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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I.

Introduction

1.
DG ECHO, which is responsible for overseeing European Commission (EC)
humanitarian budgets, signed Framework Partnership Agreements with various humanitarian
organisations, including European Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), United Nations
agencies (UN) and components of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement
(henceforth referred to as “the Movement”), notably the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC). The evaluation of these partnerships and of the activities is a contractual
obligation.
2.
This report presents the results, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation of
the partnership between ECHO and the ICRC. This work was carried out between January
and September 2006 by a team of consultants from Groupe URD. This evaluation involved
numerous interviews in Brussels and Geneva, as well as four field visits (Rwanda,
Afghanistan, Sri Lanka and Israel and the Occupied and Autonomous Territories). The
evaluation matrix is based on the quality criteria found in the Quality COMPAS
(www.qualitycompas.org).

II. Results
A partnership based on complementary mandates and shared values
3.
In the present geopolitical context, where International Humanitarian Law (IHL) has
been weakened and is called into question by the main actors in the Global War against Terror
(GWT), relations between the ICRC and the European Union (EU) and more specifically the
DG ECHO-ICRC partnership, which is based on a framework agreement signed in 1993, are
of major importance. Maintaining access to the populations in need and ensuring their right to
assistance would be impossible in the long term if states fail to adhere to these fundamental
principles.
4.
Defending, promoting and developing the basic principles of IHL is a common goal for
DG ECHO, the EU and the ICRC. Within the ECHO-ICRC partnership, DG ECHO funding
is concrete evidence of this commitment to protection activities, as specified in the
Commission’s regulations on humanitarian aid (1996). By extension, this funding is also an
indication of the European Union’s and Member States’ commitment to the Geneva
Conventions of 1949, which is an important strategic aspect of the partnership.
5.
Furthermore, in this polarised global context where the very foundations of
humanitarian aid are being called into question, both DG ECHO and the ICRC remain
committed to the principles of impartiality, independence and neutrality. They both confirm
their commitment to these principles, not as moral values, but as a guarantee of access to
populations and effectiveness of aid.
¾ Within the framework of European policy building (CFSP and ESDP), it is important that
DG ECHO maintains its capacity for neutral and independent action.
¾ DG ECHO and the ICRC could optimise the impact of their partnership by joining forces
on issues that are related to preserving the humanitarian space.
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A partnership which produces top quality programmes
6.
Given DG ECHO’s major role in humanitarian funding and the scope of ICRC's
operations, both organisations carry roughly the same weight in financial terms. Cash flow
between them has steadily increased over the past few years and now stands at 7-8% of their
overall budget. This in itself is an indication of a healthy partnership.
7.
The evaluation team concludes that DG ECHO is justified in placing its trust in the
ICRC and continuing to provide extensive support for ICRC programmes via geographical
and thematic funding provisions. Assistance and protection operations that are implemented
in favour of crisis-affected populations are of extremely high quality, and both the ICRC and
DG ECHO have reason to be proud of their achievements.
8.
In general, the ICRC develops a clear and relevant situation analysis. The information
that is exchanged with partners (especially at field level) is highly appreciated by the aid
community.
9.
Supporting ICRC activities ensures that a response is provided for certain population
groups and certain needs that would otherwise not have been covered by other humanitarian
actors. It also gives the ICRC the means to fulfil its mandate in terms of protection,
dissemination and development of IHL. In turn, EC Member States assume some of their
responsibility which is defined in Article 1 common to the four Geneva Conventions as
follows: “to respect and to ensure respect for the present Convention”.
10. The conditions attached to ECHO’s thematic funding for the ICRC differ slightly from
other organisations (one of the main incentives for international organisations is that it
provides a space for useful innovation, which is not the case for the FT allocated to the
ICRC). It is essentially a separate budget to cover ICRC protection activities in certain
countries where geographically earmarked funding is not applicable because ECHO is no
longer present in the area. FT can cover several countries and DG ECHO relies on this
mechanism as a valuable source of information for its own analysis. Finally, it allows the
ICRC to cover certain ‘residual’ needs that are not covered by other actors, and to work on
issues such as the promotion and development of IHL in post-crisis situations (LRRD).
11. The ICRC’s internal processes (situation analysis, needs analysis, security management,
administrative and financial management, etc.) ensure that its programmes are good quality.
The ICRC audit which was conducted in compliance with FPA regulations concluded that the
ICRC was a solid partner with good internal control mechanisms and satisfactory financial
transparency. The PfR represents a major advance in terms of programming. It ensures a
certain degree of coherence, both vertically (between ICRC delegations and headquarters) and
horizontally (between administrative departments and technical sectors, as well as between
different delegations) and helps to focus strategic thinking and activities on target
populations.
¾ However, the ICRC must continue to improve the PfR methodology in order to develop a
true management tool that is adapted to turbulent humanitarian situations and that allows
project staff to monitor their programmes satisfactorily.
¾ DG ECHO needs to strengthen links between short and long-term strategies via its work
with the LRRD inter-service working group, and thus ensure that information about the
ECHO-ICRC partnership is passed on to other departments within the Commission.
¾ The question of coherence (even incoherence on certain points) between the Seville
Agreement and the DG ECHO-ICRC Framework Partnership Agreement needs to be
addressed and clarified (especially the question of visibility).
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Significant results that are sometimes difficult to measure
12. ICRC operations succeed in achieving considerable results. However, in many
situations, statistics fail to portray the true value of these achievements. Even though some
programme results or impacts are difficult to measure and are linked to external factors, this
does not mean that they are not important.
13. When the most recent FPA was negotiated, it was decided that it would be based on
outcomes as opposed to inputs, which were deemed too restrictive and too close to micromanagement. It is difficult to find a satisfactory methodology for measuring impact given that
numerous factors determine the impact of an intervention (including the intervention itself).
The same can be said for measuring effectiveness, in that the factors that determine the
effectiveness of an activity are often complex, especially when one is trying to influence
people’s behaviour (e.g. ensure respect for IHL in combat, treatment of prisoners, etc.).
¾ ECHO and the ICRC must identify a set of criteria (structure, process and results criteria)
which will allow them to systematically assess the quality of activities undertaken and
operational processes.
¾ EU Member States will almost certainly need to assess whether an obligation of means, as
opposed to an obligation of results, would be more applicable for certain types of
programme supported by the EU, notably certain humanitarian assistance programmes.
Persisting difficulties in the DG ECHO-ICRC partnership
14. On the management side, a number of difficulties persist in the partnership, despite the
fact that both partners admire each other’s work and depend on each other. This evaluation
seeks to pinpoint exactly where complications are arising, because it is important that they are
resolved if the partnership is to be long-lasting, effective and have an optimal impact.
15. ECHO and ICRC funding policies and financial regulations differ considerably. The
ICRC is looking to increase the amount of non-earmarked funding it receives, whereas ECHO
functions with a ‘project’ logic which clearly defines “what, where, for whom and why”.
16. For the ICRC, it is important to be able to plan ahead and prepare budget forecasts. To
do so, a certain degree of predictability with respect to funding is essential. The ICRC knows
that it can depend on ECHO, even though predictability is limited and ECHO does not engage
in upfront funding.
17. These different strategies create tension within the partnership and represent an extra
workload. Efforts have been made by both partners to improve the situation, including the
automatic conversion table and thematic funding.
¾ Member States need to ensure that financial procedures and regulations are compatible
with European humanitarian assistance and DG ECHO via the HAC. Ensuring coherence
between these positions and good practices set out in the GHD process is recommendable.
¾ Member States need to work on a process whereby audits carried out by the Commission
or by other Member States are recognised by all, to avoid repetition and duplication.
¾ DG ECHO should make progress in its application of the recommendations put forward
by DAC/OCDE and GHD.
18. Differences in funding policies have resulted in a degree of incompatibility in
procedures elsewhere. The ICRC works with a ‘programme’ logic and has developed a
standard reporting’ process, whereas ECHO works with a ‘project’ logic and it has its own
financial feedback systems. This incompatibility means that the documents produced by the
ICRC’s External Resources Division (ExR) do not do justice to the quality of ICRC
programmes.
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¾ The ICRC needs to improve the quality of the reports it produces for ECHO. The work
undertaken by ExR could be simplified by ensuring that 1) all the action plans that are
drawn up by field delegations based on the PfR are successfully handed over to ExR and
2) all the documents prepared for ECHO are systematically validated by field delegations.
¾ DG ECHO should revise the Single Form with a view to producing a lighter, more user
friendly document. ECHO’s main partners, including the ICRC, should be consulted
during this revision process.
¾ The ICRC needs to dedicate more time to developing indicators which should help
improve project documents.
19. In view of the methodological complications mentioned above (see paragraph 13), it is
worth mentioning the current lack of indicators in the PfR, whereas the majority of operators
now use indicators to plan their activities and monitor schedule performance and results.
Given what is at stake in terms of quality and accountability, it is essential to ensure better
coherence between strategic and operational levels, however complicated this may be.
¾ The ICRC needs to develop a method which allows it to monitor, improve and be
accountable for the quality of its programmes. This method requires a system of reference
with quality criteria that are linked to quantitative and qualitative indicators. The ICRC
needs to progress from implementing quality operations to a system of quality assurance.
¾ DG ECHO needs to engage in reflection on different types of indicators, other than
quantitative indicators and indicators linked to the sole criterion of effectiveness.
20. Although efforts have been made over the past few years to improve dialogue between
DG ECHO and the ICRC, ICRC’s centralised fundraising policy has given rise to
communication channels that are seen as being too centralised and limited, involving almost
exclusively the Head of ECHO and the ExR Division.
¾ Other communication channels and aids, even informal ways of sharing information, must
be further developed between the two partners in order to facilitate information exchange,
build mutual understanding, and avoid frustration and delays.
¾ The ICRC delegation in Brussels may have an important role to play in this domain.
21. Various comments were made by DG ECHO staff about the cost of ICRC
programmes. Several Desk Officers at DG ECHO Brussels referred to the ICRC as the
‘Rolls Royce’ of the humanitarian sector, conveying at once the organisation’s prestige and
quality performance, as well as high programming costs. The saying that “quality does not
have a price but it comes at a cost” is borne out in the ICRC’s case. What is important is not
the absolute value but whether resources have been well spent.
¾ If the automatic conversion table between ICRC’s and ECHO’s accounting procedures
enables good quality financial feedback, the ICRC can still improve its internal analysis
of programme efficiency and ensure that the distribution of direct and indirect costs, such
as those incurred by the PfR, is true to reality and gives a clearer picture of how these
costs are posted to each programme.
¾ For ECHO, it is worth highlighting that attempts to work out the value of goods
distributed against the overall budget are fairly meaningless. Rather, it is impact of
operations against budget that will give a clearer idea about the efficiency of ICRC
operations.
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22. DG ECHO has questioned the value of some assistance programmes, such as large-scale
irrigation or water programmes, where the link between protection and assistance is not so
obvious. ICRC operations come at a price and questions have been raised over the
comparative advantage of some ICRC operations.
¾ The ICRC must make concerted efforts to explain the complex link between its assistance
programmes on the one hand and protection issues, access to local populations, and
dialogue with parties to the conflict or other stakeholders on the other.
23. The question of ECHO’s visibility via ICRC programmes is certainly the thorniest issue
affecting the partnership. Efforts undertaken by both partners on the issue of visibility, which
have resulted in letter signed by both partners, need to be pursued in order to find a suitable
settlement. The 2006 action plan, which proposes to move from visibility in the field to a
communication strategy in Europe, appears to lay the foundations for a satisfactory outcome
to this problem but also an opportunity to communicate on issues of fundamental importance.
¾ The ICRC needs to take this initiative to develop its communications in Europe seriously
whilst ensuring that it remains consistent in its position vis-à-vis other donors.
¾ In the long term, both partners need to find a way of revising the visibility clause in the
FPA and identify new working practices that include a reference to the Seville Agreement.

III. Conclusion
24. The relationship between DG ECHO and the ICRC is a pragmatic arrangement, based
essentially on a donor-operator understanding. But after the first few years of working
together, getting to know each other better and intense exchange, complications in the day-today running may endanger the partnership as a whole. The fact that there is no system for
joint validation of minutes and decisions taken during meetings means that misunderstandings
are perpetuated.
¾ It is important establish a system to ensure that both partners validate decisions and
minutes of strategic meetings, as is the case for the SPD and other important meetings.
25. Today it is important that both partners sit down and clarify the objectives of the
partnership. There is a real need for a strong partnership between these two institutions. This
evaluation proposes three main themes: 1) assisting and protecting victims of war,
2) preserving the humanitarian space, and 3) stimulating interest in humanitarian
action, increasing knowledge and building trust among the general public and European
political circles.
26. The ECHO-ICRC partnership is a major player in the implementation of relevant, top
quality humanitarian operations and thus meets its operational objective of assisting and
protecting populations. In an increasingly polarised and turbulent world, the values shared by
the ICRC and European organisations in terms of IHL and humanitarian principles represent
one of the main foundations of the ECHO-ICRC partnership.
¾ ‘Defending the humanitarian space’ should be explicitly defined as one of the
partnership’s objectives, so that it becomes a strategic objective, as well as an
operational concern. This objective also needs to be better reflected in their relations with
other European institutions.
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27. Although the humanitarian sector is often criticised for its unprofessional working
practices and poor transparency, DG ECHO and the ICRC have an obligation to be
accountable to their own constituencies.
¾ It is in ECHO’s and the ICRC’s interest to communicate on the quality of their
interventions, to be transparent in their financial management, as well as build trust.
28. The ICRC’s relationship with DG ECHO and the extent of ECHO funding are often
raised as evidence of Europe’s commitment to humanitarian aid, and in particular promoting
the respect of IHL.
¾ These aspects do not yet receive the visibility they deserve, especially among various
target audiences in Europe. The ICRC needs to focus its communications activities on
different types of audience in Europe (diplomatic corps, parliamentary representatives,
public opinion, etc.).
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REPORT
1

Introduction: Objectives and methodology

1.1 Evaluation objectives
29. This evaluation was undertaken in accordance with contractual obligations, namely
the EC Humanitarian Aid Regulation 1257/96 and the Framework Partnership Agreement
(FPA) established between ECHO and the ICRC which states that: “the Commission shall
regularly assess humanitarian aid operations financed by the Community in order to establish
whether they have achieved their objectives and to produce guidelines for improving
effectiveness of future operations”.
30. The purpose of this evaluation is to improve the quality of the partnership between
ECHO and the ICRC at operational and strategic levels, and learn lessons about the way
this partnership operates. The overall objective is to improve the quality of humanitarian
aid delivered to crisis-affected populations.
31. This evaluation does not merely aim to assess the performance of the ICRC but the
quality of the partnership itself. As such, a set of practical and realistic recommendations have
been formulated for both partners.

1.2 Evaluation methodology
32. Negotiations between ECHO and the ICRC over the Terms of Reference (ToR) for this
evaluation commenced in 2005, and included discussions about the precise objectives,
methodology and constraints facing each partner (cf. Annexe 1). This is an ongoing process,
culminating in the presentation of evaluation findings to Member States during a
Humanitarian Aid Committee (HAC) meeting in 2007.
33. A team composed of three evaluators from Groupe URD was selected to conduct the
evaluation which took place over several phases in 2006. In the first phase (January to
February 2006), the evaluators, ICRC and ECHO met in Brussels. This meeting and
subsequent interviews in Geneva (especially with the ICRC Directorate) helped clarify the
objectives, activities and resources related to the partnership and thus validated the logical
framework for the partnership drawn up by the evaluators. At the end of the first phase, the
evaluators submitted an inception report which was based on this first series of interviews
held in Geneva and Brussels.
34. The second phase (February to July) consisted of a series of field visits (Rwanda,
Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Israel/Occupied & Autonomous Territories) and a brief country
report was produced for each destination (cf. separate document containing country reports).
The field visit to Mogadishu, Somalia, which was originally planned for June, was cancelled
due to an outbreak of fighting in the capital. After consultation between the evaluation team,
ECHO and the ICRC, it was decided that not enough information had been collected at this
stage. Additional interviews were organised with ICRC Geneva and the ICRC Delegation in
Brussels in order to clarify certain points. After this second phase, a draft report was
circulated in mid-August for a first series of comments from both ECHO and the ICRC.
During the third phase (August to November 2006), a second draft was produced and
discussed during a debriefing held in Brussels on 27 October 2006. The report was finalised
on the basis of discussions that took place during this debriefing.
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35. The evaluation team gathered information from a variety of sources: desk study of
internal ECHO and ICRC documents, interviews at headquarters level (Brussels and Geneva)
and field level with ECHO and ICRC management staff (cf. Annexe 4), field work in
Rwanda, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Israel/OT/AT, as well as discussions with programme
beneficiaries in all four countries.
Table 1: Description of case studies
Country
Rwanda

Context
Post-crisis

Afghanistan

Internal conflict

Israel/OT/AT

Occupation

Sri Lanka

Fragile peace being
undermined

Types of Intervention
Detention
Promotion of IHL
Detention
Promotion of IHL
Water and Sanitation
Detention
Promotion of IHL
ECOSEC
Water and Sanitation
Detention
Promotion of IHL
ECOSEC
Water and Sanitation

Funding levels
Thematic funding
Geographic funding

Geographic funding

Thematic funding

Source: Groupe URD

36. Wherever possible, the evaluation team also met with local authorities, UN
representatives, donors (ECHO, obviously, but also representatives from other EC
departments and Member States) and international NGOs in each of the countries visited.
37. A system of reference with twelve generic quality criteria from the Quality COMPAS
(cf. Annexe 2) was used to analyse the information gathered, enabling the evaluation team to
assess both the quality of operations as well as the quality of the partnership. The partnership
and programmes were assessed on the basis of three types of criteria: impact and results
criteria, process criteria and structure criteria. For example, the impact and results criteria
include: Does the programme or the partnership respond to a demonstrated need? (i.e. Are
people’s real needs being targeted? Are there any other needs that should be targeted? Do the
set objectives correspond to targeted needs?), or: Has the programme or partnership achieved
its objectives? (Have the expected results been achieved? Did the planned activities achieve
their objectives?, etc.), Has the risk of negative impacts been removed or reduced? (Were
negative impacts anticipated? Have preventive measures been taken?), Does the programme
or partnership aim for positive impacts beyond implementation? (What degree of positive
impacts can be observed?).

2

Foundations of the DG ECHO-ICRC partnership

2.1 Complementary mandates
38. ECHO was created nearly fifteen years ago (1992), making it a relatively young
organisation within the sector. After a rapid expansion period, ECHO has become today one
of the leading donors in the sector. Indeed, the European Union as a whole, i.e. 25 Member
States and the Commission, is one of the world’s main humanitarian donors. In 2005, ECHO
spent around €650 million on financing humanitarian projects.
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Table 2: Breakdown of ECHO expenditure (2000-05)
EUR million
1. Community budget
Initial budget
Additional funds
2. Lomé Convention - EDF
TOTAL

2000
489
471
18
3
492

2001
523
473
50
21
544

2002
522
442
80
17
539

2003
587
442
145
14
601

2004
518
490
28
52
570

2005
631
496
135
23
654

Source: DG ECHO

39. Created by Henry Dunant in 1863, the ICRC is renowned for being the most senior
organisation within the humanitarian sector. Today, it is one of the largest aid organisations
with operations in nearly 80 countries and over 16,000 staff (Source: ICRC Donor Support
Group, Bern, June 2006). Its 2005 budget was over €600 million.
Figure 1: ICRC delegations worldwide

Source: ICRC

40. ECHO was created to provide emergency assistance and relief to the victims of natural
disaster or armed conflict outside the European Union. Its mandate is defined in the Council
Regulation (EC) No 1257/96 of 20 June 1996. ECHO’s mandate, which has recently been
promoted to Directorate General status, goes beyond simply funding humanitarian aid. The
European Union’s understanding of what humanitarian assistance encompasses is clearly
outlined in the regulation of 1996 and includes protection activities and references to
international humanitarian law (IHL): ‘Whereas civilian operations to protect the victims of
fighting or of comparable exceptional circumstances are governed by international
humanitarian law and should accordingly be considered part of humanitarian action;
(…)The Community's humanitarian aid shall comprise assistance, relief and protection
operations on a non-discriminatory basis to help people in third countries’ (Art.1).
41. The ICRC’s status is in a class of its own. It is neither a Non-Governmental
Organisation (NGO), even though it is a private association formed under the Swiss civil
code; nor is it an intergovernmental or multilateral organisation, even though it has a legal
mandate from the international community (Geneva Conventions and ICRC’s statutes) and
the heads of field delegations enjoy diplomatic privileges and immunities. Under Article 43 on
EC funding modalities, the ICRC is classified as an ‘International Organisation’ (alongside IFCR and
IOM) but unlike UN agencies who receive funding from the EC under the Financial and
Administrative Framework Agreement (FAFA), the ICRC benefits from a specific funding facility of
its own. These differences sometimes make it difficult to understand the ICRC’s status and classify it
among existing institutional categories (which are often related to funding modalities).

