part of an on-going training 
(i.e. a training on security is in place, staff follows it ...) and implementation (as reflected in 3rd indicator)" 
 
Need an indicator on security: security policy and procedures are not mentioned 
- needs to include an element of usage/compliance/review of security and health and safety standards (with MOV) – not only the policy. 
 
MOV: 
– Add staff interviews 
- The link between the capability development needs and the provision and impact of learning events” – this is not an MOV." 
 

 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Is the new wording good 
enough to consider all the 
elements raised in the 
feedback? 

9. Responsible 
and efficient 
stewardship of 
resources 

General comments 
 
Under Commitment 9 the word Stewardship is not common word. Suggested rephrasing ‘Management of Financial and Material Resources‘ 
 
Commitment 9 was not the part of HAP and Sphere. It is a good addition 
 
This commitment mixes together the “responsible and efficient stewardship of resources” and the establishment of responsible internal 
financial control systems.  Perhaps the internal financial control systems should go elsewhere, such as to 1. Principled Humanitarian Action 
or 3. Needs Assessment and Timely Response? 
 
"Fraud and loss reporting is a bit weak. Fundraising practice could be strengthened by including not exploiting disaster affected people for 
financial gain." 
 
Throughout this Commitment, its Indicators and MoVs, the role of affected people/ beneficiaries needs to be raised from simply being 
passive recipients of resource management/ allocation to consulted stakeholders in the processes 
 
Suggested additional indicators: 
- Indicator related to responsible exit strategy  
- Anti Fraud policy  
- Indicators related to SOPs for logistic  
- Financial Internal controls 
 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 1.  
 
We now refer to funds and other 
resources to include logistic 
procedures and controls. 
 
We have included a reference to 
environmentally friendly materials in 
pillar 3. 
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Add a new section: We apply recognised good practices in sustainable resource management and environmental protection to avoid 
compromising the integrity of local natural resources and/or impacting negatively on the environment and affected people’s resilience 
 
Indicators for this suggestion:  
• Policies and procedures are in place to apply recognised good practices in environmental management, consider environmental impact, 
and ensure that they do not adversely affect the environment and affected people’s resilience 
• Environmental performance targets are set 
• Affected people are consulted on issues of minimising environmental and natural resource impact and their views integrated in policies 
and procedures 
• Where feasible, projects and programmes contribute to environmental sustainability 
 
Means of verification for this suggestion: 
• Environmental policies and procedures in place 
• Natural resource management guidelines    
• Evaluations 
• Reports 
• Interviews with affected people 
• Change in natural resource management in response to needs identified by affected people 
 
"Resources should not only be financial. Therefore there should be a core requirement on responsible and effective stewardship of natural 
resources. For example: ""We apply recognised good practices in sustainable resource management and environmental protection to avoid 
compromising the integrity of local natural resources and/or impacting negatively on the environment and affected people’s resilience."" 
 
Environmental indicators: 
• Policies and procedures are in place to apply recognised good practices in environmental management, consider environmental impact, 
and ensure that they do not adversely affect the environment and affected people’s resilience. 
• Environmental performance targets are set 
• Affected people are consulted on issues of minimising environmental and natural resource impact and their views integrated in policies 
and procedures 
• Where feasible, projects and programmes contribute to environmental sustainability. 
  
MOV: 
• Environmental policies and procedures in place 
• Natural resource management guidelines    
• Evaluations 
• Reports 
• Interviews with affected people 
• Change in natural resource management in response to needs identified by affected people" 
 
9.1 We allocate funds and use the resources entrusted to us responsibly, efficiently and effectively in order to provide (...). 
   
This will not be easy to measure when working with partner organisations in terms of getting them to share their financial information and 
practices.  
 
“Decisions on resource allocation, leads to more accountable, quality and principled response.”  – very vague. How can this be measured? 
“Programme priorities and activities consider the most relevant, appropriate and cost-effective approach possible for affected people and 
the crisis context.” (leaves it broader to other contextual factors– for example, the cultural context) 
 
Indicators suggest that NGOs have control over whether flexible funding is available - this is not feasible.  9.1 would be difficult to measure 
whether decisions about funding have led to providing the 'best quality assistance and services' 
 
Delete humanitarian from the first indicator as this is relevant to all the work the org does 
 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 1. 
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9.2 We apply recognised good practices in financial management and reporting, and exercise due diligence to prevent and respond to any issues (...). 
   
How important (or counter-productive to partnerships) is open sharing of financial information? Perhaps adopt language in 9.2 of ‘relevant’ 
financial information?" 
 
The last 2 indicators say the same thing 
 
MOV: 
“Change in resource allocation in response to needs identified by affected people” – not an MOV. Change to revised/budgets or plans. 
 
Should include financial procedures" "The commitment needs to be rephrased so it is understandable. Suggestion: ""Responsible use of 
funds"" 
 
Though some leading southern organizations are fully equipped with globally acknowledged and applied standard and practices but majority 
of the organizations still lack in this area. 
 
