
 

  

EDITORIAL 
Once again, the humanitarian community has been hit by a scandal which will further damage the trust that the general public and certain 
states have in NGOs. The Arche de Zoé story has significance beyond France, Chad and Sudan. Once again, the effectiveness of control 
mechanisms within civil society aid organisations has been shown to be lacking.   

For several years now, and particularly since the Tsunami, the idea of a humanitarian label or of a certification mechanism has grown. While 
these present real opportunities, they also present certain difficulties and dangers which need to be taken into account.  

It would also be naïve to think that a certification system would stop all fraud and embezzlement. Unfortunately, these are inherent to all 
human activity, and labels will never replace a professional code of ethics, which is the only viable reference point when faced with certain 
dilemmas in humanitarian action.    

We believe that the most important issue today is that of improving humanitarian practices throughout the sector. This question also concerns 
funding agencies, whose responsibility in terms of the quality of aid is once again being debated. 

Aid agencies should persevere on the road to greater professionalism by adopting Quality Assurance systems (via evaluations, 
methodological innovation and training) and should work towards ever greater consultation of local populations.  

AID & QUALITY  
 

Certification and quality labels are back on the ag enda 
 

“It is not possible to control non-governmental organisations, but it 
is possible to begin discussions with them and to develop a quality 
label ». Thus the question of certification was raised once again, 
this time by Jean-Marie Bockel, France’s Minister of State for 
Cooperation and Francophony, speaking in the National Assembly 
following the Arche de Zoé scandal last month. Already, the 
Tsunami Evaluation Coalition had concluded that, "The 
international relief system should establish an accreditation and 
certification system to distinguish agencies that work to a 
professional standard in a particular sector.”  
 

An accreditation and certification system for the humanitarian 
sector is therefore not a new question, but one which raises a 
number of very difficult issues. It is therefore important that there is 
dialogue and consultation within the sector. Certain of these issues 
are methodological: what area does certification cover? How will 
the quality of operations be taken into account? – And based on 
what criteria? How can the effectiveness of certain humanitarian 
activities such as protection and advocacy be measured? How can 
results be attributed to the activity of a particular organisation ? 
Other issues are political: who has the legitimacy to award such a 
label? Should it be NGOs themselves or states, and if so, which 
states? – the states where the organisations are based or the 
states where the actions take place? What are the risks of 
manipulation ? How would NGOs from the South be involved ? … 
 

The complexity of this subject led Groupe URD to make it the 
theme of its 2005 Autumn School on Humanitarian Aid – 
‘Accreditation: a threat or an opportunity for humanitarian 
agencies?’. This involved over two days of debate with 
professionals from the humanitarian sector, but also 
representatives from funding agencies and certification 
organisations from the business sector. This debate needs to 
continue, but it must not overlook what we consider to be the real 
issue, that of implementing an effective quality approach – which is 
not exactly the same thing… 
 

For more information on this subject, go on the blog 

 

To what extent are funding agencies responsible for  the 
quality of aid ?  
 

The quality of aid was long seen as the sole respon sibility of 
humanitarian agencies. Yet the practices of funding  
agencies have a direct impact on the quality of aid . The 
Good Humanitarian Donorship principles and the rece ntly 
developed Humanitarian Response Index have begun to  
shed light on this question. 
 

Obviously, the quality of aid is 
first and foremost the 
responsibility of aid agencies 
themselves : each agency is 
responsible for its actions, its 
personnel, its use of funds 
and its different projects. This 
responsibility is the foundation 
of the humanitarian system as 
a whole and a growing number of control mechanisms exist, 
particularly concerning the management of funds. Efforts to 
improve the quality of aid have therefore principally been aimed 
at aid agencies (Sphere, People in Aid, HAP or the Quality 
COMPAS). Despite its importance, the idea of trying to make 
funding agencies more responsible is relatively new. 
 