Page 13

42. The ICRC plays a highly specific role which is based on the four Geneva Conventions
of 1949 (more than 190 states are party to the Conventions) and their two Additional
Protocols of 1977. According to the Statutes of the Movement, the role of the ICRC is: “to
endeavour at all times – as a neutral institution whose humanitarian work is carried out
particularly in time of international and other armed conflicts or internal strife – to ensure
the protection of and assistance to military and civilian victims of such events and of their
direct results;” (art. 5 par.2)
43. All European Union Member States are party to the Geneva Conventions and to their
Additional Protocols and are obliged to abide these regulations. On the occasion of the 50th
Anniversary of the adoption of the four Geneva Conventions, the Member States of the
European Union “reaffirm their commitment to respect and promote international
humanitarian law” (Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union
12/8/1999 BUE 7/8-1999, pt. 1.4.27). Since, the EU has restated the importance it attaches to
IHL in the European Union Guidelines on promoting compliance with international
humanitarian law (IHL) of 23
December
2005
(Official
Journal 2005/C 327/04). For the
EU, cooperation with the ICRC
is a means of promoting IHL in
its relations with third countries:
“The International Committee
of the Red Cross (ICRC) has a
treaty-based, recognised and
long-established role as a
neutral,
independent
humanitarian organisation, in
promoting compliance with
IHL.”
(art.16,
para.
e:
Cooperation
with
other
international bodies).
Just like Bouchkachi, the Afghan version of polo,
armed conflict involves violence
but fundamental rules still apply

Defending, promoting and developing the basic principles of IHL is a common goal for
DG ECHO, the EU and the ICRC. Within the ECHO-ICRC partnership, DG ECHO
funding is concrete evidence of this commitment to protection activities, as specified in
the Council Regulation (EC) of 1996 concerning humanitarian aid. By extension, this
funding is also an indication of the European Union’s and Members States’ commitment
to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, which is an important strategic aspect of the
partnership.
44. In the present context of the Global War against Terror (GWT), both international law
and IHL have been breached or called into question on several occasions. In their attacks on
civilians, terrorist organisations violate the fundamental principles of IHL. The legal status of
Guantanamo prisoners of war has been the subject of much debate and has caused a split in
what was recognised, at least in the West, as a basis for the conduct of war. The debate over
the applicability of article 3 (also known as the mini-Convention), which is common to all
four Geneva Conventions, is particularly worrying, as it is the sole reference for noninternational conflict and forms the legal basis for ICRC operations in these contexts.
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At a time when IHL is in jeopardy, called into question by the main actors in the Global
War against Terror, the partnership between the EU and ICRC via DG ECHO has
become of major strategic importance. Maintaining access to the populations in need
and ensuring their right to assistance would be impossible in the long term if states fail
to adhere to these fundamental principles.
DG ECHO, the EU and the ICRC remain committed to a policy of defending, promoting
and developing the basic principles of IHL.

2.2

Shared values

45. The events of 11 September 2001 and the Global War against Terror have had a major
impact on the humanitarian sector. With the end of the Cold War, the principles of
humanitarian aid were already being called into question. Today, issues such as impartiality
of aid and the way aid actors are perceived by warring factions are more important than ever.
“As we strike military targets, we'll also drop food, medicine and supplies to the starving and
suffering men and women and children of Afghanistan.”, George W. Bush, 2001. Our
understanding of the world and conflict dynamics is now polarised between the ‘axis of good’
and the ‘axis of evil’, the so-called clash of civilisations.
46. In this current context, aid agencies are under pressure to clarify their position with
respect the array of political initiatives for crisis management. The United Nations integrated
framework regards humanitarian aid as an
instrument of crisis management and seeks to
fulfil a number of different objectives
simultaneously:
military
objectives
(peacekeeping and/or peacemaking), nation
building and humanitarian commitment.
Despite the resulting underlying tension that
exists between aid agencies who are seeking to
preserve
a
neutral
and
independent
humanitarian space and those who are
cooperating with this integrated approach, the
positions taken by the ICRC and DG ECHO
are often very similar.
Jalalabad hospital, Afghanistan, 2006

47. The reform of the United Nations humanitarian system which includes the adoption of
the ‘cluster’ approach, the introduction of a new cash-flow mechanism, E-CERF (Expanded
Central Emergency Response Fund) and the strengthening of the Humanitarian Coordinators
System (HC) is a courageous attempt to improve performance and response capacity.
However, some aid agencies, especially the ICRC and large international networks, such as
the MSF-International network, are concerned that this represents an attempt by the UN to
increase its control of the humanitarian sector. DG ECHO has decided not to enter into the ECERF framework given that its present funding facilities operate on a project-by-project
basis, and continues to provide direct funding to aid agencies, such as the ICRC or partner
NGOs, via the Framework Partnership Agreement.
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48. The ICRC, via its Neutral and Independent Humanitarian Action (NIHA) framework,
reaffirms the principles behind its operations, all the while recognising the diversity within the
aid agency spectrum. “Il importe de rappeler que l’action humanitaire indépendante et neutre
n’est pas le seul type d’action humanitaire possible, même s’il est généralement admis qu’une
telle action doit toujours être impartiale. (…) Et pourtant, seule une action humanitaire
neutre et indépendante a les qualités requises pour être acceptable par tous. Elle constitue
donc un moyen efficace pour atteindre et aider les personnes ayant le plus besoin d’être
secourues, quelles qu’elles soient et d’où qu’elles viennent.”
49. DG ECHO stands out from other donors by virtue of its strong commitment to
humanitarian principles. It “remains committed to a policy of adherence to the fundamental
principles of humanitarian assistance, namely neutrality, impartiality and independence, as
the only way to effectively deliver aid, maintain access to the populations in need and
safeguard the security of humanitarian workers.” (Commission Report of 23 November 2005
- 2004 Annual Review - (ECHO).
50. By virtue of its long-lasting commitment to ‘forgotten crises’, ECHO has proved its
independence and impartiality. ECHO (still?) benefits from a certain independence vis-à-vis
European policy and allocates funding on an impartial basis. For example, despite the EU’s
position on Hammas and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE, independent
movement in Sri Lanka) in 2006, DG ECHO continued, even increased, its financial support
to Palestine and LTTE-occupied territories in Sri Lanka.
51. The ICRC, being free of diplomatic procedures and resolutely neutral, is in regular
contact with all parties to the conflict, without passing judgement on how legal or acceptable
these interlocutors are. In this way, the ICRC builds a network of contacts whether it be with
the Hammas, armed rebels in Afghanistan, the LTTE or Somali warlords, the ICRC builds a
network of contacts in order to meet its protection and assistance objectives, whilst
maintaining its independence vis-à-vis the positions adopted by states in general and EU
Members States in particular. It is this network of information sources that allows ICRC staff
to carry out their work, and often opens up access for other humanitarian workers.
In this polarised global context where the very foundations of humanitarian aid are
being called into question, both DG ECHO and the ICRC remain committed to the
principles of impartiality, independence and neutrality.
They both confirm their commitment to these principles, not as moral values, but as a
guarantee of access to populations and effectiveness of aid.
52. The development in Europe of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and
the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) equipped with crisis management
mechanisms and provision to deploy European troops in crisis areas has introduced new
dilemmas in the ECHO-ICRC partnership. The risk that European humanitarian action may
be instrumentalised within the overall framework of European crisis management
mechanisms poses a threat for DG ECHO, who is intent on protecting independent and
neutral humanitarian operations.
Within the framework of European policy building (CFSP and ESDP), it is important
that DG ECHO maintains its capacity for neutral and independent action.
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53. The increasing involvement of armed troops in humanitarian aid operations or
reconstruction activities, such as Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT), teams of soldiers
responsible for carrying out humanitarian operations
or reconstruction activities in Afghanistan, is a
worrying trend which deserves further analysis and
attention. Indeed, this blurring of the lines between
military and humanitarian activities may confuse
relations,
even
create
competition.
More
importantly, “if the dividing line between
humanitarian and military action is blurred, the
very concept of humanitarian action, which is at the
heart of the ICRC’s mandate and activities, risks
being undermined” (The ICRC and civil-military
relations in armed conflict by Meinrad Studer,
International Review of the Red Cross, June 2001).
Special forces in Afghanistan, 2005

54. The European Commission’s decision to finance PRT in Afghanistan was made without
taking into account DG ECHO’s or the ICRC’s points of view. Neither partner has succeeded
in clearly taking a stand on this issue nor have they conducted a common lobbying campaign.
DG ECHO and the ICRC could optimise the impact of their partnership by joining
forces on issues that are related to preserving the humanitarian space.

3

Consolidating the partnership

3.1

Considerable financial support for the ICRC

55. The ICRC receives funding from states party to the Geneva Conventions, as well as
National Societies and intergovernmental organisations, such as the European Union. In this
way, ICRC operations are funded by a variety of donors which gives it a certain stability and
financial independence, and above all a good rapid response capacity.
56. DG ECHO does not carry out operations directly but works in partnership with over 200
organisations, including NGOs, UN agencies, the ICRC and other members of the Movement,
and this enables ECHO to be present in a number of countries and operational contexts.
Table 3: ECHO funding to the ICRC (1998-2005)

Amount (millions Euros)

ECHO Contributions 1998-2005
50
40
30
20
10
0
1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

ICRC Accounting Year

Source: ICRC
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57. The ECHO-ICRC partnership has been built up over time, since the creation of ECHO
in 1992. The current Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA) is the third of its type. ECHO
contributions to ICRC operations have steadily increased, especially since 2003, when both
parties signed the most recent FPA and thematic funding was introduced. In 2005, ICRC was
DG ECHO’s third most important partner, in terms of funding, after the UNHCR and WFP.
58. Today, the European Commission is an extremely important funding partner for the
ICRC with a total of EUR57 million in 2005, of which over EUR43 million from DG ECHO.
This makes it the fourth most important contributor, after the USA, United Kingdom, and
Switzerland. By extension, DG ECHO is one of the ICRC’s most important donors. The
Commission plays an active role in the Donors Support Group (DSG), along with the ICRC's
other major donors. The appointment of Ms Adinolfi as President in 2003, the involvement of
the current Director-General Mr Cavaco and the visit of Mr Luchner (newly appointed Head
of ECHO 01) to Darfur are evidence of this commitment.
Figure 2: Contributions to ICRC by donor

Source: ICRC

Given DG ECHO’s major role in humanitarian funding and the scope of ICRC's
operations, both organisations carry roughly the same weight in financial terms. Cash
flow between them has steadily increased over the past few years and now stands at 78% of their overall budget. This in itself is an indication of a healthy partnership.

3.2 High quality programmes
The evaluation team concludes that DG ECHO is justified in placing its trust in the
ICRC and continuing to provide extensive support for ICRC programmes. Assistance
and protection operations that are implemented in favour of crisis-affected populations
are of extremely high quality, and both the ICRC and DG ECHO have reason to be
proud of their achievements.
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3.2.1 Capacity to adapt to local diversity and complexity
59. The ICRC is present in all contemporary armed conflicts (80 countries). These conflicts
are of varying nature and complexity: international conflict, internal conflict, forgotten crises,
protracted crises, internal unrest, etc. Carrying out a situation analysis in contexts that are
often highly dangerous poses a certain number of challenges for humanitarian action in
general, and the ICRC in particular.
60. Security management is obviously one the main constraints for the ICRC, as for all
humanitarian organisations. Certain crisis zones have become a veritable no man’s land for
aid agencies, such as southern Afghanistan or Iraq. ICRC’s operational strategy places the
priority on acceptance (ICRC staff and the specific mission of the ICRC are recognised and
accepted by stakeholders) rather than a defensive security strategy (which is more typical of
UN agencies) and this gives it access to certain privileged information and areas of
intervention. ICRC working practices and principles enable it to engage in dialogue with a
number of contacts and these networks often prove useful for the whole of the humanitarian
community.
61. The ICRC has accumulated detailed information of certain contexts where it has had a
long-term presence (40 years in Israel, 20 years in Afghanistan, etc.), thanks to its closeproximity work with victims and its networking activities. Via its 16,000 staff worldwide, the
ICRC has first-hand access to information, which is essential for reliable, relevant situation
analysis. Most ICRC staff are highly experienced, especially national staff, and a system
exists to protect those responsible for carrying out situation analyses from the pressures of the
field. Thanks to the assistants who are responsible for coordination and programme
implementation, each delegation head has sufficient time to fully understand and monitor the
evolution of crisis dynamics.
62. Armed conflicts are becoming increasingly interconnected across whole regions. When
relevant, the ICRC develops a regional strategy with the support of the different delegations
(for example, Great Lakes, Iran-Afghanistan-Pakistan, etc.), which gives a wider perspective
on local dynamics and helps improve working practices.
In general, the ICRC develops a clear and relevant situation analysis. The information
that is exchanged with partners (especially at field level) is highly appreciated by the aid
community. ICRC internal situation reports often contain sensitive, even confidential,
information, which is not included in the Single Forms that are submitted to ECHO for
funding.
63. In protracted crisis situations (e.g. Sudan, Afghanistan, Israel, Sri Lanka, etc.),
humanitarian assistance must not consist of merely substituting existing coping strategies, at
the risk of creating aid dependency and/or relieving local authorities of their sense of
responsibility. The grey area between war and peace presents a certain number of challenges
for the implementation of humanitarian operations. Linking relief, rehabilitation and
development (LRRD) in humanitarian programmes is still relevant in a number of contexts,
such as Afghanistan. Should ICRC integrate its operations into wider reconstruction activities,
working with and for local authorities, despite the risk that this may reduce its access to
certain areas? Or should independence remain a priority, if this is still possible?
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64. The complexity of conflict dynamics raises a number of challenges for both field
operators as well as donors. It is not so much a continuum between relief, rehabilitation and
development in the post-crisis phase that we are aiming for, nor even a contiguum framework
which allows aid agencies to provide emergency assistance in certain areas whilst continuing
with development efforts throughout the rest of the country.
65. ICRC’s perception of humanitarian
assistance is not restricted in time (emergency
relief with a focus on rapid-response capacity),
nor content (humanitarian aid is often understood
as food aid, emergency health interventions, or
distribution of plastic sheeting), nor working
practices (assistance should be free, temporary
and detached from local services).

Interview with minors reunited with their family,
Rwanda 2006

66. The type of assistance that ICRC provides depends above all on its legal interpretation
of the situation and its responsibilities which result from it. This clear-cut interpretation
ensures that operations are coherent within their political and legal context. However it also
allows for a wide diversity in type of response in accordance with the local context and
people’s needs, i.e. taking into account local capacity, short- and long-term strategies,
combining rapid response interventions and a longer-term outlook.
67. DG ECHO has questioned the value of some assistance programmes, such as large-scale
irrigation or water programmes, where the link between protection and assistance is not so
obvious. ICRC operations come at a price and questions have been raised over the
comparative advantage of some ICRC operations, especially in intervention areas where
NGOs offer a highly professional service at a lower cost.
It is obvious that DG ECHO does not always fully comprehend the rationale behind
ICRC strategy orientation and tactics, especially the link between protection,
humanitarian assistance, access to local populations and dialogue with parties to armed
conflict (excluding activities for detainees).
68. In other contexts, such as Rwanda, questions have been raised over how the ICRC
should implement its activities in post-crisis situations. Indeed, the ICRC generally starts up
its activities in areas where conflict has just broken out. When the conflict is resolved, the
ICRC continues to cover certain needs whilst preparing its exit strategy. The ICRC has a
certain number of responsibilities in post-crisis situations, such as missing persons, restoring
family links (unaccompanied children and child soldiers) and protection of prisoners of war
and detainees until their liberation. A series of activities has been developed which focus on
prevention, preparedness and conflict management, especially with National Red Cross and
Red Crescent Societies. For the ICRC, this implies a significant commitment to promoting the
integration of IHL provisions in national legislation, into training programmes for jurists and
dissemination of IHL among armed forces. And finally, in a country like Rwanda and the
wider Great Lakes region, it is also important to closely monitor how the situation is evolving
both within the country itself and the region as a whole.
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69.

ECHO’s Thematic Funding enables the ICRC to implement its programmes, assume its
residual responsibilities, carry out
prevention activities and obtain
information on how the context is
evolving. In this way, ECHO ensures
that ‘residual’ humanitarian needs are
covered when other emergency relief
agencies have long packed up and gone
(for example in Rwanda, over 50 NGOs
were working with unaccompanied
children in 1995, yet today only the
ICRC remains). ECHO also has
privileged access to information on
context changes, a key stake in areas
where regional tensions are running
high.

Interview with demobilised child soldier, Rwanda, 2006

Thematic funding (an additional, renewable funding mechanism in response to a
regional problem, a specific thematic issue or a ‘forgotten crisis’) enables the ICRC to
ensure continuity in certain programmes, to respond to ‘residual’ humanitarian needs
that are not covered by other agencies and to work on other issues, such as IHL
promotion. It also provides DG ECHO with the opportunity of staying in contact with
certain troubled contexts.
70. In this respect, DG ECHO’s involvement in the LRRD inter-service working group
within the Commission should open up opportunities for other types of funding on alternative
budget lines and new forms of synergy. Field observations suggest that there many
opportunities are being overlooked. In Rwanda, the EC Delegation in Kigali was not aware
that DG ECHO was funding ICRC’s protection activities, while the EC is currently funding a
programme aimed at strengthening the Rwandan legal system.
DG ECHO needs to strengthen links between short and long-term strategies via its work
with the LRRD inter-service working group, and thus ensure that information about the
ECHO-ICRC partnership is passed on to other departments within the Commission.

