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A. Introduction:

Strategic direction #1 of the CI strategic plan to strengthen CARE’s emergency work is intended to enable CARE to respond more effectively and comprehensively to humanitarian emergencies worldwide and thereby increase the scope and impact of CARE’s emergency programmes, as well as strengthen donor funding and CARE’s profile.

The strategy noted the importance of a periodic review process, reporting on results, and refining subsequent plans. It was agreed that CEG will work with CI members to fully articulate the measures of success, and will establish a regular reporting schedule.  This process has now taken place and this paper presents the proposed system for measuring and reporting on performance. 

B. Overall Performance Metrics Framework:

The SD#1 implementation plan, presented to the NDC and CI Board in May-June 2007, provides a framework for strategy implementation based around three phases of work: establishing foundations for the emergency strategy; developing CARE’s infrastructure for emergency work; and institutionalizing emergency performance improvement.  This framework will provide the basis for performance measurement and reporting, with an emphasis on measuring the end result of performance improvement.

Measurement of performance improvement will be accomplished through the use of the outcomes & success indicators which were developed in the implementation plan and have been updated, following consultation with CI members. Measurement of emergency foundations establishment, infrastructure development, and monitoring & evaluation activities will be accomplished by measuring actual achievements against annual operating plans. Annexes 1 & 2 show draft sample reports using these indicators. 
While there will be annual monitoring and reporting of all areas within the framework, an independent mid-term evaluation of progress towards accomplishing the outcomes will be conducted during FY09.  Thereafter, the strategic direction will be adapted as appropriate.  A final evaluation of outcomes of the strategic direction will also be conducted during the final year of the plan period, in FY012.

C. Measures of Success:
Emergency Response Performance Indicators:
Assuming the additional investment levels which are included in the emergency strategic direction, the expected outcomes and success indicators by 2012 are shown below.

It is important to note that these outcomes and indicators of success represent what CARE’s strategy aims to accomplish by 2012.  The emergency strategic direction requires complex organisational changes and it should be expected that these outcomes will require not less than five years to fully accomplish.

Outcome #1: CI’s response to humanitarian disaster will be more timely:

· Decisions on rapid onset emergencies are made & communicated throughout CI within 24 hours. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Material emergency response interventions are launched within 48 hours after of the disaster. 2012 benchmark 80%;

· Appropriate level of CARE ERF funds to start-up emergency responses are allocated within 48 hours. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Additional international staff are deployed (en-route) within 72 hours after staffing requests. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Additional national staff are redeployed (en-route) within 48 hours after staffing requests. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Senior staff from lead member visit disaster site within appropriate timeframe. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Statements about CARE’s response are issued throughout CI and to the media within 24 hours of the disaster event. 2012 benchmark 90%.

Outcome #2: The quality and accountability of CI’s response to disaster will increase:

· Country, regional and CI member offices have emergency preparedness plans that have been reviewed/revised within the past 6 months and there is evidence of readiness and use. 2012 benchmark 90%.

· Emergency strategies are developed within one week of the disaster event and revised as necessary. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Disaggregated population information is provided for CARE’s beneficiaries within 2 weeks. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Monitoring and evaluation of CARE responses indicate minimum levels of appropriate and applicable humanitarian accountability standards are met or exceeded. 2012 benchmark 90%.

Outcome #3: CI will become known for its competence in the three core sectors:

· Significant interventions in at least one of the core sectors. 2012 benchmark 80%;

· Monitoring and evaluation of CARE responses indicate technical quality in core sectors exceed accepted standards. 2012 benchmark 90%;

Outcome #4: CI’s emergency revenues will increase substantially:

· 70% of disaster response funding target has been met within 3 months. 2012 benchmark 90%;

· Average annual leverage of ERF allocations across CI. 2012 benchmark = 6;

· Annual CI emergency total revenue. 2012 benchmark based on percentage growth rate, below;

· Annual percentage growth rate of CI emergency revenue. 2012 benchmark TBD based on verified FY06 baseline.

