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CHS Consultation Process: 

Summary of Comments and Testing of 
Version 2 of the CHS + 
Revisions Integrated in Drafting Version 3 
 
 

Background + Overview:  
The second phase of the CHS development process included testing and commenting of 
the Version 2 (V2) of the Standard. 60 organizations volunteered to test the CHS at the 
headquarters, programme and project level in roughly 20 countries. Almost 70 individuals 
and organizations provided comments on V2 of the Standard. The compiled results of 
commenting and testing can be downloaded from the CHS website. 
 
The results of the commenting and testing were considered and integrated in the 
development of Version 3 (V3) of the CHS.1 The range of views was as diverse as the 
types of organizations and regions represented in the sample. The writers of Version 3 
were faced with at times conflicting demands and were forced to develop the compromises 
that they deemed addressed the spirit of the Standard, respecting the decisions taken by 
the TAG and the development of the previous version. A complete summary of their 
deliberations is included in the document, ‘CHS Consultation Process: Compiled Feedback 
on the V2 CHS Draft of 17.06.2014’.  
 
This document provides a snapshot of the results of the commenting and testing phase, 
and the way in which writers addressed these issues in the development of V3 of the CHS.  
 

Major Changes Integrated in Version 3 of the CHS: 
  
• The structure of the Standard has changed in response to comments received. In 

particular, the requirements entitled ‘Relevant staff’ and ‘Organizational leadership’ 
were replaced with ‘Key Actions’ and ‘Organizational responsibilities’; 

• Language has been simplified to make the CHS more accessible; 
• In considering the degree to which the Standard should be verifiable, and describes the 

essential elements of principled and accountable quality humanitarian action:  future 
guidance notes will provide a framework and indicators to support verification of 
performance;  

• CHS has been streamlined to reduce duplications, with each commitment having no 
more that 10 requirements. Commitment 1 was split into two commitments resulting in 
a total of 9; and, 

                                                        
1
 From the document, ‘CHS Consultation and Decision-Making Process’:  A small writing group (max. 5 

persons) composed of members of the TAG will write the different drafts of the standard. These members 
will be respected members of the humanitarian community with experience of developing standards in the 
sector.  

http://www.corehumanitarianstandard.org/files/files/Consolidated%20feedback%20from%20CHS%20second%20consultation(1).zip
http://www.corehumanitarianstandard.org/files/files/CHS%20V3%20FINAL(1).pdf
http://www.corehumanitarianstandard.org/files/files/Consolidated%20feedback%20from%20CHS%20second%20consultation(1).zip
http://www.corehumanitarianstandard.org/files/files/Consolidated%20feedback%20from%20CHS%20second%20consultation(1).zip
http://www.corehumanitarianstandard.org/files/files/140731%20CHS%20Consultation%20Process%20Overview%20Revised%20July%202014.pdf
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• Neutrality was not explicitly included in the revised version. As neutrality does not 
figure in the Sphere Charter or the RC/RC/NGO Code of Conduct, it was seen as 
consistent with existing and accepted norms. It was decided to adopt the Sphere 
Humanitarian Charter, itself the result of a comprehensive global consultation, as the 
humanitarian principles and organizational values of the CHS.  

 

i. Introduction + Structure 
Key Issues Identified in Commenting/Testing - Introduction and narratives need to be 
sharp, more specific, provide clearer context and added value of the CHS, be more 
meaningful; needs to state the foundations for its norms; focus on its use by frontline staff; 
graphic was largely not seen as helpful, needs to be clearer, easier to read, clarify issues 
such as which people are at its centre; the verifiability of the CHS was seen as over-
stated; and, the hierarchic distinctions in the Standard’s structure (what communities can 
expect, what is expected of staff, and what is expected of organizational leadership) has 
too many layers and is seen as overly-complex and no clear rationale is provided in the 
document. 
 