3.2.2 Responding to a wide range of needs
71. The ICRC targets a wide variety of needs beyond food, healthcare, etc. and takes into
account the diversity and complexity of humanitarian needs. Helping farmers access their
fields, visiting prisoners and monitoring their living conditions, accompanying family
members during visits and keeping a record of attacks on civilians are all needs that are
caused by armed conflicts and that are rarely covered. They are indeed less visible and it is
more difficult to cover them but they are just as important nonetheless.
72. The needs targeted by the ICRC, which are defined by its mandate, primarily concern
three groups of people: civilians or non-combatants (civilians in general, internally displaced
persons, separated or ‘missing’ people), people deprived of freedom (prisoners of war and
those in a similar category, detained civilians and other people deprived of freedom), the sick
and the wounded (wounded, evacuees, hospitalised patients, mine victims, amputees and
handicapped people, both civilians and combatants).
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73. Humanitarian actors are often criticised for responding to people’s needs without
addressing the problems that have caused them: “relieving the symptoms without treating the
cause”. The ICRC tries to avoid this trap by systematically including a space for reflection
with each targeted group on what has caused their needs. This is incorporated into a more
global situation analysis which is carried out on several levels: security, local economy,
politics, and social and environmental issues.
74. Within each conflict, the ICRC systematically seeks to understand whether
humanitarian needs have arisen as a result of an IHL violation due to inability, unwillingness
or a deliberate attempt on behalf of parties to the conflict. Once these factors have been
understood, different courses of action are available:
persuasion, mobilisation (to bring an end to IHL violations,
communication, raising awareness, encouraging authorities to
provide people with services that are essential for their
survival and preserving their dignity), capacity building and
substitution (to assist in or to be fully responsible for the
direct provision of essential services if authorities are unable
to do so themselves), denunciation (in the case of recurring or
grave violations the ICRC can exceptionally denounce the
perpetrators). Often the ICRC chooses to implement a
combination of these different approaches with a number of
different programmes linking assistance (responding to
humanitarian needs) and protection (preventive action or
remedying the consequences of a violation) in order to
provide an integral response to people’s needs without totally
replacing the authorities in the long term.
The wall at Jerusalem, 2006

Figure 3: ICRC’s operational approach
Prevention of violations
(upstream)
Humanitarian response to
people’s needs (food security,
water and sanitation, etc.)
Remedying the
ASSISTANCE consequences
of violations
IHL violation

Reminder of obligations (civilian protection
activities, visits to detainees, etc.)

CONTEXT

Strategy of
Diffusion of IHL (armed forces, police,
parties to
religious and traditional leaders)
the conflict
PROTECTION
Strengthening legislation (new ratifications,
integration of IHL in national legislation)
Developing IHL
Prevention of violations
(downstream)

Source: Groupe URD
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75. To fulfil its mandate, the ICRC works with other target groups that have the capacity to
influence the authorities (both international and national levels), armed groups (regular army
or otherwise, police and other bearers of arms), civil society (such as the media, religious
leaders, opinion makers, youth movements, teachers), with a view to improving the situation
and people’s needs. The dissemination of IHL to the army is one of the ICRC’s least
well-known activities. In Rwanda, Sri Lanka and a number of other countries in conflict or
post-conflict phase, the ICRC actively promotes the integration of IHL into national
legislation and provides training programmes on IHL to the army. Contacts are established
with Muslim religious communities in order to work on the issue of ‘Islam and IHL’ and, in
its role as IHL promoter, the ICRC works on the ratification of legal texts with a number of
states.
76. Finally, as a member of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and in accordance
with the Seville Agreement, the ICRC is lead agency in time of conflict. The ICRC must take
into account the specific needs of the national societies in the countries affected by the
conflict and assume the coordination of Red Cross and Red Crescent relief operations,
especially in terms of security management and dialogue with parties to the conflict.
77. The capacity of the ICRC to conduct in-depth analysis and comprehend the complexity
and diversity of people’s needs is complemented by a wide range of possible responses.
Table 4: Different types of ICRC activities
Protection
Assistance
Protection of civilians
Health services
Protection of detainees
Family links

Water and habitat
Economic security

Mechanisms for
missing persons
Source: ICRC

Physical rehabilitation
(orthopaedics)

Prevention
IHL development

Cooperation with NS
On family links/ protection

Preventive action
Mine action/other
weapons issues

On relief & health assistance
On IHL & preventive action
RC & RC movement
coordination

Supporting ICRC activities ensures that a response is provided for certain population
groups and certain needs that would otherwise not have been covered by other
humanitarian actors. It also gives the ICRC the means to fulfil its mandate in terms of
protection, dissemination and development of IHL.
In turn, EC Member States assume some of their responsibility which is defined in
Article 1 common to the four Geneva Conventions as follows: “to respect and to ensure
respect for the present Convention”.

3.2.3 Based on a solid structure and clearly defined processes
78. The ICRC has the necessary resources and expertise to carry out its activities.
Adequate funding is made available rapidly, even for less newsworthy contexts or activities,
thanks to ICRC’s internal fundraising policy managed by the External Resources Division
(ExR). This department centralises fundraising activities and focuses on identifying nonearmarked funding which allows the ICRC to provide a more flexible and rapid response to
people’s needs.
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79. In general, ICRC human resources profiles correspond to observed needs and are of
top quality (field staff, expertise on specific issues, support staff at regional levels and at
Geneva headquarters). This is partly due to a veritable internationalisation that has taken place
within the ICRC over the past years as delegate positions are now offered to staff of all
nationalities (notably local staff who then work in other countries) and which has decidedly
enlarged the recruitment pool.
Table 5: Internationalisation of ICRC human resources
%
Swiss
Non-Swiss

1995
75
25

2000
60
40

2005
49
51

Source: ICRC

80. The ICRC is committed to developing its national staff, especially experienced field
delegation staff. It is often national staff that maintain a living memory of the delegation’s
activities and who, thanks to their networks and in-depth knowledge of the context and
culture, provide invaluable support to expatriate staff. It is worth pointing out however that a
number of ICRC’s activities (dialogue with armed groups, visiting prisoners, etc.) are not and
cannot be carried out by national staff at the risk of endangering their lives.
81. In terms of expertise, the ICRC has developed a doctrine covering the whole of its
activities, operational modes and dialogue with stakeholders (parties to the conflict, NGOs,
United Nations, etc.). This doctrine is an essential tool for ensuring a certain degree of
homogeneity in its working practices, especially in view of the high turnover of expatriate
staff. A series of strict protocols has been developed for interventions (procedures for prison
visits, for recording details about unaccompanied children, for vetting Red Cross Messages).
This doctrine is regularly updated when important lessons are learnt in the field.
82. Today the ICRC is the reference for anything to do with protection. When visits are
made to detainees for example staff must adhere to a specific protocol, which includes
interviews without witnesses, reports submitted to custodial authorities, etc. Protection
delegates receive basic training before engaging in these somewhat less than common
activities and are supervised by experienced coordinators.
Donors and ICRC’s partners are unaware or have a limited understanding of these
processes and protocols. It is possible for the ICRC to communicate more about its tools
and internal processes while preserving the necessary confidentiality.
83. In terms of assistance programmes, the ICRC has developed a true response capacity
which is recognised by peers as being of excellent technical quality. This assistance policy is
clarified in doctrine 49 which provides a global framework for interventions in the sectors of
economic and food security (ECOSEC), water and habitat (WATHAB), and health, and how
protection issues can be incorporated into these operational aspects.
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84. The ICRC has the appropriate management capacity to complete its programmes
successfully. The ‘Planning For Results’ tool (PfR) was designed for operational
programming. On a yearly basis, each delegation uses the PfR to clarify its overall strategy in
terms of target population, and general and specific objectives (objectives are defined for
different categories of beneficiaries and are then broken down into activities per sector). Each
activity is linked to both an objective and inputs. The PfR is used for planning, identifying
project activities (type and quantity) but also to establish cost estimates for the annual budget.
Action plans, monitoring of budget versus costs and monthly logistics statistics complete the
information provided in the PfR, which is updated after six months during the Mid Term
Review.
Figure 4: The ICRC’s Planning for Results tool
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Source: ICRC & Groupe URD
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85. Preparing the PfR is a time consuming process (delegation staff invest considerable
amounts of time from June to September). Activities for year n+1 are planned during the
summer of year n. The PfR also establishes a framework for the Annual Appeals of year n+1
which are released in December. This chain of events, which is similar to the UN
Consolidated Appeals Process, aims to ensure that the ICRC budget cycle is aligned with
donor budget cycles. However, given the way crisis situations develop, it is not unusual that
the hypotheses on which the PfR (internal document) and the Annual Appeals are based,
including the description of humanitarian needs, details of ICRC’s financial requirements
from donors, have to be revised shortly after the release of the Appeal. Furthermore, given
that this process is primarily focused on fundraising and all information contained therein is
likely to be made public, its authors express the most politically correct scenarios and
interventions rather than the most probable. Finally, the PfR does not appear to fully cover the
needs of project staff in terms of project management and monitoring.
The PfR represents a major advance in terms of programming. It ensures a certain
degree of coherence, both vertically (between ICRC delegations and headquarters) and
horizontally (between administrative departments and technical sectors, as well as
between different delegations) and helps to focus strategic thinking and activities on
target populations.
However, the ICRC must continue to improve the PfR methodology in order to develop
a true management tool that is adapted to turbulent humanitarian situations and that
allows project staff to monitor their programmes satisfactorily.
86. The ICRC has the necessary fund management tools with a cost accounting system that
is linked to the PfR (organised by cost centres, direct and indirect costing and time reporting).
This system has been certified by one of the major international firms that is specialised in the
certification of accounting systems.
87. In addition to the PfR, monitoring tools are used to generate a wealth of information and
statistics on programme implementation. Most of this information is centralised, with the
exception of certain specific data which remain the property of the Units that produced them.
Indeed, this is the case for statistics generated by the monitoring of protection programmes:
statistics are prepared by the delegation and consolidated at headquarters. Finally, for the
follow up of individual cases, the protection department uses a software package developed
by the ICRC which is already in its fifth generation.
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88. Purchasing and stock management procedures
are standardised and computerised. Purchasing
procedures are transparent, controlled and present all
the necessary guarantees. Within the Framework
Partnership Agreement between ECHO and the ICRC,
it is agreed that in situations of multi-donor financing,
the ICRC has special dispensation to use its own
purchasing procedures. It is important to point out that
the logic behind the ICRC’s procedures is similar to
that of DG ECHO:
introducing
procedures gradually by mutual agreement; national and
international invitations to tender depending on the
budget; invitation to tender procedures based on relevant
international
standards
(transparency,
selection
committee, etc.); responsibilities of signatories are
staggered on the basis of levels of commitment, etc.
Incidentally, DG ECHO has already conducted an audit on
these processes and the results appear to have been
satisfactory.
89. For the ICRC, security management is a major issue at stake. The security of ICRC
staff depends primarily on the protection granted to humanitarian actors by the Geneva
Conventions, as well as the protective value of the Red Cross emblem. Depending on the
context, the ICRC adopts a security strategy which is oriented around the “acceptanceprotection-dissuasion” triangle and is based on a full analysis of the interplay and strategies of
parties to the conflict and stakeholders in general. But in this current context of the Global
War against Terror (GWT), gaining access to victims is more difficult, dialogue with fringe
groups in a polarised world is more complex and requires specialised human resources (Arabspeaking delegates for example). The ICRC has over the past few years invested significant
resources in improving understanding of the complex relations between IHL and Islam, and is
seeking to establish, wherever possible, links
with religious leaders in order to build
acceptance and thus improve security
conditions. The assassination of ICRC
delegates in Afghanistan in 2003 illustrates just
how necessary this strategy is, but also its
limits and constraints. The ICRC has shared its
working approach and tools with security
specialists in DG ECHO, especially during the
preparation of Security Guidelines produced by
DG ECHO.
90. ICRC programmes are flexible. This
flexibility is based on ICRC’s capacity to carry out subtle situation analysis and anticipate (as
far as possible) how the situation is likely to evolve. This capacity is highly appreciated by
numerous donors, especially DG ECHO, because the ICRC is forthcoming with its
interpretation of the situation. This flexibility is also possible thanks to ICRC’s capacity to
reallocate non-earmarked funding and subsequently raise more funds via its Budget
Extensions.
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91.

ICRC programmes respect individuals. For the ICRC, preserving the dignity of
affected communities lies at the core
of its mandate and indeed is the very
essence of IHL. In this respect, the
ICRC’s
and
DG
ECHO’s
philosophies are very similar. The
ICRC ensures respect in several
ways, notably the setting up of
participatory
mechanisms
with
groups of beneficiaries or authorities
as soon as the situation allows. With
the support of national staff who help
ensure that cultural differences are
taken into account, the ICRC strives
to forge relations based on mutual respect with the local population and local authorities.
During the evaluation field visits, it was apparent that these relationships were of excellent
quality. The high proportion of women working in ICRC teams is another contributing factor
to ensuring respect for beneficiaries, as many beneficiaries are women struggling to feed their
families or receive news from their imprisoned husbands.

92. ICRC programmes are integrated in their institutional context in an optimal
manner. In general, the ICRC develops a shrewd institutional analysis allowing it to take a
specific stance in relation to each stakeholder. Furthermore, it has developed a clear doctrine
on the thorny question of coordination, i.e. “coordinating with but not being coordinated by”.
The ICRC coordinates its activities with the other major actors (UN agencies, large
international NGOs) by participating in a number of forums (IASC, etc.) and informal
networks. This operational and action-oriented coordination represents a significant change
for the ICRC over the past years: the ICRC has left its ivory tower and is slowly but surely
becoming more of a team player.
93. One of the challenges facing the ICRC is coordination with National Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies. The logic behind cooperation efforts with national societies in countries
where the ICRC is conducting operations is relatively simple, so long as certain precautions
are taken (to a certain extent national societies represent local authorities, so their neutrality
and independence may be compromised). Coordination with national societies in rich
countries, especially EU countries, is more complicated. They contribute to the ICRC’s
budget but also carry out their own interventions which they want to publicise. The Seville
Agreement establishes clear rules: in conflict situations, the ICRC is lead agency, responsible
for dialogue with parties to the conflict, setting security regulations, implementing a global
communications policy, overseeing visibility issues, centred on the protective role of the Red
Cross emblem. These rules, whose objective is to ensure access to victims and the security of
humanitarian actors, are applicable to European Red Cross societies who are also ECHO’s
partners. At this point, there is an obvious contradiction between the communications issues
at stake for the Red Cross family in conflict situations and the specific visibility requirements
that are applicable to European Red Cross societies in the Framework Partnership Agreement.
The question of coherence between the Movement’s Seville Agreement, ECHO-ICRC
Framework Partnership Agreement and the Framework Partnership Agreement signed
by European National Red Cross Societies needs to be addressed and clarified
(especially the question of visibility).
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94. The ICRC exchanges information and maintains a regular dialogue with the diplomatic
corps in the field, including EC heads of delegation where applicable. For the main part,
ICRC staff and ECHO experts in the field forge excellent working relationships. The quality
of ICRC relationships with NGOs is variable and depends primarily on the positions taken by
the NGOs in question. It is worth noting that on the whole, the ICRC rarely works with local
NGOs and although this is perfectly understandable in crisis situations, in post-crisis contexts,
it represents a considerable handicap.
95. Taking into account the risk of negative impacts. The ICRC attaches a particular
importance to managing the risk of negative impacts as a result of its presence in the field and
its activities. The majority of ICRC procedures incorporate the “Do no harm” principle.
Taking ICRC protection activities as an example, information is processed under the strictest
confidentiality. The risk that the ICRC may substitute local authorities is taken into account
via three modes of action (substitution, support, persuasion). The risk of creating aid
dependency or push and pull factors is avoided or reduced thanks to the ICRC’s contextual
approach, etc.
96. Another
example
of
ICRC’s efforts in this domain is
its pilot in bio-gas technology,
notably in Rwanda (fuel is one
of the largest items in prison
budgets). The objective of this
pilot is to economise on wood
fuel and thus help the state to
cover prison operating costs.
These first tests have also had a
positive
impact
on
the
cleanliness of prison sites,
especially for neighbouring
populations.

Prisoners from Kigali central prison building a bio-digester

97. The ICRC uses lessons drawn from experience. The ICRC is a learning organisation,
as illustrated by regular updates of its doctrine, multiple evaluations and efforts to capitalise
on previous experience. Even though the Evaluation Unit Gen/Eval was set up only relatively
recently (1998), the ICRC has developed a well-structured evaluation policy1 and sufficient
funds are allocated to these activities. Finally, the ICRC’s staff training policy, which has
been around for some time, is central to its capacity to transfer knowledge from one
generation to another.

1

ICRC institutional strategy for independent evaluations, DSG, Bern, June 2006
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3.2.4 Significant results that are sometimes difficult to measure
“During the year, the ICRC provided food for a million people and emergency supplies such
as tents and blankets for 3 million people; its water, sanitation and construction projects
catered for the needs of around 11 million people; almost 2.4 million benefited from ICRC
supported health care facilities; delegates visited 528,000 people deprived of their freedom in
2,600 places of detention in 76 countries and, working with National Red Cross or Red
Crescent Societies, exchanged almost a million messages between family members separated
by hostilities and other crises.” (ICRC Annual Report 2005)
98. Various evaluations have confirmed the results of ICRC operations. However, in many
situations, statistics fail to portray the true value of these achievements. Indeed, in most
contexts, ICRC staff have to overcome huge constraints, which makes their work highly time
consuming and requires a lot of patience, even tenacity.
99. It is no simple matter to measure the outcomes of ICRC operations, such as negotiating
access to prisons, setting up a safe passage for families or messages across the front line,
trying to locate missing persons, training combatants in IHL, etc. Indeed, it is difficult to
qualify the real impact of these interventions as their success depends largely on external
factors. Visiting detainees is not an end in itself:
what the ICRC is really interested in is ensuring
that their living conditions are satisfactory and
that their dignity is preserved. There is little point
in rehabilitating farmland if fighting is
preventing farmers from selling their produce.
100. It is thus extremely difficult to assess the
quality of the ICRC’s activities on the basis of
outcomes alone, because they are linked to
factors beyond the control of programme
operators and the ICRC’s mandate.
IHL training for Afghan troops

When the most recent FPA was negotiated between ECHO and the ICRC, it was
decided that it would be based on outcomes as opposed to inputs, which were deemed
too restrictive and too close of micro-management. It is difficult to find a satisfactory
methodology for measuring impact given that numerous factors determine the impact of
an intervention (including the intervention itself). The same can be said for measuring
effectiveness, in that the factors that determine the effectiveness of an activity are often
complex, especially when one is trying to influence people’s behaviour (e.g. ensure
respect for IHL in combat, treatment of prisoners, etc.). These are concerns that the
ICRC shares with all humanitarian agencies.
ECHO and the ICRC must identify a set of criteria (structure, process and results
criteria) which will allow them to systematically assess the quality of activities
undertaken and operational processes. This is especially important given the inherent
difficulties in evaluating impact and measuring the results of their partnership.
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101. Nonetheless, the fact remains
that the ICRC must provide a quality
response to identified needs. Despite
the risk of limited impact because of
constraints that are beyond their
control, they must take all the
necessary measures within their
means. For the type of activities
carried out by the ICRC, it is more a
question of an obligation of means2
rather than an obligation of results.

Interview with prisoners in Sri Lanka

EU Member States will almost certainly need to assess whether an obligation of means,
as opposed to an obligation of results, would be more applicable for certain types of
programme supported by the EU, notably certain humanitarian assistance programmes.

4

Persisting difficulties in the DG ECHO-ICRC relationship

102. The current FPA has integrated lessons learnt by DG ECHO from its previous
experience of this type of contract and the recommendations formulated in the ECHO
evaluation (Evaluation art.20 of 1999). Control and accountability mechanisms are based on
outcomes rather than inputs. Alongside the specific framework agreement developed by DG
ECHO for its work with United Nations agencies, namely the Financial and Administrative
Framework Agreement (FAFA), the new FPA which has been developed specifically for
certain international organisations (excluding UN agencies) takes into account some of
ICRC’s specificities and grants it a certain independence due to its international mandate.
103. This partnership is dynamic and, in operational terms, it produces top quality
programmes. However on the management side, a number of difficulties persist, despite the
fact that both partners admire each other’s work and depend on each other. This evaluation
seeks to pinpoint exactly where complications are arising, because it is important that they are
resolved if the partnership is to be long-lasting, effective and have an optimal impact.