Humanitarian action can not be seen independently of the ‘aid 
chain’. An organisation’s ability to act and exist depends on the 
will and continued support of its donors, whether these are public 
or private. The notion of shared responsibility for the quality of aid 
is therefore dependent on the type of relations which exist 
between the different ‘links’ in the chain. Relations with 
institutional funding agencies vary a lot, with varying degrees of 
autonomy which (theoretically) condition the degree of 
responsibility for the quality of the aid provided. In very basic 
terms, it is possible to differentiate three broad categories of 
funding agency – the ‘banker’, the ‘partner’, and the ‘funder-
actor’.  
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‘Banker’ funding agencies see their role in classic terms and do not 
consider themselves responsible for anything other than managing 
the funds available for humanitarian aid. This involves distributing 
subsidies, transferring the funds on time and monitoring financial 
reports. In such cases, responsibility for the quality of the aid paid 
for with these funds is the responsibility of the aid agency alone, 
which implies that the relation is one of trust. This is the 
Scandinavian model, where states provide the UN and a number of 
large national NGOs with considerable sums of money.  
 
For funding agencies who see themselves as the partners of the 
aid agencies, the quality of the aid provided becomes a question of 
shared responsibility. In such cases the funding agency becomes 
more involved in operations, in the analysis of situations and in the 
organisation of projects. This implies greater presence of the 
funding agency in the field, decentralisation of decision-making and 
increased technical expertise of funding agency representatives. 
This is the case of ECHO, OFDA in the US and DFID in the UK.  
 
Other funding agencies see themselves as directly involved in the 
provision of aid (funder-actors). They manage their actions based 
on their own understanding of situations and what needs to be put 
in place and operate on the basis of calls for proposals, and even 
calls for tenders. This is often the case with UN agencies when they 
themselves become funding agencies, but also for certain 
operations by USAID, the World Bank and the European 
Commission. In these cases there is a sub-contracting relationship 
with humanitarian agencies and in certain extreme cases the 
question of responsibility could be turned around so that the 
organisation which ‘gives the orders’ can be considered to be 
responsible for any damage caused by the aid agency.  
 
But whatever the relation between aid agency and funding agency, 
the funding agency will always be responsible to some degree for 
the aid provided in the field, in terms of its responsibility for 
choosing the agency, funding procedures and the choice of 
activities that are funded.  
 
The choice of how much funding is to be allocated to humanitarian 
action is a first level of responsibility. As the resources allocated to 
the humanitarian sector do not cover global humanitarian needs, 
the first responsibility of every funding agency is to allocate 
relatively large sums of money. This will become increasingly 
important in the future if humanitarian needs increase due to 
climate change. In contrast to the 0.7% of GDP which is allocated 
to development, there is currently no such reference for 
humanitarian aid, but it could well be useful in the future.  
 
The decision to finance a particular project by a particular agency 
represents a further level of responsibility. Selection criteria are 
therefore a central issue, but they are rarely examined except in ex-
post evaluations of programmes implemented in the field. The 
funding agency’s responsibility in funding a project based on 
particular criteria is not taken into account or is seen as secondary 
to the aid agency’s responsibility. The question of whether funds 
are distributed impartially between different contexts based on their 
needs remains an issue for the future. At present there is no real 
coordination mechanism for humanitarian funding at an 
international level to guarantee such impartiality even though 
ethically it would seem of paramount importance.   
 
Funding procedures are also crucially important for the quality of 
aid. How quickly decisions are made, how transparent the process 
is, and how flexible programmes are allowed to be are all criteria 
which can influence quality in the field. These need to be clarified. 
The DAC/OECD criteria, which are used for evaluations in the field, 

do not include flexibility. Yet flexibility is essential in humanitarian 
programmes and depends on procedures fixed by the funding 
agencies.     
 
Finally, there is the question of funding for activities directly linked 
to improving the quality of aid. Evaluations have been funded 
since the 90s, but other activities remain under-funded. It is now 
widely accepted that a detailed analysis of contexts is essential to 
the quality of a programme. And yet, how many funding agencies 
accept to finance this activity ? Similarly, existing institutional 
funding rarely permits the training of personnel and the adoption 
of quality approaches at a structural level. These are areas which 
need to be developed in the future to make a real difference to 
the quality of aid in general.   
 
If it is therefore clear that funding agencies can be responsible for 
the quality of humanitarian aid in a number of ways, how is this 
controlled and monitored? The national level is obviously 
essential, and funding agencies are accountable to their own 
national authorities (government or other). Monitoring and control 
takes place in public policy evaluations, parliamentary enquiries 
and audits, but the quality of aid brought to affected populations 
rarely takes priority over considerations of good financial 
management. Funding agencies from OECD countries have 
developed peer reviews, which involve member states taking 
turns to assess each other and make proposals. There is a lot 
that is positive in such a practice, but we all know how difficult it 
is to implement evaluation recommendations!   
  