Outcome #5: A significant portion of CI’s annual outlay on emergency capacity will be recovered:

· Cost recovery on international staff deployed to emergency assignments. 2012 benchmark 70%;

· Percentage of CI members’ and CEG’s emergency unit costs covered by restricted funding sources. 2012 benchmark 50%.

Baseline information is required in order to measure improvement over the 5 years of the plan. During FY08, baselines for all indicators will be determined, based on a review of appropriate retroactive information from FY06 and/or FY07.

Achievements against Plans:

Measuring CARE’s performance in-terms of establishing foundations and developing CARE’s emergency infrastructure will be measured using the following indicators, which are based on the main areas of work that the emergency strategy outlined.  Plans will use CARE’s normal AOP system.

Emergency Foundations Establishment:

· Establishment and alignment of emergency strategy across CI. Completion target FY07;

· Finalization of CARE’s humanitarian mandate statement. Completion target FY07;

· Development of updated CI protocols for emergency preparedness & response. Completion target – policy & response protocols FY07; all others FY08;

· Development of emergency preparedness policies & guidelines. Completion target FY07;

· Development of CI priority sector & cross-cutting policies & strategies. Completion target FY08;

· Alignment of CI members and CEG organization structures. Completion target FY07.

· Core emergency staff positions filled in CI members and CEG. Completion targets as per staffing plans in CI emergency strategy;

· CI emergency strategy (SD#1) performance metrics system developed & in-place. Completion target FY08.

Emergency Infrastructure Development:

· Number of country, regional and CI member offices with up to date emergency preparedness plans. Annual targets TBD;
· Development of comprehensive emergency toolkit (systems, guidelines, tools, etc.). Completion target – interim version FY07; complete/final version FY08;
· Strengthened CI emergency response fund (ERF) mechanisms in-place. Completion target FY09;

· Strengthened CI emergency staffing roster (CERT) in-place. Completion target FY08;

· CI staff capacity building program developed and implemented. Completion targets – program designed FY08; annual targets for #s of staff trained TBD.

· Emergency materials pre-supply stocks system developed and stocked. Completion targets – FY08 system designed; annual stocking targets TBD;

· CI humanitarian accountability framework developed & in use. Completion target FY08;

D. Reporting System:

All indicators would be measured using existing systems/processes to the extent possible. For example, CI member financial reporting systems, emergency situation reports, emergency evaluations & after action reviews, etc.

Lead members would be responsible for ensuring information is provided from themselves and from the country office they are responsible for.  Information would be collated centrally by CEG.

Detailed reports against all indicators would be provided to CEG and ERWG on a six-monthly basis. Annual ‘rolled-up’ summary reports of all information would be submitted to the NDC and CI Board.
Annex 1:

Sample Detailed Performance Metrics Report: January 1 – October 31, 2007

Emergencies covered by this report

· Madagascar: Cyclone Idlana (March 2007)

· Mozambique: Cyclone Favio (February 2007)

· Peru: Earthquake (August 15, 2007)
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	“Red” less than 50% of Benchmark met
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	“Yellow” between 50-75% of Benchmark met
	
	
	
	

	“Green” more than 75% of Benchmark met
	


Timeliness
	Indicator
	Objective Met (%) 
	Remarks

	Decisions on rapid onset emergencies are made & communicated throughout CI within 24 hours.
	
	
	100% met

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Material emergency response interventions are launched within 48 hours after of the disaster.
	
	
	33% met (Madagascar’s response was complicated because cell phone connections were cut for 4 days)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 80%
	
	

	Appropriate level of CARE ERF funds to start-up emergency responses are allocated within 48 hours.
	
	
	33% met (quick enough but not appropriate for Madagascar; too late for Peru)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Additional international staff are deployed (en-route) within 72 hours after staffing requests.
	