2

The obligation of means can be summarised as an obligation to take all reasonable steps to obtain the best
possible result.
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Figure 5: The distorting prism of the ECHO-ICRC relationship
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4.1 Different funding policies
104. Both the ICRC and DG ECHO work with a multitude of different actors and are
accountable to decision makers and top management. In this way, should the ECHO-ICRC
partnership be seen in a wider context and is it possible to assess relations between partners
without taking into account each partner’s institutional context?
105. The ICRC has developed a multi-donor funding strategy which gives it a certain degree
of flexibility and rapid response capacity, and ensures a certain degree of independence in
terms of over programming decisions. At the end of each year, the ICRC launches two
funding appeals for the following year’s activities: Headquarters Appeals and Emergency
Appeals (for ICRC field operations). Should unforeseen events arise or should needs exceed
initial provisions, the ICRC submits budget extensions to its donors.
106. As mentioned previously, each delegation completes the PfR for planning purposes and
this information provides a basis for budget forecasts and the subsequent appeals. All ICRC
funding is coordinated by the External Resources Division (ExR) in Geneva, thus relieving
field delegations of the responsibility of carrying out time-consuming fundraising activities
and budget negotiations.
107. The FPA provides a main framework for DG ECHO’s relations with its partners, but, in
addition, each ECHO-financed operation is bound by a specific contract, the Single Form,
over a limited timeframe (maximum 18 months). ECHO does not supply funding in response
to a global appeal but to specific project proposals which are in line with its funding
decisions.
For the ICRC, it is important to be able to plan ahead and prepare budget forecasts. To
do so, a certain degree of predictability with respect to funding is essential. The ICRC
knows that it can depend on ECHO, even though predictability is limited and ECHO
does not engage in upfront funding.
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Figure 6: Tensions arising from different reporting systems
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States
Council of
Ministers

Other donors

Standard reporting,
monitoring/programme

Parliament

European Commission

Project monitoring
Other partners (NGOs, UN
agencies)
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108. To facilitate reporting to donors, the ICRC has developed a standard reporting system.
The Annual Report provides information on how funds were utilised, including a description
of field operations, statistics and financial updates. The ICRC is also subject to a number of
controls: internal audits (reports findings to the President and Assembly), external audits and
regular donor evaluations (for example, no less than eight evaluations were carried out by
donors in 2005).
109. Since the events that brought down the Jacques Santer commission in 1999, controls
have been tightened throughout the European Commission and DG ECHO in particular: DG
ECHO is accountable to and is regularly monitored by the European Court of Auditors.
Furthermore, ECHO’s managerial staff are required to sign up their own personal resources as
a guarantee for their funding decisions. In this way, DG ECHO monitors how each euro is
spent via an ex ante and ex post evaluation system, audits and programme evaluations, etc.
DG ECHO asks its partners to provide updates for each project (in Single Form format) and a
monitoring of the budget (in their own formats). All partners report on how funds have been
utilised via the Single Form and a standard DG ECHO budget system.
110. After numerous complications linked to differences in ECHO’s and the ICRC’s
accounting systems, a solution was finally identified thanks to considerable efforts in
understanding each partner’s needs: an automatic conversion table transfers ICRC budgets
into ECHO format. The ICRC audit which was conducted in compliance with FPA
regulations concluded that the ICRC was a solid partner with good internal control
mechanisms and satisfactory financial transparency.
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Figure 7: Automatic conversion process
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cost centre and per objective on
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111. Since 2003, ECHO introduced thematic
funding for some of its partners (UN agencies,
international organisations such as the ICRC, IFCR
and the IOM). The ICRC has received large amounts
of thematic funding, which is the least restrictive of
ECHO contributions (to the extent that it is
sometimes referred to as programming funding). The
conditions attached to ECHO’s thematic funding for
the ICRC differ slightly from other organisations. It
is essentially a separate budget to cover ICRC
protection activities in certain countries where
geographically earmarked funding is not applicable
because ECHO is no longer present in the area (for
example, in Rwanda). As mentioned above, this
allows the ICRC to carry out activities in areas that
are no longer considered to be ‘crisis situations’
despite persisting needs and where the ICRC has an
obligation to respond to some of these needs.
Group cell in Afghan prison, 2006

112. This new and innovative funding capacity has proved highly useful, even though
funding requests for thematic funding are still submitted via the Single Form, with all the
complications that this implies. The level of funding provided by DG ECHO to the ICRC is in
decline (EUR 10 million in 2003, EUR 4 million in 2005, EUR 3 million in 2006), as more
partners now have access to a shrinking total budget. It appears that serious questions are
being raised over the future of thematic funding.
ECHO and ICRC funding policies and financial regulations differ considerably. The
ICRC is looking to increase the amount of non-earmarked funding it receives, whereas
ECHO functions with a ‘project’ logic which clearly defines “what, where, for whom
and why”.
These different strategies create tension within the partnership and represent an extra
workload. Efforts have been made by both partners to improve the situation, including
the automatic conversion table and thematic funding.
113. DG ECHO is involved in the Commission’s work on new Financial Perspectives (FP)
2007-2013 which raises hope that the funding framework will be simplified in the near future.
It would be desirable to set up a new form of funding, similar to programming funding, which
would give the ICRC more flexibility and predictability.
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114. DG ECHO continues to participate in the Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD)
initiative, without necessarily adopting all of its recommendations. The ICRC keeps itself
informed of the GHD’s work, a number of whose principles concord with its own position
(funding predictability, respect of humanitarian principles, etc.). It might be possible to find
an acceptable resolution to some of the issues of contention between ECHO and the ICRC via
GHD’s activities.
Member States need to ensure that financial procedures and regulations are compatible
with European humanitarian assistance and DG ECHO via the HAC. Ensuring
coherence between these positions and good practices set out in the GHD process is
recommendable. Member States need to work on a process whereby audits carried out
by the Commission or by other Member States are recognised by all. This should avoid
duplication of evaluation exercises which are often time consuming and generate
additional operating costs for humanitarian organisations. With the support of Member
States, DG ECHO should make progress in its application of the recommendations put
forward by DAC/OCDE and GHD.

4.2 Converting the PfR into the Single Form
115. As mentioned above, the PfR is the ICRC’s planning and programming tool. It was
introduced in 1999 with a view to standardising planning and monitoring procedures. The PfR
lays the foundations for provisional budgets, which in turn are used to write the Annual
Appeal, requests for budget extensions, action plans and monitoring of the budget. The PfR
includes a description of ICRC programmes in each country, for each target population group
and target needs, for the different types of operations: humanitarian assistance, protection,
prevention and support for National Societies. The most important part of the document
contains the general objectives, and in order to meet these objectives, operational divisions
carry out activities within a specific programme which may cover several sectors and extend
over more than one year. Indeed, any one population group may benefit from programmes
with a range of different activities - assistance and/or protection - in order to provide an
integral response to people’s needs.
116. In its early stages, the PfR process included the identification of indicators. However,
this task was subsequently abandoned because users felt that there were too many indicators,
using them in monitoring exercises was too complicated and they did not correspond to their
needs. As mentioned previously, measuring project results is highly complicated and this is
all the more true for measuring impacts. Because of all the different forces at play, measuring
and understanding the cause and effect relationship for project impact is even more difficult
for protection or prevention activities, whose objective is to influence people’s behaviour
(prison authorities, bearers of arms, etc.). The question of indicators is effectively an
important one and yet the ICRC removed them from PfR documents in 2002.
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117. ECHO’s Single Form is structured around the project, i.e. a smaller geographical area
and a 12-18 month timeframe. It is mainly based on the Logical Framework which allows
organisations to plan specific, measurable objectives each with its own set of objectively
verifiable indicators. It provides detailed information on a number of different aspects, such
as project objectives (with quantifiable indicators), target populations (population type and
number of people), planned activities, etc. This same Single Form is subsequently used for
monitoring and reporting on supported projects. The principle behind the Single Form, which
helps organise information generated by project monitoring, is interesting in itself. However it
is the complexity of the Single Form and the system behind it (the same document is used for
the funding request, monitoring and final report) which is often called into question by all
those who have used it.
118. The ExR division is thus responsible for ‘converting’ the PfR into the Single Form
format for the project document, monitoring reports and the final report. This ‘conversion’
process raises a number of problems. Indeed, on submitting a funding request, the ICRC must
break its programmes down into projects, i.e. extract a series of activities that have been
planned in the PfR in order to build a ‘pseudo’ project. Then the ICRC must ensure that the
monitoring of these ‘projects’ (different components of a programme) is coherent, notably by
measuring indicators, given that ICRC reporting documents are also based on the PfR which
does not provide any indicators.
119. Furthermore, the fact that some ICRC programmes deal with highly confidential
information adds to the complications. The ICRC is unable to supply all the information
required by DG ECHO in a written document at the risk of compromising some of its
programmes.
120. One full-time salaried employee based in ExR (Geneva) is responsible for this ‘mission
impossible’. They do not have all the necessary information at their disposal and despite
concerted efforts, project documents (funding requests, monitoring and final report) are often
criticised by ECHO Desk Officers for their poor quality. The majority of these Desk Officers
compare the documents produced by the ICRC for ECHO-financed operations with those
from other partners and feel that they are well below average.
The ICRC needs to improve the quality of the reports it produces for ECHO. The work
undertaken by ExR could be simplified by ensuring that 1) all the action plans that are
drawn up by field delegations based on the PfR are successfully handed over to ExR and
2) all the documents prepared for ECHO are systematically validated by field
delegations.
DG ECHO should revise the Single Form with a view to producing a lighter, more
user-friendly document. ECHO’s main partners, including the ICRC, should be
consulted during this revision process.
The ICRC needs to dedicate more time to developing indicators which should help
improve project documents (cf. Recommendation N°5: Establish a true quality policy).

4.3 Indicators: how to monitor and measure them, and assess their quality?
121. One of the key problems in the ECHO-ICRC partnership is precisely the lack of
indicators in the PfR when they are central to ECHO funding modalities. Beyond the ECHOICRC partnership, the issue of indicators has been raised by other donors supporting ICRC
activities within the DSG but also internally in relation to programme monitoring and lesson
learning.
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122. An indicator, by definition, should give an indication of something, whether this is
meeting an objective or the quality of an organisation’s activities. Often, both humanitarian
organisations and donors focus on results indicators, which are quantifiable and easily
verifiable. As previously mentioned, the use of results indicators alone may give a skewed
impression of the quality of ICRC programmes. Indeed, measuring an increase in the number
of visits to prisoners may imply either that the ICRC is carrying out more operations than
before, that access to prisoners has improved or that the situation has deteriorated to such an
extent that there are more prisoners to visit and the ICRC’s presence is more important than
ever.

Red Cross message in Sri Lanka

123. An indicator can only give an indication of something if it is linked to a criterion and to
other indicators. Monitoring the number of visits to prisoners is important but these figures
are fairly meaningless unless they are anchored in a more global analysis, which includes the
criteria that the organisation is trying to meet (and that is has shared with its partners). In the
ICRC’s case (and almost certainly for many other humanitarian organisations) these criteria
need to focus on other aspects and not simply effectiveness. The performance of a
humanitarian project is not necessarily questionable just because it does not produce any
verifiable results. Should the ICRC stop promoting IHL because parties to the conflict are
failing to respect it, or on the contrary does this mean that they should increase their efforts?
124. The ICRC needs to develop a framework which allows it to monitor, analyse and be
accountable for the quality of its programmes. All internal staff recognise the importance of
this matter, even the protection division for whom the exercise risks being the most
complicated. Some delegations (Israel and Colombia) have already begun preliminary work in
this direction. For example, during the visit to Israel/OT/AT, the evaluation team saw firsthand evidence of the strong potential of the database in which civilian protection activities are
recorded and monitored. The details of each violation are recorded in a notification of events
file, which is then given a code and filed according to the type of violation. All recorded
interviews, written reports and feedback are also filed in the database until the case is closed,
when the impact of the ICRC’s intervention is assessed. This allows the ICRC to monitor a
certain number of elements, for example, the proportion of feedback following ICRC
interventions according to the type of intervention (oral/written, hierarchical level of
interlocutor, etc.).
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125. With this type of database, the ICRC can:
•
•

carry out a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of protection activities by focusing
on the process and the intermediary results;
communicate on certain elements that arise during these evaluations, without
necessarily compromising the need for confidentiality.

The ICRC needs to develop a method which allows it to monitor, improve and be
accountable for the quality of its programmes. This method requires a system of
reference with quality criteria that are linked to quantitative and qualitative indicators.
The ICRC needs to progress from implementing quality operations to a system of
quality assurance.
DG ECHO needs to engage in reflection on different types of indicators, other than
quantitative indicators and indicators linked to the sole criterion of effectiveness.

4.4 Improving flow of communication
126. Three main information flows exist between ECHO and the ICRC: between field
officers and field delegates on context developments, between ExR and DG ECHO Desk
Officers on programming issues and strategic dialogue between the two organisations.
127. It is fairly astonishing to observe the lack of minutes for meetings where strategic
decisions were taken, both at DG ECHO and the ICRC. This surely does not help build a solid
partnership.
Figure 8: Information flows between ECHO and ICRC
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128. At the field level, the quality of relations is in general very good: ECHO Technical
Advisors maintain privileged relations with all levels of ICRC delegations. The information
exchanged is generally related to contextual issues rather than on the programmes themselves
because, as explained earlier, ICRC delegations are not responsible for donor relations. In
most cases, ICRC field delegates are unaware which donors fund their activities. In this way,
information exchange in the field is often informal or deals with general programming issues.
129. At the strategic level, both partners have set up a specific process: Strategic
Programming Dialogue (SPD) which takes place between ICRC Director of Operations and
DG ECHO management. These annual meetings allow both partners to exchange information
about ECHO-financed programmes, strategic planning on both sides but also issues of
contention within the partnership (indicators, visibility, etc.). The fact that both partners write
up their own minutes of the meeting rather than combining forces means that this dialogue
often fails to promote real progress.
130. Preparatory sessions are held prior to the strategic dialogue meetings, pre-SPD, which
is a meeting point between ICRC and DG ECHO management staff responsible for regional
areas. In this way, once a year the Heads of Geographical Sectors and/or of Heads of
Operations meet in Brussels to present their programmes and the issues at stake, and reply to
any questions that Heads of Units or DG ECHO Desk Officers may have.
131. It is between ExR and DG ECHO Desk Officers that the bulk of information related to
the different projects and funding is exchanged. The person from ExR who is responsible for
relations with ECHO meets with counterparts in Brussels at least once a month to present new
projects and project monitoring results, and to answer the queries of DG ECHO Desk
Officers. This practice, which apart from written documents has become practically the only
form of communication between both organisations, to the extent that DG ECHO Desk
Officers are under the impression this person is the contact and that they are not permitted to
contact the Heads of Geographical Sectors directly in Geneva. Even though it is possible to
contact ExR by email and telephone, this form of communication is seen as being too limited
and is a source of frustration for ECHO Desk Officers, who are confronted with reports of
mediocre quality and that only give them half of the information they require. This practice
has almost certainly evolved from the ICRC’s centralised fund raising policy, whose objective
is to protect staff at the field level but which curbs the fluid flow of information that is
necessary for a smooth partnership.
Other communication channels and aids, even informal ways of sharing information,
must be further developed between the two partners in order to facilitate information
exchange, build mutual understanding, and avoid frustration and delays.
The ICRC delegation in Brussels may have an important role to play in this domain.
132. The fact that middle management in both organisations is affected by high turnover (DG
ECHO Desk Officers and ICRC Heads of Sectors) and that DG ECHO staff do not have a
very uniform grounding in technical issues (this is less of a problem for DG ECHO Advisors
at the field level who in general have considerable field experience) does not necessarily
inspire ICRC staff to discuss technical details in depth. Capacity building on technical issues
and policy within ECHO.DG.01 Unit (in conjunction with counterparts in DG ECHO
Regional Offices) may improve contact between experts from both organisations.
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4.5 Value for money?
133. Various comments were made by DG ECHO staff about the cost of ICRC programmes.
Several Desk Officers at DG ECHO Brussels referred to the ICRC as the ‘Rolls Royce’ of the
humanitarian sector, conveying both the organisation’s prestige and quality performance, as
well as high programming costs.
134. It is true that ICRC Human Resources costs are much higher than a number of NGOs,
but few NGOs represent a true basis of comparison as the salaries proposed are often too low
or they rely on insecure voluntary service contracts, which in turn results in high staff
turnover and/or affects programme quality. If UN agencies are taken as a basis for
comparison, the ICRC remains competitive. Included in ICRC Human Resources costs are not
only staff salaries, but also other components on which the quality of its operations hinge,
such as training and staff breaks in view of operational contexts and working conditions, etc.
135. It is also clear that the ICRC is in general well equipped for its work (offices,
equipment, vehicles). Material conditions are essential given the contexts in which ICRC staff
work. Similarly, the large number of field staff is justified in view of its vast range of
activities, many of which are highly time consuming. Indeed, the ICRC’s work is highly
detailed and repetitive and this is demanding in man-hours. The ratio of expatriate staff to
local staff (1,300 expatriate staff for 14,000 national staff in 2005, i.e. 1:10) remains relatively
high but again is justified given that certain activities cannot be delegated to national staff (by
definition, all protection activities), and assistance activities that are intricately linked to
protection issues.
136. It is important to highlight that the Cost of goods delivered/Cost of Global budget ratio
which is sometimes used to compare different humanitarian programmes is irrelevant in the
case of protection activities, or assistance and protection activities in contexts where
negotiation processes (highly time consuming) form the bulk of operations.
The saying that “quality does not have a price but it comes at a cost” is borne out in the
ICRC’s case. What is important is not the absolute value of operational expenditure but
whether resources have been well spent.
If the automatic conversion table between ICRC’s and ECHO’s accounting procedures
enables good quality financial feedback, the ICRC can still improve its internal analysis
of programme efficiency and ensure that the distribution of direct and indirect costs,
such as those incurred by the PfR, is true to reality and gives a clearer picture of how
these costs are posted to each programme.
For ECHO, it is worth highlighting that attempts to work out the value of goods
distributed against the overall budget are fairly meaningless. Rather, it is impact of
operations against budget that will give a clearer idea about the efficiency of ICRC
operations.

