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CHS Consultation Process: 

Analysis of Results from Version 3 Straw Poll 
 
 

Background + Overview:  
This document provides an overview of the results of the Straw Poll of Version 3. The poll 
asked respondents: In your view, is the CHS good enough to be published? 
 
By answering yes, respondents were given the opportunity to add any further comments. 
All respondents answering no were obliged, before they could submit their response, to 
indicate what would need to be changed in the Standard for it to be acceptable to them. 
This stage of the consultation was fundamental in establishing the acceptance of the 
Standard. The results of this poll will inform the meeting of the Technical Advisory Group 
(TAG) in London 29-30 October, where decisions on the final version of the CHS will be 
made. 
 
As background, 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’.  
 

Overview of the Poll Results:  
• Total of 369 complete responses to the Straw Poll were received. 73 represented 

group responses. 
 

• 291 respondents voted yes (79%); 78 voted no (21%). 
 
• In terms of breakdown by stakeholder category, their vote and their overall ranking: 

 
% Total 
Voters 
  

Stakeholder Group 
 

Yes No 

1% Person affected by crisis 100%  0% 

1% Private donor 75% 25% 

2% UN agency 100% 0% 

2% Government donor  63% 37% 

2% National government 88% 12% 

                                                        
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. The compiled results of commenting and testing can be downloaded from the CHS website. 

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
http://www.corehumanitarianstandard.org/files/files/Consolidated%20feedback%20from%20CHS%20second%20consultation(1).zip
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2% Standards body 86% 14% 

2% Quality and accountability initiative 100% 0% 

4% Red Cross and Red Crescent 93% 7% 

4% Academic or research institute 81% 19% 

5% NGO network secretariat 63% 37% 

11% Consultant 79% 21% 

13% National NGO 87%  13%  

50% International NGO 75%  25% 

 

 In terms of geographic spread of voters, 51% of total respondents stated that they 
were based in a Southern country; 85% of this group voted yes. A total of 79 
countries were represented in the poll. 
 

 More than half (56%) of INGOs represented individuals based in the South; 86% 
voted yes. The same percentage of National NGOs voted yes (86%). 
 

 There were some results that stood out: 
 

o There were cases where respondents from within the same organization 
voted yes and no. 
 

o There were multiple votes from within a handful of organizations- ranging 
in number from 6- 15 per entity. Even if each of those organizations was given 
only one vote, the impact on the yes/no breakdown would not change 
significantly: 248 total votes: with 20% voting no (50 votes) vs. 80% voting yes 
(198 votes). 

 

 Addressing comments: While respondents who voted no were required to provide 
indicate what would need to be changed for them to accept the CHS (78 comments 
received), those voting yes were also given the opportunity to comment. This latter 
generated 138 supplemental contributions. Additionally, 8 contributions received by 
email were considered in this document (and included in the section, ‘Comments 
Received by Those Voting Yes’). 

 
 
The following sections provide a synthetic overview of comments provided, ranked by 
frequency. This material will be further synthesized and potential means to address them 
provided to the TAG in their upcoming meeting 29-30 October 2014, in order to support 
their collective agreement to the final version of the Core Humanitarian Standard. 
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Comments Received by Those Voting No 
 

Comment Frequency 
 

Neutrality needs to be included or clarify why its not included. The 
reasoning given in the Version 3 draft of the CHS for excluding neutrality 
does not make sense.  
 

21 mentions 

More specific descriptions, clarification of language, need for 
specific guidance for ease of use at field level, core standards have 
lost the technical precision and life-saving guidance, must have 
indicators. 
 

10 mentions 

Against the idea of the CHS of a new standard. 
 

4 mentions 

Consultation process - more inclusive of NGOS, including local NGOs, 
a better recognition of comments and remarks done by NGOs.   NOTE: 
The fact that this vote is not anonymous is NOT democratic and IS 
putting people in an uneasy position, especially those within 
organisations! It goes against some of the CHS principles and cannot 
support a strong consultation process which results won't necessarily 
reflect the reality! 
 

4 mentions 

Should be fit for partner-based organisations as well. The CHS 
needs to be more explicit within the standards about how they are 
applied when working with implementing partners and what key actions 
they must take to deliver accountable humanitarian assistance. An 
organisation that works through implementing partners could technically 
meet the CHS themselves, but be supporting partners to implement 
activities with communities that are not accountable to them, are not 
following quality standards, and do not follow accountable policies and 
practice in their organisations or programmes. Apart from in the 
'Applying the CHS' section of the standard, there is little included in the 
standard commitments which commits an organisation to consistently 
assure that implementing partners are accountable to the communities 
they aim to assist and that they are providing quality humanitarian 
assistance. 
 

4 mentions 

Diagram on page 4 is not capturing the intended message. In the 
requirements it reads 'communities & people' whereas in the diagram it 
reads 'people & communities'. The spokes are 'moving away from the 
people'. Principle # 6 "Humanitarian Action is Coordinated & 
Complementary" is mentioned twice, whereas Principle # 8 
"Humanitarian staff are managed & supported responsibly" has been 
omitted by error. 
 