From 2003, the same states have been clarifying what good 
humanitarian donorship is. In Stockholm, funding agencies drew 
up a list of 23 principles, which have been signed by 23 states 
and ECHO. Amongst the principles that are mentioned are that 
funding should be in proportion to needs and that populations 
should participate in humanitarian operations, but it does not 
clearly state that these are quality criteria. 
 
And yet these 23 principles could easily be transformed into a 
series of criteria to evaluate the quality of funding. Indeed, this is 
the idea behind the Humanitarian Response Index, which has 
been developed by the Spanish organisation, Dara 
(www.daraint.org): the funding practices of countries who have 
signed up to GHD are rated on the basis of the 23 principles.  
 
There have been many reactions to this initiative. Some have 
included legitimate questions, such as knowing whether or not 
giving priority to certain humanitarian crises because of linguistic, 
geographical and historical links is contrary to the principle of 
impartiality. Other reactions, on the other hand, seem to have 
been the result of frustration at having been given a poor rating. 
But the aim of this initiative is not to please funding agencies, but 
to create an additional incentive to improve the quality of aid by 
allowing the general public to judge their country’s performance 
on humanitarian questions.  
 
Everyone is aware that a lot still needs to be done to improve the 
quality of aid. This objective should be seen as the responsibility 
of both humanitarian agencies and funding agencies, even if 
improving the quality of aid will never replace preventing 
humanitarian needs from appearing in the first place! Behind an 
institutional funding agency there is a state whose political roles 
and responsibilities, notably in terms of prevention, involve so 
much more than the funding of humanitarian aid!  

 
Véronique de Geoffroy 

 
 



 

 

      USERS FEEDBACK  (react on the blog)   
 
The first steps by the NGO Madera in 
adopting the COMPAS. Patxi Elichiry, 
Head of M&E at MADERA, talks about the 
adoption of a Quality Assurance 
approach at MADERA. 
 
MADERA wanted an organisation-wide system which would help to 
continually improve the quality of its operations. As early as 1991, a 
Monitoring and Evaluation unit was created. In April 2007, the 
board of directors and the management team decided to adopt a 
Quality Assurance approach.  
 
By strengthening internal organisation and improving the 
competencies of certain staff 
members, the overall 
objective of the approach is to 
improve the quality of service 
we deliver to Afghan 
communities, with whom we 
work on rural development 
projects. To do this, we are 
adopting the COMPAS® 

Quality Assurance method, 
developed by Groupe URD, 
at different levels within 
MADERA.   
 
Our adoption of this Quality 
approach involves a number 
of stages: analysing the organisation, writing a Quality handbook, 
training, testing the method on pilot projects and, finally, drawing up 
a schedule for adopting the quality approach on all projects.  
 
In June 2007, Groupe URD held an initial seminar which included 
training in quality and the COMPAS method for the Afghan staff 
and the members of the Monitoring and Evaluation unit.   

 
One of the first lessons learned was that the 12 Quality criteria of 
the method’s reference framework correspond very closely to our 
Afghan team’s vision of quality. One of our monitoring officers, 
Abdel Kader, had this to say: “The quality criteria for a ‘good’ 
project are complete and relevant”. He also underlined the 
importance of a method which covers the whole project cycle: “The 
different steps of implementation are well explained and give a very 
interesting overview of project cycle management.” Finally, as a 
monitoring officer, the tool for monitoring critical events gave 
him, “a better understanding of critical events that can endanger an 
emergency or development project”.  
 

Following this initial phase, the decision was made to set up pilot 
projects to test the method. This phase is currently underway and is 
being supervised by MADERA’s M&E unit.   
 
Adopting a quality approach is an innovative move within the NGO 
sector. Madera would like to share its experience with other 
organisations using the method, and will continue to contribute to 
the Aiming for Quality blog (cf. http://www.compasqualite.org/blog/).  

