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Before you read further... 

This document is one step in a journey. 

We do not have all the answers. What is 
presented here is a structure we believe 

will achieve our collective vision. 

Along the way, we will be learning from 
experience and from each other, and 
adapting the design to make it better 

able to meet the needs of 
crisis-affected people.
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Introduction
Picture a new way of doing things…

Imagine that a consortium of 
humanitarian organisations is 
operating in the country.

When the soil moisture falls below 
the trigger level, the funding needed 
to reduce the drought’s impact is 
released within a week. The crisis is 
averted.

All of the funding is allocated by peer 
review, going to the organisations 
best placed to respond. Every 
single dollar is tracked on a fully 
transparent public ledger.

This new way of working will be more effective, more efficient, and it is possible. By working together, we can make it happen.

The hub has identified a number 
of objective and locally-relevant 
DROUGHT INDICATORS, such 
as soil moisture, and has insured 
against drought.

Picture an ECOSYSTEM of 
local, national and international 
organisations and private sector 
operators mobilising to an agreed 
plan. Cash is transferred to 
households before they have to sell 
their productive assets. 

In some instances, targeted material 
assistance is provided with the 
support of specialised international 
NGOs. Some of the assistance is 
unique, created in the hub’s own 
disaster preparedness innovations lab. 

Imagine it’s 2030 
in a country facing 
a drought that 
looks set to cause 
loss and suffering 
for thousands.

$

1 2 3
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The Start Network proposes a system in which funding will 
be predictable, dependable and based on humanitarian need. 
Responses will be defined by the recipients, and early funding will 
reduce the impact of crises and the cost of response.  Our vision is 
based on the principles that:

•	 POWER AND CAPABILITY ARE LOCATED AS CLOSE TO THE 
FRONT LINE AS POSSIBLE

•	 FINANCING IS NEEDS-DRIVEN, PREDICTABLE AND 
DEPENDABLE

•	 BENEFITS ARE SHARED ACROSS THE NETWORK AT ALL 
LEVELS

•	 RESOURCES FLOW IN A TRANSPARENT AND 
ACCOUNTABLE WAY

The Start Network has been working towards this vision since 
2010. We have made significant progress but, like the wider 
humanitarian sector, we need to evolve. To bring about the change 
needed to humanitarian incentives and behaviours, we need to get 
better at what we do. The process of changing the Start Network 
(called Start Evolves) has involved deep engagement from a wide 
range of stakeholders.  This paper presents the future Start that we 
have designed together – the new generation Start Network that 
will realise our vision.

Introduction
Start Network
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Why we need to change together

At the same time, rapid advances in science and technology – such as artificial 
intelligence, biotech and blockchain – are creating opportunities for human 
advancement that were unimaginable only a few years ago. The speed and degree 
of change are so great that even the medium-term future, ten years from now, is 
simply unknowable.

How can humanitarian organisations plan for an unknowable future? At the very 
least, we must consider the possible future – the changes that we are likely to 
confront. It is probable that demand for humanitarian action will increase, far 
outstripping the need we see today. We need to recognise that vulnerability 
is a social phenomenon, and is therefore in our agency to address it. If the 
humanitarian system were to take its mandate responsibly, it would prepare now 
for an annual global humanitarian requirement of a trillion dollars.   

Yet the future for humanitarian action is about more than just growing demand. 
We also need to anticipate shifting dynamics, and new political and security 
issues.  When considering what type of humanitarian system would be effective in 
that possible future, there is only one answer: a resilient one.  

Like many of the institutions that emerged from the 20th Century, the 
humanitarian system is at a critical juncture. The UN Secretary General’s report 
on the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit articulated the global consensus on 
this.  The world in which the current system emerged no longer exists, and yet 
the system is static, failing to meet today’s caseload, let alone prepare for what 
tomorrow could bring.  The prevailing model of humanitarian action is reactive, 
fragmented and inefficient. Its priorities are set far from the end user, and it is 
resistant to change because its incentives are not appropriate for today’s world.

Some three quarters of all humanitarian aid is delivered over the last mile by 
civil society, mostly by NGOs.  If NGOs can evolve, there may be hope that the 
humanitarian system can too. Yet the future relevance of NGOs is also uncertain.  
A recent report, The Future of Aid – INGOs in 2030, analyses trends in 
humanitarian crises and explores a number of potential scenarios for the 
humanitarian sector, some of them problematic, others more positive.

Human	civilisation	is	in	the	midst	of	fundamental	transformation.	Climate	change,	population	growth,	resource	
management	issues,	systemic	interdependence	and	geopolitical	fragmentation/division	are	combining	to	alter	the	scale	
and dynamics of humanitarian crises.

Aid	theorists	point	to	a	persistent	
performance	gap	as	long	as	the	system	
remains centralised and bureaucratic, 
the	relationships	between	donor	and	
implementer,	aid	provider	and	recipient	
remain controlling and asymmetrical, 
and	partnerships	and	interactions	remain	
transactional	and	competitive,	rather	than	
reciprocal	and	collective.	

What is less clear, however, is what a more 
inclusive, diverse and distributed sector 
would	actually	look	like,	and	how	precisely	it	
can be achieved.” 

OVERSEAS DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE (ODI), 
TIME TO LET GO, 2016
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IMPLICATIONS 
FOR NGOS

Control over and 
restrictions on NGOs’ 
interventions increase

Mistrust of NGOs 
grows; their 
effectiveness is 
questioned

INGO dominance 
reduces as they 
compete for funds and 
access 

NGOs overwhelmed 
by the scale of need 

NGOs struggle to raise 
funds as institutional 
donors increasingly 
fund

Rise of nationalism leads to decline 
in the relevance of global governance 
institutions 

Deepened complex and protracted 
crises that are more difficult for 
humanitarian actors to engage with 
strategically

Lack of capacity to respond in less 
economically developed states and 
reduced international aid, leads to 
significant increase in migration 

Poor coordination on global 
challenges adds to the complexity of 
finding solutions

Actors organize into new networks 
around specific thematic or 
geographic areas of interest, creating 
a more fractured humanitarian system

New and more diverse system of 
international governance

New paradigm driven by self-
regulation and built organically 
through the institutionalization of 
formal interactions between rising 
actors and networks

The humanitarian ecosystem plays 
a central role in innovating and 
regulating humanitarian assistance

Non-formal humanitarian actors 
gain importance and intervene in 
anticipation of crises

IMPLICATIONS 
FOR NGOS

NGOs can use their 
influence and expertise 
to shape a new form of 
humanitarianism

Organisational structures 
are adaptable and think 
more strategically to 
become game changers

Role is dependent on 
their ability to ensure 
that they remain valuable 
in the humanitarian 
ecosystem

Role in reinforcing the 
capacities of other 
actors, such as private 
sector actors, military 
actors, and local NGOs

The Start Network wants to help create a humanitarian sector that is resilient and 
effective in the face of radical global change. The world needs a humanitarian 
system that is more inclusive, diverse and dispersed. Rather than concentrating 
resources and decision making – creating bottlenecks and inhibiting reform – 
we need to create an ecosystem of interconnections and interactions that is 
devolved, flexible and resilient.   

No single agency can bring about this change, but by collaborating on a global 
scale, NGOs can make a significant contribution.  The Start Network Members 
– the incumbents of today’s failing humanitarian system – can align themselves 
differently in order to make this vision a reality. The Start Network offers a space 
for this change to occur.