	
	66% met (Madagascar was only 1 day late)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Additional national staff are redeployed (en-route) within 48 hours after staffing requests.
	
	
	More information needed

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Senior staff from lead member visit disaster site within appropriate timeframe.
	
	
	33% met (only John Uniack Davis visited Madagascar  two weeks later)

	
	                     2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Statements about CARE’s response are issued throughout CI and to the media within 24 hours of the disaster event.
	
	
	100% met (all press releases within timeframe)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	


Quality & Accountability of Response

	Indicator
	Objective Met (%) 
	Remarks

	Country, regional and CI member offices have emergency preparedness plans that have been reviewed/revised within the past 6 months and there is evidence of readiness and use.
	
	
	0% met (in Mozambique in place but hasn’t been used)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Emergency strategies are developed within one week of the disaster event and revised as necessary. 
	
	
	66% met (but no updates in Mozambique;  quality of the strategy varies)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Disaggregated population information is provided for CARE’s beneficiaries within 2 weeks.
	
	
	0% met

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Monitoring and evaluation of CARE responses indicate minimum levels of appropriate and applicable humanitarian accountability standards are met or exceeded.
	
	
	33%met  (only Peru systematically included Sphere standards in their proposals)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	


Competence in Core Sectors

	Indicator
	Objective Met (%)
	Remarks

	Significant interventions in at least one of the core sectors.

	
	
	50% met (Peru did very well on water/sanitation interventions; Mozambique not enough; no information on Madagascar)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 70%
	
	

	Monitoring and evaluation of CARE responses indicate technical quality in core sectors exceed accepted standards.
	No info yet…
	Only evidence in Peru but M&E not finished yet

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	


Emergency Revenue Trends - Funding
	Indicator
	Objective Met (%)
	Remarks

	70% of disaster response funding target has been met within 3 months.
	
	
	50% (Peru has surpassed the funding target; Mozambique only 40%; no info on Madagascar)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 90%
	
	

	Average annual leverage of ERF allocations across CI.
	No info yet…
	

	
	2012 Benchmark = 6
	
	

	Annual CI emergency total revenue. 
	No info yet…
	

	
	2012 Benchmark = see below
	
	

	Annual percentage growth rate of CI emergency revenue. 
	No info yet
	
	

	
	2012 Benchmark = TBD based on verified FY06 baseline
	
	


Emergency Revenue Trends - Emergency capacity
	Indicator
	Objective Met (%)
	Remarks

	Cost recovery on international staff deployed to emergency assignments. 
	
	
	Peru recovered 75% of international staff deployment; Mozambique nothing; no info on Madagascar)

	
	2012 Benchmark = 80%
	
	

	Percentage of CI members’ and CEG’s emergency unit costs covered by restricted funding sources. 
	No info yet…
	

	
	2012 Benchmark = 50%
	
	


Guidance Notes

· Emergency start: “Disaster event” is when the impact is actually felt by populations (e.g. when a hurricane makes landfall).  In the case of slow-onset disasters, the “disaster event” is measured from the date when the Crisis Coordination Group (CCG) declares an emergency as Type 2 or Type 3
.

· Emergency phase: In most cases, the emergency phase is considered to last 3 months.  Exceptions will be noted in the “Remarks” column.

· Senior staff: “Senior CARE staff” is considered to be an individual that has sufficient authority to make on-the-spot decisions in terms of funding and/or technical support appropriate to the scale of the emergency. The appropriate timeframe for senior staff to visit the disaster site is determined by the type of emergency. In a large scale emergency (e.g. 2005 Tsunami, 2001Afghanistan war), visits by senior staff to (or as near as feasible) to the disaster sites should normally take place within the first week after the disaster event.   Such staff should be at a level to be able to influence multi-million dollar rapid decision-making processes.
· A “Significant intervention” in the three core sectors is when the scale of CARE’s intervention, measured both in terms of coverage of affected population and overall budget, amount to at least 20% of the overall intervention by all humanitarian actors in that particular sector/cluster.
· CI emergency total revenue: Aggregate of all funds designated for use in emergency response, regardless of donor.
Annex 2
 Sample NDC & CI Board Annual Reporting Format
Sample/Mock-up - October 2007
	I. Basic Emergency Data
	Total Number of Emergency Responses
	Number of ‘Type 1’ Emergency Responses
	Number of ‘Type 2’ Emergency Responses
	Number of ‘Type 3’ Emergency Responses