 
Patxi Elichiry 

Individualised support for ICRC Colombia. Karla Lev y, 
Dynamic COMPAS Head of Project, talks about this 
experience. 
 
Using the COMPAS method to guide me in my work with ICRC 
Colombia … The Quality COMPAS and the Dynamic COMPAS 
are not static and rigid tools. They allowed us to go further in our 
institutional analysis and meet specific needs in terms of improving 
systems, streamlining and organising more effective monitoring 
and evaluation systems. 
 
Since 2005, we have been developing a project management tool 
with ICRC Colombia. 
 
Throughout this project, in our analysis and during workshops with 
local teams, we used the Quality COMPAS to help us: 
 

·  Analyse, identify, redefine and make criteria operational; 
·  Develop a provisional set of indicators and means of 

measurement; 
·  Structure a phase by phase management system based 

on the project cycle which fully incorporates the quality 
criteria defined by the team. 

1. The definition of criteria and indicators 
Using the Quality COMPAS gave a certain fluidity to the process 
of deciding which quality criteria could be applied in the 
Colombian context, and by the ICRC in particular. The twelve 
criteria of the Quality COMPAS provide a holistic definition of 
quality in humanitarian action, and allowed certain quality criteria 
to be defined/selected. 
 

2. Measuring what is difficult to measure 
Once a clearer definition of the quality criteria was established, 
the ICRC Colombia team then looked at how the quality of 
different types of operation could be measured. This led to some 
very intense and interesting debate about what needed to be 
measured, taking into account each criterion, and opening up the 
debate to questions other than efficiency.  
This work is ongoing, but a ‘basic’ set of indicators were 
established and are being tested. 
 

3. Structuring the handbook 
Establishing a structure for the phases was clearer thanks to the 
Dynamic COMPAS. Its logic inspired the way the phases were 
defined and the documentation structured in the handbook. At 
each step there are warnings and tips which refer to certain key 
questions from the COMPAS method and which have been 
adapted to the Colombian context and the preoccupations of the 
ICRC.  

Karla Levy 
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Method for adopting a quality 
approach within MADERA  
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Four-day COMPAS courses in Dakar. Domitille 
Kauffmann, Quality trainer, talks about its experie nce. 
 
Due to great demand, two 
courses were organised in 
Dakar. There were over 40 
participants from a variety 
of countries (Mauritania, 
Togo, Chad, Burkina Faso, 
Niger, Ivory Coast, 
Senegal,…). I was one of 
the Groupe URD trainers 
on these courses. Below is 
a description of how things 
went…  
 
As is the case for all COMPAS courses, we began the week by 
asking everyone to explain what they hoped to take away from the 
course and to discuss this as a group. There were three main 
expectations. Participants wanted to understand the issues and 
debates around the question of quality : Why should the concept 
of quality be integrated into humanitarian practices? How can 
quality be defined with regard to aid? How should the issue of 
accountability be treated and how can aid be structured better to 
improve its impact? questions which were the object of intense 
debate. The second thing participants wanted was to improve their 
management skills for projects by adopting a quality approach and 
to learn to use new project management, monitoring and 
evaluation tools. Thirdly, participants saw the course as an 
opportunity to exchange experiences in emergency relief and 
project management and to acquire knowledge that they could 
then transmit to their teams. 
 
There were a number of highlights during the courses in Dakar. 
The groups seemed to appreciate the teaching methods and how 
the different themes were organised. All the exercises which are 
included to help participants learn to use the Dynamic COMPAS 
are based around a case study, which is fictional but very realistic 
- the details are based on the team’s experiences in the field. It 
was great to see how the participants got into it – they seemed to 
be able to relate to the content. Each step of the project cycle 
included an exercise based on the case study, which allowed them 
to discuss the question of quality management within a team. The 
participants played a different role each day: on the first day they 
had just returned from an initial assessment in the field in the 
Central African Republic; on the second day they were the head of 
the emergency department and they had to write the new project; 
on the third day they were either the Head of project or the 
Ministry of Agriculture representative, carrying out monitoring of 
the project; and on the final day, they took the role of evaluators. 
  
In terms of methodology, they were very enthusiastic about the 
‘monitoring of critical events’ which is an original monitoring tool 
inspired by practices in the hospital sector, which we developed 
when we designed the COMPAS. They found it interesting and 
easy to use. This was one of the very concrete things which they 
took away from the course. 
 