4 mentions 
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It is not possible to say yes or no until we have seen the 
verification framework. Without this the CHS is just another framework 
that tells us nothing new about quality or accountability. 
 

4 mentions 

Clarity is needed on how CHS is envisaged as complementing pre-
existing internal accountability mechanisms, which may include 
national accreditation processes, and their own systems to guide 
effective programming. 
 

2 mentions 

Nine Commitments are redundant of Sphere Standards and 
Humanitarian Charter. 
 

2 mentions 

Resilience:  The statement in Commitment 3 that building local 
capacity and community resilience is part of the purpose of 
humanitarian action needs to be changed. To the extent that it 
enables people to survive a crisis, humanitarian action makes people 
and communities more resilient. Beyond this most basic understanding 
of resilience, it is not the primary purpose of humanitarian action to 
develop communities – that is the job of development action. Where it 
doesn’t detract from the primary purpose of humanitarian assistance of 
saving lives and alleviating suffering, it is of course desirable to build 
capacity and contribute to the resilience of crisis-affected populations, 
but it cannot be allowed to detract from the primary purpose. The 
standard with resilience in it seems out of line with the current resilience 
dialog and practices.  This may confuse people greatly. 
 

2 mentions 

Better understanding of the context and realities of people affected 
by crisis and what role Humanitarians really play to ensure an 
improvement in their quality of life. 
 

2 mentions 

Page 16 - error in numbering (ends with 9.5 & starts again with 9.10?). 
 

2 mentions 

In the section 6, from page 13 must include an additional paragraph 
as follows:  Promote international agreements between Governments 
and humanitarian aid to achieve mechanisms more agile and better 
coordination for the timely interventions of humanitarian aid. 
 

2 mentions 

Not realistic, not suited to all contexts. 
 

1 mention 

Should be integrated into Sphere Standards. 
 

1 mention 

Questions about the purpose and use of the standard - If it is 
intended as a learning document which also allows alignment of national 
and regional codes then broader actions and responsibilities would 
work.   If however there is an intention of compliance and verification 
with the standard then more specific language on what is expected is 
needed, otherwise the ways of measuring and reporting will be so 

1 mention 
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diverse to make it impossible to know when an organisation is 
complying and to what, as interpretation will differ from one to another. 
 

The weaker policy and procedural requirement for complaints and 
staff behaviour in version 2 into commitments and codes of 
conduct in version 3 is concerning. 
 

1 mention 

We are particularly concerned about the lack of a requirement for a 
child protection policy or reporting mechanism.  
 

1 mention 

Transparency is weak in this document. 
 

1 mention 

There is currently no requirement for public reporting or reporting to 
stakeholders on use of resources and most significant humanitarian 
activities undertaken by organisation. 
  

1 mention 

Organisation responsibility elements use both ‘policy’ and ‘policy system 
and system and guidance’.  We would encourage the latter to ensure 
that standards are reflected in programming decisions.  
 

1 mention 

Use of ‘other stakeholders’, ‘different stakeholders’, ‘marginalised and 
disadvantaged groups’, etc. Need definitions and consistency of use. 
 

1 mention 

It would be useful to be explicit about how the CHS will be used in 
relation to HAP & Sphere, PIA (i.e. replacement), how that 
transition would occur for current members of one or multiple 
humanitarian standards.  What guidance and tools (e.g. Sphere 
handbook) would remain to support the CHS and what would be 
replaced.  
 

1 mention 

It is redundant with internal organisation's minimum standards. 
 

1 mention 

The CHS has to be open for all actors, it is the action that is 
humanitarian not the organization. 
 

1 mention 

In figure 1, "action coordinated and complementary" is repeated 
two times. 
 

1 mention 

Need guidance for smaller local NGOs to adopt the standards. 
 

1 mention 

We recommend that you bring the word ‘timely’ first. A timely 
response will most likely contribute to saving lives.  
 

1 mention 

Not a tool for beneficiaries to hold humanitarian agencies 
accountable. 
 

1 mention 
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Commitment 3: we consider that “humanitarian action strengthens local 
capacities and avoids negative effects” is achievable, but committing 
that “communities and people affected by crisis are more prepared, 
resilient and less vulnerable as a result of humanitarian action” is not 
always achievable – mainly in life saving actions/phase, also in a 
displacement context where people are recently displaced or are in 
continuous displacement – so fluctuation is high and/or there is not yet 
an existing organizational structure which allow to use the expression 
“community”. 
 

1 mention 

It is not clear what happens when the compliance on the 
commitments is not possible; there is no penalty regard who 
violates the CHS. 
 

1 mention 

Protection against sexual abuse and exploitation is not covered 
sufficiently. In this standard, it’s not expected for Organisations to have 
a protection policy. In addition, the language around complying with 
Code of Conduct is not sufficient. 
 

1 mention 

Make a stronger distinction between armed conflict and natural 
disasters. 
 