1 Scenarios are adapted from the Future of Aid 2030 Report. To read more, visit http://iaran.org/futureofaid/#intro-statement
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Why we need to change together
continued

NGO NGO
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Network design theory of change 

THROUGH:

Aggregated
Services

Hubs Family of funds

Global Platform

TO ACHIEVE:WE WILL 
IMPROVE:

Locally appropriate, 
collectivally-owned 

solutions & financing

More effective 
and efficient  
humanitarian 

responses

More adaptive 
and innovative 
humanitarian 

ecosystem

Network
Building

Collective
Innovation

Mutualised (Shared benefits)

Connected (Shared resources)

NETWORK PRINCIPLES

Affected people are 
better served by 
the humanitarian 

ecosystem

More resilient 
communities

Reduce loss of life, 
livelihoods and 

dignityDispersed (Power)

FUTURE STATE:THE CURRENT 
HUMANITARIAN SYSTEM IS:

Shift power to 
local actors

Align around a 
shared vision

Create infrastructure for 
shared learning, innovation 
and financial products that 

incentivise change

Respond to shifts in risk 
rather than events

IMBALANCED

FRAGMENTED

RESISTANT TO CHANGE

REACTIVE, SLOW, 
INEFFICIENT

WE NEED TO

WE NEED TO
Due diligence

WE NEED TO

WE NEED TO

Risk financing

Localisation

Open data & 
transparency

Preparedness 
& anticipation
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The network’s evolution 

DECENTRALISED NETWORK 
(NOW)

DECENTRALISED NETWORK OF NETWORKS
(3-5 YEARS)

DISTRIBUTED SELF-ORGANISING NETWORK 
OF NETWORKS (10 YEARS)

GLOBAL NETWORK AND START SECRETARIAT GLOBAL NETWORK AND PLATFORM HUBS AND AFFILIATED NETWORKS AT SCALE

Supported by a global platform to facilitate 
connection, alignment, and innovationHubs and affiliated networks

At	the	heart	of	the	Start	Network’s	vision	is	a	new	distributed	model.	We	want	to	push	power	and	resource	out	from	
the	centre	of	today’s	formalised	aid	system,	taking	it	closer	to	the	places	where	crises	happen	and	need	arises.	

As the infrastructure of the decentralised network develops, we will see a transition from our current global Start Network structure 
to one where power is dispersed. The new network will evolve and change as hubs and affiliated networks join, inevitably creating 
new dynamics of governance and membership. It is difficult to predict what this organic and dynamic development will look like, but 
we envisage a ten-year path to a fully distributed, self-organising network.

Collaboration through 
programmes

Bangladesh
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What the future Network structure will look like 

INTERDEPENDENT HUBS WITH 
KEY CAPABILITIES:

•	 	Locally	appropriate	risk	financing	
and contingency funding based on 
collective decision making 

•	 	Collective	contingency	planning,	risk	
modelling with pre-agreed triggers 
to respond to shifts in risk 

•	 	Programming	to	improve	joint	
responses, preparedness and 
capacity strengthening  

•	 	Tools	that	enable	lighter	decision	
making, and more systematic 
innovation, adaptation and learning 

START NETWORK PLATFORM 
SERVICES 
A virtual, dispersed secretariat that 
brokers partnerships, aligns members, and 
generates resources to experiment with 
new business models. The team provides 
these services for the membership and 
enables innovations to be scaled across 
national boundaries

CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY
An assembly of global members and hub 
national members to provide a space 
for consensus building, global network 
governance for network wide issues, and 
will guide the network’s strategic vision. 
Hubs will be governed as contextually 
appropriate, with rights and obligations 
as set by the constituent assembly.

ADVANCED CRISIS 
FINANCING FACILITY 

Global risk based financing facility connected 
to national and regional level facilities. Global 
fund will act as an aggregator for donors to 
fund national and regional financing facilities. 
Funds will follow similar structure to enable 
funding to flow between them when they 
are overwhelmed, but will all be contextually 
appropriate. 

START
NETWORK
PLATFORM

CONSTITUENT
ASSEMBLY

HUB

HUB

ADVANCED 
CRISIS 

FINANCING 
FACILITY

RESOURCE SHARING 

AND RELATIONSHIPS
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Devolving	power	to	locally-led	networks
Right	now,	the	humanitarian	system	is	highly	centralised,	inflexible	and	resistant	to	change.	Power	and	decision	making	are	
concentrated,	and	humanitarian	responses	are	not	defined	by	those	closest	to	crises.	We	need	to	move	away	from	this	model,	to	one	
that	generates	solutions	that	are	locally	appropriate,	independently	governed	and	globally	connected	in	a	way	that	fosters	efficiency,	
innovation, and shared learning.

To date, the Start Network has largely been a collection of international projects facilitated by a central secretariat. 

Building on our global experience, we believe that breaking the incentives in the system will only happen if we enable resource sharing with existing 
networks and facilitate the creation of hubs at regional and national level. Instead of one centralised network and a single Start Fund, we propose 
a “family of funds” and a “network of networks” structure. By moving to this structure, the Network will enable power, resources, and innovation to 
be centred closer to crisis-affected communities. Our assumption is that this will lead to civil society providing better, faster and more predictable 
responses. All hubs would be interconnected to ensure resources and value can be shared. 

The Network will prioritise establishing hubs in countries where a higher risk of emergencies occur.  There can be only one hub per country and 
region. In countries that only receive resource but do not deliver programming (such as the UK or USA), these will be considered as we build 
experience. 

IMPACT

National and regional 
hubs will bring decisions 
closer to the frontline of 
crises, sharing resources 
and innovation to enable 

more appropriate 
humanitarian responses.

NATIONAL 
HUB RESOURCE SHARING

To take advantage of 
the network structure 
and create efficiencies 

between hubs, each 
is independent but 

interconnected 
through a shared 
vision, principles, 

resources, learning and 
knowledge.

Existing Networks can affiliate 
with the Start Network to: 

•	 Strategically align around 
common solutions such as 
due diligence or community 
driven innovation 

•	 Access Start Network 
services, such as technical 
expertise in fund 
management 

•	 Can keep their own 
brand (with co-branding 
obligations)

NATIONAL 
HUB

REGIONAL 
HUB

REGIONAL 
HUB

AFFILIATED 
NETWORK

Licensing agreements will provided to hubs based on a 
criteria set by the Assembly. This will require an analysis 
of the humanitarian context, and how a Start Network hub 
would add value in that context. 

Hubs would not seek to duplicate existing coordination 
structures, but their focus would be on localisation, risk 
financing and innovation. 

Hubs would create relationships with the humanitarian 
ecosystem to share knowledge, resources and innovations 
to strategically meet the Network’s aim and vision. Where 
there are strong existing Networks, they can affiliate with 

the Network.
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Interdependent consortium of Start Network members (hubs) or 
pre-exisiting networks with the potential following capabilities:

INTERDEPENDENT HUBS AND AFFILIATED NETWORKS

AFFILIATED NETWORKS

Risk financing 
and contingency 

funding 

Collective contingency 
planning, risk modelling 
with pre-agreed triggers 

Community led 
financing and 

innovation  

Collective and 
collaborative 

decision making

Programming to 
improve responses, 
preparedness and 

capacity strengthening

Space and tools for 
innovation, adaptation 

and learning

Access to Start 
Network services

Organisations within affiliated network 
must undergo due diligence 

 Retain their own brand (with 
co-branding obligations)

What is a hub
Start	Network	hubs	will	not	be	additional	coordination	mechanisms;	their	role	will	be	to	provide	a	space	in	which	humanitarian	organisations	can	to	align	
around	a	common	vision	and	develop	their	collective	capability	for	more	predictable	and	timely	response.	They	will	last	as	long	as	they	are	needed,	will	
be	largely	self-financing,	and	will	become	known	as	spaces	of	innovation	and	value.	Their	impact	will	be	achieved	through	shifting	power	closer	to	the	
context,	where	more	appropriate	solutions	will	be	found.	

Start Network hubs will be groups of organisations united by a common purpose and 
operating according to a legal agreement. Hubs would likely adopt an open-ended 
consortium structure (like that used by UK NGOs to form the Consortium of British 
Humanitarian Agencies), which is flexible and does not necessarily require expensive 
infrastructure. Consortia will usually be hosted by one of the consortium members, but it will 
be important that they are serviced by a small secretariat working on a full-time basis. 

Hubs will operate at the regional or national level. Regardless of their geographical or 
political scope, hubs will provide a neutral space in which humanitarians can work together 
across traditional organisational boundaries to achieve common goals. 

They will be independent – beyond influence by a single organisation, donor or government 
– and provide an impartial space where practical things are done to deliver improved 
humanitarian action. The culture and activities of each hub will be different and depend on 
its location and participation. A Start Network culture may eventually emerge that will frame 
the way individuals interact when undertaking network activities.  

There will be considerable centrally-available resource to support the hubs, including tools, 
experience and services. 

RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF HUBS

Every hub can: 
 
•	 Mobilise,	send	and	receive	resources	

•	 	Co-design	or	veto	network	responses/programmes	to	be	
delivered in that locality

•	 Access	platform	services	and	products

Every hub must:

•	 Operate	according	to	Start	Network	principles

•	 	Ensure	communities	are	engaged	in	decision-making	

•	 	Nominate	a	representative	to	participate	in	global	or	hub	
peer governance

•	 	Participate	in	peer	review	(hub-to-hub)	assessments	of	
performance

•	 	Commit	to	adapting,		learning,	and	feeding	into	global	
evidence base

•	 	Ensure	quality	assurance	of	its	members	and	
programmes
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Shifting	to	a	risk	financing	approach
Climate change, inequality, increased urban densities and the nature 
of today’s conflicts are generating humanitarian crises of increasing 
complexity and frequency.  Despite improvements in our ability to 
predict disasters, the humanitarian system continues to react as 
though they are unexpected surprises, responding only after they 
occur, and then often slowly. Despite research suggesting that early 
intervention is more effective than allowing a situation to escalate, 
organisations remain constrained by entrenched historical funding 
mechanisms. Fortunately, there is growing momentum within the 
humanitarian system behind moving away from the current ‘begging 
bowl’ funding model of voluntary contributions prompted by media 
attention, towards a system based on objectively-judged need. 
However, we have a long way to go. 

We need new funding instruments that will enable humanitarians to 
mobilise more collaboratively, more predictably and in anticipation of, 
rather than response to, crises. The Start Fund has gained experience 
in testing new resources, but it remains reactive in nature. As a sector, 
we could go much further to incorporate predictability by moving to a 
risk financing approach. This has three main elements:

•	 using science and data to model and quantify risks in the areas in 
which funds operate 

•	 encouraging the pre-planning and costing of different crisis 
response activities 

•	 pre-positioning funds according to pre-agreed triggers, so that 
when the conditions are met, funding is rapidly released

Crisis modelling and prediction would enable a more structured, 
rules-based approach and build certainty into our financing. Use of 
contingency funds would no longer be the first response, but instead 
reserved only for events that were more difficult to predict, such as 
conflict or when conflict interacts with natural disaster.  We have 
already begun to test these new financing approaches through the 
Drought Financing Facility and ARC replica, generating experience 
and evidence to inform future financing design. In time, we could 
invest in other options, such as loans or risk sharing through a captive 
insurance structure. 

In addition to the “network of networks”, we also propose a global 
“family of funds” structure (iii) to enable greater efficiency and 

predictability of finance across the Start Network.  Were each 
hub to establish its own national/regional fund, it would generate 
unnecessary duplication of effort. Each fund would require individual 
technical input and separate negotiations with donors, and there 
would be no mechanism to top-up the resources of countries that 
were exhausted.  To overcome these issues, we envisage an advanced 
crisis financing facility - a “family of funds”. 

Donors will be able to use this global facility to channel resources 
easily to multiple countries (using a menu of options, such as 
geographic or thematic earmarking). Interconnection would enable 
national funds to appeal to others, or the global facility, for additional 
resources when theirs were exhausted.

The “family of funds” would not mean uniformity of funds. Each 
locality would contextualise their own fund, but maintain some 
common features and operation standards to ensure donor trust in the 
delivery.

Further rationale on the need for a financing facility function is 
available here. 

IMPACT

Financing mechanisms 
that are triggered by 
different levels of risk 

would enable us to 
predict, respond early, 

and minimise the impact 
of crises.

OUR NICHE

The goal of all financing mechanisms within the Start Network is to move the 
international humanitarian sector from the “begging bowl” model to one where 
financing is based on humanitarian need and not media attention, which would better 
serve communities affected by crisis. The Start Fund to date has proven that NGOs can 
quickly respond to under the radar, small and medium scale emergencies, and spikes 
in protracted crises. The Start Network’s other programmes, such as the Network’s 
Drought Financing Facility, is testing ways of providing predictable funding for events 
that happen with less frequency but with a higher severity (see our FAQ for more 
information). 

The network’s future strategy will create national funds with these capacities.

The advanced crisis financing facility will have a suite of financing tools for different 
types of event frequencies and severity, that complement the success of the Start Fund 
to date.  Every facility will have a contingency fund, such as the Start Fund, to respond 
to more frequent, small to medium scale events. For larger, rarer emergencies that can 
be modelled, we will be able to use more efficient and effective mechanisms. Funding 
will either in pooled contingency funds, or held in insurance, bonds or loan schemes to 
ensure the quick and predictable release of funding for all types of events.” 

https://start-network.box.com/s/ivcbyf962v7prribtuqchri0mhuybpl1 
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Countries 
without hubs

DONORS’ MENU OF FINANCING OPTIONS

The crisis financing facility will act as an administrative 
aggregator for financing solutions, giving donors greater 
flexibility to channel funding throughout the network.

COMMUNITY FINANCE

Affiliated networks or hubs may wish to explore 
other financing mechanisms, such as those based on 
community philanthropy. These funds can connect to 
the national-level funds, through either pre-established 
triggers for appeal, or information sharing. 

ESCALATING APPEALS

National funds can appeal to other neighbouring funds, 
and then the global facility, when resources are depleted. 

DUE DILIGENCE

All funds must be delivered through Start Network 
Members or organisations that meet network minimum 
due diligence standards. This will enable funds to be 
channelled throughout the funding structures.

ADVANCED CRISIS FINANCING FACILITY

GEOGRAPHIC /  
THEMATIC EARMARKING 

(+45 days)

RISK FINANCING PRODUCTS 
(forecast based financing,  

insurance, loans)

 FINANCING OPTIONS

Appeal

Appeal

Disbursements

$

$

Appeal

Disbursements

ADVANCED CRISIS
FINANCIING

FACILTY
N
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NAL/ REGIONA
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N
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START NETWORK PLATFORM

CONTINGENCY FUNDING 
(rapid response)

$
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Creating value through 
aggregated services

Participants will benefit from a “network effect” as the platform fosters exchanges 
between its members. Participating in the network and reaching a greater range 
of users, will also enable Start Network Members to leverage their investment 
and increase their impact. For example, where we collectively identify excellence, 
we will be able to use the platform to disseminate this more widely. Finally, by 
reducing duplication, we will increase our ability to focus on what we need to do 
best: saving lives and livelihoods. 

The platform will be managed by a virtual secretariat(v), a dispersed team that 
will broker partnerships, align members and generate resources to experiment 
with new business models. The secretariat will provide these aggregated services 
and enable innovations to be scaled across national boundaries. This team will 
not deliver programmes(vi), except for advanced crisis financing facility (which 
includes the Global Start Fund), which is central to the functioning of the network.

The	network	will	be	facilitated	by	a	global	platform(iv).	The	platform’s	value	will	lie	not	in	delivering	programmes,	
but	in	its	ability	to	introduce	network-wide	solutions,	to	reduce	duplication	and	to	enable	all	parts	of	the	Network	
to share and learn from one another.

 
•	 	Be	designed	to	improve	responses	

to better meet the needs of crisis-
affected people 

•	 		Employ	incentives	that	reorient	
existing behaviours, or influence 
others, to meet the network’s 
vision    

•	 		Leverage	the	network,	and	be	
pursued only when no single 
NGO/actor can achieve the same 
outcome 

•	 		Seek	to	distribute	power	and	
empower members and partners 
globally to use the platform to 
achieve system change goals 

•	 		Avoid	duplication	–	where	others	
are doing something well, we will 
partner, not replicate

•	 	Embrace	risk	and	learn	from		
 failure 

•	 		Be	subject	to	external	evaluation,	
and put in place the appropriate 
evidence and learning structures

ALL PLATFORM INITIATIVES MUST:

PLATFORM KEY 
COMPETENCIES

Building and 
maintaining 
network 
infrastructure

Systems 
thinking

Partnership 
brokering

Innovation, 
research and 
development

Forecast 
analysis and 
risk modelling

Regional and 
local network, 
programmatic 
design

Knowledge 
management

Monitoring, 
evaluation, 
accountability 
and learning

AGGREGATED SERVICES

Virtual
Start Network 

platform

Digital platform

Advanced Crisis 
Financing 

Facility

Forewarn

Community-led 
innovation labs

Blockchain

Drought 
financing 
facility

Network 
infrastructure

Global due 
diligence

Research & 
Development

Membership 
governance 

support

Digital decision making and knowledge management 
platforms, membership and governance support, brand/IP 

licensing, aggregated services management

IMPACT

Leverages the collective 
power of the Network 
to pool risk, resources 
and expertise to drive 
informed and effective 
innovation in the sector.
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Breaking down barriers to diversity

As committed through the Grand Bargain and Start Fund’s localisation review, this 
will shift local and national organisations to equal participants rather than sub-
contractors. Due diligence – the vetting of organisations due to received funding – is 
vital for donors: it gives them reassurance that the organisations they fund have the 
governance and financial systems necessary to minimise the risk of misuse of funds. 
However, the cost of vetting, and the stringent requirements demanded by funders, 
result in the exclusion of many smaller organisations as potential fund recipients.  