We tried to get an idea of the impact the course would have on 
their approach to project management. It would appear that most 
feel that there is real potential in the method and would like to start 
using the Compass Rose reference framework and its 12 criteria 
in their work. Some were due to report what they had learned to 
the directors of their organisations so that decisions could be 
made about the next steps to take. Others spoke of running pilot 
projects with the COMPAS, whether this was to test it on an 
ongoing project, a project that was about to be launched or a 
development project that was at the planning stage. 
It was great to hear them discuss the possibility of setting up a 
local exchange platform for users.  
 
At Groupe URD there has been a lot of discussion about how 
suitable the course is for people involved in development projects, 
so I asked the participants who sometimes were involved in 
development projects what they thought and they agreed that the 
course could be equally useful for those in the humanitarian sector 
and in the development sector. Even if, from the start, the 
COMPAS is organised around the idea of a crisis, there are many 
factors which correspond to the issues involved in development. 
Obviously, certain key questions are not completely appropriate 
and certain aspects could be made more relevant to development 
contexts, such as the question of how programmes are integrated 
into national policies and partnerships. The participants felt that 
the methodology was useful for people from both sectors even if 
certain adjustments needed to be made. In that respect, the 
course was useful as it allowed us to meet other development 
actors and we discussed the possibility of working together to 
adapt the COMPAS for the development sector… 
 
It is true that it is difficult for a project manager to take four days off 
work, but I don’t think the course should be shorter. It covers many 
subjects and they are all important. It is necessary to understand 
the why and how of quality and aid before launching into the tools 
(method and software). Many of the principles were new to the 
participants (quality assurance, management of critical events). It 
is just as important to understand the principles on which the 
method is based as it is its day to day use. For certain participants, 
four days were not enough to be completely at ease using the 
COMPAS. Others felt the need to digest everything that they had 
learned before they could become ‘operational users’ of the 
COMPAS! 
 
All the exchange of 
experiences and 
points of view 
between participants 
will be extremely 
useful for us in our 
work on quality and 
future courses. Thank 
you for such a warm 
welcome and for the 
enthusiasm that was 
shown during these 
courses! 

Domitille Kauffmann 

 
More information about training courses on www.qualitycompas.org or www.urd.org 

 



 

 
 

DYNAMIC COMPAS  
 

Monitoring critical events- Improve monitoring by 
keeping track of critical events 
 

Quality management in the hospital sector (and 
particularly in North America) has included a risk management 
mechanism/system for a long time. One such mechanism, which 
is often used, involves regular reviews or registration of 
‘unwanted events’ (or critical events), whether these are linked to 
medical care or not. These events are also called ‘sentinel 
events’, in that they are supposed to raise the alert. These 
sentinel events reveal a failure in the system which requires 
action of some kind or an enquiry. Some examples are: hospital-
acquired infections, falls from beds, bedsores, the need to be re-
operated or re-hospitalised and medical side-effects.  
 
This similar kind of system exists in the Dynamic COMPAS. It 
allows the user to apply the principal of critical events 
management to humanitarian projects. Monitoring critical events 
means systematically monitoring a certain number of 
predetermined incidents which could take place while the project 
is running and which could have repercussions for the quality of 
the project. Critical events are therefore always linked to one of 
the 12 criteria of the Compass Rose, which define the quality of 
humanitarian projects.     
 
For each criterion, the Quality COMPAS method offers a series 
of critical events. These are based on the experiences of the 
COMPAS design team who compiled a list of problems 
encountered on a large number of projects, in a variety of 
contexts and operational sectors.   
 
In practice, for each critical event, it is possible to assess the 
level at which a critical event is happening. In other words, the 
user can estimate how serious the event is and what its impact 
will be on the quality of the project (in terms of scale, frequency, 
etc.) and can add comments and explanations.   
 

: Has not taken place  : Has sometimes taken place 

 : Has rarely taken place  : Has often taken place 
 
If carried out regularly, the monitoring of critical events allows the 
user to see in a glance how critical events are evolving and 
quickly identify where adjustments need to be made to avoid 
problems for the quality of the project.  
 