1 mention 

Should be fit for multi-mandated organisations as well, not for 
humanitarian organisations only. Reinsert the phrase from the 
introduction of Version 2 about this also being able to be used for 
development and advocacy work. It can add considerable value to CHS 
and to those organisations, so why wouldn't we say it. It can also ensure 
that dual-mandate organisations can apply elements which do, at least 
in part, cross dev/hum boundaries to the whole organisation e.g. C1, 
C3, C7, C8. 
 

1 mention 

Merge Commitments 1 and 2. 
 

1 mention 

Add a reference to some additional points, which are particularly 
relevant to an organisation like ours that works in health care service 
planning an delivery:  1. Ensuring that evidence-based approaches 
inform project planning and delivery (standard 2) 2. Ensure that, in 
addition to outputs and activities, also project outcomes are monitored 
(standard 2) 3. Ensure that delivery of humanitarian assistance and 
services is informed by the principle of informed consent (standard 2) 4. 
Adhere to sensible salary policies in line with the local job market/local 
economy (standard 3) 5. Ensure that communities and people affected 
by crisis know their rights, entitlements and also responsibilities 
(standard 4) 6. Organisations should ensure that staff delivering 
humanitarian aid and services hold the professional qualifications 
required to do so (standard 8). 
 

1 mention 
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There is a missing logic why there are 8 standards. 
 

1 mention 

Commitment 8 should not start with 'humanitarian'. Given the 
definition of staff in the glossary this confuses, and restricts the people 
to whom this commitment would then apply.  Many consultants, all 
volunteers, all development staff affected by a disaster would not be 
defined or define themselves as 'humanitarian' in the sense implied in 
the CHS but we do require them to be part of this commitment. There is 
no such distinction proposed for Commitment 9 where organisational 
resources are organisational resources just as staff are staff.  
 

1 mention 

'Key actions'. This phrase is not convincing. a) The org 
responsibilities also require actions so why might they be less than 
'key'? b) I get the distinction between 'do' and 'have in place' on page 4 
and mostly see this reflected in the text - but not for C5. c) As a 
compromise between version 2 and 3 we could suggest 'Staff will...' and 
'Organisations will have in place....' 
 

1 mention 

Page 7 para 'there may be circumstances...' Add 'or choose not to do so 
at one time' after entirety. Small organisations will not focus on all at the 
same time and while a comprehensive approach is desirable I don't 
believe we should restrict any organisation to use CHS as it might work 
best for them in whatever situation they are in. If reading the CHS 
inspires them to realise that eg their complaints system or staff support 
is not good enough then we should want to encourage them to focus on 
those weaknesses if they are the priority. 
 

1 mention 

Commitment 8, some details a) remove staff from before Code of 
Conduct. Not necessary. b) We think it is essential to have a footnote at 
the first mention of the word 'staff', which refers people to the glossary 
definition of staff. HR staff may well focus their attention just on this 
page and not read the rest, missing the critical importance of the 
glossary definition. If this is not acceptable we would recommend 
changing much of the wording to, for example 'policies are in place for 
the security and the wellbeing of all those working for the organisation.' 
 

1 mention 

Must include the humanitarian intervention in the event of environmental 
damage. 
 

1 mention 

The title is confusing. The whole document is more of guidelines 
and not does not spell out the measurable standards of 
humanitarian actions. 
 

1 mention 

The standard on learning and improving is weak. 
 

1 mention 

Page 6: the following two aims are not aligned—they mean different 
things.  And the second contains two distinct aims—strengthening local 

1 mention 
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capacities and avoidance of harm in programming.  They should be split 
into two distinct commitments. 
 

Communities and people affected by crisis are more prepared, resilient 
and less vulnerable as a result of humanitarian action.   Humanitarian 
action strengthens local capacities and avoids negative effects     some 
suggestions if you keep both aims within the same commitment:  • 
Humanitarian action stabilizes, strengthens and builds local capacity to 
withstand future shocks while avoiding negative effects. Humanitarian 
action reduces current vulnerability and strengthens local capacity to 
prepare for future shocks while avoiding negative effects. 
 

1 mention 

However a 10th commitment “humanitarian action avoids negative 
effects” would make messaging clearer in addition to key actions 
for avoiding harm: include risk-related questions in all assessments 
(i.e., would receiving aid put you, your family or community members at 
any risk?  If so, please describe the threats or risks to receiving aid). 
 

1 mention 

The section includes two references to ‘the right to receive humanitarian 
assistance”, and also refers to the “right to life with dignity” and the “right 
to protection and security”. These are not express rights under 
international law. Their existence by virtue of other express rights is not 
widely agreed.  The above three rights are set out under the Sphere 
Humanitarian Charter. However, they are described as a summary of 
existing rights, set out in this way for the purposes of the Charter 
(i.e. they do not have wider status). The Charter also notes that 
they are not formulated in these terms in international law. These 
important qualifications are not included in the current draft of the 
Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS). Rather, these rights are 
described as “core rights of communities and people affected by crisis”, 
a description that is misleading.  
 