Organisations often need to be quite large to have the systems and financial 
accountability to underwrite financial risks. This creates a significant barrier to 
entry, and incentivises “western style” larger-scale organisations that are more 
able to meet due diligence requirements. In addition, donors and INGOs all have 
their own vetting systems, creating unnecessary duplication and administrative 
cost for every actor and donor in the aid system. We need to address both the 
inefficiency and the stifling of smaller-scale organisations that are inherent in 

current due diligence practices. 
We propose a global due diligence database(vii) to provide: 

•	 	a	standardised	due	diligence	process	that	is	tiered	(not	simply	pass	or	fail)	
and can be tailored to context

•	 online	verification	and	validation	of	organisations	

•	 	opt-in	capacity	building	and	training	to	enable	actors	to	move	up	the	due	
diligence tiers(viii)

At the heart of this initiative is to find a faster, cheaper, and more effective 
due diligence solution which could take many forms. The Start Network does 
not have the capacity to take on such a largescale, sector-wide solution on its 
own. We want to partner with others to build trust across the sector. It will also 
require both our member and donor buy in to be successful.

Mass inefficiency
Multiply duplication 
of process by the 
number contractors, 
sub-contractors and 
donors

Reduces diversity
Incentivises “western 
style” larger scale 
organisations with 
systems to meet due 
diligence requirements 

Top down control
Power and control 
remains with the donors. 
Limited transparency 
or capacity building for 
those that fail.

To	bring	a	greater	diversity	into	the	humanitarian	system,	to	finances	to	flow	efficiently	through	the	network,	
and	smaller	organisations	to	access	funds	directly,	we	need	to	find	ways	to	break	down	the	barriers	created	by	
the current system of due diligence. 

Check-list system that enables 
access to funding based 

on tiers. Connected to due 
diligence delivery partners 

in regions, nations to ensure 
relevant for context.

CURRENT SYSTEM PROPOSED SYSTEM

NGO Due diligence Donor

NGO Donor

Donors

Due diligence

NGO DonorDue diligence

GLOBAL 
DUE DILIGENCE 
DATABASE

NGO NGO NGO

TIERED DUE DILIGENCE
Tier 1

Tier 2

Tier 3

Incentive for donor change: 
System that transparently 
shows donors barriers to fund  
certain types of organisations. 
Assumption that this will 
change donor funding habits.

Low risk 
tolerance 

donor

High-medium 
risk tolerance 

donor

Tier 1: Access 
to funding of 
institutional donors 
with stringent 
requirements

Tier 2: Access 
to funding with 
less stringent 
requirements, such 
as philanthropic or 
corporate donors

Tier 3: No 
access to 
funding, only 
access to 
network tools

NGO progression

Donor progression

•		Ability	to	“opt-
in” to capacity 
building to move 
up tiers

•		Pre-positioned	
resources (such 
as a fund) for 
flexible capacity 
building 

•		Self-assessment	
with access to 
training database

IMPACT

Local and national 
organisations can access 

funds directly, leading 
to greater diversity of 

actors, and shifting power 
to those closest to the 

frontline of crises.
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Belonging to a global network 

For Start Network to facilitate an ecosystem of organisations aligned around a 
common goal, we must expand our membership to better represent the actors(xii) 
that contribute within the system. Organisations have limited power to change the 
system if they act alone, but if they align around a common purpose, they can be 
game changers.

ALL MEMBERS ARE A PART OF 
THE GLOBAL START NETWORK 

 GLOBAL HUB

•	 	Access	for	any	organisations*	
where there is no national/
regional hub 

•	 Any	international/family		
 organisation  

 HUB MEMBERSHIP

•	 	Organisations	based	in 
hub locality

•	 	Family	members	organisations	
that was to receive hub only 
funding (must opt-in)

CATEGORIES AND 
ELIGIBILITY

 NOT-FOR-PROFIT 
ORGANISATIONS

(international,	national,	local*	)	
working towards humanitarian action 

 

AFFILIATE MEMBERS

(for-profits, research/academia, 
second line service providers) 

ADVISORY PARTNERS

(donors, governments, multilaterals, 
Red Cross)

In order for it to be a real network, the elements of the “network of networks” must share some common attributes. One attribute 
is	membership(x):	every	organisation	will	be	a	member	at	the	global	or	hub	level.		Affiliated	networks	will	not	be	required	to	be	full	
members,	but	may	have	obligations	which	will	be	negotiated	on	case	by	case	basis	depending	on	the	services	accessed(xi).

Members must join their closest hub, or the 
global hub where there is no hub. Hubs will 
collect membership fees. Hubs have the right to 
take in new members, and refuse membership 
in rare circumstances.

*IASC	definition	for	local/national	NGOs

 BENEFITS OF MEMBERSHIP

•	 	 	Reputation	of	participating	in	a	network	
that drives innovation and new ways of 
working that serve as a model for the wider 
humanitarian sector 

•	 	 	Involvement	in	network	governance	that	
contributes to a  distributed model dedicated 
to shifting power to at-risk locations and 
communities

•	 	 	Opportunity	to	build	a	powerful	collective	
voice and have greater influence 

•	 	 	Involvement	in	co-creating	innovative,	
inclusive and collaborative programmes, 
projects and approaches 

•	 	 	Potential	for	funding	for	specific	projects	to	
improve crisis response and preparedness

•	 	 	Access	to	resources,	information,	knowledge,	
learning, and expertise to improve internal 
capacities to response and prepare to crises

•	 	 	Access	to	new	relationships	to	enable	
initiatives to influence change in the 
humanitarian sector

WHO HOWWHY
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MEMBERSHIP CONTRIBUTION STRUCTURE

A mandatory core membership contribution, made by all organisations that 
are signatories to the Start Network as members (no matter the hub they are 
affiliated to). This contribution reflects that each member organisation has 
the same core rights and obligations to the Start Network. There are a few 
principles over the transition:

•	 Contributions will be frozen in 2018
•	 The Network must maintain membership income at its current rate or grow income by 

bringing on new members
•	 Existing membership will be only changed with due consultation and will not be 

increased drastically 
•	 Member contribution will be set on a yearly based on future planning, but will 

remain predictable for members. They must be approved by the Assembly, with 
recommendations made by the Board.

•	 Members must move to pay their own due diligence fees, at the point of membership 
and any refresh. This is necessary to ensure that the Network can remain sustainable.

Belonging to a global network
continued

MEMBER 
ASSESSMENT 
CRITERIA

•	 	Commit	to	a	measurable	investment	in	
the Start Network’s vision subject to peer 
review 

•	 	Demonstrate	a	commitment	to	
internationally recognised standards  

•	 	Commitment	to	systematic	data	
collection, analysis and communication to 
aid mutual learning

•	 	Meet	due	diligence	standards	

•	 	Willing	to	be	a	signatory	to	the	Start	
Network legal agreement (affiliate MoU or 
consortium agreement) 

•	 	Willingness	and	ability	to	pay	for	
membership and the costs of processing 
application	to	the	network*

*A	fund	will	be	established	to	enable	smaller	
organisations to apply for cost recovery

WHEN
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Peer-to-peer feedback loops

Feedback loops

Services

Accountability

Assembly Teams form to oversee 
specific network-wide issues

Elected by and accountable 
to hub members

(legal consortia)

The Start Network will establish targets to 
ensure inclusive decision making. These 
measures will be transparently enforced 
through hub-to-hub peer review and a 
global league table.
 
•	 	Gender	balance:	at	least	50%	of	

decision makers to be female             
by year 3

•	 	National/local	representation:	at	least	
50%	of	decision	makers	to	be	national/

local by year 3

NETWORK
STRATEGY

IP / BRAND

NETWORK
DISPUTES

MEMBERSHIP

REPRESENTATION TARGETS

HUB MEMBERSSTART NETWORK ASSEMBLY
All Start Network hubs provide 

strategic consensus building 
and input into Network’s 

performance*

GLOBAL HUB
Organisations 
without a hub 
in their locality

HUB
BOARD

HUB
BOARD

HUB
BOARD

HUB
BOARD

HUB
BOARD

START NETWORK BOARD
Board of trustees made up of members and independents 
- governs Start Network platform performance. The Start 

Network Board is accountable to the 
Constituent Assembly.