 
Data exchange: One of the objectives of the 
Dynamic COMPAS is to make it possible to 
exchange project data ‘in real time’, thus 

overcoming the constraints of working at a distance , 
making team work easier, and making it possible to transfer 
a project between the field and the head office, or  between 
different field offices…  
 
If the Dynamic COMPAS is installed on a network (local network, 
Intranet), different users can work on a particular project at the 
same time and all the modifications are updated in real time for 
all the users. But establishing internet connections between 
members of a team working in different locations is not always 
easy. This is a problem faced by humanitarian agencies with 
regard to managing information in general and was a significant 
challenge in developing the Dynamic COMPAS.   
The solution which was developed is the Data exchange 
function. This function allows you to exchange projects between 

Dynamic COMPAS users. Dynamic COMPAS exchange 
documents are ‘.cdyn’ files. 
The challenge in developing this function was to incorporate 
the changes made to the project by different users without 
getting lost between the different versions! Therefore it was 
decided that there would only be a single ‘master-document’ 
which could not be modified by two people at the same time. 
 
To exchange data, click on the icon in the toolbar on the 
homepage. If you wish to send your document to another user, 
go to the ‘Export project data’ option and select the project that 
you wish to send. You must then choose between the two 
export options:  
 
• For modification and/or validation  (you will not be able to 

modify your project until you have received the up-to-date 
version). When you choose this option, you send the 
‘master-document’ and you keep a copy on your computer 
which you can only consult. 

 
• For consultation only  (the receiver will be able to consult, 

but not modify, the data). When you choose this option, you 
keep the ‘master-document’ on your computer and simply 
send a copy which can be consulted but which can not be 
modified. 

 
Finally, you select or save your file on your computer. You can 
then transfer this file (by email or other means) to other 
Dynamic COMPAS users.  
 
Similarly, if you receive a .cdyn file, you can open the 
corresponding project on your Dynamic COMPAS by using the 
‘Import project data’ option.  

 
Noah’ top tip: Throughout the project, key 
process and criterion information cards will 
guide you in your analysis 
 
Did you know that for each of the COMPAS key 

questions, information cards are available containing over 100 
examples from real cases as well as advice, warnings and tips 
drawn from experience? 
 
A key question is linked to a quality criterion and a specific key 
process. Each criterion and each key process has an 
information card. Key process information cards have 7 
sections:  
1-Introduction-  to situate the key process within the overall 
quality of the project,  
2-Anecdotes-  real examples from the past 15 years in the 
humanitarian sector, which illustrate the specific process, 
3-Why it is important-  underlining the impact that this process 
can have on the final quality of a project and encouraging the 
user to take the time to think about it  
4-Why it is difficult-  identifying difficulties to help overcome 
them, 
5-Warnings-  a list of possible pitfalls to be avoided linked to 
this key process, 
6-Tips-  concrete proposals for managing this key process 
7-Critical points-  with a list of all the key questions linked to 
this key process. 
 
Whether you are managing or evaluating a project, these files 
are always accessible to guide you in your analysis, to shed 
light on a critical point or to help you identify a way of dealing 
with it.  

Domitille Kauffmann



 

 

EVENTS 
 
From Madrid to Kabul, via Dakar, COMPAS courses 
have been in full swing in the last months of 2007…  
 
In the autumn, several Quality COMPAS and Dynamic COMPAS 
courses took place abroad. Courses were held simultaneously in 
Senegal (5-8 and 12-15 November), and in Spain (12-15 
November). Participants included heads of project, heads of 
department, project coordinators and country directors from 
organisations of various sizes, working in a variety of fields - 
representatives from national, international and UN agencies and 
independent consultants (WFP, Oxfam, ICRC, FAO, Care 
International, Ayuda en Acción, Médicos del Mundo, Médicos sin 
fronteras, etc.). The level of debate and exchange of experiences 
was very high. This was the first time Groupe URD had ever run a 
course in Africa and we were very pleased to have participants 
from twelve countries in the region, including Ivory Coast, Chad, 
Liberia, Togo, Mauritania, Burkina Faso and Guinea. The course 
in Kabul is taking place at this very moment (2-5 December) and 
will involve a majority of local agencies. It is very important for us 
to be involved with agencies in the field in this way. It allows us to 
respond to real needs as closely as possible and we therefore 
hope to pursue this kind of initiative in 2008. 
The four-day course includes the following modules:  

 An introduction to the key concepts linked to quality and quality 
in humanitarian action (definition, historical perspective, issues 
and the different quality initiatives) ;  

 Presentation of the Quality COMPAS method and the Compass 
Rose;  

 Managing and evaluating a project with the Dynamic COMPAS. 
 