1 mention 

Definition of independence:  We note that there has been little change 
(since Draft V2) in the formulation of the principles of humanity, 
impartiality and independence. The definition of ‘independence’ is 
particularly problematic. In part, the text is a reiteration of the principle of 
impartiality. Further, the definition still states that humanitarian 
organisations must not act as instruments of foreign or domestic 
government policy. The reference to domestic government policy is 
confusing and potentially unworkable in practice, as all humanitarian 
organisations (whether national or international) will be required to 
comply with relevant domestic legislation, policies and plans. Further, 
local humanitarian organisations (National Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies being one good example) may well constitute an integral part 
of domestic policies and frameworks, including those relating to disaster 
management and the protection of health. Finally, the text is focussed 
upon independence from governments, while neglecting to address the 

1 mention 
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need for humanitarian actors’ interests to be distinct and separate from 
those of other stakeholders (e.g. the private sector).    
 

There should also be clarity on how the CHS would apply in 
consortium and multilateral modalities.  Specifically, which of the 
CHS key actions and organisational responsibilities does the “donor” 
partner and the “operational” partner need to meet? 
 

1 mention 

Minimum set of standards or an aspirational set of standards:  The 
CHS should state whether the key actions and organisational 
responsibilities are to be considered as the “minimum acceptable” or an 
aspirational set; if the latter, then what are the minimum? 
 

1 mention 

Volunteers:  This is particularly important for the RC/RC Movement, but 
also for other organisations, and the relevance of this standard to 
volunteers is unclear. Many community-based interventions rely on 
volunteers in a range of programmes, and yet there is only one mention 
in the definition of staff. We feel this needs to be addressed earlier and 
more explicitly.  We would also note that – challenging the “staff” 
definition - we would consider from a CHS perspective, that the 
responsibilities of staff and volunteers are different to those of 
consultants. 
 

1 mention 
 

Commitments 4 and 5 are somewhat redundant: open feedback and 
complaints system seem to point in the same direction.    Commitment 9 
to be placed after 6 (since it states an important aspect during 
implementation of actions). 
 

1 mention 
 

Clarify which of the two statements currently presented for each 
‘commitment’ is the fundamental commitment, and how they relate 
to each other. If possible reduce them to one single statement. It is 
currently ambiguous and confusing how the two statements relate to 
each other. 
 

1 mention 
 

Set out in clear, confident terms the legal / moral / conceptual 
basis of the standard; and ensure that this basis is credible to a 
majority of influential intended users, accepting that consensus is 
impossible and describing the major decisions and compromises 
made to establish this basis. This could involve bringing together the 
common components of a number of different potential foundations, and 
commenting more explicitly on the issue of neutrality. Without this 
foundation, the CHS will be open to major criticism that it is not serious 
or reliable. 
 

1 mention 
 

Separate more clearly the commitments that describe the core 
characteristics of humanitarian action (i.e. current commitments #1-6) 
from all other commitments or requirements. Specify which are 

1 mention 
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mandatory and which are voluntary in very clear terms. The current 
commitments #7-9 are an incomplete list of support functions that are 
subsidiary to #1-6 and will be applied very differently by different 
organisations implementing the CHS. As such, they confuse the core 
intent of the document. 
 

Under commitment 1 (or, at a push commitment 4), add a key action:  
“All staff and volunteers consistently treat all people affected by 
crisis with courtesy and respect.” This is a fundamental aspect of 
respecting the right to dignity, and ensuring that assistance is 
appropriate. 
 

1 mention 
 

Key action 2.1: add the phrase “and access to assistance is as safe 
and convenient as reasonably possible for recipients”. 
 

1 mention 
 

Commitment 4: the terms “open feedback” and “inclusive 
participation” are vague and open to multiple interpretations. They 
need to be defined if they are retained. It would be better to change this 
to “informed feedback and participatory decision making that involves all 
groups of affected people.” 
 

1 mention 
 

Commitment 6: Change this to “Communities and people affected by 
crisis receive aid that complements the other sources of support 
available to them.” This removes the emphasis on ‘coordination’, which 
potentially focuses on the means of co-ordination mechanisms, rather 
than the ends. 
 

1 mention 
 

Key action 9.10c: change to “conducts audits, verifies compliance and 
publishes results”. 
 

1 mention 
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Comments Received by Those Voting Yes 
 

Comment Frequency 
 

Comments of a congratulatory nature. ‘Good to see that 3 global 
initiative in humanitarian field came up with a concise and quite 
straightforward list of CHS. Look forward to hear about the next steps.’ 
 

20 mentions 
 

More mention of development and not just humanitarian, 
advocacy, DRR, prevention, mitigation. Concerns have been raised 
that the scope of this standard has been reduced in version 3. 
Recommend reinserting the following statement from version 2 which 
had wide acceptance: "Although it is primarily intended for the 
humanitarian sector, it can also be used to bring better quality and 
greater accountability to development and advocacy work" - or similar - 
the statement that was introduced is complicated. 
 

6 mentions 
 

Corrections to Figure 1: 
- The description of Commitment #6  “Action is coordinated and 

complementary” appears twice in the wheel, and the description 
for Commitment #8 “Humanitarian staff are managed and 
supported responsibly” does not appear. 

- Could the commitments in the diagram be more clearly linked to 
the CHS commitments on pg. 6 (maybe by including the 
numbering?)? 