START NETWORK PLATFORM
Provides services and infrastructure 
to support the network

Governing a network of networks

Through strong communications, a culture of learning and reflection, clear policies, 
and practical experience bringing new insights, the network will generate common 
values and a shared space in which new things can emerge. 

As we develop hubs and network infrastructure, there will be a transition from our 
current centralised structure to one where power is dispersed. The model outlined 
should be seen as a transitional one until enough hubs and affiliated networks join 
to change the governing dynamics of the network. Some functions will sit with the 
network platform to ensure brand consistency.

The	future	Start	Network	will	connect	a	wide	variety	of	organisations	that	operate	independently	
but	align	around	both	a	common	purpose	and	their	relationships	with	each	other.

*In	the	transition,	this	will	be	all	members	until	
enough hubs are formed
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Powered	by	principles
For	the	network	–	a	collective	of	hundreds	of	individuals	and	organisations	–	to	scale	successfully	and	pursue	
the	same	goal,	its	members	will	need	to	shape	a	common	culture	based	on	a	shared	a	set	of	principles.	To	
participate	in	the	network,	each	member,	hub	or	affiliated	network	will	sign	up	to	the	following	principles.	

IMPARTIALITY
Decision making and fund allocation are based on need alone. At all stages of 
governance and decision making, participants act independently, setting aside 
the interests of their nominating agencies and focusing solely on the needs of 
crisis-affected people.

CONTINUAL IMPROVEMENT
Structures and processes enable closed feedback loops for continual 
improvement.

CONSTANTLY SEEKING TO SIMPLIFY
Development of the processes will, wherever possible, reduce expensive and 
demotivating complexity. 

RISK TAKING
The stewardship of network activities is risk-taking rather than risk-averse.

FLEXIBILITY/AGILITY
Structures and processes promote flexibility and agility in the delivery of 
programming. 

SPACE FOR IMAGINATION AND INNOVATION
Start Network activities are courageous and forward-looking, allowing space for 
innovation and imagination.

JUDGEMENT
The Start Network preserves space for operational practitioners to make 
contextually-relevant decisions about use of funds.

SUBSIDIARITY
Resources are mobilised on a subsidiarity principle, through the organisations 
best placed to respond, rather than those claiming seniority. International 
organisations will act only where local actors are overwhelmed, and in those 
instances will focus primarily on supporting those local actors.

REPRESENTATIVE
Governance is inclusive and represents the balance between different types of 
organisations.

COMMUNITY INFLUENCE
The Start Network incentivises two-way communication with crisis-affected 
communities. It rewards hubs and organisations that allow affected communities 
to influence the provision of assistance.

ADDITIONALITY
Network activities are undertaken with recognition of the added value of working 
as a network rather than as individual agencies.

TRUST
The stewardship of the Network and its decision making is based on mutual trust 
between members and stakeholders.

ACCOUNTABILITY
The Start Network is a well-governed, accountable steward of taxpayer resources 
that will put in place the incentives and structures to deliver impact efficiently 

TRANSPARENCY
The Start Network demonstrates full real-time transparency in its governance, 
management and reporting activities



A sustainable business model
The	network’s	goal	is	to	lessen	its	dependence	on	grants,	ultimately	reaching	a	point	where	the	core	components	of	the	platform	and	hubs	
are	supported	by	unrestricted	resources,	such	as	membership	and	service	fees.	

This will provide greater predictability, independence and agility to the network. It will also incentivise the network to develop a large and diversified membership that 
it supports efficiently (i.e. the platform will need to serve the maximum number of members). The Network’s economy will depend on external financial investment in 
programmes that are delivered by Hubs, and investment in new global solutions such as the due diligence database.  Financial resources will be available if the Network 
adds value to the humanitarian system.  Hubs will be self financing. The platform and Network will only deliver what is within its capacity to deliver based on committed 
funds. This may mean that some solutions are slower to be developed, such as due diligence.(xiv)

•	 Programme	facilitation	(management			
fee)

•	 Member	collaboration	(NVP)

•	 	Local	fund	management	and	insurance	
(management fee)

•	 	Programme	learning	and	M&E	
(management fee) 

•	 Innovation	(NVP)

•	 	Hub	management	and	administration	
(membership / management fee)

HUB ACTIVITY

•	  Hub peer decision making process 
to determine collective investment 
solutions for network wide benefit

•	 Funding for hubs that may require 
seed funding

•	 Potential in for external investment or 
private sector participation as a social 
investment

MUTUAL INVESTMENT POT

Licensing fee

DUE DILIGENCE

Membership
fee

DONOR
Core grants, 
management 
fees, network 

value premium 
(NVP)

(SOURCE OF FUNDS)

PLATFORM ACTIVITIES

(SOURCE OF FUNDS)

•	 Brand	and	IP	Management	(membership	fees)

•	 Aggregated	services	(membership	fees)

•	 Network	Support	(membership	fees)

•	 Aggregated	learning	and	innovation	(NVP)

•	 Global	risk	modelling	(NVP)

•	 Management	and	administration	(membership	fees,	
management fees, core grants)

•	 Global	Fund	and	other	global	financial	products	
(programme grants, management fees)

•	 Due	diligence	(fees	for	service)

Due diligence fee 
(as accessed)

MEMBER

NVP income



A sustainable business model
continued

Start Network income will be based on the following: 

MEMBERSHIP FEES

Annual payment by members to be part of the network. The 
membership fee is used to cover the cost of maintaining core 
components of the platform and hub. Membership fees are collected 
by both hubs and the platform depending on the member applying. 
Membership fees can be considered unrestricted income whose 
primary purpose is to support the network infrastructure.  To share 
this, it requires a virtual membership portal where organisations 
can select where they would like to be a member. Payment is 
automatically	split	between	hubs	and	the	platform	(20%).	This	is	to	
ensure the sustainability of the platform.

 FEE FOR DUE DILIGENCE

All members will need to pay a fee for due diligence, in order of the 
Platform and Hubs to be sustainable. This fee may also be charged 
externally for those wanting to use the due diligence database, 
should this be the direction the Network takes.

PROGRAMME GRANTS

Donor contracts for specific programmes such as the Start Fund or 
insurance premiums. These grants include the following fees:

Network cost recovery: A fee charged on income which represents 
the value of working through the network. For the donor this value is 
the added quality and reach of working through the network as well 
as cost saved by Start brokering and aggregating grants (instead 
of contracting multiple entities). This is something we call Network 
Value	Premium	(NVP).	

NVP	can	be	considered	as	unrestricted	income	which	ideally	should	
be re-invested in building and strengthening the network. We have 
envisaged	an	NVP	of	5%	on	programme	and	fund	income	–	this	
may seem high compared to commercial fund management fees 
for example and could be significantly reduced if the funds under 
management where larger due to economies of scale. 

In	reality	NVP	may	vary	from	this	amount	depending	on	context,	etc.	
This is held centrally and put into a “mutual investment pot” to be 
invested strategically for the benefit of the network. The Network 
will in the future do modeling that better reflects the contributions 
of members in time as a way to show how donors money is 
leveraged through the Network.

 

Management fees: A fee charged on grants to cover all direct and 
indirect costs required to manage the grant, retained in either 
the hub or the platform (depending on where the programme is 
managed). 

 

Core grants: Donor grants which could be applied for to cover the 
core costs of running the platform and / or the hubs. 
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Simplified	model	calculations

This section presents a simplified financial model that envisages different ‘stable’ 
future states for the network, in which the following elements are varied:

•	 membership	income

•	 funds	and	programmes	under	management

•	 number	of	hubs

The aim of this is not to propose any specific approach, but rather to demonstrate 
the impact of varying these parameters. The scenario indicates a future state with 
significant growth (10 hubs and maximum members) which ensures sustainability 
for the platform. The assumptions made when creating this model are in the end 
notes (xiv). Based on this, the network needs to be conscious of the following:

•	 	Platform	viability	depends	on	the	ability	to	charge.	Network	value	premium	
on the global fund. (This needs to be tested. Otherwise, the platform will 
rely on grants) 

•	 Licensing fee: Payment by hubs for use of brand and IP and access to global 
services. License fee is used to operate and maintain platform and cost 
recovery for support to hubs. License fee for affiliated networks may have 
to be higher than for ‘member hubs’ as an affiliate hub’s own members may 
not be Start members and therefore may not have paid a membership fee. 
This may need to be assessed on a negotiated, case by case basis. 

