Explanatory Notes

On the final selection of Standards and content of the Core Minimum Standards for all Sectors (June 11th Draft)

Peta Sandison

Consultation Process:

The selection of standards and other content is based on the consultation period in 2009 (field consultations and a number of respondents including NGOs, independents, interagency initiatives as well as Sphere focal point workshops), surveys (People In Aid)) and comments on the subsequent 1st draft of November 2009. These comments led to the 2nd draft of April 30th 2010. Feedback from the Core Standards Working Group, Peer Group, Sphere focal points and resource people led to this revision, the 3rd draft. 

Additional Standards and Changes Suggested in Consultations and inclusion/non-inclusion in the Core Standards:

The main criteria underpinning the selection of standards from those proposed are:

· Would it be ‘core’ or ‘common’ – i.e. is it a standard that users should attain in each or any of the technical sectors? 

· Is it within Sphere’s scope of ‘urgent survival’/’period of intensive humanitarian action when needs are most acute’? (contributing to pre and post disaster, but not setting standards for them)

· Could it reasonably be attained in all contexts? Is it relevant to all the primary users (humanitarian agency field staff whether local, CBO, international) such that any type of humanitarian agency should expect to reach the standard?

· Is it a standard to attain, or a best practice guideline on how to implement? (these are Minimum Standards, not detailed ‘how-to’ of humanitarian response).

· Is it repeated in other standards, or would require repetition of other standards to make sense? Standards should not repeat each other. It blurs the standard, confuses users and creates repetition.

	Proposed Standard to Change
	Decision

	1. Principles of Partnership and

2. Partnership management 
	Neither the Principles nor partnership management ‘worked’ as standards in practice. Earlier chapter drafts attempted to combine Coordination and Partnerships. However, there is not yet an operational language and wide agreement on the mechanisms of partnership principles (e.g. how to measure equality or respect). Therefore relevant aspects of the Principles are mainstreamed, particularly in the new Coordination standard, but not a standard.  Partnership management goes beyond the kind of collaborative working relationships expected of Coordination. It requires some sort of contract, formal or informal, and a pre-disaster relationship-building process, which is outside Sphere’s scope and ill-served, if not totally undermined, by being rapidly initiated during the initial response. Many, but by no means all agencies work in well-established partnerships. That all should may yet become part of humanitarian architecture. However it is not yet so and Sphere can neither set a standard (universal, all agencies, all contexts) nor alone articulate an operational partnership framework to which the sector may agree to. This may become appropriate in future editions.

	3. Capacity Building
	Capacity building is also difficult to set as a standard. It is hard to verify, varies according to pre-existing partnerships, agency approaches and context. Capacity building - for what purpose - raises many questions (organisational? Sectoral expertise? To implement the response of another agency? For a particular emergency or long term?). Building whose capacity? (the standards are for all agencies, so who is the standard aimed at, the so-called capacity builder or the built? Local communities, local government, other NGOs?). It is therefore mainstreamed into other standards.

	4. Coordination


	New Standard.

Clusters are included in guidance notes, not as key actions because they are context-specific/not all responses.



	5. Disaster Risk Reduction


	DRR is mainstreamed because related actions cross-cut too many other standards or related actions (e.g. vulnerability and capacity, participation, Analysis, Assessment)

	6. Information (right to)


	Yes, but combined. As a standard would repeat other standards and key actions. It is combined with participation, complaints and redress, building on local capacity in Standard 1

	7. Vulnerability and Capacity


	Yes, but combined. Integrated practise of V&C meant strong overlap with many other standards. Mainstreamed into several standards

	8. Psychosocial


	A standard in the Protection chapter. Also mainstreamed here.

	9. Staff security mental & physical


	In Aid Workers Performance standard

	10. The interaction between the project and its environment, minimising harm and maximising positive benefits.


	Mainstreamed in Standards 1, 3, 4

Do No Harm principle in new protection chapter.

	11. Civil Military Coordination/role of military


	Not universal/all contexts and individual agency policy means cannot set interaction with military as a standard to be attained.  As a guidance note in Coordination standard



	12. Accountability Standards (or a link to HAP standards)


	Links to HAP considerably strengthened and mainstreamed. 2004 Monitoring and Evaluation standards merged and expanded to cover wider performance and accountability standard.


Standards suggested to be dropped:

Aid Workers standards (or merge)

Issues Requested to be Strengthened

The following topics have been strengthened through new key actions and guidance notes:

· Links to external accountability initiatives

· Links to the Code of Conduct

· Capacity building

· Beneficiary Participation

· Complaints mechanisms

· Environment/climate change

· Impact evaluations

· Leadership

· Natural disasters

· Conflict sensitivity

· Child Safety

· Do no Harm

· Participation

· Public information

The following have not been strengthened:

· Project cycle management

· Monitoring and evaluation tools

· Surge capacity

· Preparedness (some strengthening through wider application and references)

This is because they are outside Sphere’s main focus (surge capacity, and, in part, preparedness) or because they take Sphere into detailed how-to territory (M&E tools and project cycle management) which other sources cover more than adequately.   

The New Standards – some details:

Standard 1:  People-Centred Humanitarian Response

Articulates elements of participation, community mobilisation, psychosocial, complaints and redress and information sharing. This reduces duplication as otherwise repeated in each standard. 

Standard 2:  Coordination

Coordination actions and standard are addressed to those who are coordinated, not to the coordinating bodies

Standard 3: Assessment

2004 Initial Assessment standard expanded to cover initial, rapid and in-depth and updated to reflect current practice

Standard 4: Analysis and Design

This standard is a composite of the 2004 ‘Response’ and ‘Targeting’, plus more on non-discrimination, vulnerability, capacity and context, resilience, early recovery and DRR. This structure acknowledges stages/phasing of analysis and design.

Standard 5:  Performance, Transparency and Learning

Combining the two 2004 standards on M&E with Learning and Transparency and a wider understanding of performance and accountability. ‘Accountability’ as a word is not in the standard as there are too many interpretations of its meaning and the word accountability translates badly. 

Standard 6:  Aid Worker Performance

Feedback suggested shortening the two people standards and that they were overly focused on international staff and the support needs of aid-workers rather than their performance and were thin on organisational responsibilities. This version is similar to the 2004 approach – the point of view of aid workers’ responsibility to beneficiaries. It is also now strongly linked to People In Aid and refers to HAP’s Benchmark Two. The primary audience, as with other standards, is the field user.