4.6 Visibility and communication
137. The issue of visibility and communication is a recurring problem in the ECHO-ICRC
partnership and an altogether painful topic for both partners. From the outset of ECHO and
ICRC collaboration, this subject has cropped up on regular occasions and to this day an
acceptable solution has not yet been identified. This has led to an atmosphere of distrust and
misunderstanding on both sides and may in the long term present serious risks for their
partnership.
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138. For DG ECHO, the question of visibility is included in a clause in all its contracts
signed with partners, including the ICRC. This clause states that: “The International
Organisation shall take all appropriate measures to publicise the fact that an Action has
received funding from the European Union […] provided that such actions do not jeopardise
the privileges and immunities of the International Organisation and the safety and security of
the International Organisation’s staff” (paragraph 11, FPA with international organisations).
The organisation must provide a visibility plan for each operation that is funded by ECHO
and evidence that it has been carried out in the final report. Posters must be put up, and
stickers and the Commission’s logo must appear on all documents, equipment, vehicles and
material used for the financed programme. Specific funds can be allocated for these activities
in the funding request.
139. For the ICRC, respecting this commitment raises several problems. There is a technical
problem given the ICRC’s multi-donor strategy and there is a question of principle linked to
the ICRC’s identity and security issues.
140. The ICRC receives funding from
numerous donors and prioritises this type
of funding strategy, which means that any
given programme is usually financed by
several donors. Ensuring that the logo of all
these donors is visible is quite simply
impossible, as this albeit caricature of a
photomontage illustrates all too well.
141. Meanwhile, for this to be acceptable
in ECHO’s eyes, this argument should
apply to all ICRC’s donors. Yet in certain
cases, especially relief goods that are prepacked by the donor with its logo, applying
this rule would incur added costs (packages would have to be reconditioned). In certain
circumstances when there is no alternative solution, the ICRC finds itself in contradiction
with its own policy of not displaying donors logos (for example, sacks of food aid in Darfur),
which inevitably weakens its position.
142. Another more serious problem which goes beyond the ECHO-ICRC partnership is
linked to the question of security of humanitarian staff. With the construction of a common
European policy and the EU’s stance on different
political issues, the European flag is increasingly
becoming a political symbol. In all the contexts
visited (Rwanda, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka and
Israel/OT/AT), Europe can congratulate itself on
playing an increasingly important political role.
But this also implies that the EU logo will be
increasingly associated with this policy, and
consequently, the visibility that it asks of its
humanitarian partners will become increasingly
problematic.
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143. The ICRC ensures the security of its personnel largely on the basis of its image of
independence and neutrality, which is encapsulated in its emblem, the Red Cross, or for
certain national societies, the Red Crescent (or the recent introduction of the Red Crystal). It
is important to point out that these emblems are not logos with a publicity purpose, but
protective emblems that have been agreed upon by states party to the Geneva Conventions to
ensure the protection of individuals with the status of “protected person” (humanitarian
actors, the wounded, etc.) and in some cases “protected spaces” (hospitals, spaces negotiated
with parties to the conflict as meeting points for civilians in combat areas, etc.).
144. Furthermore, the question of visibility becomes even more complicated when we
consider programmes implemented by European Red Cross National Societies. Indeed, in
conflict contexts, the ICRC acts as lead agency, which implies that the ICRC is responsible
for coordination and the security of the different National Societies present (Seville
Agreement). In particular, it must “define and ensure the application of any measure which
may prove necessary to guarantee, to the greatest extent possible, the physical safety of
personnel engaged in relief operations in the field” (art.6.1.2).
145. However, the position of neutrality and independence on which humanitarian
organisations rely for their security may be compromised by imprudent publicity campaigns.
ECHO recognised this danger during discussions with the ICRC (exchange of letters,
November 2003) and accepted a certain degree of flexibility when the situation required. For
ECHO, flexibility on this issue should remain an exception to the rule whereas, given the
scope of media coverage and globalisation of information exchange, the ICRC considers that
this should be standard practice. The ICRC believes that a poster in one part of the world may
well have a simultaneous impact in another part of the world.
146. A few years ago, humanitarian programmes, aid agencies and donors were so respected
by the general public that it was enough to make one’s presence visible with a logo or a few
stickers to justify and be accountable for one’s actions. In this way, making ECHO’s logo
visible was supposed to act as a guarantee that taxpayers’ money was being used wisely: “The
European logo is visible in the field therefore European money has been spent well in
supporting humanitarian programmes”. Organisations that have signed the FPA can even
receive funding for “visibility” activities in what is now the Single Form. In short, ECHO’s
communications policy could be summarised as: visibility is accountability.
147. Since this time, reflection on aid issues, experience and the context have evolved:
a. The general public has begun to raise questions in the European press about the relevance
and effectiveness of humanitarian aid. In response to this worrying trend, the humanitarian
sector needs to build a solid strategy which is based on more than mere visibility
(passive). Rather, it means communicating (active) with more varied and relevant media
supports, key messages, target audience and subjects, in order to stay in touch with
European target audiences more effectively.
b. Similarly, one of the major issues at stake is the question of accountability: not just
accounting for humanitarian presence but for our interventions, and in particular, their
quality. Experience shows that the most visible programmes are not necessarily the best
quality.
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148. It was initially agreed between ECHO and the ICRC that a communications strategy
would be developed for European target audiences, in exchange for a special dispensation
with regard to the clause on visibility. At this point, it appears that there was a
misunderstanding. For ECHO, this dispensation would be optional, granted on a case-by-case
basis. The ICRC understood that this dispensation would be granted systematically, which
results in systematic reference to the clause of optional dispensation and non-use of the
visibility line in the Single Form. This misunderstanding is central to a number of serious
complications.
149. In March 2005, a Communication Framework was developed and signed by both
partners, which sets out guidelines for this communication strategy. Target audiences include
the media, European politicians and the youth. The main messages that will be conveyed are
based on the founding principles of the ECHO-ICRC partnership, that is to say the values
shared by both partners (universal humanitarian principles of independence, impartiality and
neutrality), as well as the importance and challenges of promoting IHL and human rights in
contemporary armed conflicts.
150. Developing this strategy was a lengthy procedure and resulted in a certain degree of
impatience on DG ECHO’s side. But in 2006, at the same time that this evaluation was being
carried out, the communications strategy was converted into a concrete action plan for the
same year, with the ICRC participating in European events organised by DG ECHO and vice
versa (organisations of IHL competition or training programmes on IHL, photo exposition
Women and War, photo exposition of ICRC programmes in DR of Congo held at the
European Parliament, etc.) as well as specific initiatives, such as diffusing photos of ICRC
programmes financed by DG ECHO to European MPs. It is also worth noting an increase in
the number of joint DG ECHO-ICRC activities in countries that have recently joined the
European Union, thanks to the work of the ICRC regional delegation in Budapest.
151. This strategy has enabled both partners to make their positions clear on subjects of
prime importance. It also presents an ideal opportunity to defend the humanitarian space,
improve understanding and promote respect of IHL, as well as adding another dimension to
the ECHO-ICRC partnership. Indeed, public opinion and the media, as shown by the
Guantanamo affair, play an essential role in ensuring the respect of IHL.
Efforts undertaken by DG ECHO and the ICRC on the issue of visibility need to be
pursued in order to find a suitable settlement. The letter which was signed by both
Heads of Communications and the 2006 action plan appear to lay the foundations for a
satisfactory outcome to this problem but also an opportunity to communicate on issues
of fundamental importance. The ICRC needs to take this initiative seriously whilst
ensuring that it remains consistent vis-à-vis other donors. In the long term, both
partners need to find a way of revising the visibility clause in the FPA and identify new
working practices that include a reference to the Seville Agreement.
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5

Conclusion

5.1 Defining partnership objectives, moving beyond a donor-operator relation
152. Partnership, from the latin partitio meaning “sharing, division, redistribution”, is: “une
association d’institutions en vue de mener une action commune, d’où ‘accord de
partenariat’” (Petit Robert). Being a partner implies fixing common objectives.
153. The relationship between DG ECHO and the ICRC is a pragmatic arrangement, based
essentially on a donor-operator understanding. But after the first few years of working
together, getting to know each other better and intense exchange, complications in the day-today running may endanger the partnership as a whole.
154. Today it is important that both partners sit down and clarify the objectives of the
partnership. There is a real need for a strong partnership between these two institutions. This
evaluation proposes three main themes: 1) assisting and protecting victims of war, 2)
defending the humanitarian space and 3) stimulating interest and building trust among the
general public and European political circles in humanitarian organisations.

5.2 Assisting and protecting victims of war
155. This is the only objective that is specified in the current FPA, and DG ECHO’s
considerable support for ICRC’s high quality programmes should be seen as evidence of this
commitment. However, the complex links between assistance and protection, as described in
ICRC’s Doctrine 49, are often poorly understood.
The ECHO-ICRC partnership is a major player in the implementation of relevant, top
quality humanitarian operations and thus meets its operational objective of assisting
and protecting populations.
In view of developments in the humanitarian sector, especially ECHO’s responsibility
for the European Union’s ‘up-rooted people’ and ‘food aid’ budget lines, ECHO and the
ICRC should explore new forms of funding mechanisms.

5.3 Preserving the humanitarian space
156. DG ECHO and the ICRC have several values in common relating to the principles of
humanitarian assistance and this forms a solid base for a joint collaboration in order to defend
the humanitarian space in jeopardy.
157. Preserving the humanitarian space is a prominent idea throughout ECHO and the
ICRC’s work together and is expressed more concretely in the current communications action
plan. However, it could be established as a clear objective of the partnership. In this way,
other activities and synergies could evolve, both at headquarters and in the field (for example,
taking a common stance on Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT)), while taking into
account each partner’s financial and institutional constraints.
In an increasingly polarised and turbulent world, the values shared by the ICRC and
European organisations in terms of IHL and humanitarian principles represent one of
the main foundations of the ECHO-ICRC partnership.
‘Defending the humanitarian space’ should be explicitly defined as one of the
partnership’s objectives, so that it becomes a strategic objective, as well as an
operational concern.
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5.4 Stimulating interest in humanitarian action, increasing knowledge and
building trust
158. The humanitarian sector is currently undergoing a confidence crisis. The time when the
commitment of humanitarians sufficed is no longer. Today, the general public and decision
makers alike are demanding better transparency and more guarantees for quality in
humanitarian operations. These questions and demands are causing real upheaval in the sector
and aid agencies are attempting to cope with this change by developing various initiatives
internally. The aforementioned problems related to indicators and the poor quality of reports
certainly do not help in meeting this objective.
Although the humanitarian sector is often criticised for its unprofessional working
practices and poor transparency, DG ECHO and the ICRC have an obligation to be
accountable to their own constituencies.
It is in ECHO’s and the ICRC’s interest to communicate on the quality of their
interventions, to be transparent in their financial management, as well as build trust.
159. The ICRC has a network of contacts with different representatives involved in crisis
management, humanitarian action and International Humanitarian Law throughout the
European system. These contacts include: at a strategic level, the Special Representative of
the CFSP; at a political level with the Council of Ministers, COREPER, European
Commissioners and parliamentary representatives; and at an operational level, with
Directorates-General, DG RELEX, etc.
The ICRC’s relationship with DG ECHO and the extent of ECHO funding are often
raised as evidence of Europe’s commitment to humanitarian aid, and in particular
promoting the respect of IHL. Yet, these aspects do not receive the visibility they
deserve, especially among various target audiences in Europe.
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6

Recommendations

160. DG ECHO and the ICRC are two heavyweights in the humanitarian sector, born out of
the same European culture, and whose influence in the field and throughout the world in
general is considerable. Finding a solution to the persisting difficulties in their daily relations
is essential. Furthermore, it is essential that both partners work on developing and clarifying a
partnership strategy, which goes beyond a simple donor-operator relationship.

6.1 ICRC
Recommendation N°1: Improve the quality of the reports it produces for DG ECHO. The
work undertaken by ExR could be simplified by ensuring that 1) all the action plans that are
drawn up by field delegations based on the PfR are successfully handed over to ExR and 2)
all the documents prepared for ECHO are systematically validated by field delegations.
Recommendation N°2: Improve the PfR methodology in order to develop a true
management tool that is adapted to turbulent humanitarian situations and that allows project
staff to monitor their programmes satisfactorily. This includes developing the monitoring
component to make it more effective and capable of processing the monthly reports sent by
technical coordinators to their departments.
Recommendation N°3: Clarifying working methods. Ensuring that DG ECHO understands
the way the ICRC works and their tools is a means of providing information on operational
modes and reassuring them about the quality of the process.
Recommendation N°4: Improve internal analysis of programme efficiency. Ensure that
the distribution of direct and indirect costs is true to reality and gives a clearer picture of how
these costs are posted to each programme.
Recommendation N°5: Establish a true quality policy. Progress from implementing quality
operations to a system of quality assurance, in order to ‘guarantee’ the quality of their work
despite the risks of non-quality (linked to high staff turnover, inexperienced staff).
Communicate on programme quality (results, structure, processes) beyond results indicators
alone.
Recommendation N°6: Build capacity for the evaluation of protection activities. In order
to support the development of a methodology for monitoring and evaluating protection
activities, more resources need to be made available for R&D and, in particular, research on
methodology.
Recommendation N°7: Continue to develop a communications policy with ECHO. The
ICRC needs to take both this initiative and the opportunities it presents to communicate at a
European level seriously, whilst ensuring that it remains consistent in its position vis-à-vis
other donors.

Page 46

6.2 DG ECHO
Recommendation N°8: Revise the Single Form with a view to reducing repetitions and
producing a lighter, more user friendly document. ECHO’s main partners, including the
ICRC, should be consulted during this revision process.
Recommendation N°9: Strengthen links between short and long-term strategies.
Wherever possible, DG ECHO should make use of its work with the LRRD inter-service
working group, and thus ensure that information about the ECHO-ICRC partnership is passed
on to other departments within the Commission.
Recommendation N°10: Make progress in its application of the recommendations put
forward by DAC/OCDE and GHD, in terms of revising EC procedures and financial
regulations, in conjunction with Member States (via the HAC).
Recommendation N°11: Engage in reflection on different types of indicators, other than
quantitative indicators and indicators linked to the sole criterion of effectiveness. This will
help DG ECHO to monitor, understand and be accountable for activities, such as those
developed by the ICRC (cf. Recommendation N°16).

6.3 Both partners
Recommendation N°12: Establish a system for joint validation of minutes and decisions
taken during meetings. This should help avoid misunderstandings or loss of institutional
memory about the partnership.
Recommendation N°13: Develop a communications policy which should result in the
revision of the visibility clause.
Recommendation N°14: Ensure coherence between the Seville Agreement and the FPA
with European National Societies. This implies reflection on the visibility of European Red
Cross Societies in conflict situations where they work under the aegis of the ICRC.
Recommendation N°15: Build communication between Desk Officers at headquarters
level Other communication channels and aids, even informal ways of sharing information,
must be further developed between the two partners in order to facilitate information
exchange, build mutual understanding, and avoid frustration and delays. The ICRC delegation
in Brussels may have an important role to play in this domain. A better knowledge and
understanding of how the ICRC operates and improved communication channels will
contribute to building trust between DG ECHO and the ICRC.
Recommendation N°16: Take advantage of opportunities for creating synergy by
explaining the other objectives of the partnership. Notably, the objective of ‘defending the
humanitarian space’ should be explicitly defined as one of the partnership’s objectives, so that
it becomes a strategic objective, as well as an operational concern. DG ECHO and the ICRC
could optimise the impact of their partnership by joining forces on issues that are related to
preserving the humanitarian space. Similarly, it is in ECHO’s and the ICRC’s interest to
communicate on the quality of their interventions, to be transparent in their financial
management, as well as build trust.
Recommendation N°17: Develop a system of reference with quality criteria (structure,
process and results criteria) which should allow both partners to assess the quality of
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interventions rather than limiting their partnership to the measurement of objectively
verifiable results.
Recommendation N°18: Explore opportunities for new forms of funding which may
have emerged thanks to reforms at ECHO. ECHO’s responsibility for the European
Union’s ‘up-rooted people’ and ‘food aid’ budget lines implies that new forms of funding
mechanisms should be explored within the ECHO-ICRC partnership.

6.4 Member States
161. It is important to recognise that the Member States have an important leverage for
change and it is for this reason that recommendations have also been put forward for them.
Recommendation N°19: Preserve DG ECHO’s capacity for neutral and independent
decisions. Within the framework of European policy building (CFSP and ESDP), it is
important that DG ECHO maintains its capacity for neutral and independent action.
Recommendation N°20: Engage in reflection on the obligation of results. EU Member
States will almost certainly need to assess whether an obligation of means, as opposed to an
obligation of results, would be more applicable for certain types of programme supported by
the EU, notably certain humanitarian assistance programmes.
Recommendation N°21: Ensure that financial procedures and regulations are
compatible with the humanitarian sector (flexibility and respect for GHD principles).
Ensuring coherence between these positions and good practices set out in the GHD process is
recommendable. Member States need to work on a process whereby audits carried out by the
Commission or by other Member States are recognised by all.
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Annexe 1: Terms of Reference of the Evaluation
For the evaluation of the partnership between ECHO and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and
of ICRC activities funded by ECHO
Contract n°: ECHO/ADM/BUD/2006/012
Names of evaluators: François Grünewald, Veronique de Geoffroy and Hugues Maury, Groupe URD
1.

Introduction

1.1 The ICRC’s mandate
The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) http://www.icrc.org/ is an impartial, neutral and independent
organization whose exclusively humanitarian mission is to protect the lives and dignity of victims of war and internal
violence and to provide them with assistance. The ICRC has also the mandate to endeavour to ensure the protection and
assistance to persons affected by internal strife. It directs and coordinates the international relief activities conducted by the
Movement in situations of conflict and internal strife. It also endeavours to prevent suffering by promoting and strengthening
humanitarian law and universal humanitarian principles. Established in 1863, the ICRC is at the origin of the International
Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement. The ICRC receives its mandate from the 1949 Geneva Conventions and their 1977
Additional Protocols, as well as the Statutes of the Movement.
The International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement is constituted by three components: the International Committee of
the Red Cross, the Federation and the National Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (the “Movement”).
The actions of the components of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement are at all times directed in
accordance with the values and principles of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement as specified in:
the Fundamental Principles of the Red Cross and Red Crescent, namely: Humanity, Impartiality, Neutrality,
Independence, Voluntary Service, Unity and Universality;
-

the Statutes of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement;

-

the Geneva Conventions and its Additional Protocols;

-

the decisions and resolutions of the International Conference of the Red Cross and Red Crescent.

The international activities which the components are called upon to carry out in cooperation, on a bilateral or multilateral
basis, to the exclusion of the activities which the Statutes of the Movement and the Geneva Conventions entrust to the
components individually, are directed by the Agreement on the organisation of the international activities of the components
of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement of 26 November 1997 (Seville Agreement).
1.2. ECHO and the ICRC
ECHO is a major donor to the ICRC in its work on behalf of prisoners and civilian protection and assistance, as well as a
partner in response to emergencies and complex crises.
ECHO recognises the key role of the ICRC as the guardian of international humanitarian law and its inter-related protection
activities in favour of victims of war. The main treaties and bases for IHL are the four Geneva Conventions of 1949 and their
two Additional Protocols of 1977. Whereas human rights concerns the individual and seeks to preserve and further his/her
development, humanitarian law is concerned to protect the persons affected by armed conflicts and to endeavour to limit the
suffering caused by war. Under international humanitarian law, protected persons are those who benefit in wartime from
treaty-based or customary humanitarian law. They include the wounded, the sick, the shipwrecked, prisoners of war, security
detainees and other persons deprived of their freedom in relation with an armed conflict, civilians and other persons not or no
longer taking part in the fighting, medical and religious personnel, the staff of relief operations, the staff of civil defence
organizations and mediators. Armed conflicts are often accompanied by large-scale movements of civilians, both within the
borders of a country and across international borders. International humanitarian law expressly prohibits the forced
displacement of civilians in both international and non-international armed conflicts, and offers protection should
displacement occur.
In 2000, ECHO initiated ‘Strategic Programming Dialogues’ (SPDs) with its international partners, including UN
Organisations, the ICRC and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC). Through the
SPDs, ECHO intends to ensure that ECHO funded operations -in this instance carried out by the ICRC- focus on activities
where the ICRC has a proven track record or has a comparative advantage. The SPDs aim at identifying common grounds for
collaboration where “geographical” or “thematic” humanitarian strategies coincide. They have allowed ECHO and its
international partners to progressively gain a better knowledge of each other and thus build a more effective relationship.
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ECHO signed in 2003 a new Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA) with its international partners and with its NGO
partners. Two separate texts were adopted to reflect the specificities of the international organisations (such as the ICRC and
the IFRC) and those of the non governmental partners. The necessity for ECHO to have separate contractual procedures to
better enhance its co-operation with the international organisations was highlighted by the evaluation – under article 20 of the
Humanitarian Regulation 1257/963- conducted in 1999. It was only after the adoption in June 2002 of the new EC Financial
Regulation4, which recognised the ICRC and the IFRC as international organisations, that ECHO could revise its contractual
procedures for these organisations. Such procedures were then modelled on those applied to the UN agencies (under the
terms of the new Framework Agreement between the EC and the UN5).
1.3 ECHO’s partnership evaluations
ECHO’s partnership evaluations are guided by the Article 7 of the Regulation which states: “When determining an
organisation's suitability for Community funding, account shall be taken of the following factors: its administrative and
financial management capacities; its technical and logistical capacity in relation to the planned operation; its experience in
the field of humanitarian aid; the results of previous operations carried out by the organisation concerned, and in particular
those financed by the Community;...”
Partnership evaluations are framed by the Maastricht defined 3C objectives of Co-ordination (between two or more
humanitarian actors as to maximise the effectiveness of humanitarian aid resources), Complementarity (to the policies
pursued by other humanitarian actors) and Coherence (the results or effects of policy that are in keeping with the principles
and aims of that policy).
Major objectives pursued by partnership evaluations are to contribute to good humanitarian donor ship by endeavouring
formative processes and improving institutional capacities (both ECHO’s and partners’), by strengthening dialogue and
institutional relationship and by developing the common ground for shared “geographical” or “thematic” humanitarian
strategies. Other objectives are to contribute to sound operational practice, to improve the efficiency, effectiveness and
impact of ECHO-funded operations, with the ultimate aim to better benefit the targeted beneficiaries.
Partnership evaluations are conducted with international organisations and major NGO partners. To date, the evaluations of
seven major organisations have been completed or are in the process of being completed: the UNHCR (2001 and 2005), the
WFP (2002 and 2006), UNICEF (2003), the IFRC family (2004), Action Contre la Faim (2004), the MSF Family (2005) and
Save The Children UK (2005/6). The ECHO-ICRC partnership evaluation is part of ECHO’s 2005-2006 evaluation plan.
1.4 ECHO funding to the ICRC in three specified countries and for thematic activities
Over the last 10 years (1996-2005), ECHO made available € 305 million for the funding of protection and relief assistance
activities of the ICRC (averaging some € 30 million per year). See Table 1. With only a few exceptions, the ICRC has each
year been ranked among the three most important recipients of ECHO funding. During the period to be covered by the
evaluation, 2003-2005, ECHO funding to the ICRC represented € 119, 5 million (including thematic funding4 of € 14 million,
€ 10 million in 2003 and € 4 million in 2005). See Table 2. The countries with the highest concentration of ECHO funding of
ICRC activities were Iraq (9.20 % of the total funding amount 2003-2005), Russia/Northern Caucasus (9.12 %), Somalia
(8.28 %), Israel, Occupied & Autonomous Territories (7.95 %), Colombia (7.95 %) and Afghanistan (6,29 %). See Table 2.

