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1.
Introduction
A review of 429 reports issued by the International Federation in a one-year period was undertaken between 24 November and 12 December 2008 by an external consultant. The reference for the quality of the report was a framework that took into account adherence to guidelines, content and coherence. The review found that the majority of reports fell into a mid to high range of quality (73 per cent) based on a ranking scale and criteria developed by the consultant. Of the three broader categories, report content was of highest quality followed by adherence to guidelines and report coherence. 

One of the recommendations of the 2008 review was to undertake a more extensive and participatory analysis of reporting among key internal and external Federation stakeholders. Terms of reference were elaborated for such a review, but the timing for the review unfortunately coincided with the emergency response to the Haiti earthquake which reduced the availability of many of the intended interviewees. Rather than postponing the review, a consultation by telephone with a limited number (9) of representatives from donors agencies and partner national societies was carried out which yielded a number of findings and recommendations which are summarised in this document.

2.
Methodology
The consultation was carried out almost exclusively by telephone
 during January and February 2010.  An initial list of donors and “back donors” was compiled with the input of the IFRC resource mobilisation department in Geneva. National societies were selected on the basis of (1) the volume of their financial support to the IFRC, (2) the level of their engagement on the issue of reporting and (3) their strategic importance for the long term support to IFRC’s work. 

Interviews were semi-structured along three broad areas: 

1. Verify the validity of the quality criteria framework used by the consultant from a perspective of the interviewees. The nine criteria were:

a. Report on objectives from the plan
b. Measure progress against indicators 
c. Link report to the fundamental principles and strategic priorities of the IFRC 
d. Align financial report with the narrative content 
e. Identify results for beneficiaries 
f. Address key challenges 
g. Identify partners and report on their role in the programme or project 
h. Explain capacity building of the National societies 
i. Identify new contributing factors (including relevant political developments)  
2. Verify whether any improvement of the quality of reports had been perceived since the desk review recommendations 
 were adopted.
3. Identify solutions to the problems which have been identified. 

In order to obtain an honest picture of the concerns of the interviewees, particular attention was paid to asking open questions in a non-leading manner. The only exception to this was if interviewees did not spontaneously mention issues identified as important by the 2008 desk review, at which point they were prompted for their views on those issue. These issues are given less prominence in the analysis. Where this led to a response, this is indicated in the text. The list of people interviewed is attached in annex 1.

3.
Findings 
The findings underneath reflect the opinions from the interviewees. 
3.1 
Use of a results-based management approach
Finding 1: 
Six out of nine interviewees mentioned that reports did not consistently address the objectives, indicators and results for beneficiaries set out in the appeals and planning documents, leading to a lack of consistency between planning and report content. The three remaining interviewees confirmed this after prompting. In addition some interviewees also reported inconsistent quality of objectives and indicators in the appeals/plans, saying that they were not specific, not measurable or too ambitious. 
Finding 2: A key issue mentioned by all interviewees was that the IFRC lacks high quality analysis and planning, with quality logical frameworks. Two interviewees suggested that for the acute phase in emergency appeals generic logical frameworks, with standard indicators (eg. Sphere) could be developed.
PMER staff were said to have the knowledge and expertise, but lack the capacity to integrate this expertise throughout the organisation. 
Finding 3: One major donor is concerned that appeals and plans may have multiple functions (which can become conflicting): there is an expectation that they (1) market the work to donors, (2) function as a planning tool and (3) educate stakeholders. Problems occur when a marketing document becomes the basis for accountability and reporting. 
Finding 4: Two interviewees mentioned the need to improve the link between financial and narrative components of the report. 
Finding 5: 
Regarding the quality of other organisation’s reports, two back donors reported no difference in the quality of multilateral and bilateral reports. The ICRC and MSF were mentioned by both back donors as examples of good reporting. 
Finding 6: Some interviewees mentioned the need to better analyse and consider risks, especially related to dependence on collaboration with other actors, when Red Cross/Red Crescent partners do not take on their mandated responsibilities or tasks. As a consequence, interviewees pointed out that IFRC appeals and plans often contain objectives which are not feasible as they do not properly consider the dependence of collaboration with other actors. It was suggested that we need to improve our analysis of our operational environment to more explicitly acknowledge our dependence on external factors. 
3.2 
Other findings

Finding 7: 
No interviewees mentioned the need to report on how the IFRC implements according to the fundamental principles.