- P. 6, point iv: It seems a bit odd that there are two different 
formulations of the commitments here.  It is not clear which is the 
actual commitment.  On p.6 it seems that the longer version is 
the commitment but in the diagram (p4) it has taken the shorter 
formulation.  Could they be reversed on P.6 so that the shorter 
version comes first to be more in line with the headings later in 
the document as well? 

 

4 mentions 
 

We believe more guidance is needed here or this will just become a 
tick the box exercise for partners.  These references could be 
strengthened further by including reference to partners in the actions 
and responsibilities associated with commitment 1, 2, in reference to 
organisational capacities, 4 in particular 4.3 and commitment 6. The 
document could be further strengthened in providing greater clarity on 
the question of neutrality. 
 
How are partners involved? How will agencies who work through 
partners be assessed on the CHS? What is the expectation for partners 
to be at the same level? What is the support offered to get them to this 
level? etc. It needs to be fully thought through. 
 

4 mentions 
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Requires indicators- uncertain about voting yes without having these 
available. 
 

4 mentions 
 

Questions on how certification will work. 
It remains critical that non-traditional and in particular southern actors 
view the Core Humanitarian Standard as relevant, applicable and 
necessary to support their work.  Similarly, in order for the CHS to be 
completely relevant it will also need the endorsement of the Red 
Cross/Red Crescent and UN agencies that have been part of the 
consultative process.    While [organisation] understands that 
certification discussions are continuing, though separate from the 
endorsement of the CHS, a process of verification/certification is viewed 
as needed to support adherence to the CHS. This should follow the 
direction of current discussions looking at a gradient for certification that 
takes into account the different means and capacities of various actors, 
and is robust-enough while not becoming cost-prohibitive.  In more 
practical terms, the distinction between the ‘key actions’ and 
‘organisational responsibilities’ under each standard is not always clear.  
It is recommended that a future verification and/or certification exercise 
be linked to these ‘key actions’ and ‘organisational responsibilities’ 
which will require some additional investment to arrive at something that 
is clear and measurable.  A future roll-out will also need to consider 
mechanisms of engagement with non-traditional actors, including private 
sector and Government, which are responsive to different ways of 
working than traditional INGO structures. 
 

4 mentions 
 

Questions on implications for HAP, People in Aid, existing 
certification. For example: What will be the implications for HAP? Will 
this standard take precedent over other standards? A lot of the detail 
which is highlighted in the other documents will be lost as a 
consequence, so will the other documents be part of the Annex?  
 

3 mentions 

Clarify how transgender falls under minority group in a humanitarian 
intervention context. And, focus on transgender translates as special 
access on the basis of sexual-orientation, which is illegal in all the 
countries we implement in.  They already have special humanitarian 
access rights in the women, men, girls, boys, youth, older people; 
persons with disabilities, specific minority or ethnic groups, etc. bracket. 
As a Christian organization, we are here to serve everyone in need and 
cannot see the need to separate the transgender from the rest (women, 
men, girls, boys, youth, older people; persons with disabilities, specific 
minority or ethnic groups, etc.) in a document like this. Simply remove 
the term transgender. 
 

2 mentions 
 

The section on tools has been removed and section v on applying the 
standard implies that tools and guidance are already in development so 
there is no need for additional ones. But it doesn't outline or explain 

2 mentions 
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how these existing tools link into the CHS and help you implement 
it, nor what they are or where to find them. 
 

Donor organizations, private groups, and government, relative to 
their humanitarian support were engaged as collaborators but 
have no sufficient responsibilities. Commitment 6 details attempted 
to mention only about collaboration and complementation but not about 
how their (above players) trajectories be influence for better support. 
 

2 mentions 
 

Participation as a notion is not as visible although many 
participatory approaches are included. 
 

2 mentions 
 

Commitment 7: feel that there should be a recommendation for 
humanitarian actors to be deployed for longer periods of time. Also 
learning is too narrowly focused on evaluation, needs to include real-
time feedback and not just organization-level learning. 
 

2 mentions 

Point 8.7: include the requirement for organisations to undertake proper 
security and child protection screening of staff who will directly engage 
with beneficiaries. Wording of 8.7 is quite strange, and I would suggest it 
is rephrased along the lines of ‘A staff code of conduct is in place that 
establishes, at a minimum, the obligation to respect and promote the 
rights of all people’. 
 

2 mentions 
 

For adding in Terminology section: - Disaggregated data:  - Inclusive 
participation:  - Negative effects:   - Project cycle:  - Vulnerability:  ---  An 
'acknowledgement' section may be added in. Re-visit efficiency and 
quality for clarity. 
 

2 mentions 

Section 3: DFAT suggests that resilience incorporated in the 
headline. Resilience is at the centre of global agendas, including 
Australia’s aid policy. It is also mentioned in the draft CHS but it could 
have more impact if incorporated in the headline. For example: “3. 
Humanitarian Action strengthens the resilience of local …s”. Definition 
of resilience: suggest including the ability of individuals and households. 
 