3

The Humanitarian Regulation 1257/96 constitutes the legal basis for the EC humanitarian aid operations.

4

The Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities, Regulation (EC, Euratom), n° 2342/2002 de la
Commission del 23 de December 2002, Article 43, Paragraph 2.
5
Signed in April 2003

Page 50

Table 1: ECHO funding to the ICRC 1996-2005 (as of 06.10.2005 including contracts in pipeline)
Financial year

Operational status code (1)

Amount contract sum

1996

40

40.348.000

1997

40

20.210.000

1998

40

15.121.232

1999

40

16.700.000

2000

40

25.950.000

2001

40

31.155.000

2002

40

34.483.864

2003

40

57.802.001

2004

40

33.375.486

2005

0

4.000.000

2005

10

750.000

2005

20

750.000

2005

40

25.100.000

Total

305.745.583

(1): 0= draft, 10= draft terminated, 20= signed by ECHO, 40= signed by partner

Thematic funding is a horizontal funding mechanism, recently introduced by ECHO, with the purpose to support its
international partners in better facing the increasing complexity of humanitarian crises. Thematic funding is designed to
support the reinforcement of the capabilities of international institutions.

Table 2: ECHO funding to the ICRC 2003-2005 (as of 06.10.2005 including contracts in
pipeline)
Country
Thematic/Multiple
Iraq
Russia
Somalia
Palestinian Territory, Occupied
Colombia
Afghanistan
Sudan
Uganda
Liberia
Ethiopia
Congo, DR
Georgia
India
Yugoslavia, FR
Eritrea
Myanmar
Cote d'Ivoire
Congo, Republic of
Nepal
Burundi
Angola
Guinea
Haiti
Sierra Leone
Sri Lanka
Total

Total amount

%
14.000.000
11.000.000
10.900.000
9.900.000
9.500.000
9.500.000
7.520.000
7.000.000
6.000.000
5.500.000
4.500.000
3.750.000
3.000.000
2.505.486
2.300.000
2.000.000
2.000.000
1.800.000
1.200.000
1.150.000
1.100.000
882.001
820.000
800.000
500.000
400.000
119.527.487

11,71%
9,20%
9,12%
8,28%
7,95%
7,95%
6,29%
5,86%
5,02%
4,60%
3,76%
3,14%
2,51%
2,10%
1,92%
1,67%
1,67%
1,51%
1,00%
0,96%
0,92%
0,74%
0,69%
0,67%
0,42%
0,33%
100,00%

ECHO-funded ICRC operations in Israel, Occupied & Autonomous Territories , in Afghanistan and in Somalia amount to 22
% of total ECHO funded ICRC operations in 2003-2005 (for more detailed figures, see Table 2). Taking into account the
additional funding for thematic matters ECHO agreed with the ICRC in 2003 and in 2005, the three example countries and
the thematic funding represent close to 35 % of the total ECHO funds to the ICRC. Funding details for those 3 countries and
thematic funding can be found under Table 3.
Table 3: ECHO funding to ICRC in Afghanistan, the Israel, Occupied & Autonomous Territories (IS/OT/AT) and
Somalia, and for thematic funding (2003-2005). Figures as of 6.10.2005, including contracts in pipeline.
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Year

Country

Contract code

Contract title

Amount
contract

2003

AFGHANISTAN

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/04018

Protection activities.

900.000

2003

AFGHANISTAN

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/04019

Air transport.

750.000

2003

AFGHANISTAN

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/18005

2003

AFGHANISTAN

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/18006

ICRC
Protection
AFGHANISTAN.
ICRC air transport

2004

AFGHANISTAN

ECHO/-AS/BUD/2004/01018

ICRC Protection activities in Afghanistan

1.000.000

2005

AFGHANISTAN

ECHO/-AS/BUD/2005/01004

ICRC protection and related IHL activities

2.500.000

2003

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/03003

ICRC Urban Voucher Programme

2.000.000

2003

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/08001

ICRC Urban Voucher Programme

1.000.000

2003

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/08013

ICRC Protection activities

1.500.000

2003

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/TPS/210/2003/16001

ICRC Urban Voucher Programme

1.500.000

2004

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/-ME/BUD/2004/01002

ICRC's Protection Programme

1.500.000

2004

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/-ME/BUD/2004/02005

ICRC's protection programme

500.000

2005

IS/OT/AT

ECHO/-ME/BUD/2005/01046

Protection

2003

SOMALIA

ECHO/SOM/210/2003/01001

Pump irrigation project.

2003

SOMALIA

ECHO/SOM/210/2003/01003

Medical assistance to three hospitals.

1.200.000

2004

SOMALIA

ECHO/SOM/BUD/2004/01003

4.000.000

2005

SOMALIA

ECHO/SOM/BUD/2005/01001

Assistance to victims of violence and climatic
hazard
Assistance in economic-security (livelihoodsupport) and health

2003

THEMATIC

ECHO/THM/210/2003/01001

Support to ICRC Protection Activities

2005

THEMATIC

ECHO/THM/BUD/2005/03001

Support to ICRC Emergency Appeal in Central
African Republic, Republic of Congo,
Rwanda, Azeerbaijan, Philippines and
Pakistan. Protection programme.

activities

in

1.200.000
1.170.000

7.520.000

1.500.000
9.500.000
700.000

4.000.000
9.900.000
10.000.000
4.000.000

14.000.000

As mentioned above, in 2003, in addition to the traditional geographical ECHO financing, focussed on a particular country or
region, ECHO adopted a thematic decision to support the ICRC’s protection operations in countries affected by armed
conflict or suffering from a post-conflict situation with high protection needs (ECHO/TPS/210/2003/1000: “Support to
humanitarian aid operations providing protection to victims of armed conflict”; € 10 million; 15 months). This funding is
being followed-up in 2005 by an additional thematic funding decision (ECHO/THM/BUD/2005/03001: “Support to ICRC
Emergency Appeal in Central African Republic, Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, Azerbaijan, Philippines and Pakistan;
Protection programme”; € 4 million, 12 months).
The 2003 thematic funding was aimed at supporting the ICRC in the implementation of its core international mandate in
providing protection to victims of armed conflicts (in accordance with the Geneva Conventions and the Additional Protocols)
and to reinforce its response capacity in the field of protection. Activities focused on consolidating and expanding the ICRC’s
protection capacities with given target groups5 and in a variety of countries presenting important protection needs.
The selection of countries (25 in total) was based on ICRC’s Emergency Appeals of 2004 and ECHO’s 2003 and 2004 global
needs assessment (‘high need’ countries are included, ‘forgotten crises’ and ‘medium need’ countries with significant
uncovered protection needs). In order to avoid double funding, the decision did not include those countries where ECHO was
already financing ICRC ‘protection’ activities. 6
The new 2005 thematic funding proposal is introduced as a follow-up to the 2003 decision. From lessons-learnt, the number
of countries has been drastically reduced (6 in total) to include the Central African Republic, the Republic of the Congo,
Rwanda, Azerbaijan, Philippines and Pakistan. The target groups remain unchanged and the activities financed cover –
depending on the specific problematic encountered in each country-: protection of civilian population at risk of armed
5
Including: (a) civilians who are not or are no longer taking part in the hostilities; (b) people deprived of their freedom as a result of armed
conflict; and (c) families separated by armed conflict.
6
A new thematic funding proposal has been agreed as a follow-up to the 2003 decision (ECHO/THM/BUD/2005/03000, € 4 million, 15
months). From lessons-learnt, the number of countries has been drastically reduced to include the Central African Republic, Republic of the
Congo, Rwanda, Azerbaijan, Philippines and Pakistan. The target groups remain unchanged and the activities financed cover –depending on
the specific problematic encountered in each country-: protection of civilian population at risk of armed conflicts; protection of people
deprived from their freedom; and restoring family links. Implementation will start during the first semester 2005.
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conflicts; protection of people deprived from their freedom; and restoring family links. Implementation will start during the
first semester 2005.

2.

Purposes of the evaluation

2.1 Justification and timing of the evaluation
The evaluation is justified for several purposes, among them being: to review the state of the ECHO-ICRC partnership and its
progress during the period under evaluation; to evaluate the actual operations financed in a number of countries; and in
particular to evaluate the lessons that can be learned from ECHO’s funding of thematic activities at the ICRC. The reference
period is tentatively fixed to cover January 2002 to December 2005 but will most probably be revised depending on the realtime the evaluation takes place.
The planned evaluation is being undertaken by ECHO in accordance with Article 18 of the EC Humanitarian Regulation
1257/96, constituting the legal basis for humanitarian aid, which states that: “the Commission shall regularly assess
humanitarian aid operations financed by the Community in order to establish whether they have achieved their objectives
and to produce guidelines for improving effectiveness of future operations”.
The ICRC, as a contribution to good partnership, may choose to assign an independent evaluator to this evaluation. This
contribution is in the interest of: both partners and their partnership; the appropriateness of the evaluation results; and the
end-impact of the evaluation on the quality of operations. The ICRC-designated evaluator should join the evaluation team in
the different field visits, focusing sometimes on geographical operations, sometimes on thematic funded activities. The ICRC
will actively cooperate in the overall study as a part of its ongoing evaluation policy and will facilitate the necessary logistical
coordination to support the field trips.
2.2 Field work: Afghanistan, Somalia, Israel and the Occupied & Autonomous Territories and the two thematic operational
venues of Rwanda and Sri Lanka
While the evaluation shall draw global conclusions and make recommendations concerning the ECHO-ICRC ‘partnership’,
two evaluation team members shall visit operations on the ground in the following three countries:
• Afghanistan as an example of a country where durable solutions are in the process of being implemented, but in a
still fragile political, economical and developmental context;
• Somalia as an example of a ‘forgotten crisis’ where the humanitarian needs are exacerbated by a continuing
volatile and insecure environment as well as by climatic hazards ; and
• Israel and the Occupied and Autonomous Territories as an example of a complex humanitarian context
suffering from a long lasting conflict and occupation, high insecurity levels and increased protection needs, and
accompanied by elevated levels of poverty and unemployment
A third team member will focus on the broader effectiveness of the thematic approach (the two thematic funding decisions
with the ICRC), first looking at how ICRC Headquarters supports and administers the different interventions, and then
visiting two countries where the ICRC is implementing activities that have received thematic ECHO funding to obtain a field
level perspective.
Following discussions between ECHO and the ICRC, these two countries shall be Rwanda and Sri Lanka.
Finally, a shared field visit by the entire team will take place in either Afghanistan or Israel and the Occupied & Autonomous
Territories to allow for cross fertilization of evaluation results and triangulation purposes.
2.3. Global objective
The purpose of this evaluation is to evaluate the quality of the partnership between ECHO and the ICRC as measured against
the requirements of articles 7, 8 and 18 of the Humanitarian Aid Regulation.
The evaluation will focus on the partnership between ECHO and the ICRC and their inter-related capacity to answer the
needs of beneficiaries, in the field of protection and related humanitarian assistance. The evaluators will examine the impact
of ECHO’s thematic funding in support of the ICRC in the implementation of its core mandate.
The evaluation will also study the complementary and added value of thematic funding as compared with geographical
funding. The experts will establish recommendations on whether ECHO and the ICRC should continue the present thematic
funding scheme and/or possibly recommend other thematic funding components than those focused on so far. The evaluators
will review the thematic funding decisions financed by ECHO, including inter-alia the results of the ECHO-IFRC partnership
and ECHO-UNHCR evaluations conducted respectively in 2004 and 2005.
In those countries where other EC services are supporting ICRC programmes, the evaluators will assess the transitional
context, LRRD (“Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development’) and how possibly other available EC funding instruments
could further enhance the transition towards durable protection activities.
The evaluation should formulate a set of clear findings, conclusions and recommendations for the ICRC and for ECHO, on
how to improve the overall ECHO-ICRC partnership, at both operational and thematic levels.
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2.4. Specific objectives
To have a structured evaluation of the partnership between ECHO and the ICRC, of ECHO funded ICRC activities in each of
the three geographical areas under examination and of thematic funding. The standard evaluation questions are – relevance,
impact, effectiveness, efficiency and, if appropriate, sustainability and the development of durable solutions – and of the way
these results have been achieved (lesson learning). Given the budgetary limit it is not possible to do both accountability and
lessons learning, therefore in the case of this evaluation the emphasis has to be on lessons learning. The evaluation should
contain global conclusions and recommendations at strategic, operational and sector-based levels. The objectives for the
evaluation will focus on those areas of convergence of the two mandates, where ECHO funding supports the ICRC in the
pursuit of its objectives, in compliance with its protection mandate and the associated direct assistance activities (preventive
and curative health care, water, sanitation, habitat services and “economic security” activities).
Included in this are, among others, the specific issues:
• Independently evaluate the relations between ECHO, as a core donor, and the ICRC, as international organisation,
mandated under International Law to intervene during humanitarian crises and their aftermaths. The evaluators will give
particular attention to the working relations, information exchange and overall co-operation between ECHO, the ICRC,
direct ECHO partners (NGOs, UN agencies) as well as other humanitarian agencies (in particular Red Cross) providing
assistance in the field of protection and humanitarian assistance;
• The evaluation shall take particular note of ECHO’s strategy and objectives for the five focus countries and the
justification and strategy of thematic funding especially in these particular circumstances. The evaluators shall examine
to what extent thematic funding is supporting the specifically identified ICRC activities. The evaluators will endeavour
to identify valid lessons learned across the operational continuum. The outputs of the specific activities should be
considered in the operational context under which they have been pursued;
• The evaluators will consider the co-operation and capacity-building efforts pursued with Red Cross and Red
Crescent National Societies, in the framework of the ICRC’s legal protection mandate as well as the protection and
assistance given to displaced populations. The team will respect ICRC’s requirements for confidentiality where relevant;
• The evaluators will examine the impact of ECHO’s thematic funding in consolidating and expanding the ICRC’s
core mandate as well as its response capacity in the implementation of specific protection fields (visits to detainees;
restoring family links; protection of civilian population at risk of armed conflicts); and
• From the global, operational and sectoral strategies, the evaluators will give their recommendations as to how
ECHO can better support the ICRC both from operational/geographical and thematic funding perspectives and how to
better link with other EC-funding instruments to support the ICRC’s pursuit of durable protection solutions for postcrisis situations. When considering linkages the evaluators should consider the forthcoming re-organisation of the EC’s
services.
Other objectives may be agreed between ECHO, the ICRC and the evaluators with mutual consent. Similarly, plans relating
to research for the evaluation can be adjusted with the agreement of ECHO and the ICRC.
2.4.

Breadth of desired results

This evaluation analysis will be done at three levels:
Global strategy
Level 3 Level 2 Operational strategy
Sector strategy
Level 1 At level 3 the desired global results of the evaluation are:
•
To obtain an overall view of the ECHO supported ICRC operations in Afghanistan, Somalia and Israel and the Occupied
& Autonomous Territories and their relation to the overall humanitarian objectives of both the EC and the ICRC in these
countries. To study the relationship between the two distinct partners to understand their interdependence. To transpose those
objectives to the ECHO-ICRC thematic funding experience in the two other study countries.
•
To obtain an overall view of the partner’s capacity in the fields of IHL protection and assistance, including
administrative, logistical, human resources and technical capacity. This shall also lead, under level 2, to assessing how this
capacity is maximised at field level.
• The political benefits and disadvantages of supporting actions through the ICRC in the five geographical and thematic
study countries as compared to UN agencies or international NGOs.
• To assess the coherence and complementarities of ECHO and ICRC’s strategic orientation, funding decisions and
intervention logic and to review both partners’ respective roles, donor and mandated operational body, in the co-ordination
of humanitarian policies, aid and other donor activities in the three core countries, and in other instances, particularly:
(i)
(ii)

with the other members of the International Red Cross Movement7;
with other donors, including ICRC’s prior donor reviews;

7

Possibly the IFRC and its Secretariat in Geneva; the EU and non EU National Societies; the Red Cross Bureau
de Liaison in Brussels.

Page 54

(iii)
(iv)
(v)

with other ECHO partners or outside ECHO contributors;
with national and regional authorities; and
with other EC services.