- MoVs do not match indicators very well 
- MoV could include decision making documentation e.g. minutes of board meeting in which decisions to fund x were made, the reasons for 
the decision and the documentation they used to make that decision 
 
- Indicators could include reviewing and adapting policies and procedures 
- Indicators could include the opinion of donors and affected people that resources are being used efficiently and responsibly 
 

 
As above. 

9.3 We define and document our fundraising criteria, and take measures to mitigate the risk that funding sources could compromise our operational independence 
and impartiality. 
   
‘Ethical sources’ is open to interpretation. Can parameters be put around this?" 
 
No consensus exists on what is an "ethical fundraising source," so that indicator is essentially meaningless 

 
Potential questions for TAG: 
-This has been deleted from the 
current version but we believe the 
spirit still remains in pillar 1. Do you 
agree? 
 

10. Continuous 
improvement and 
learning 

General comments 
   
Proposed additional indicators: 
- Indicator related to third party evaluation  
- Knowledge management in organization should also be reflected in the indicators  
- Results of evaluation are translated into learning  
- Proposals should reflect the learning of the organization 
 

  

10.1 We systematically monitor and evaluate our programmes along with affected people, to ensure they achieve quality results, and share the learning (...). 
  
"10.1 - typo on bullet three: 'people's' should be people 
Nothing on impact measurement" 
  
Typo in 10.1: “….and share the learning within the organisation to improve the impact of all aspects…” 
"10.1 several elements: 
a) Existence of systematic monitoring and evaluation 
b) Involvement of affected people 
c) Quality results achieved 
d) Shared learning 
e) Impact 
f) Improvement 

 
This has been reworded and 
included in pillar 3. 
 
Potential questions for TAG: 

- Do e need to include a 
specific reference to 
knowledge management or is 
this included in the 
references existing in pillar 
3? 
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- 10.1 core requirements could be reworded for more clarity" 
There should be reference not only to monitoring and evaluation, but also to the broader Knowledge Management, and the need for 
organizations to develop a Knowledge Management framework – including monitoring and evaluation, but also lessons learned good 
practice, staff learning and retention, and responsible records management (filing and archiving) systems 
 
There are too many indicators 
"10.1 should include the use of monitoring information to improve program quality 
 
10.2 Our evaluations apply accepted good evaluation practices and are shared publicly, including with affected people and other stakeholders when appropriate. 
   
Indicators: 
• 10.2: First indicator under 10.2 belongs under 10.1. It is not about external sharing. Sharing is not the topic of the commitment, it is 
learning. Requirements on sharing should be left to C5, which in turn should address all the situation where communication enters into play. 
If needed a cross reference can be introduced 
• 10.2: combine the 2nd and 3rd indicator. They are very similar 
"- 10.2 indicators do not very well match the core requirement.  Need to include the need to have documented ‘minimum standards’ for 
evaluations and that that there is a process of checking against that when planning an evaluation 
 
MOV: 
1st point in the means of verification for core requirement 10.2 should not confine to evaluation reports on website. In developed societies 
there is extremely low access to cyber space for ordinary communities. This indicator may be generalised as “means of public access to 
evaluation reports in appropriate language and format”" 
 

 
As above. 

10.3 We, together with the affected people, regularly assess and report on our application of, the Core Humanitarian Standard and other commitments. 
   
Indicators: 
- “Affected people’s verification processes” – what do you mean by this? 
 
MOV: 
- Consider including an MOV that captures affected people’s involvement in the process" 
 
Seems quite unwieldy.  Perhaps could refer to an internal management system (as HAP did), reporting to organisation boards etc. 
 
- This section:  “ … as well as identifying risks and addressing challenges to applying the principles.” Could be a stand alone requirement as 
I don’t think it’s covered anywhere else in the document  
 
How will organizations report on application of the Core Humanitarian Standard?" 
 
""The affected people and partners consider the staff of the organisation as competent and reliable at addressing their needs."  This is 
perception data.  The respondent may not have the expertise to assess an organisation's competence." 
 
"Suggest the addition of ""Time and resources will be allocated to on going learning and reflection leading to improved project 
effectiveness."" 
 
 

 
This has been deleted pending 
discussion regarding compliance in 
the TAG. 
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List of organisations and/or their staff that provided feedback on the Draft 
CHS: 
 

1. AAR Japan 
2. ACF International (Pakistan, Somalia) 
3. ACFID 
4. ACT Alliance 
5. ACTED (Pakistan) 
6. Action Against Hunger (Kenya) 
7. Action Aid (Bangladesh; International) 
8. Adeso Africa (Kenya) 
9. ADRA (Denmark; Kenya) 
10. African Development Associates 
11. All India Disaster Mitigation Institute 
12. ALWS 
13. Artists for Humanity 
14. BRAC (Bangladesh) 
15. British Red Cross 
16. CAFOD (HQ; Kenya) 
17. Canadian Embassy (South Sudan) 
18. CARE (HQ; Bangladesh; Benin; Ethiopia; India) 
19. Caritas (HQ; Denmark; Zimbabwe) 
20. Catholic Relief Services 
21. CBH 
22. CDAC Network 
23. Christian Aid (HQ; Bangladesh) 
24. Church of Sweden (HQ; Ethiopia) 
25. COAST Trust 
26. Cooperation Committee for Cambodia 
27. CRS 
28. CWS-P/A 
29. DanChurchAid (HQ; Bangladesh) 
30. Danish Red Cross 
31. Danish Refugee Council (HQ; Lebanon) 
32. DFID (HQ; South Sudan) 
33. Dhaka Ahshania Mission 
34. Diakonia (HQ; Africa; Latin America; Asia) 
35. Disasters Emergency Committee 
36. DPNet Nepal 
37. DRC (Kenya) 
38. DSK (Bangladesh) 
39. ECHO Brussels SSD Desk Officer (South Sudan) 
40. ECHO SSD Head of Office (South Sudan) 
41. Emergency Response Team Univ. Indonesia 
42. Emmaus International Trust 