•	 Investing	NVP	into	a	shared	investment	pot	is	a	target	once	hubs	and	
platform reach break-even. 

•	 Membership fee is based on a minimum of £1,500 except for only the 
smallest organisations which are substantially subsidised. Membership size 
would need to be between 250 to 400 based on our calculations. Size of 
membership increase with the number of smaller NGOS - with calculations 
ranging	between	40%	national	and	local	NGOs	at	the	low	end	and	70%	at	
the high end. 

•	 The Start Network must develop a strategy to diversify its donor base to 
ensure that it has a sustainable business model that is resistant to political 
changes or lulls in one donors funding.

Number of hubs 10
Platform cost (unrestricted) £1,500,000
Hub cost (unrestricted) £150,000
Programme value at hub level £2,000,000
Global fund value at platform level £25,000,000
NVP% 5%
NVP generated £2,000,000
NVP	retained 80%
Membership fee to platform 0%
Licensee fee £50,000
hubs paying license fee yes

Total Network Income £3,750,000

Platform income from membership fee £0
Platform	income	from	NVP £1,000,000
Platform income from license fee £500,000

Total income at platform £1,500,096
surplus £0

Average hub income from membership fee £150,000
Average	hub	income	from	NVP £180,000
License fee payable £50,000

Total income at hub level £180,000
surplus £30,000

Total NVP investment pot* £450,000
*e.g.	surplus	from	hub/platform	after	80%	retention

Total network income £3,750,000
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A consciously and continuously evolving network

Some learning will be generated by monitoring, evaluation, accountability and 
learning systems. These systems will require human and financial resource. Some 
learning will be informally catalysed by sharing experience through peer review, 
exchanges and conferences - allowing it to shape the Start Network’s culture.

Participating in the Start Network’s evolutionary journey will demand emotional 
skills, openness and flexibility from the individuals and organisations that make 
up the network. Iterating from learning involves risk and change. People can find 
that new and exciting as they implement improvements, or they can find it painful 
as old ways are discarded. For the Start Network to evolve and succeed, its 
participants must embrace the challenge of change.

Feedback and learning will take centre stage at every level – within each 
programme and each hub. Learning will be decentralised: learning loops will 
be embedded across the global network – in each hub and every project – and 
all parts of the network will be equipped to develop their understanding and 
performance based on the feedback they receive. The network will ensure that 
the people delivering the programmes are those best positioned to understand 
the context and complexity of the work. Instead of top-down control, these teams 
will be guided using learning loops. The network will need an enabling framework 
to keep teams aligned whilst allowing them independence. The framework will  
set out:
 

1. Intended outcome a vision of what the network should achieve

2. Measures of success to continuously evaluate progress and the evolution of 
ideas

3.  Principles and boundaries the values and constraints the team should 
respect while developing a solution

4. Knowledge and Ideas creative solutions to difficult problems demand a 
rich foundation of knowledge

Decision making for the evolution of the Network will be based on milestones. The 
role of the Assembly will continue be to make sense of the Network’s progress, 
set the vision, define the annual narrative and objectives, and oversee the 
performance of the Platform Board.

Each element of the network will generate learning in three main ways: 

1.  Demonstrating accountability – communicating outputs and outcomes to 
illustrate the performance of programmes

2.  Building knowledge – accumulating evidence and insights over time so that 
future work can be stronger

3.  Adapting to change – staying alert and flexible, pivoting and correcting 
course as changing circumstance demand

SOLUTION 
AREA

ADAPTATION

GLOBAL
VISION

The	Global	Vision	provides	broad	
outcomes for functions to interpret 
and drive

Similarly, key functions provide 
broad outcomes for programmes 
to interpret and drive

These insights 
can be driven by 
various sources: 

M&E, community 
engagement, red 

teams, peer-to-peer 
review

ACCOUNTABILITY

K
N

O
W

LED
G

E

There	are	many	solutions	and	assumptions	that	the	Network	will	need	to	test	as	part	of	this	structure.	To	enable	us	to	
continually	evolve,	the	network	will	incentivise	experimentation:	experiments	will	generate	experience;	experience	will	
generate	anecdote,	evidence	and	human	capital;	and	evidence	will	be	used	to	make	choices	about	iteration.		This	will	be	
an	evolutionary	journey,	one	of	continuous	experiment,	learning	and	iteration.		

PROGRAMME
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Sequencing the transition
In	November	2017	the	Start	Evolves	process	will	conclude	with	Assembly	ratification	of	the	long-term	Start	Network	design.		
The	Network	design	will	not	be	a	blueprint	or	a	treaty,	but	rather	it	outlines	a	journey	that	the	Network	will	take	together.

The table below gives an idea of the steps needed to be taken along the journey. There are uncertainties in this journey, for example 
external financial investment in the Network. Rather than eliminating the uncertainties, the Network agrees to accept that the Start 
Network is on an emergent journey that will require effective evidence and regular gatherings to review progress and set new goals.  
The targets and milestones in this document may change but their sequence will likely remain as described, based on regular review 
by the Network’s governance bodies.

Start Assembly 
endorses the 
Start Evolves 

vision

Network value 
premium 

market tested

Start completes a 3 
year business model & 

plan for an independent 
Platform to support the 

Network

Start Response 
rolled into 
Start Fund 

management 
structure

Discussion & 
negotiation with 
donors (where 

relevant) on 
implications of spin off

Further 
automation 

of Start Fund 
processes

GLOBAL FINANCING FACILITY

PLATFORM

Start & Save agree 
a Heads of Terms 
agreement; revise 
spin off plans for a 
1st July 2018 date

Start Fund 
DFID 

Business Case 
for 2018-2021 

agreed

Develop TORs for 
development of 

policies, procedures 
& systems needed 
for the Platform

Comprehensive 
risk matrix in 

place

Start Platform 
finalises identification 
of outsourced service 
providers/new internal 

capacity required

Finalise long 
term legal 

relationship

Start Fund DFID 
Business Case 

submitted

Start Team begins 
to test news ways of 

working as independent 
platform (within Save 

the Children) 

Future 
governance 

model reviewed 
by legal teams

Start Network 
agreement 

and articles of 
incorporation 

drafted

Governance 
transition plan 

agreed by Board 
(Q4	2017)***

Bangladesh 
Start Fund 

piloted

Due diligence fund 
established for members 
under budget threshold 
(small or loca/national 

NGOs)*****

Standard 
licensing 

agreement for 
hubs drafted 

First business 
case drafted 

in one 
country****

Formal 
discussions & 

negotiations with 
staff (TUPE)

Audit Start 
finances & 

programmes on 
Save’s systems

New membership policy 
drafted, including parameters 

for new membership types 
(private sector, second line 

service	providers)**

Leadership 
team 

operating

Digital 
infrastructure 
review/pilot 

of blockchain 

– Requiring investment
– Membership decision point

Service providers 
for Platform 

infrastructure 
agreed

Fundraising 
strategy 

completed 

New policies & 
procedures in 

place (HR, finance, 
information 
systems etc)

Auditor 
appointed

Office 
space 
agreed

Budget, 
balance sheet, 

cash flow 
approved by 

Board 

2017
NOV	–	DEC

PLATFORM

PLATFORM MEMBERSHIP GOVERNANCE

DUE DILIGENCE HUBSGLOBAL FINANCING FACILITY

2018
JAN – JUN

2018
JUN – DEC
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2017 - (NOV-DEC), 2018 - (JAN-JUN), 2018 - (JUN-DEC)
Operating	costs	are	based	on	maintained	levels	of	membership	fees	(50%	of	platform	costs).	An	additional	£500K	from	 
earned income (cost recovery of grants is needed. 

*Any	piloting,	will	need	further	restricted	funds	raised.	This	is	the	case	for	any	R&D,	the	setup	of	hubs	or	development	of	a	due	
diligence solution. Without, these will be pursued within capacity of team and members at a slower delivery rate. 

New expertise hired to transition platform, manage due diligence/membership process 

**Membership	strategy	needs	to	ensure	that	increased	membership	is	developed	in	a	sustainable	way	(this	includes	an	increase	
support to members and clear policies for the inclusion of new types of members. 