	FY07
	13
	7
	5
	1

	

	II. Emergency Response Performance
	Aggregate (rolled up) FY07 performance compared to FY12 target benchmarks (%)
(Aggregate formulae to be developed based on details in Annex 2)

	· Timeliness
	

	· Quality & accountability
	

	· Competence in core sectors
	

	· Emergency revenue & cost recovery
	

	

	III. Emergency Foundations Establishment
	FINANCIAL YEAR

	
	FY07
	FY08
	FY09
	FY10
	FY11
	FY12

	· Establishment and alignment of emergency strategy across CI
	

	

	· Finalization of CARE’s humanitarian mandate statement
	
	

	· Development of updated CI protocols for emergency preparedness & response (completion target – policy & response protocols FY07; all others FY08)
	
	
   


	· Development of emergency preparedness policies & guidelines
	
	

	· Development of CI priority sector & cross-cutting policies & strategies
	
	     Mainly due to delays in recruitment of sector specialists

	· Alignment of CI members and CEG organization structures (completion target FY07) 
	
	One lead member & CEG has extensively realigned itself. Other CI members have partially aligned with the CI emergency strategy

	· Core emergency staff positions filled in CI members and CEG. Completion targets as per staffing plans in CI emergency strategy.
	
	   

2 out of 4 sector specialists yet to be recruited from FY07 plan.  Two more RECs to be recruited in FY08, subject to budget approval

	· CI emergency strategy (SD#1) performance metrics system developed & in-place (completion target FY08)
	
	

	

	IV. Emergency Infrastructure Development
	FINANCIAL YEAR

	
	FY07
	FY08
	FY09
	FY10
	FY11
	FY12

	· Number of country, regional and CI member offices with up to date emergency preparedness plans
	

	 

16 out of 18 planned CO EPPs completed in FY07 

	· Development of comprehensive emergency toolkit (systems, guidelines, tools, etc.) (completion target – interim version FY07; complete/final version FY08) 
	
	

	· Strengthened CI emergency response fund (ERF) mechanisms in-place (completion target end FY08)
	
	


	· Strengthened CI emergency staffing roster (CERT) in-place (completion target FY08)
	
	Delay in completion of inter-agency surge capacity review, but process accelerated by CERT workshop in early FY08

	· CI staff capacity building program developed during FY08 and implemented in stages 
	
	
Draft CB strategy developed. Annual targets for #s of staff trained TBD


	· Emergency materials pre-supply stocks system developed and stocked (completion target – FY08 system designed; annual stocking targets TBD)
	
	 


	· CI humanitarian accountability framework developed during FY08 & in-use thereafter 
	
	
Draft accountability framework developed end FY07 with ECB project resources.  FY08 is testing and beginning of roll out phase.


	V. Monitoring & Evaluation for Implementation of CARE’s Emergency Strategy 
	YEAR

	
	FY07
	FY08
	FY09
	FY10
	FY11
	FY12

	· Annual reports to CI Board & NDC, plus quarterly reports to ERWG
	
	

	· Mid-term & final external evaluation of implementation of CARE’s emergency strategy
	
	


� Type 1: Small-scale emergencies in a country where CARE has operational presence


   Type 2: Major emergency in a country where CARE has operational presence


   Type 3: Major emergency in a country where CARE is not operationally present, or has limited presence





KEY:

Planned Completion
Progress against plan

Actual completion  
Milestone
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