2 mentions 
 

In Commitment 8 would put more stress on providing staff also with 
psychosocial support if needed. Mostly national staff is very often from 
affected community and these people has to deal with it own trauma as 
well as traumas of the others.  In the CHS there is a note on security 
and the well being but would prefer one or two steps more. 
organizational responsibilities 8.2, the wording "local" could refer to 
either the state of residence of the worker, the country where the 
assistance is implemented, the country where the organization is based 
or the donor country. It might be the case that developing internal (and 
generalized) employment protection standards could be an option worth 
exploring. 

2 mentions 
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Include neutrality. As the absence of neutrality is causing much debate 
recommend that we address this issue in the same way that we did in 
the HAP Standard 2010 as we have the same debate.   a) Include 
neutrality as a humanitarian principle.  b) Make the definition of 
neutrality more relevant to the provision of humanitarian assistance 
using the HAP Standard definition "aiming only to meet human needs 
and refraining from taking sides in hostilities or giving material or 
political support to parties to an armed conflict".  
 

3 mentions 
 

More clarity is needed on what the wording of the commitments 
actually are – there appears to be a disagreement on what is the 
commitment and what is the criteria for the commitment between 
page 6 and the rest of the Standard. For instance, Commitment One 
is: Humanitarian assistance is appropriate and relevant, not 
communities and people… This is confusing.  
 

1 mention 

1. It is strange to cross reference the Sphere Humanitarian Charter (in 
section i & iii) - when the point of CHS is to reduce duplicity of 
standards. Is the Charter going to continue to exist in parallel to the 
CHS?    2. In Section iii, the first 2 paragraphs make statements that are 
then repeated in the bullet point list of rights about the Sphere 
Humanitarian Charter. For clarity and brevity, it would be good to avoid 
repetition.    
 

1 mention 

Happy that neutrality is not included. 
 

1 mention 
 

Our only concern is the need to mitigate the beneficiaries 
expectations, especially while keeping in mind that many of the 
new emerging crisis take place in middle income countries such as 
Syria and Ukraine. We strongly encourage the actual wording which is 
geared to include as much as possible the reading and opinion of the 
beneficiaries. None the less, it is still important to keep in mind the 
reality of an emergency and the sometimes-difficult choices 
humanitarian agencies have to take. 
 

1 mention 

Word 'Complaints' in many cultures is seen as negative and often 
used in formal governance structure. Calling 'community feedback 
system' may encourage people to provide their opinion and feedback as 
well as concerns issues. 
 

1 mentions 
 

Suggest that the definition of needs -- currently a footnote on Page 
8 -- be elevated. If needs is inclusive of assistance and protection, then 
why not explicitly state it in the list of 9 commitments (page 6, #1). Since 
for many colleagues this page is likely among the only ones that they 
will read, I suggest that the black text under #1 read: "Humanitarian 
assistance and protection is appropriate and relevant." 

1 mention 
 



 

 

15 

 

Commitment 1, Key Action 1.2: “Design and implement appropriate 
programmes based on an impartial assessment of needs and risks, and 
an understanding of vulnerabilities and capacities of different groups3.”  
This action is good. In some situations (such as slow onset disasters), 
this guidance will work better. However, it also brings significant 
challenges given that there is usually inadequate funding for a thorough 
analysis; and that, the humanitarian response projects need to be 
developed and delivered relatively quickly. In other words, there is not 
much time to do a thorough analysis in all situations. Often, there are 
many challenges to take into account to understand and address these 
issues properly. This is true even in the long-term development 
programs (especially to address the diversity as has been explained 
under the footnote 3). This becomes even more challenging in the 
humanitarian crisis situations where saving lives is the critical mandate. 
We recommend that saving– lives be the priority mandate as a specific 
priority action and be added in the key action 1.2 as: Design and 
implement appropriate programmes based on an impartial assessment 
of needs2 and risks, and an understanding of vulnerabilities and 
capacities of different groups3 where saving-lives becomes the priority 
action.  
 

1 mention 

Commitment 2: - 2.5: Suggest including 'monitor the attainment of 
results', not only activities and outputs (when the chosen strategy does 
not lead to the intended results, the programme needs to be adapted).  - 
2.7: It would be good to include something on 'monitoring of the 
situation' (to decide on the need to start a response in the first place 
(timely response)).   
 

1 mention 

Commitment 2: Recommend that we bring the word ‘timely’ first. The 
timely response will most likely contribute to saving lives; reduce the 
overall expense of the response in the long term; and help us 
understand the context better (to which to decide next steps such as to 
design a recovery program). If it is agreeable, it will read: Response is 
timely and effective. 
 

1 mention 

Commitment 3: This commitment is good. However, we know from 
experience that fund-raising for disaster risk reduction and 
preparedness plans is very challenging (in comparison to humanitarian 
response fund-raising). It seems the #3 standard is heavily dependent 
upon the point 3.2 under key actions. This point says: “Use the results of 
any existing community hazard and risk assessments and preparedness 
plans to guide activities.” Therefore, it seems this standard assumes 
that there are community risk assessment and preparedness plans 
everywhere and in all (disaster vulnerable?) communities. What if no 
such plans exist? What evidence do we have to claim this is the case?  
 