•
To assess the quality of financial and narrative reporting and monitoring and to judge how far this meets ECHO
requirements, particularly the progress towards implementing a more results based reporting.
•
The examination of ICRC’s initiatives to strengthen its capacity to respond to emergency, protracted and durable
refugee and conflict situations as well as its capacity to respond to specific protection needs.
•
To analyse in particular, the added value for ECHO and the ICRC to work together on specific protection needs
(detainees, family links, IHL awareness rising, other ICRC protection-related areas of intervention). To assess the
appropriateness for the ICRC and ECHO of possibly revising/extending the technical fields presently funded by ECHO
whether under geographical contributions or thematic funding.
•
To draw conclusions and make recommendations for improved strategies within the context of the future ECHO-ICRC
relationship and operational co-operation. Of particular importance, the evaluators should consider the necessarily
‘symbiotic’ interrelationship in which the ICRC is an important partner to ECHO and ECHO a prominent donor to the ICRC.
•
The former will include the benefit in promoting ECHO’s LRRD strategy through the specific financial contributions it
makes to the ICRC in the cross section of countries selected and in general.
•
Within the framework of the new ICRC and ECHO Communication Framework, to assess the visibility of ECHO where
assistance is channelled through the ICRC and possibly identify opportunities for greater prominence/visibility. All the
discussions on visibility shall have to be conducted at the ICRC or ECHO headquarters’ levels.
At level 2 the desired results of the evaluation are:
•
To assess how, in respect of ECHO-financed operations, the ICRC has been able to manage these operations within
Afghanistan, Somalia and Israel and the Occupied & Autonomous Territories and the tasks for which they have been used. In
particular, to assess the ICRC’s role in the delivery of protection and humanitarian assistance related activities under conflict
situations and how far this role is specific to the ICRC in the five study countries (the three operational/geographic and two
thematic).
•
To assess the quality of ICRC’s project proposals, reporting and monitoring relative to the requirements of ECHO.
Evaluators will examine ICRC’s tools to enhance its programming and accountability in the field of results-based
management and how this responds to ECHO’s management systems;
•
The timeliness of ECHO and ICRC humanitarian actions in each phase of a crisis situation, including the funding
element;
•

The comparative advantage of ICRC procurement services against cost/prices and delivery times;

•
To draw conclusions and make operational-level recommendations for ECHO and the ICRC to improve the partnership
in order to better respond to the needs of beneficiaries of common concern to both organisations.
•
To examine the use and progress made by the ICRC and ECHO in the use of logical framework analysis and to the use
of indicators against quantified and qualified results;
At level 1 the desired objectives and results of the evaluation are:
•
To have a global assessment of the results of the funded operations for each targeted intervention sector as well as of the
means employed as compared to the objectives mentioned in 2.2, and when relevant, the thematic component in the field
studies. The sector-based analysis will essentially be used to feed into the two higher global and operational analysis levels.
Sector-based level recommendations should remain general enough. They should mainly look into the partner’s technical
operational and co-ordination capabilities. No detailed geographical-based recommendations should be developed as the
evaluation purpose is focusing on the partnership aspects.
Among areas to be considered are:
Technical capacity in assistance sector interventions: medical care, safe water supply & sanitation, physical
rehabilitation/orthopaedics and “economic security” activities, as well as security, logistics and corollary needs assessment,
monitoring and evaluation;
Technical capacity in specific protection and IHL activities: protected persons (civilians, people deprived of freedom and
wounded and sick), conduct of hostilities, women and war, children in war, refugees and IDPs, family reunification and IHL
training, education and awareness raising.
In addition, wherever relevant, the evaluators will assess the already mentioned LRRD question and how the following
crosscutting issues, which may be relevant for the study, have been taken into account:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Protection;
Children;
Women and girls - possible specific vulnerabilities and needs;
HIV/AIDS and Tuberculosis infected people (where relevant);
Effects on the environment;
Donor relations and communication strategy.
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In carrying out their work on these matters the consultants will have to have a regard to the forthcoming DG ECHO reviews
on Water and Sanitation and Cross-cutting issues.
Special weight will be given in the study to women and children in IHL and their specific protection needs, both core groups
for the ICRC and ECHO.
The importance of the other criteria will depend on the level of implementation of the action and of the importance given to
these by ECHO and the ICRC during the briefing session.
3.

Methodology and work plan

3.1

Methodology

The team will consist of three evaluators (for the purpose of these ToR, “the team” covers the three evaluators working for
ECHO). As stated before, the ICRC may assign an independent expert to the evaluation and the team should work closely
with him/her. The team shall visit Brussels and Geneva. However, it is expected that the evaluator responsible for the
evaluation of thematic funding visits only one of the two following countries (Afghanistan and Israel and the Occupied &
Autonomous Territories) as well as the thematic contexts of Rwanda and Sri Lanka. The extent to which the other two
evaluators will be able to cover the evaluation of thematic matters in the two countries that the thematic specialist does not
visit will be clarified together with the ICRC (thematic funding for protection activities does normally not cover those
countries where ECHO is already financing geographical operations with a protection component; however, protection
activities can be similar whether undertaken under geographical funding or thematic funding). If considered necessary, after
his/her field trips, the evaluator for thematic activities may pay a second visit to Geneva for more intensive discussions on the
implementation implications and benefits with the relevant functions and desks.
The evaluators will visit at least eight locations: the ECHO headquarters in Brussels and the ICRC’s office in Brussels; the
ICRC headquarters in Geneva; Afghanistan; Somalia; Nairobi; Israel, Occupied & Autonomus Territories; Rwanda; and Sri
Lanka. There will be meetings with beneficiaries, operational partners, humanitarian actors, host government officials and
other relevant officials, as well as technical assistants of both partner organisations; visits to projects; and extensive document
reviews.
As much as feasible, due to security, respect for confidentiality or other serious operational concerns, there will be meetings
with beneficiaries, operational partners, humanitarian actors, host government officials and other relevant officials, as well as
technical assistants of both partner organisations; visits to projects; and extensive document reviews.
Before going to the field the evaluators will submit to ECHO and the ICRC an inception report detailing the consultants’
understanding of the Terms of Reference and containing:
(vi)
an “evaluation matrix”, listing the main evaluation questions which are central to the evaluation, and the
corresponding judgement criteria and judgement indicators applicable to each evaluation question;
(vii)
a detailed implementation methodology for the work to be undertaken;
(viii)
a task allocation over the members of the team;
(ix)
a clear work schedule; and
(x)
a main report outlay proposal (table of contents to be completed and discussed with ECHO and the ICRC in the
course of the field missions and to be agreed on before the drafting of the report).
3.2

Work Plan

Confidentiality
The evaluators shall maintain strict confidentiality regarding information gained from ICRC sources during the evaluation,
should note that documents remain the property of the ICRC and that the content of documents not placed in the public
domain by the ICRC will remain confidential. The ICRC may choose to restrict access to any documentation that it considers
would place at risk its personnel or any beneficiaries of its protection activities.
A. Evaluation team briefing in Brussels: (max 6 days including travel, all 3 evaluators)
A briefing will take place at ECHO with the ICRC-EU liaison team and relevant EC/ECHO staff (Geographical Desks,
ECHO 4), during which all ECHO documents available for the mission and any necessary clarifications will be provided. All
documents are the property of the EC and cannot be shared with third parties without the express written authorisation of
ECHO. A short briefing shall also be organised at the ICRC Delegation, Brussels.
Examination and analysis of documents (desk study). This phase is to allow for the planning of the activities/visits to be
undertaken in the field as well as for the careful structuring of the evaluation exercise, including the preparation of the
inception report. The evaluators will analyse the relevant background information, including the FPA and strategic papers
documenting the institutional relationship between ECHO and the ICRC.
Equally, the evaluators will examine the decisions and global plans, strategic programming matrixes, project appraisal
worksheets and project proposals relating to ECHO funded ICRC operations.
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The evaluators shall also visit the ICRC office in Brussels for a briefing session of ½ day.
B. Visit to the ICRC in Geneva (max 7 days including travel, all 3 evaluators). The visit should cover a review of ECHO
evaluation’s terms of reference with the ICRC.
The visit should include a briefing on ICRC procedures and strategies by key ICRC departments and key staff governing the
‘Operations’ Department and the Regional and Geographical support desks, the ‘International Law and Cooperation with the
Movement’ Department, the ‘Women and War’ adviser, the ‘Planning, monitoring and evaluation’ unit, the ‘Human
Resources’ Department, the ‘Resources and Operational Support’ Department (including logistics and information systems),
the Communication Department and whatever other offices are identified in the course of the discussions as pertinent.
Subsequent travel plans to the field need to be reconciled at the earliest possible stage with the operations department, etc.
ECHO expects that the evaluators will have the opportunity to review internal evaluations contracted by the ICRC in a
number of countries and regions.
Field Study: Afghanistan, Somalia, Israel, Occupied & Autonomous Territories , Rwanda and Sri Lanka:
For the 2 evaluators dealing with the general part of the evaluation, maximum (10 x 3) days in country - Afghanistan,
Somalia and Israel/Occupied & Autonomous Territories - (12 days/ country including travel; 36 days in total including
travel);
For the 3rd evaluator dealing with thematic funding, maximum (5 x 2) days in country - Rwanda and Sri Lanka - (7 days per
country including travel; 14 days in total) and (10 x 1) days in country - Afghanistan or Israel/Occupied & Autonomous
Territories; 12 days in total including travel).
C. The evaluators must work in co-operation with the relevant EC Delegations, ECHO Technical Assistants, ICRC offices,
delegations and missions, ECHO partners, local authorities, international organisations and other donors.
The evaluators should devote the beginning of the field missions to preliminary and preparatory discussions with the EU
Delegations, ECHO staff and ICRC missions and other ECHO partners where relevant. At the end of the field missions, the
evaluators should meet with the EU Delegations, the ECHO staff and ICRC for discussion of observations arising from the
evaluation.
The team should probably commence the field work in Somalia and/or Israel, Occupied & Autonomous Territories. The
evaluators may chose to take a short break before visiting Afghanistan. The sequence and timing of visits shall be agreed in
consultation with ICRC and ECHO headquarters.
At the end of each field mission, the evaluators shall prepare a short country report (as part of the annexes to the main report)
to present and discuss the main country-based findings with the different stakeholders. They will devote one to two days of
their time in the country to this purpose. The respective country reports shall be circulated to all the interested parties shortly
after the end of each field trip.
D. Drafting of report (max 15 days for the team leader and max 10 days for the other 2 evaluators) and debriefing (max 2
days all 3 evaluators including all travel)
The first draft of the Report in accordance with the format given in point 4 below shall be submitted to ECHO electronically
(Word 7.0 format or a more recent version) no later than 30 calendar days after the evaluators’ return from the field.
The report must be written clearly in English and, if necessary, linguistically revised before being transmitted to ECHO.
ICRC shall provide written comments on the draft report in advance of a debriefing in Brussels (1 day) to be fixed by ECHO
and the ICRC not earlier than 30 calendar days after the submission of the first draft report. Prior to or at the meeting, ECHO
will transmit in writing any substantial comments to the evaluators.
On the basis of the results of the debriefing, the final draft report will be submitted to ECHO within a maximum of 15
calendar days. ECHO will transmit the final draft report to the ICRC who should provide comments within 30 calendar days.
ECHO should mark its agreement within 15 calendar days or request further amendments.
4.
Reports
The evaluation should result in the drawing up of a single report, written in a straightforward manner in English. (The liaison
officer/or independent consultant to be possibly assigned by the ICRC may produce a separate report). The report must be
drafted as a Management paper with the purpose help ensuring concrete, practical and feasible follow-up to notable
conclusions and recommendations that are prioritised. This report should be of a maximum length of 25 pages, including the
Executive Summary of 5 pages to be presented at the beginning of the report. Annexes shall include more detailed country
reports and thematic funding reports but must remain restricted in length and in number. The report should be in the font
Times Roman 12, have single line spacing and be fully justified (i.e. text should be fully aligned to the left and right
margins). Paragraphs must be sequentially numbered. While revising the report and annexes, the evaluators will always
highlight changes and modifications (“tracked changes”) introduced as resulting from the debriefing and the comments
received by ECHO and the ICRC. On the basis of the specific confidentiality restraints referred to at section 3.2 above, the
ICRC may remove any references in the report that it considers would place at risk its confidentiality policy, its personnel or
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any beneficiaries of its protection or activities. The tracked changes shall be removed from the final report version. The
evaluation report is an extremely important working tool for ECHO and the ICRC. It is to be considered as a management
tool for both partners and to promote accountability and learning. Its target audience is EU Member States, other
Humanitarian actors, ECHO's operational personnel and other donors. The report is the primary output of the evaluators. The
executive summary and the report, will be placed in the public domain on the Internet, certain annexes may be withheld
where they are confidential, too technical or contain information open to misinterpretation. The report format appearing
below must, therefore, be strictly adhered to:
a)

b)
c)
d)

Cover page
− title of the evaluation report “An evaluation of the partnership between ECHO and the International
Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and of ICRC’s activities funded by ECHO”;
− date of the evaluation;
− name of the evaluators & the firm responsible;
− indication that “the report has been financed by and produced at the request of the European Commission. The
comments contained herein reflect the opinions of the evaluators only”;
− cost of the evaluation in Euro and as a percentage of the total budget evaluated (field operations in
Afghanistan, Somalia and Israel and the Occupied & Autonomous Territories, as well as the thematic
funding).
Table of contents;
List of abbreviations;
Executive Summary:

A tightly-drafted, to-the-point and free-standing Executive Summary is an essential component. It should be short, no more
than five pages. It should focus on the key purpose or issues of the evaluation, outline the main points of the analysis, and
clearly indicate the main conclusions, lessons learned and specific recommendations for ECHO and for the ICRC. Crossreferences should be made to the corresponding page or paragraph numbers in the main text. The structure of the Executive
Summary must be as follows:
−
SHORT INTRODUCTION
−
PURPOSE & METHODOLOGY
−
MAIN CONCLUSIONS:
These conclusions should refer to the main evaluation criteria and cross-cutting issues dealt with by the evaluator
and set out under point 2 of the ToR.
−
RECOMMENDATIONS
−
LESSONS LEARNED
•
Main body of the report:
The main body of the report shall elaborate the points listed in the Executive Summary. In particular, for each key conclusion
there should be a corresponding recommendation. Conclusions should be fully substantiated with findings from the evaluation.
Recommendations should be prioritised, directed at specific users and where appropriate include an indicative timeframe.
Recommendations should be as realistic, operational and pragmatic as possible.
•
Annexes:
−
Terms of Reference
−
Logic of intervention and evaluation matrix
−
List of persons interviewed and sites visited
−
Map of the areas covered by the operations financed under the action
−
Complements of information to the main report
The evaluators are to be particularly aware that any risk of libel is to be avoided. Where necessary the name of any agency
that is criticised should be replaced with an anonymous title.
The report shall be drawn up in 30 copies and 15 transmitted to ECHO and 15 to the ICRC, once accepted.
An electronic copy of the report (diskette or CD ROM, Word 7.0 format or a more recent version) including all annexes must
be submitted together with the final reports' hard copies.
5.
Required skills for the evaluators
This evaluation team will comprise three evaluators of senior level, demonstrating strong work experience in the
humanitarian aid sector and in evaluation. They shall be very well acquainted with the principles of the Movement of Red
Cross and Red Crescent Societies and IHL. The team leader should have experience of appraising major organisations in the
humanitarian sector. The team leader must have solid knowledge and experience of issues related to the ICRC mandate,
particularly protection and assistance. S/he will have the added responsibility of the overall co-ordination of the mission, of
the elaboration of the report (including the executive summary) and of its final coherence, both in terms of content and
presentation. The team leader shall have experience of leading evaluation teams. The team members will work in close coordination. The second evaluator should have a background in health emergency issues and direct assistance activities, as
well as experience of LRRD and durable solutions. The third evaluator will evaluate the thematic funding activities outlined
in section 1.4. His/her profile should be a lawyer, specialised in IHL and benefiting from extensive field experience in
protection activities.
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The consultants’ individual profiles should have a mixture of institutional experience that fully respects the expectations of
both organisations (ECHO and ICRC) that are party to the evaluation. In the event that one member of the team proposed has
a background too exclusively with the UN, NGO’s, the EC or with the ICRC/IFRC, then this should be counter-balanced by
the other team members.
The team should combine experience of Africa, Asia and the Middle East. The evaluators must agree to work in high-risk
areas. There must be at least one man and one woman in the team. In addition, the team should have experience in working in
humanitarian aid, particularly with refugee and returnee protection and assistance, good knowledge of humanitarian actors,
especially of the Red Cross Movement, but also NGOs, UN Organisations and the EC External relations (RELEX) services.
Proficiency in English is obligatory.
The evaluators are required to carry out their work in accordance with international and humanitarian sector standards of
good practice in approach and method. All conclusions must be substantiated with adequate data. The methodology section
of the report should clearly outline the method being used. The consulting team is also required to evaluate the use and
application of international standards for humanitarian actions, such as: relevant professional standards, the SPHERE
standards; the 'Principles and Good Practice of Humanitarian Donorship' endorsed by the Stockholm Conference.
In the conduct of their work the evaluators should use a multi-method approach and triangulate between different sources of
information. These information sources should include primary stakeholders (beneficiaries), local government, ICRC and
other international agency staff, partners (both expatriate and local employees of partners), ECHO Technical Assistants, EC
Delegations and main operators - other donors and humanitarian actors.
In order to substantiate evaluation findings, the numbers, sex, ethnicity, etc of primary stakeholders should be noted, as well
as ways in which confidentiality and dignity have been assured in the interview process. In this consultation, the evaluation
team is encouraged to use participatory techniques.
In carrying out their work, the evaluators should be vigilant as to any non-respect of international humanitarian law and
principles, standards and conventions, UN protocols, Red Cross and NGO codes and declarations, such as the Madrid
declaration. The evaluators should report any non-respect of such matters by ECHO financed entities to ECHO.
6.
Assignment of tasks
The team should comprise three evaluators. Each team member is jointly responsible for the final accomplishment of the
tasks; however, the separate elements of work necessary for the accomplishment of the tasks may be allocated between the
consultants. The members of the team must work in close co-ordination.
A team leader shall be named who shall have the added responsibility of the overall co-ordination of the tasks to be
completed and of the final coherence of the report and other works both in terms of content and presentation, as stipulated
under points 3 and 4 above.
7.
Timetable
The tasks under this evaluation will be undertaken in a maximum period of 66 working days, beginning in January/February
2006 and ending no later than December 2006.
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Annexe 2: Evaluation Matrix (taken from the Quality COMPAS)
CRITERIA

Initial logic
ICRC

Quality indicators
ICRC

(1) Target needs

Recommendations
DG ECHO

ICRC

DG ECHO

Current real needs

What needs are being targeted by the
partnership?

The partnership responds
to demonstrated needs
(relevance)

Evaluation

DG ECHO

What needs are being targeted by operations?

Difference between target needs and
‘real’ needs

Partnership level
Other needs?

Conformity between target needs and
objectives

Other needs that are not being covered? Needs
are being covered that are not very relevant?
Operational level
Achieved objectives

(2) Planned objectives
Partnership objectives?

Different between planned objectives
and achieved objectives

Operational objectives?
The objectives of the
partnership and/or
operations are achieved
(effectiveness)

Operational objectives achieved and not
achieved? Explanation?
Achieved results

(3) Expected results
At partnership level?

Different between planned results
and achieved results

At partnership level?

At operational level?

At operational level?

(4) Planned activities
At partnership level?

Difference between planned
activities and activities required to
achieve project objectives

At operational level?
ICRC

DG ECHO

The partnership/operation
removes or reduces the risk
of negative impacts
(impact)
(6) Planned preventative or corrective measures

(7) Intended
objectives)

positive

impacts

Completed activities
At partnership level?
At operational level?

Different between planned activities ICRC
and successfully completed activities

(5) Potential negative impact

The partnership/operation
aims for positive impacts
beyond implementation
(impact)

Achieved objectives?