Finding 8: 
No one mentioned the need to report on national society level capacity building activities. When prompted on capacity building, interviewees were even quite dismissive, saying that donors were only interested in beneficiary level results and not in institutional development issues, as by-products of service delivery. This may be due to the fact that no interviewee was associated with grants that exclusively focus on projects focussing on capacity building.

Finding 9: Respondents reported no significant improvements since the desk study of late 2008. 
4. 
Comments from the reviewer

Based on the limited consultation and limited informal review of further IFRC planning and reporting documentation, the reviewer would like to offer the following set of comments. 

Findings 1-2
· The first two findings point to the most commonly cited problems with the quality of appeals and reports in IFRC – that the system lacks a comprehensive results-based approach to planning and reporting based on detailed analysis, objective and indicator setting, and transparent reporting based on such a result-based framework, including reporting on “impact”. 
· Problems mainly occur in relation to their planning and accountability functions as marketing positive results can get in the way of accurate capacity analysis and hence the feasibility of the objectives. 
· Another main challenge to ensure the quality of IFRC reports is that there is a lack of clear accountability for the production of good quality logical frameworks and reporting. The success of the escalation process
 (put in place to address primarily the timeliness of reports) indicates that explicitly linking the quality of reports to personal performance by including it into a job description will contribute to improved reporting. 
· It is believed that ensuring programme mangers are personally responsible for the quality of their plans is an important factor to address these issues.  For this reason, a key part of PMER strategy to building capacity in planning skills is to train trainers from other departments to support project level planning. PMER lacks some information on what happens after the training, for instance whether trainees have opportunities to apply their skills, how they do this, what constraints they face and how these processes can be given more operational management priority and support.
Findings 3-6
· The multiple demands made on plans, appeals and reports are not always easy to balance. The way appeals are generated generally contains sufficient checks and balances. However, appeals sometimes do not seem to provide a sufficient basis for generating reporting information.  On the other hand, appeals seem to attract good coverage and resource mobilisation remains to a large extent their primary function. 
· The comment that “there is no difference in the quality of multilateral and bilateral reports” suggests that the problem of quality reporting overall is not only related to the IFRC or a more widespread issue. It should also be noted that donors and back donors at times have unrealistic expectations of what is feasible, as some of their staff may lack operational experience, and do not always sufficiently understand the organisational implications of measuring impact and challenges to attribution. 


The comparisons made with ICRC and MSF reporting (Finding 6) should be taken into consideration. However it should also be well noted that the financing structure of the ICRC and MSF is fundamentally different from the IFRC, as both benefit from large sums of un-earmarked funding, providing opportunities for negotiations to a more strategic level, where the types of problems identified can be more effectively addressed.  
ICRC also benefits from clear positions on what it is prepared to invest in data collection and reports primarily only on outputs and numbers of people reached, although it also strives to report at a higher level of results. The IFRC depends more than ICRC and MSF on project level funding and negotiations over reporting requirements mainly take place at this level. It is worth while noting that the IFRC depends largely on earmarked funding and the related reporting requirements are mostly managed at desk levels in the back donor structures.
· In order to address the issues of analysing risk, specifically dependence on other actors (Finding 6), we require project-specific humanitarian diplomacy strategies, focussing on access, security, logistics support, and other (government) humanitarian policy issues. To be able to do this, we need to improve our analysis of risks & assumptions in the planning process. Assumptions (risks) are often phrased as `lack of funding` or `a breakdown of security`, and do not analyse project specific risks in more detail.

5.3 Findings 7-9

· The fact that respondents reported no significant improvements since the 2008 desk review means that this review’s recommendations have not yet have the desired effect. This can be attributed to a number of factors, which would require further study, but may include:
a) Technical recommendations might benefit from more intensive monitoring by senior managers. 

b) Technical recommendations are too focussed on guidelines-driven solutions. What also needs to be clarified is who is accountable for the quality of reports.
c) The quality of reports is dependant on a wide range of issues of low capacity in a number of complex areas including human and financial resources (lack of) systems and procedures for regular monitoring and evaluation of projects, both within the IFRC and importantly also within National Societies – for this reason improving the quality of reports is really about improving capacity in all these areas, which is a long-term behavioural and institutional change that would require significant investment and strategic-level support throughout the organisation..