43. EOC-DICAC 
44. ESC (Bangladesh) 
45. FAO (East Africa) 
46. Finn Church Aid 
47. First Response Radio 
48. Foundation for Disaster Forum (Bangladesh) 
49. French Embassy (South Sudan) 
50. GenCap 
51. German Federal Foreign Office 
52. Goal (Kenya) 
53. Greek Ministry of Education – Hellenic Red Cross 
54. HANDS (Pakistan) 
55. HelpAge (Bangladesh; Ethiopia; International) 
56. Higher Education Commission, Government of Pakistan, Islamabad, Pakistan 
57. HIJRA (Kenya) 
58. Horn Anabhuti Development Initiatives (Kenya) 
59. HRRDC 
60. I/NGO Steering Committee (South Sudan) 
61. IAS 
62. IASC Global GenCap Advisor supporting Global Clusters, based at UNHCR 
63. IAWG (Kenya) 
64. Ibis (Denmark) 
65. IFRC (Bangladesh) 
66. Interaction in Development Foundation 
67. Inter-Cluster Working Group (South Sudan) 
68. International Medical Corps 
69. InterWorks 
70. IOM (East Africa) 
71. Islamic Relief (Bangladesh) 
72. JANIC 
73. Johanniter International Assistance (Kenya) 
74. Korea NGO Council for Overseas Development Cooperation 
75. Livestock Emergency Guidelines and Standards (LEGS) 
76. LWF Department for World Service 
77. LWSIT 
78. Mavi Kalem Social Assistance & Charity Association 
79. Media mix RDM consultancy (Bangladesh) 
80. Member Care Associates 
81. MERCY Malaysia 
82. Merlin 
83. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, Dept. of Humanitarian Assistance 
84. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom of the Netherlands 
85. Mission East 
86. MSF (Denmark) 
87. Muslim Aid (Bangladesh) 
88. Nepalese Army 
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89. NIRAPAD (Bangladesh) 
90. Norwegian Church Aid 
91. OBCR-SOCIAL ACTOR 
92. OCHA (East Africa) 
93. OCHA/UNEP Joint Environment Unit 
94. Ochanomizu University 
95. OFADEC 
96. Oxfam GB (HQ; Kenya; Horn East and Central Africa; Pakistan) 
97. PEDA International 
98. P-FIM (Kenya) 
99. Plan (Ethiopia) 
100. Plan International (HQ; Bangladesh) 
101. PMU 
102. Police Nationale Burkina Faso 
103. PRECISE 
104. Qatar Charity 
105. Radanar Ayar Rural Development Association 
106. RedR UK (Regional Office Kenya / South Sudan) 
107. Reporting and Coordination Officer – National Humanitarian Network 
108. Safety Foundation for Development (Kenya) 
109. Save the Children (Denmark; International; Kenya) 
110. SEEDS 
111. Shanti Volunteer Association 
112. Shelterexpert 
113. Sida 
114. Somalia NGO Consortium 
115. Sphere Project (HQ; Nepal) 
116. SSD Humanitarian Donor Group (South Sudan) 
117. Strengthening Participatory Organization (SPO) 
118. Sungi Development Foundation 
119. Support for Change Initiative Ministries 
120. Support to Life / Hayata Destek 
121. TEAR Australia 
122. Tearfund 
123. The National University of Science & Technology, Bulawayo, Zimbabwe 
124. TI (Kenya) 
125. TMI 
126. Trocaire (HQ; Kenya; Zimbabwe) 
127. UNDP (Kenya) 
128. UNHCR (East Africa) 
129. UNICEF (Kenya) 
130. University of Free State 
131. Vlasta 
132. War Child Holland 
133. WaterAid 
134. Welthungerhilfe (HQ; Kenya; Pakistan) 
135. WFP (Kenya; Pakistan) 

136. Women’s Refugee Commission 
137. World Education - Thailand 
138. World Renew 
139. World Vision (Bangladesh; International; Kenya) 
140. YAKKUM Emergency Unit 
141. Zimbabwe Project Trust 
142. ZOA 

 

Note that a large share of respondents to the online survey did not indicate the organisation they were 
working for, which means that many more organisations than the ones listed here actually took part in 
the feedback process. 

Additionally, 33 professionals took part in two separate consultations in Pakistan but the consultation 
report which was produced did not specify which organisations were represented. 

 