(general

Existence, nature, degree and
frequency of observed negative
impacts
Existence and effect of preventative
and corrective measures taken

Existence, nature, degree and
frequency of observed positive
impacts

DG ECHO
Operational level

Observed negative impacts

Effect of preventative or corrective measures

Observed positive impacts (anticipated or
otherwise)
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CRITERIA

Initial logic
ICRC

Quality indicators
DG ECHO

Evaluation
ICRC

Recommendations
DG ECHO

ICRC

DG ECHO
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CRITERIA

Initial logic
ICRC
(15) Planned resources

Quality indicators
DG ECHO

Recommendations
DG ECHO

ICRC

DG ECHO

Difference between planned
resources and mobilised resources

The organisations have the
necessary resources and
expertise for the smooth
functioning of the
partnership/operation

Necessary resources
Difference between planned
resources and necessary resources
(16) Planned management system

Management system in place
Difference between planned
management system and
management system in place

The organisations have the
appropriate management
capacity for the smooth
functioning of the
partnership/operation

Difference between planned
management system and optimal
management system
Target needs (cf. 1)

The partners make optimal Cost of project strategy (cf. 15)
use of available resources
(efficiency)
Impacts (positive and negative) of planned
strategy (cf. 6 & 7)

Existence of other less costly
strategies that would have achieved
the same objectives
Existence of other strategies that
could have increased the impact for
the same cost
Difference between proposed
techniques and methodology and
current expertise in the sector

(18) Planned process for improving performance

Optimal management system

Other needs that could have been covered with
Difference between target needs and
the same resources
those that could have been addressed
with the same resources

(17) Technical and methodological foundations

The partners uses lessons
drawn from experience
(lesson learning)

Evaluation
ICRC
Mobilised resources

Problems persist
Improvements made to the project

Cost of other strategies that would have
achieved the same objectives
Impacts of other potential solutions (for the
same cost)

Up-to-date techniques that have been validated
by experts in the sector

Recurring problems

Changes introduced
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Annexe 3: Calendar of the Evaluation
BRUSSELS, 23-26 January 2006
Briefing with Evaluation Unit
Met with Desk Officers

GENEVA, 27 January and 1-3 February
Meeting with Gen/eval
Meetings with Director-General, Operations Manager, Technical Units, Communications division

RWANDA, 12-19 March
Sunday 12 March: Arrival in Kigali, met with NGOs, visit to the genocide memorial site
Monday 13 March: Briefing at the ICRC delegation
Tuesday 14 March
Field visit: unaccompanied minors and Red Cross messages with Catherine Mukantabana
Child Rehabilitation Center, Rwamagana, East province
Wednesday 15 March
Meeting with Rwanda Red Cross
Meeting with Society for Women Against AIDS in Africa (SWAA)
Visit to Kigali central prison
Meeting with Commission Nationale de Lutte contre le SIDA (CNLS)
Thursday 16 March
Visit to Remera central prison with Body Measure Index (BMI). Visit with Water and Habitat Engineer.
Friday 17 March
Meeting with EC Delegation in Rwanda
Meeting with DFID Rwanda
Meeting at staff headquarters of Rwandan Armed Forces
Debriefing with the delegation

AFGHANISTAN, 12-24 April
Thursday 13 April
Arrival in Kabul and briefing with Head of Delegation
Meeting with management staff of Afghanistan Delegation
Friday 14 April
Visit to orthopaedic rehabilitation centre in Kabul
Meeting with ECHO Kabul
Saturday 15 April
Meeting with management staff of Afghanistan Delegation (Medical Coordinator, Protection Coordinator, Administrator
Sunday 16 to Tuesday 18 April - Jalalabad
Briefing at the sub-delegation
Meeting with local branch of Afghan Red Crescent Society (ARCS)
Visit to Jalalabad hospital, meeting with management
Meeting with a Mullah of Jalalabad
Interview with Communications field officer
Tuesday 18 to Thursday 20 April - Mazar-i-Sharif
Briefing at the sub-delegation
Visit to Wathab programmes
Meeting with Swedish PRT
Visit to urban Wathab projects
Visit to prisons
Visit to Ortho Social Programme, including short field visit
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Visit to orthopaedic centre
Thursday 20 to Saturday 22 April - Herat
Briefing at the sub-delegation
Visit to central prison, interview with director
Visit to Wathab programmes, including hygiene promotion
Sunday 23 April - Kabul
Meeting at the Ministery of Defence
Meeting with ECHO Kabul
General debriefing for ICRC delegation at Kabul

ISRAEL/OT/AT, 14-24 May
Sunday 14 May 2006
Arrival in Tel-Aviv Jerusalem
Monday 15 May - Jerusalem
Briefing at ICRC delegation headquarters in Jerusalem
Tuesday 16 May - Tulkarem
Depature for Tulkarem
Ecosec Field visit with meetings with beneficiaries and Village Council authorities
Interview with Israelian Army and Protection delegates for the monitoring of Civilian Protection
Wednesday 17 May - Nablus
Visit to prisoners in Palestinian prisons
Visit to Civilian Protection activities
Meeting with IL DCL
Thursday 18 May - Ramallah
Visit to Palestinian Red Crescent Society (PRCS) and ambulance services
Meeting with the Ministry for Local Development
Meeting with the Palestinian Ministery of the Interior
Meeting with Palestinian authorities
Friday 19 May and Saturday 20 May - Jerusalem
Field to West Bank Barrier, east Jerusalem and Old City with Rana
Sunday 21 May
Gaza (VG & FG) briefing in Gaza sub delegation
Tel Aviv (HM): Visit to detention
Visit Boats project, meetings with beneficiaries and Israeli Directorate of Fisheries
Monday 22 May
Gaza (VG & FG): Visit Al Shoka greenhouses & Urban projects, meetings with beneficiaries, meeting with Mayor of Al
Shoka
Golan (HM): Field visit in Golan strip
Tuesday 23 May - Jerusalem
Meeting with ECHO
Meeting with WFP
Meeting with UNRWA
Meeting with OCHA
Wednesday 24 May - Jerusalem
Debriefing with ICRC team (HOD, HOM, CoProt, CoAssist, CoDetIL, CoCoop, CoField)
Return to Paris
SRI LANKA, 19-26 June
Tuesday 20 June
Meeting with ECHO team
Meeting with ICRC Head of Delegation
Visit of 'New Magazine' prison in Colombo, together with Protection delegates
Meeting with Data Administrator (PROT 5)
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Wednesday 21 June
Depart for Batticaloa
Briefing at ICRC sub delegation
Thursday 22 June - Batticaloa
Field visits in Batticaloa district (civilian protection)
Meeting with SLMM, UNOCHA, UNICEF
Friday 23 June
Return to Colombo
Meeting with Human Rights Advisor for UN System
Saturday 24 June
Debriefing with ECHO
More interviews with the delegation (Ecosec)
Debriefing with the delegation
Sunday 25 June
Depart for Paris

GENEVA, 24-26 July
Monday 24 July
More interviews with DIR_GEN_EVAL, OP_ASSIST and Operations Division
Tuesday 25 July
More interviews with health services unit, Vice President, Management, External Resources Division, Centrla Tracing
Agency and protection activities, REX_DON
Wednesday 26 July
More interviews with Communications Division, ExR management

BRUSSELS, 27 July
Meeting with the delegation to the European Union in Brussels

Writing the report
First draft sent 14 September 2006
First set of comments 13 October 2006
Second draft sent 22 October 2006
BRUSSELS, 27 October 2006
Final debriefing
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Annexe 4: List of main interlocutors
ECHO
M. Cavaco, Director-General, DG ECHO
Johan Luchner, Head of Unit ECHO O/1
Peter Cavendish (ECHO O/1)
Martine Vanackere (ECHO O/1)
Flavio Bello (Somalia Desk Officer/ECHO A/1)
Philippe Maughan (Coordinator and Regional Desk Officer, Rwanda
Silvia Ermini (Relations with partners /ECHO O/1)
Julia Koch (ECHO2, Middle East Desk Officer)
Anne Françoise Moffroid (ECHO A/3, Afghanistan)
Montserrat Pantaleoni Giralt (ECHO O/1)
Leonor Nieto Leon (ECHO O/1)
Simon Horner (ECHO A/5)
Nathalie Charbonneau (ECHO A/5)
Antoine Lemasson (Sri Lanka)
Matthew Sayer (Desk Officer & Coordinator, Afghanistan/ECHO A/3)
Raf Rosveld
Anthony Val Flynn (Security issues, ECHO B/3)
John Myers, ECHO Kabul
Hervé Caiveau, ECHO Jerusalem
Alberto Oggero, ECHO Jerusalem
Borja Miguelez, ECHO Sri Lanka
David Verboom, ECHO Sri Lanka
ICRC
Jacques Forster, Vice-President
Angelo Gnaedinger, Director-General ICRC
Beat Schweizer, Assistant to Director-General
Pierre Kraehenbuehl, Director of Operations
Walter Fuellemann, Deputy Director
Jean-Daniel Tauxe, Head of External Resources Division
Robert Zimmerman, Assistant to Head of Central Tracing Agency and Protection Activities
Charlotte Lindsey, Assistant to Director of Communciations
Christoph Luedi, Head of Unit DIR_GEN_EVAL
Pascal Duport, Advisor in evaluation
Barbara Boyle, Regional coordinator OP_ASSIST_SE
Doris Pfister, Director of operational resources and logistics
Philippe Guinand, Head of Unit REX_DON
Brian Tisdall, Head of Unit REX_OPS
Feena May, Assistant to Head of External Resources Division
Alain Aeschlimann, Head Central Tracing Agency and Protection Division
Yves Etienne, Head of Assistance division
Dominique Praplan, Assistant to Head of Assistance Division
Barbara Wildi, Head of sector OP_ASSIST_SE
Robert Zimmermann, Assistant to Head of Protection Division
Marco Kirschbaum, Head of Asia sector OP_PROT_AS
Roberta Falciola, Assistant to Head of Operations in the Near East OP_MO_PRO
Christian Bosson, Ex-Coordinator ECOSEC Somalia, Head of sector CENSUD, SOUC
Sandrine Delattre, Head of sector OP_ASSIST_SE
Frédéric Tremblay, Head of costing and reporting unit FAD_CORE
Damian Noble, Programme manager
Silvie Junnot, Head of delegation to the European Union in Brussels
Geneviève Toussaint, ICRC delegation in Brussels
Lemoyne Baquet, Editor ExR_DON
Bernhard Julier, Head of Operations for Central and South Asia OP_AS_SOUC
Jacques de Maio, Head of Operations for Horn of Africa OP_AF_CORNE
Hervé Le Guillouzic, Head of Unit for health services and assistance
Marco Baldan
Eugen Burkhalter, Advisor DIR_GEN_EVAL
François Mounis, Head of logistics division
Thierry Fournier
Jocelyne Schmid-Hautle, Senior buyer
Riccardo Conti, Head of Water and Habitat Unit
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Jean Vergain, Head of sector
Pierre Wettach, HOD Rwanda
Françoise Marclay, CoProt
Luc Fréjacques, CoMed
Jean-Marc Berge, CoWatha
Florence Dapples, Water and Habitat Engineer
Sophie Romanens, CoCom
Catherine Mukantabana, Head of Restoring Family Links programmes
Reto Stocker, Head of delegation, Afghanistan
Daniel Puillet-Breton, Head of sub delegation Kandahar and Cooperation coordinator
Olivier Moeckli, Communications coordinator
Peter Rohrbach, Logistics coordinator
Valérie Meilhaud, Wathab coordinator
Alberto Cairo
Philippa Parker, Medical coordinator, ICRC Kabul
Karin Hofmann, Protection coordinator, ICRC Kabul
Jérôme Cauvin, Administrator, ICRC Kabul
Martin Debourg, Head of sub delegation Jalalabad and Patrick Scharzter
Khan Zaman Amarkhail, Communications field officer
Marcel Stoessel, Head of sub delegation Mazar-i-Sharif
Valentine Magendo, Wathab programme manager Mazar-i-Sharif
Chris Wabnitz, Protection delegate Mazar-i-Sharif
Paul Hendrix, Orthopaedic centre
Marc Ducrey, Head of sub delebation Hérat
Dominik Stillhart, Head of Delegation Tel Aviv
Jordi Raich Curco, Head of Mission Jerusalem
Claire Meytraud, Economic Security Coordinator
Stefan Szeless, Field Coordinator
Marc Coordinator, Detention coordinator
Brian and Dana, Cooperation coordinator
Georges, Head of sub delegation Gaza and Gaza ICRC team (Natacha, Oliver, Dan, Tangy, Beja)
Toon Vandenhove, ICRC Head of Delegation, Sri Lanka
Patrick Morin, Protection delegate
Cyril Pahud, Data Administrator (PROT 5)
Nicolas Von Arx, Head of sub delegation Batticaloa
J.P Soumah, Ecosec coordinator, Sri Lanka
Other interlocutors met
Charlotte, Rwanda Red Cross
Rose Gahire, Society for Women Against AIDS in Africa (SWAA)
M. Karare Misingo, Director of Kigali Central Prison
Capita", of Kigali Central Prison
Rose, Commission Nationale de Lutte contre le SIDA (CNLS)
Jean Barbe, EC Delegation in Rwanda
Colin Kirk, Head of DFID Rwanda
Colonel, Head of training for Rwandan Armed Forces
Milan Sannerkvist, Development adviser Swedish PRT, Mazar-i-Sharif
Lt Col Kameel Vahabe, DLC – Israeli Army
Eng. Moayed Mohd Shehada, Ministry of Local Government
Col Balushi, Palestinian Ministry of Interior
Sajida, Liaison Officer for Palestinian authorities
Kirstie Eira Campbell, WFP
Stefan Ziegler, UNRWA
Pierre Bessuges, OCHA
Sari Rask, SLMM
Valérie Davanzo, UNOCHA Sri Lanka
Christina de Bruin, UNICEF Baticaloa
Rory Mungoven, Human Rights Advisor for UN System
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Annexe 5: List of key consulted reference documents
Special fund for the disabled Annual report 2004, ICRC, 2005
Les principes fondamentaux de la Croix Rouge et du Croissant Rouge, CICR
Annual report 2001, ICRC, June 2002
Annual report 2002, ICRC, June 2003
Annual report 2003, ICRC, June 2004
Special fund for disabled Appeal 2005, ICRC, 2006
CICR : Avenue de la paix, September 2004, n° 72
Q&A-IL/OT/AT How to answer some frequently asked challenging questions, ICRC, April
2005
ICRC: News letter, May 2005, n°1
ICRC: News letter, October 2005
ICRC: News letter, March 2004, n°2
ICRC: News letter, February 2005, n°4
ICRC: News letter, October 2004, n°3
Human rights and humanitarian law in professional policing concepts, ICRC, February 2002
Restoring family links: a guide for National Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, ICRC,
November 2000
Essentials of the law of war: Summary for commanders: Rules for behaviour in action:
Training programme, ICRC
Règles élémentaires du droit de la guerre: Résumé pour les commandants : Règles pour le
comportement dans l’action : Programme d’instruction, CICR
Le droit de la guerre: Manuel de l’instructeur, Règles pour le comportement au combat,
CICR, mai 1996
Targeting the weapons reducing cost of unregulated availability, ICRC, June 2005
Ensemble des règles minima pour le traitement des détenus
2005: Vulnerability needs assessment: Northern Chechnya: Russian federation, ICRC,
October 2005
Politique d’assistance du CICR: Doctrine 49, CICR, 2004
ICRC assistance policy: Doctrine 49, ICRC, 2004
Operational guidelines for the application of the ICRC assistance policy to economic
security, CICR
The provincial prisons of Afghanistan: Technical assessment and recommendations regarding
the state of the premises and of the water and sanitation infrastructure, ICRC, December
2005
Inter-agency guiding principles on unaccompanied and separated children, ICRC, January
2004
Les personnes portées disparues et leurs familles : documents de référence, février 2004,
CICR
Pense bête for prot5 dummies and else…, CICR, 2005
Conflits armés et liens familiaux, CICR, janvier 2002
ICRC position on humanitarian coordination: reality-based and action oriented, ICRC, June
2006
Droit international humanitaire: Réponses à vos questions, CICR, février 2004
Humanitarian aid for vulnerable people affected by the consequences of the Afghan crisis and
natural hazard in Afghanistan, Iran and Pakistan: Global Plan 2006, ECHO, December 2005
Budget extension appeal: Geneva, 17 October 2005: Pakistan-October to December 2005:
South Asia Earthquake CHF 56, 461, 951 (USD 43,633, 656/ EUR 36, 286, 601), ICRC,
October 2005
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Mettre fin à l’ère des mines : succès et défis, CICR, 2004
Evaluation abstract 2004, ICRC, June 2005
Evaluation of Action contre la faim France’s activities funded by ECHO, TRANSTEC, 2003
CICR : Avenue de la paix, mars 2006, n°78
Découvrez le CICR, CICR, septembre 2005
ICRC Emergency Appeals 2006: Asia & the Pacific: Nepal, ICRC, 2006
ICRC Emergency Appeals 2006: Africa: Sudan, ICRC, 2006
OCHA Donor support group (ODSG) Annual high level meeting Stockholm, 26-27 May 2005Chairman’s conclusions, OCHA, June 2005
Journal official de l’Union Européenne : Lignes directrices de l’Union Européenne
concernant la promotion du droit humanitaire international, Union Européenne, décembre
2005
Linking relief, rehabilitation and development (LRRD) and Disaster Preparedness and
Prevention (DPP): Report and operational conclusions of the LRRD/DPP Inter-service
group, ECHO, October 2003
Evaluation of the partnership between ECHO and UNHCR and of UNHCR activities funded
by ECHO: Mars14-May 23, 2005: Evaluation Report, ECHO, October 2005
Evaluation of ECHO’s cooperation with UNICEF and UNICEF activities funded by ECHO:
Final report, ECHO, January 2004
Annex: Conclusions of the country/region meeting held during the LRRD/DPP exercise:
February-June 2003, ECHO
Presentation of a quantitative model to measure coping capacity of countries in a
comparative perspective, Billing, P., Madengruber, U., ECHO, 2005
Inception report: Evaluation du partenariat ECHO-CICR, GRUNEWALD F., MAURY H.,
DE GEOFFROY V., Groupe URD, février 2006
ICRC in Rwanda: In brief, ICRC, April 2005
Rapport d’enquête sur l’amélioration des conditions de vie des Inyangamugayo, SERVICE
NATIONAL DES JURIDICTIONS GACACA, novembre 2005
Report on improving the living conditions for the Inyangamugayo, NATIONAL SERVICE
OF GACACA, November 2005
A baseline survey & impact assessment of Rwanda demobilisation and reintegration program
on child ex-combatants reintegration, RUGUMIRE MAZUKA E., Rwanda demobilisation
and reintegration commission Rwanda demobilization and reintegration program, July 2005
Implementation review of the programme of the ICRC directorate 2003-2006, ICRC, June
2006
This week in Palestine, n°97, May 2006
Humanitarian Accountability and quality management standard: Draft version 3,
HUMANITARIAN ACCOUNTABILITY PARTNERSHIP, July 2006
ICRC position on internally displaced persons (IDPs) (May 2006), ICRC, June 2006
Deprived of freedom, CICR, October 2002
Interim report to ECHO thematic protection grant, ICRC, October 2004
Voice out loud, NGO VOICE, issue 1, October 2004
Evaluation of the European commission’s directorate general for humanitarian aid (DG
ECHO) 2000-2005: Finding and recommendations debriefing meeting, GFE CONSULTING
WORLDWIDE, June 2006
The DIPECHO programme: reducing the impact of disasters, ECHO, November 2004
Aide humanitaire européenne: principes et valeurs, ECHO, 2005
Asian tsunami European solidarity in action, ECHO, 2005
Dans l’ombre des crises oubliées, ECHO, 2005
ECHO flight: saving lives in extreme conditions, ECHO, September 2003

Page 69

The evaluation of ECHO’s actions in Sri Lanka and the Tamil refugee camps in Tamil Nadu,
India: Final Report, ECHO, July 2005
8ème session Assemblée parlementaire paritaire ACP-UE La Haye, DIRECTION
GENERALE DE L’INFORMATION POUR LE PARLEMENT EUROPEEN, novembre
2004
Striking a balance: Efficiency, effectiveness and accountability. The impact of the EU
financial regulation on the relationship between the European Commission and NGOs, F.M.
PARTNERS LIMITED, April 2005
Agrisud…en une page, AGRISUD INTERNATIONAL, mai 2005
Relance des activités économiques après la catastrophe du Tsunami et renforcement du
secteur agricole dans le district de Trincomalee, Nord-est de Sri Lanka, AGRISUD
INTERNATIONAL, mars 2005
Face à la catastrophe 2004, ECHO, 2005
Rapport de la commission (office d’aide humanitaire- ECHO) Rapport annuel 2003,
COMMISSION DES COMMUNAUTES EUROPEENNES, septembre 2004
Draft-Terms of reference for tsunami earthquake emergency monitoring mission,
DISASTERS EMERGENCY COMMITTEE, February 2005
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Annexe 6: Maps of areas visited
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