Resulting Revisions:   

 Sections were substantially revised; to reflect the calls for greater clarity, context and 
being more meaningful 

 Reinforced the focus on people and communities affected by crisis at its centre, 
includes the Sphere Humanitarian Charter in addition to pre-existing references to 
normative standards 

 Structure section renamed to ‘Structure of the Standard’ 
 

iii. Scope, Claims, Adaptation to Each Organization and Context 
Key Issues Identified in Commenting/Testing  
- Partnership and decision-making should be clarified and included; frames a very 
traditional view of humanitarian action where aid organizations are seen as distinct from 
the communities and societies where they work; limited focus on humanitarian 
organizations rather than including humanitarian action, development agencies, workers, 
academics, etc.  
- Many speculative questions around the verification model(s); suggestion to not include 
the section until the verification model is finalized- language should be clarified; what 
would be the minimum set of commitments/requirements be; what would partial conformity 
look like.  
- Section on Adaptation flagged as being very unclear and largely provoked questions 
from commenters: the demands of this section risk excluding smaller organizations and 
those lack resources; is there a minimum standard; does justification lead to exemption? -  
who would decide; what does ‘extent to which the organization responds to the intent’ 
mean in practice? How would that be measured? How is interpreted different from 
implemented; and, suggestion that the CHS is more principle- rather than rule- based.  
 
Resulting Revisions:   

 Substance of the section Scope was integrated into the Introduction and the section 
deleted from V3 
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 Partnership was addressed in greater detail 

 Guidance and tools are underlined as being the means to support organizations to 
implement the CHS 

 Explicit mention that it is the responsibility of organizations to implement the CHS  

 Claims was substantially revised to reflect the comments; scope was broadened 
allowing any individual or organization involved in humanitarian action to state that they 
‘work towards application of the CHS’, and specify that public statements of compliance 
must be the result of objective verification 

 ‘Adaptation to Each Organization and Context’ was substantially revised and renamed 
‘Applying the Standard’ 

 

iv. Values and Principles 
Key Issues Identified in Commenting/Testing - Strong views on reintroducing 
neutrality to the CHS; questions on how the section is structured, what is being asked of 
whom, the order in which it is presented; unclear which are values and which principles; 
questions about the relevance of the section.  
 
Resulting Revisions:   

 It was decided to adopt the Sphere Humanitarian Charter, itself the result of a 
comprehensive global consultation, as the humanitarian principles and organizational 
values of the CHS 

 The actions (points A - F) were in turn integrated into the commitments, as they were 
largely worded as actions/requirements 

 Neutrality was not explicitly included in the revised version. As neutrality does not 
figure in the Sphere Charter or the RC/RC/NGO Code of Conduct, this decision was 
seen as consistent with existing and accepted norms 

 Renamed ‘Principled Humanitarian Action’ and is now the third section of V3 
 

v. The Commitments and requirements 
Renamed to: Commitments, Actions and Responsibilities.  
 

1. Effective, timely and appropriate humanitarian assistance 
Commitment renamed to: Communities and people affected by crisis receive 
assistance appropriate and relevant to their needs.  
A new commitment was created to reduce length and group similar items together. New 
commitment 2 is: Communities and people affected by crisis have access to the 
humanitarian assistance they need at the right time. 
 

2. Strengthening local capacities and avoiding negative effects 
Renumbered as Commitment 3 in V3. Renamed: Communities and people affected by 
crisis are more prepared, resilient and less vulnerable as a result of humanitarian 
action. 
 

3. Communities and participation 



 

 

4 

Renamed: Communities and people affected by crisis know their rights and 
entitlements, and participate in decisions that affect them. Now commitment 4 in V3. 
 

4. Addressing grievance 
Renumbered as Commitment 5 in V3. Commitment renamed: Communities and people 
affected by crisis have access to a safe and responsive complaints mechanism. 
 

5. Coordination, complementarity and partnerships 
Renumbered as Commitment 6 in V3. Renamed: Communities and people affected by 
crisis receive coordinated, complementary assistance.  
 

6. Monitoring, learning and continuous improvement 
Renumbered as Commitment 7 in V3. Renamed: The organisation learns from 
experience in order to improve outcomes for communities and people affected by 
crisis. 
 

7. Staff, capacity and support 
Renumbered as Commitment 8 in V3. Renamed: Staff are treated fairly and equitably, 
and are supported to do their job effectively. 
 

8. Good use and management of resources 
Renumbered as Commitment 9 in V3. Renamed: Organisations use resources 
efficiently and effectively for their intended purpose. 
 

vi. Supporting documents 
Section removed in V3. 
 

vii. Terms and definitions 
V3 includes additions and deletions along with revised definitions. 