· Regarding their own role in accountability to donors for the quality of planning and reporting, partner National Societies perceptions vary. Some see themselves as not having no other role than to pass on information, arguing that their paying PSR
 makes IFRC contractually responsible. Other Partner National Societies are willing to provide more support than just paying the PSR. The Swedish RC in particular has offered technical assistance and SIDA is willing to consider investing in data collection and training.
5. 
Initial Recommendations
Based on the above findings a number of recommendations are put forward:

CAUTION:  Due primarily to the difficulty in contacting a number of the intended interviewees, and the brief nature of some of the consultations, this report should not be considered as definitive, but as an preliminary report which the reporting working group could consider as the basis for which a more detailed study could be carried out. 
Recommendation 1: In dealing with donors the IFRC should consider the feasibility and organisational implications of reporting on results and impact at beneficiary level during programme/project implementation. In addition it needs to take into account problems with attribution, time and coordination. A suggestion would be to focus reporting, in particular during implementation, on outputs and number of people reached.
Recommendation 2: The reporting working group would benefit from more input by zone staff and representatives of Partner National Societies, especially when technical and strategic challenges to the quality of IFRC reports are being discussed.
Recommendation 3: Whilst the reporting working group should research the ICRC (and other organisation’s) data collection and reporting systems, there also is a need for the heads of concerned departments (PAD, Resource mobilisation, finance, communications..) in the secretariat to agree on a common position on reporting requirements.  Discussions should include topics which are brought forward by donors (such as `impact`, `results at beneficiary level`, `risk mapping’ etc.). The PAD department can improve its work by articulating clear positions on these topics and ensure that these become the official IFRC positions. These can than become the basis for negotiations with donors and back donors at higher levels. 
Senior management team members may well engage at their level with donors on these issues such as impact. The Federation-wide reporting system is an important reference for these discussions.

One back donor (SIDA) indicated that they would be willing to discuss any financial implications for generating better data including paying incentives to volunteers to do this.
Recommendation 4: The PPP training curriculum is conceptually strong, but could be improved by:

a) taking into account institutional constraints and generally poor capacities for data collection and information management and/or developing more detailed data collection / information management sessions to complement the existing training 

b) focusing more on implementing actual project planning processes by intensifying the  facilitation skills component of the training or by offering a separate facilitation skills training.

Recommendation 5: In the planning process the analysis of the operational environment needs to improve and more explicit acknowledgement needs to be given to the dependence on partners taking their responsibilities to enable the programme/project to achieve its objectives. This could be addressed by designing programme/project specific humanitarian diplomacy strategies, focussing on access, security, logistics support, and other humanitarian policy issues.
Recommendation 6: The consistency between planning and reporting could be aided by an information management  system which supports better management of project design elements (objectives, indicators, means of verification and assumptions), acts as a central point for data management of the data collected on those indicators, and streamlines the entire project management process. Such a system was proposed under the “Integrated Project Management System” but was not accepts. 

Recommendation 7: IFRC needs to monitor and communicate any changes to project timelines and other contractual obligations more consistently.   

Recommendation 8: The quality of reports would improve by taking some higher level organisational measures consisting of the following:

a) elaborating and agreeing with partners and donors on a simple framework for assessing the quality of reports. Such framework would focus on: 

· monitoring  and reporting  on progress towards objectives and indicators; 
· identifying risks and assumptions;

· and analysing the relationships between progress (or lack of it) towards reaching objectives and the occurrence of predetermined or newly identified internal and external risks. 

b) making individuals accountable for the quality of project/programme planning and reporting, as was done for the timeliness of reports. These individual staff must be supported by a well managed pool of people trained in project planning and facilitation skills.
Annex 1 – People interviewed.

	Donor/Partner
	Name
	Position

	1. Swedish Red Cross
	Lena Salin
	

	2. Government of Sweden (SIDA)
	Patrick Kratt
	

	3. Norwegian Red Cross
	Gro Anett 
	

	4.    Norwegian Red Cross  
	Ingvild Aultun
	

	4. Government of Norway
	Jan Petter Holtepahl
	

	5. American Red Cross
	Amy Gaver
	

	6. British Red Cross
	Jane Waite
	

	7. Netherlands Red Cross
	Wilma ter Heege
	

	8. Netherlands  Red Cross
	Ela Serdaroglu
	

	9. Spanish Red Cross
	Jaime Barra
	

	10. Irish Red Cross
	Noel Wardwick
	

	11. Irish Red Cross
	Colm Byrne 
	


� All interviews were carried out by Peter Giesen who is also the author of this report.


� The recommendations were adopted in May 2009


� A process which monitors when reports are posted and issues warnings to managers at increasingly senior levels the longer that report deadlines are overdues


� Programme Support Recovery, which is a General Assembly approved system to recover direct and indirect cost related to programme implementation
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