1 mention 
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Point 4.6: To communicate better with communities and to get their 
feedback, suggest that this point is rephrased as “Polices and two-way 
communication strategies are in place for engaging communities and 
people affected by crisis to ensure throughout the project cycle”.  This 
would encourage feedback being given to beneficiaries not just when 
complaints are lined but also following evaluations, reviews or other 
feedback given by the communities. 
 

1 mention 

In Standard 5 there should be an action on reporting back to 
communities and people affected by crisis about what has been 
done with complaints (while observing rules on confidentiality and 
security). 
 

1 mention 

The commitment 9. Resources are managed and used responsibly" is 
not clear enough. For example corruption is only mentioned, but what 
about fraud or other risks like an epidemic? It should be better to read: 
Monitor risks and treatment actions on an on-going basis.  On 9.10, I 
think it should be important to specify that an internal control system and 
risk management system should be in place. Formal reviews of both the 
risk management system and the Risk Register will take place on an 
annual basis and the Board will assess the effectiveness of the Risk 
Management Policy annually. 
 

1 mention 

On page 3 we suggest to add the following sentence to the fifth 
paragraph:  "In organisations working with multiple mandate CHS can 
also be extended to bring better quality and greater accountability to 
their development and advocacy work".    On page 5 we suggest to add 
the following sentence at the end of the last paragraph:  "The 
importance of actions for prevention, mitigation and disaster 
preparedness should also be emphasized. Governments and 
organizations also have a responsibility to prevent people from being 
affected by disasters.” 
 

1 mention 

1. On page 6: The title of each 'Commitment' should be written before to 
its elaboration/narration.  Example:   1. Humanitarian assistance is 
appropriate and relevant   Communities and people affected by crisis 
receive assistance appropriate to their needs.  2. Definition of 'Quality' 
and 'Key Action 9.1' should be mutually reinforcing and give integrated 
meaning.  The definition of Quality says: "totality of features and 
characteristics of humanitarian assistance that supports its ability to 
satisfy in time, stated or implied needs and expectations, and respect 
the dignity of the people it aims to assist".  Key action 9.1 says:  Design 
programmes and implement processes that ensure the efficient use of 
resources, balancing quality, cost and timeliness at each phase of the 
response.  When these two are read together it entails an overlap in the 
requirements for efficient use of resources because Quality includes 
'timeliness' . So we need to replace the word 'quality' used in 9.1 with  

1 mention 
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'scope' (i.e. humanitarian response objectives).  OR  We revise the Key 
action 9.1 as follows:  "Design programms and implement processess 
that ensure quality of response all the times."  and change definition of 
quality as follows:  " Humanitarian assistance that fulfills the stated or 
implied needs of a crisis affected community while maintaining a 
balance among competing priorities of program scoping, budgeting, and 
scheduling."  3. Definition of 'Accountability' needs to be objective and 
specific to the document.  Given definition: Process of using power 
responsibly, taking account of, and being held accountable by, different 
stakeholders, and primarily those who are affected by the exercise of 
such power.  Suggested definition:   Ability of humanitarian actors to 
ensure responsible use of their power individually and collectively while 
protecting human life and dignity.            4. A clear distinction needs to 
be established between accountability management and quality 
management and hence using the word 'dingnity' appropriately in this 
Standard.    Dignity is a subjective phenomena so as the word 
accountability and hence it is appropriate to associate realisation of 
dignity through accountability management instead of attempting to 
realise it through quality management. Quality management deals with 
implementation of policies, procedures, standards (quality management 
tools) whereas accountability management deals with establishment of 
such systems and mechanisms that develop and monitor compliance 
against quality management tools.  4. The definition of 'Resilience' 
needs some revision  Given definition: Ability of a community or society 
exposed to hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate and recover from 
the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner.  Suggested 
definition 1: The ability of a system, community or society exposed to 
hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate to and recover from the effects 
of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner, including through the 
preservation and restoration of its essential basic structures and 
functions (UNISDR, 2009).  OR  Suggested definition 2: Ability of a 
system, community or society to resist, absorb, accommodate and 
recover from the effects of any hazard in a timely and efficient manner 
including through preservation and restoration of essential basic 
structures and functions.   Reason: Suggestion can be given to UNISDR 
that there are many instances where a system/community is 'never 
exposed' to any hazard but they are actually  'capable'  of resisting, 
absorbing, accommodating and recovering from the effects of a hazard. 
e.g. Vaccination is done against various types of viruses but it is not 
necessary that a person confronts all these viruses during the whole life 
but that person 'still has the ability' to fight any specific type of virus. 
 

Concern about the title- is the suggestion that it will replace the 
Sphere Core Standards? 
 

1 mention 

It would be helpful to have illustrations for: the relationship between 
CHS and existing standards explained in illustration; planned process 

1 mention 
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and schedule of dissemination, including translation, and expectation to 
NGO networks; planned process and schedule of reviewing the 
effectiveness of introduction of CHS.  
 