***Transition	to	individual	members	from	family	membership	needs	modelling	to	ensure	sustainability	of	the	platform.	A	hybrid	
model may necessary to ensure viability of the platform. Contributions will not change without due consideration given to the 
membership. A principle that membership contributions of individual NGOs will not drastically fluctuate will also apply. 

****	A	2	year	plan	will	be	agreed	in	November	2017	Board.	It	will	agree	to	transition	from	a	mix	of	independents	and	member	
trustees to a full board of independents about a year after spin off; this to ensure that we have a planned transition period  
does not lose all institutional memory from the board. 

*****Dependent	on	one	in-country	group	writing	business	case	for	a	Start	Network	hub.	

******Dependent	on	funding	allocated	from	Start	Fund	Business	case.

PLATFORM

Start Team staff begins 
officially working 
in independent 

organisation 
(01 July 2018) 

Strategy developed for 
research and development 

capacity (and scaling of 
initiatives) for both Team 

and members 

Membership reopened 
with targets to increase in 
diversity of membership 

(with aim to intake willing 
DEPP partners at minimum)

Membership selection 
tested at national level 

(still connected  to 
global governance) 

Interim due 
diligence process 
(tiers) tested on 
DEPP partners 

Due diligence solution 
tested in Bangladesh 

Start Fund 

– Requiring investment
– Membership decision point

Target: 
£20m/year 

disbursements

Expertise in 
risk financing/
insurance hired 

Board Members 
begin to transition 

to independent 
as tenures end 

(Q2/3)

2018
JUN – DEC

Develop hub 
formation 
conditions 
(including 
licensing 

agreement) 

HUBS

GOVERNANCE

2019

MEMBERSHIP

Current Start 
Fund/Consortium 

agreements end, and 
new Start Network 
agreement signed 

Targets for national/
local and gender 
representation in 

governance published 
in November Assembly 

GOVERNANCE

GLOBAL FINANCING FACILITYDUE DILIGENCEPLATFORM

Transition to a 
team which is more 

geographically 
representative of the 

diversity of the Network

Start Team restructures 
into key platform 

functions*	

MEMBERSHIP

Family 
membership 
to individual 
membership 

transition 
triggered***

Membership opens, 
with new categories 

for private sector and 
second line service 

providers 

HUBS

Begin testing 
hubs

Target: £25m/year 
disbursements 

GLOBAL FINANCING FACILITY

Due diligence 
database rolled 
out across the 

Network

Due diligence 
partner tendered 

for global 
database 

DUE DILIGENCE

2020

PLATFORM

Target	of	50%	of	
Platform team, hired 

within countries where 
we respond 

First annual AGM 
held with full 
membership 

Transition to 
constituent assembly 
triggered (after hub 

threshold met)

GOVERNANCE

Target: £30m/year 
disbursements 

GLOBAL FINANCING FACILITY

2021
Target: 10 

hub licensing 
agreements*	

HUBS

Target: £50m/year 
disbursements 

GLOBAL FINANCING FACILITY

2019 
Maintained operating costs from 
2018 (see box to the right) 

*Any	piloting,	will	need	further	
restricted funds raised. This is 
the case for any R&D, the setup 
of hubs or development of a due 
diligence solution. Without, these 
will be pursued within capacity 
of team and members at a slower 
delivery rate. 

2020
Maintained operating costs from 
2018 (see box to the right) 

Increasing levels of membership 
fees	(75%	of	platform	costs)

Any piloting, will need further 
restricted funds raised. This is 
the case for any R&D, the setup 
of hubs or development of a due 
diligence solution. Without, these 
will be pursued within capacity 
of team and members at a slower 
delivery rate

2021
Maintained operating costs from 
2018 (see box to the right) 

Increasing levels of membership 
fees	(75%	of	platform	costs)

Any piloting, will need further 
restricted funds raised. This is 
the case for any R&D, the setup 
of hubs or development of a due 
diligence solution. Without, these 
will be pursued within capacity 
of team and members at a slower 
delivery rate. 

DEPENDENCIES
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Inevitably, as things change, the route will diverge and the map will need 
to evolve. We expect the co-creation process to continue as our thinking 
and understanding develops. This design will be formally reviewed in 
two years’ time. Members will come together to reflect on what has been 
achieved, the design’s ongoing relevance, and how it should evolve.

To enable us to move forward together, members are asked to study the 
Start Network design set out here and reflect on whether it delivers our 
collective vision. Members are invited to consider whether the design is 
aligned with their organisational policy objectives. Will it  deliver value 
to the humanitarian system?  To people affected by humanitarian crises?  
Will it leave a legacy for future generations?  It would be impossible for 
all Members to get everything that want, but it is vital that Members get 
enough of what they want, that they trust the integrity of the journey, 
and that they believe in our shared destination.   

This Network design document represents a commitment by Members 
to do four things:

1.  Participate in a journey along the path and according to 
principles that are outlined in this document

2.  Contribute materially to that journey in the ways that are 
described in this document  

3. Report on progress and experience in two years’ time, and 

4.  Contribute substantially to revising the Network design in two 
years’ time

Moving forward together

This	design	document	represents	an	initial	roadmap	for	
the	Start	Network	journey.	It	is	the	result	of	a	process	to	
co-create the network’s future.  
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Further resources

•	 Start Evolves FAQ

•	 Start Evolves 2 pager

•	 Our vision for the future

•	 Risk assessment

•	  The Future of Non-Governmental 
Organisations  in the Humanitarian Sector 
– discussion paper commissioned by Start 
Network (2013)

•	  One Humanity: Shared Responsibility – 
Report of the Secretary-General for the 
World Humanitarian Summit (2016)

•	  Independent evaluation on localisation and 
the Start Network/Start Fund 

•	  Start Engage

•	 Start Labs

•	 Start Fund 

•	 Start Response 

https://start-network.box.com/s/nz2ao5h85ga3wbgozx24kcamvjynywr3
https://start-network.box.com/s/u649k99g7fxyghnxogodov1o3ppukjcl
https://startnetwork.org/start-evolves
https://start-network.box.com/s/acyniixir69sucjq5bzswre07ykcb15w
https://startnetwork.org/resource/future-non-governmental-organisations-humanitarian-sector
https://startnetwork.org/resource/future-non-governmental-organisations-humanitarian-sector
http://sgreport.worldhumanitariansummit.org/
http://sgreport.worldhumanitariansummit.org/
http://sgreport.worldhumanitariansummit.org/
https://startnetwork.org/resource/start-fund-start-network-and-localisation
https://startnetwork.org/resource/start-fund-start-network-and-localisation
https://startnetwork.org/disasters-and-emergencies-preparedness-programme
https://startnetwork.org/start-labs
https://startnetwork.org/start-fund
https://startnetwork.org/start-response
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Supporting	Notes

This	document	is	the	result	of	member	and	technical	co-design	of	solutions.	Many	options	were	considered	before	the	choosing	
of	those	outlined	above.	The	notes	below	set	out	some	of	the	considerations	discussed	during	the	co-design	process.	

i.  Although centralisation can create efficiencies, it can also result in aid that is 
less appropriate and timely. The Overseas Development Institute (ODI) report, 
Time to Let Go, states: “Despite evidence that local actors and organisations 
are driving response in many areas, the formal humanitarian system has failed 
to connect meaningfully with national and local institutions and groups. As 
currently structured, the incentives for such engagement do not exist: the sector’s 
power dynamics, culture, financing and incentive structures create compelling 
reasons to remain closed and centralised and averse to innovation, learning and 
transformation. This creates unhelpful rivalries and inefficiencies within the formal 
sector, and erects high barriers – financial, cultural and regulatory – that stand in 
the way of more constructive and fruitful engagement between those within and 
outside the current formal system. Aid theorists point to a persistent performance 
gap as long as the system remains centralised and bureaucratic, the relationships 
between donor and implementer, aid provider and recipient remain controlling 
and asymmetrical, and partnerships and interactions remain transactional and 
competitive, rather than reciprocal and collective.”  This document attempts to 
envisage what a more inclusive, diverse and distributed sector could look like in 
practice. 

ii. Two options were consider for the location of hubs: 1) No restrictions on locations 
 of hubs: In both countries that will deliver programmes (i.e. Philippines/Mali) 
 or those in countries where only funds may flow (ie. UK/Ireland)), or 2)  Hubs 
 restricted to countries where the Network will respond: In countries delivering 
 programmes, i.e. (Philippines/Mali). 