These modules are organised around a complete case study 
involving group activities, exercises and discussions. 
 
 
‘Global Symposium + 5’: 2nd international conferenc e 
on information management in the humanitarian secto r  
 
In October, Groupe URD took part in the ‘Global Symposium +5 
‘Information for Humanitarian Action’, in Geneva. 
The Global Symposium +5 ‘Information for Humanitarian Action’ 
conference took place in the Palais des Nations in Geneva from 
22nd to 26th October 2007. This second international conference 
on information management organised by OCHA and funded by 
ECHO, brought together around 150 participants for three days of 
plenary sessions. 
The conference had three objectives:  

 To encourage exchange within the humanitarian sector on this 
issue, both in strategic and technological terms;  

 To work towards better information exchange between NGOs, in 
keeping with OCHA’s mandate;  

 To revise and update the list of principles and good practices 
which was drawn up during the first edition of the conference in 
2002. 
For more information, videos of all the debates and the different 
texts which were produced are available on the Global Symposium 
+5 website at the following address:   
http://www.reliefweb.int/symposium/   
 
 

 
COMPAS presentation around the world 
 
• Meetings with the BOND working group (London) and t he 
Q&A group (Lyon)  
On 13 September 2007, Groupe URD was asked to present its 
work on quality in London, at the first meeting of BOND’s working 
group on quality. This meeting, which took place in Fielden House, 
gave Groupe URD the opportunity to present the basic concepts 
behind quality assurance and the objectives and functions of the 
Dynamic COMPAS to representatives from over 15 major British 
humanitarian NGOs. After the meeting, Groupe URD was asked to 
become a member of BOND’s working group in order to keep 
track of developments and exchange experiences. A full Quality 
COMPAS training course may be organised in Britain in the near 
future. Groupe URD were also honoured to chair the last Quality 
and Accountability group meeting, which took place on 27 
November in Handicap International’s offices in Lyon. The minutes 
of the meeting will be attached to the next newsletter. 
 
• Seminar on Quality and Accountability, Islamabad, Pakistan  
On 30th October 2007, HAP et Sphere organised a conference in 
Islamabad on the subject of “Quality and Accountability - From 
Earthquake to Floods – Have humanitarian interventions become 
more accountable and of better standard?”. Following discussions 
with HAP and Sphere in Afghanistan over the year, Groupe URD 
were invited to make a presentation of the COMPAS during this 
conference which brought together a large number of international 
and Pakistani NGOs. The meeting report from this event will be 
made available online as soon as it is finalised. The debates raise 
the point that the response to the earthquake and floods which hit 
the south of Pakistan in 2005 could have been better if NGOs (i) 
had had better knowledge of the field, and (ii) had devoted more 
time and resources to carrying out better needs analyses. The 
complicated relations between states (the military) and NGOs 
were also debated at length. 
 
• The Quality COMPAS and the Dynamic COMPAS were also  
presented at different events in Härnösand and Mars eille : 

 The Advanced Training on Humanitarian Action, 15 to 19 
October, was organised by the Program on Humanitarian Policy 
and Conflict Research at Harvard University, Sweden and took 
place at the SIDA centre in Härnösand ; 

 The Journée provençale de la santé humanitaire, was organised 
by the Centre Européen de Santé Humanitaire and took place in 
Marseille on 22 November 2007, where a great number of visitors 
found out about the Dynamic COMPAS and its related training 
courses. 
 
• ECHO partners meeting (Brussels)  
We will have a stand at the annual meeting of ECHO partners on 
the 10th and 11th of December in Brussels, which this year 
focuses on ‘New political impetus and instruments for 
humanitarian aid policy’. This will be another opportunity to 
demonstrate how the Dynamic COMPAS is used, to explain the 
concepts and principles behind the method and to discuss future 
COMPAS training courses. 
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