In some cases the info provided is quite generic, broad and open to 
interpretation. Would be helpful to indicate where guidance is expected 
to be developed. Rather than talking about 'people' and communities it 
would be better to talk about men, women, boys and girls. There is 
currently no onus for anyone to ensure equal representation and 
especially no mention of the need to consult and engage children. It 
might seem to be implied but in practice it won’t happen if it is not 
spelled out. There is no mandatory requirement to report misconduct, 
only a requirement for individuals to comply with the Code. There needs 
to be more proactive intervention relating to reports, at the moment it is 
too reactive. 
 

1 mention 

At page 7 sl no V. Applying the standard, the last para is hard to 
understand. All the "should" of the chapter may replace by "need to". 
 

1 mention 

Commitment 4 should come before Commitment 3. 
 

1 mention 

Who can sign the CHS? Once the organization signs, what 
consequences will this have? Also, will there be a review mechanism for 
the CHS to be established updated on a regular basis? 
 

1 mention 

Proposed amendments to strengthen Human Rights perspective: 
- Page 3, 3d paragraph, of the introduction: The CHS places affected 
people and communities at the center of humanitarian action and 
promotes respect fro their fundamental human rights. The CHS is 
underpinned by the rights of life with dignity, to receive humanitarian 
assistance, and to protection and security as described in the Sphere 
Humanitarian Charter, which is drawn from the United Nations Charter 
and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
- Page 5, 5 paragraph, in “Principled Humanitarian Action”: The 
principles of humanitarian action are intended to ensure that people’s 
human rights are consistently… 
- Page 15, point 8.5 below Organizational responsibilities: Staff policies 
and procedures are fair, transparent and non-discriminatory and 
compliant with local employment law, with the exception for when such 
laws are discriminatory or in any other way contravene human rights 
standards. 
 

1 mention 

The principle difficulties in reviewing the CHS are that: 
a) In isolation it is not clear how it fits (or is expected to fit) with other 
standards (e.g. Sphere) and how the rather general commitments will be 
dealt with in detail; and 
 

1 mention 
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b) Therefore you can choose to interpret it in your own way. 
Perhaps this is part of the intention, but without being able to see the 
guidance for implementation that it refers to, any answer about 'is it 
good enough in principle' requires you to either trust or not trust that the 
detailed guidance will be adequate; 
 
c) Surprised gender is not more prominent (imagine they have 
decided not to emphasize one form of difference over others - but this is 
such a significant and universal issue surprised there is no mention of it 
outside a footnote) 
 
d) The wording of Standard 8, 8.7 is quite strange, and would suggest it 
is rephrased along the lines of 'A staff code of conduct is in place that 
establishes, at a minimum, the obligation to respect and promote the 
rights of all people'. 
 

Clarify which of the two statements currently presented for each 
‘commitment’ is the fundamental commitment, and how they relate 
to each other. If possible reduce them to one single statement. It is 
currently ambiguous and confusing how the two statements relate to 
each other. Separate more clearly the commitments that describe the 
core characteristics of humanitarian action (i.e. current commitments #1-
6) from all other commitments or requirements. Specify which are 
mandatory and which are voluntary in very clear terms. The current 
commitments #7-9 are an incomplete list of support functions that are 
subsidiary to #1-6 and will be applied very differently by different 
organizations implementing the CHS. As such, they confuse the core 
intent of the document. 
 

1 mention 

Specific points:  
a) Under commitment 1 (or, at a push commitment 4), add a key 
action:  “All staff and volunteers consistently treat all people affected by 
crisis with courtesy and respect.” This is a fundamental aspect of 
respecting the right to dignity, and ensuring that assistance is 
appropriate. 
b) Key action 2.1: add the phrase “and access to assistance is as safe 
and convenient as reasonably possible for recipients” 
c) Commitment 4: the terms “open feedback” and “inclusive 
participation” are vague and open to multiple interpretations. They need 
to be defined if they are retained. It would be better to change this to 
“informed feedback and participatory decision making that involves all 
groups of affected people.” 
d) Commitment 6: Change this to “Communities and people affected by 
crisis receive aid that complements the other sources of support 
available to them.” This removes the emphasis on ‘coordination’, which 
potentially focuses on the means of co-ordination mechanisms, rather 
than the ends. 

1 mention 
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e) Key action 9.10c: change to “conducts audits, verifies compliance 
and publishes results”. 
 

Our recommendation for a revision of Commitment 4 is: 
  
Communication and Engagement: Communities and people affected 
by crisis know their rights and entitlements, and are engaged in 
decisions that affect them. 
  
- Foster dialogue with and between communities and people affected by 
crisis and other local actors respectfully and encourage them to provide 
feedback on their level of satisfaction with the quality and effectiveness 
of assistance, paying particular attention to gender, age balance and 
diversity; 
- Strengthen or establish appropriate communications channels that 
meet the information needs of all groups within a society 
- Provide information to communities and people affected by crisis about 
the organisation, the principles it adheres to, its staff code of conduct, 
and its programmes and deliverables; and non-programmatic 
information about the crisis 
 

1 mention 

 
 