 The arguments for having Start Network branded hubs in “donor countries” were 
 that donors would still want to fund NGOs within their countries and this might 
 impact the scale and size of the network. It was also thought that “donor country” 
 hubs would be necessary to maintain influence over resource flows. Those against 
 setting up hubs in “donor countries” felt that this would replicate the existing 
 power dynamics and resource flows. It was also felt that the political dynamics of 
 this type of structure would potentially hinder the efficacy of the network. 

 There will be no restrictions to where a hub could be formed or where a network 
 may affiliate. Hubs without programmes may hold Start Network contracts for 
 programming from donors in those countries, Advocate on behalf of Start Network 
 to home donors to influence policy alignment with Start’s vision or support the 

 global or national funds, Create new partnership and develop innovative 
 mechanisms for new ways of working, Participate in Start Network global 
 governance through a hub representative. 

A few simple rules would be needed to ensure that the incentives and dynamics of the 
network were aligned toward the agreed Network vision. These rules are:

1. The Network will prioritise establishing hubs in countries where emergencies occur. 
Platform will actively support the setting up of hubs in countries where there are 
emergencies; we as a Platform would not support Hubs being set up in ‘donor’ 
countries, this would be left to the members

2. In countries traditionally known as ‘donor countries’ the Network would prefer to 
affiliate with pre-existing networks (there will be branding protocols for networks that 
affiliate); unless no suitable pre-existing network exists

3. A ‘donor country’ hub is established or affiliated, and that hub mobilises resources 
for deployment through the Start Network. Hubs without programmes cannot control 
resources, such as allocation decisions. 

4. Hubs have the right to veto or co-design any Start Network programmes to be 
delivered in their locality.

iii.  The family of funds structure was borrowed from an international financing 
structure. Were each hub to establish its own national/regional fund, it would 
generate unnecessary duplication of effort. Each fund would require individual 
technical input and separate negotiations with donors, and there would be no 
mechanism to top-up the resources of countries that were exhausted.

  
iv.  Consideration was given to the idea of the platform being part of hubs, and not 

independent. However, the platform was seen as having network-wide benefits, 
and thus something that every member/hub needed to access. In the future, these 
services may be delivered by, or located in, hubs/members. 

v.  One barrier for the network is the perception that it is UK-dominant. A move away 
from a single locality would make the platform more independent and enhance the 
perception of it as a global resource. The Start Network platform will transition to a 
way of working that better represents the diversity of our future membership. That 
means moving towards more global staff and working in several languages/times 
zones.
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vi.  The platform will not deliver programmes to ensure that programmes are owned 
and operated by members in the locality. This will differentiate the platform from 
other hubs – it will simply deliver services, not programmes, on behalf of the 
membership. That said, the advanced crisis financing facility remains an integral 
part to the Start Network’s functioning; it was thus recommended that this remain 
within the platform. 

vii.  Several The main decision making in a dispersed network will sit at the hub level. 
Hubs will be autonomous, following minimum standards for governance set out 
in the licensing agreement– but how they define governance will be context-
specific. The platform will only provide technical and ‘cultivation’ services to the 
network through financing, due diligence, feedback loops, events. It would not 
have decision-making authority in terms of network governance, and would be 
accountable to the Constituent Assembly – whose role would be to make sense of 
the network as it emerges. As per the November Assembly 2017, in the immediate 
future, the Board stays the same until further notice (2/3 member representation. 
In the long term the Board of the Platform will include members (reflecting the 
diversity of the membership), elected by the constituent assembly from the 
wider membership (to be agreed by the assembly). There will also be a periodic 
exchange of the full membership for sense making, learning, etc. Local/national 
representation on the hub board and constituent assembly will need to be defined 
further	(current	target	is	30%,	to	be	agreed	by	the	Assembly	in	due	course).	There	
will also need to be a governance review to ensure critical accountabilities, key 
decision points for the Assembly as the Network transitions.  

viii.  Several options for due diligence were considered, including: 1) Start Network 
partners with others to create an independent due diligence platform globally that 
is connected to a global capacity building platform or, 2) Start Network partners 
with local due diligence providers contracted by each hub. It was concluded 
that a common platform would have greater benefits, as long as it could be 
contextualised with partners in country. This would enable the benefits to be 
wider than the network itself and also create greater transparency within the 
humanitarian community about donor standards. 

ix.  We would like to offer support to organisations that wish to move up due diligence 
tiers.  Some organisations may not want to grow in scale or put in “western style” 
policies to meet donor requirements. Other may feel comfortable with their 
current capability.  This capacity building function will need to be designed so 

that it is transparent, fairly accessible and draws on the pre-existing organisational 
development capability available in the humanitarian system.

x.  The due diligence platform was originally conceived as being independent. But to 
ensure accountability of members and the difficulties of setting up an independent 
company to provide due diligence, it was considered an essential service for the 
platform. That said, this service is not included in membership fees as this would 
create an unsustainable business model for the network to be responsible for the 
reoccurring costs of membership. 

xi.  Several layers of membership were considered including hub membership only, or 
global membership.  It was determined that different tiers of membership might 
reinforce global imbalances of power. If you are a local NGO, you should have the 
same benefits of INGOs. Two entry points are therefore accepted – membership 
through hubs and global membership – yet all members are to be considered 
global. To ensure representation, this will be given to hubs in the constituent 
assembly. Targets will be set for local participation. 

xii.  For example, if an affiliated network wants to create a fund, their members may 
need to go through Start Network’s due diligence process. 

xiii.  Members are tiered into three categories. Affiliate members may in time 
become full members, however, it was thought that affiliation is best until proper 
procedures are considered for voting rights and access to funding for new types of 
members. 

xiv.  This is the membership growth projection based on the membership fees and an 
estimation of NGO numbers per fee band. This is simply an illustration to show 
the number of members per category across 10 hubs.  Two scenarios are provided 
–	one	where	the	membership	grows	with	40%	members	within	the	lower	bands	
and	one	where	70%	of	members	are	in	the	lower	bands	which	equates	to	between	
250 and 500 members across 10 hubs. With fewer members, the network is more 
dependent on grants, or on affiliate networks/private sector members paying 
higher fees. It also requires a simplified membership and engagement platforms to 
sustain the cost of servicing the membership.  Thus, the lower range is chosen for 
the growth projections. 

xv.  “The role of the Platform is to provide services that support the emergence and  
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 evolution of the Network, not to pay for the global Network.  The Platform will
 offer support services for hubs, especially in the early stages, and some investment
 in hubs may be available.  In the future, the support could be offered by 
 neighbouring hubs. 

 Members will not be asked to financially subsidize or underwrite the evolution of 
 the Network beyond the annual Membership contribution.  However, Members will 
 need to invest in this change as well, through buy-in and championing outside the 
 Network in order for it to be a success.

xvi.  Assumptions for simplified model calculations:

•	 In each of these 3 variants we assume a rough core unrestricted cost of a hub 
(£150,000) and core cost of the platform (£1,500,000) which is constant across all three 
models.

•	 The costs for the hub assumes a core staff of two people per hub and basic operations 
costs assuming no operational programmes. Future hub level programme costs would 
be covered by future hub level programme management fees – so it is assumed to 
simply this that these inputs cancel each other out. The cost of the platform is based 
broadly off the unrestricted costs of the current Start network.

•	 Each of these models assumes that any programme management cost is exactly equal 
to programme management fees (restricted income) so that their net impact on the 
model is zero. This model therefore only considers unrestricted income.

•	 Equally the model does not consider any ‘profit’ or surplus made from fee for service 
income which is at this stage unpredictable.

•	 All	three	variants	assume	an	NVP	of	5%.	This	is	shared	in	the	ratio	of	3.5%	to	be	retained	
by hubs (which available for investment at hub level and not shared across the network) 
and	1.5%	paid	back	into	the	network.	In	practice	this	split	needs	to	be	negotiated	by	the	
network – this assumption is for indicative purposes only.

•	 Affiliation fees have not been included as we have not had any consultations with any 
other networks to have a sense of how many there might be or what the costs would be.

•	 Finally the model does not consider any private sector membership fees as we have no 
accurate estimates of what these would be. These therefore provide a potential upside 
to the model in the future.




