
                                                                                                   

In Summer 2016, DRC Country Operations 
conducted the third MEL Compliance Self Check 
(CSC). The MEL CSC checks compliance with the 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning, Minimum 
Operational Procedures (MELMOPs) by 
Operations. 

 In general the MEL CSC showed a satisfactory 
level of compliance with the MELMOPs. The 
average scores show a steady improvement 
over time from 61% in August 2015, to 66% in 
February 2016 to 71% in August 2016. As such 
DRC is steadily progressing towards its target of 
75% compliance with MELMOP standards by 
August 2016 – although there is clearly room 
for improvement. 

 Formal development and use of a management 
response appears to be a weakness in DRC’s 
management and use of evaluations. Regional 
and HQ leads should explore how this can be 
further mainstreamed into DRC evaluation 
practice. A partial solution may be to streamline 
the current practice of developing both lessons 
learnt notes and management responses, as 
well as formally include regional and HQ M&E 
staff in sign-off processes. 

 Similarly, registration of evaluations with HQ is 
an identified weakness. This would support use 
of evaluations more broadly at the global level, 
and operations are encouraged to adopt this 
practice using the form provided.
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 There are likely differing interpretations of the 
MEL focal point role, which range from acting as 
focal point for communication on MEL matters 
with HQ to leading on MEL matters within the 
operation. Further, a MEL focal point may 
function alongside other MEL officers or may 
have a different primary function or technical 
expertise. A standard ToR for the role of the 
M&E Focal Point at the regional and country 
level will be developed and should be used for 
reference. In the meantime, country teams are 
encouraged to refer to existing guidance on 
MELMOP. 
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1 https://docs.google.com/a/drc.dk/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScsyHXVFjxQy-KHcInk4M1iuJw5lTCJ1YcgymdYGL0wgcftqA/viewform  
2 http://melmop.drc.dk/wp-content/uploads/MEL-PEO-7k-ME-Staff-ToR-Guideline.pdf  
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 Under-budgeting for MEL activities and personnel appears to be an ongoing issue. DRC operations should continue 
to reference existing MELMOP guidance.

3
 DRC HQ should consider whether this guidance can be developed further 

to help define what is ‘sufficient’ for a MEL budget. 

 There is wide variation in scores across countries in each region. HQ and regional M&E advisors should consider 
these variations when planning annual support across DRC operations. 

 In general the MEL CSC showed a satisfactory level of 
compliance with the MELMOPs. The average scores 
show a steady improvement over time from 61% in 
August 2015, to 66% in February 2016 to 71% in August 
2016. As such DRC is steadily progressing towards its 
target of 75% compliance with MELMOP standards by 
August 2016 – although there is clearly room for 
improvement. 

 At regional level, the scores varied considerable from 
country to country. It was notable that standalone countries demonstrated the highest average score and lowest 
range, despite not being a coherent geographical region. Variation amongst formal DRC regions was high, with 
West African countries demonstrating least variation. 

 An analysis of scoring across the 18 MELMOP indicators demonstrates consistently stronger scoring across 
‘system’, ‘people’ and some ‘evaluation’ indicators. Scoring against ‘learning-oriented’ indicators and those 
relating to registration of evaluations and lesson learning notes were noticeably lower. 

 DRC Libya has partially developed a MEL system for the entire programme. In West Africa, the regional office has 
developed a standard template for all projects in the region, which comprises a workplan and logframe with 
objectives, indicators and outputs. This is updated through an activity database for each CO. This facilitates 
accurate monitoring of project progress. The logframe is developed by the CO with contributions from the regional 
office and M&E specialists. 

 Data disaggregation appeared to be a common practice for most operations, with 79% responding positively and 
12 operations confirming this with qualitative comments. A few operations responded more cautiously. 1 
operation implied that only a third of programmes could produce disaggregated data (Afghanistan). 1 operation 
indicated that sex and age was disaggregated as standard, but other vulnerabilities were not usually considered 
(Kenya). 1 operation implied that there were limitations from the government on how data was collected. (Iran). 

 Overall, 83% operations responded positively to having an M&E focal point in post. A few implied that the focal 
point had been in post for some time (Somaliland, Guinea), but many operations also have been experiencing 
turnover. In some cases a focal point has been recently recruited (Burkina, CAR, Côte d'Ivoire and Mali), and in 
others M&E staff will be coming into to post in the coming months (Afghanistan, Nigeria). A few operations 
mentioned that the M&E focal point is being carried out by staff with other duties or technical expertise 
(Afghanistan, DRC, Tanzania, Tajikistan), such as CD, grants officer or protection officer. One operation indicated 
that budget was not currently available for a M&E focal point (DRC). 

 Regional offices are clearly play an important role in training focal points, with a comprehensive training 
programme having been conducted in West Africa earlier this year, and a planned regional training in Nairobi 
during October 2016. 

 Broadly speaking, operations are confident that appropriate terms of reference have been developed for MEL focal 
points, and that they are involved in the development of proposals. 

                                                                 
3 See http://melmop.drc.dk/people/  

Region Range (% points) Average % 

Standalone 8 86 

CA 41 71 

CASWA 46 64 

MENA 45 67 

WA 28 60 

HOAY 41 76 

http://melmop.drc.dk/people/
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 Operations are less confident that there is sufficient budget and personnel capacity in place to support the MEL 
function. This was the lowest scoring area in the ‘people’ category at 49%. Qualitative comments in this area 
varied widely. For some, there appeared to be strong policies and capacity in place (Jordan, Kenya DDG, 
Somaliland DDG, South Sudan). Others noted concerns with either financial (DRC Kenya, Lebanon) or personnel 
resources for MEL activities (DRC Afghanistan, Guinea, Pakistan, Tanzania). 

”3 to 5% of the every project budgets is reserved to run M&E activities and support M&E staff.” DRC 
Jordan 

”There is appropriate level of human resource capacity with some minor gaps. The budget to support 
monitoring and evaluation plans is adequate in each project.”  DDG Somaliland 

”This has been recently scaled up with addition of MEL Officer and some data assistants, but will not 
be sufficient for longer term programming and will need to be considered in future budget proposals” 
DRC Tanzania 

”MEL involvement in budgeting for their own staff is increasingly improving with each grant proposal 
submitted to new donors, but there still remains a relatively lack of human resources and budget in a 
large number of grants compared to the support requested from the teams.” DRC Lebanon 
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 22 operations responded positively to planning evaluations according to DRC evaluation policy thresholds and 
conducting at least 1 evaluation per year. For those that responded negatively, qualitative comments implied that 
this was because there were no current projects that meet the threshold criteria (Niger, Turkey, DDG Kenya, 
Yemen).  

 16 operations indicated plans are fully or partially registered with HQ, whilst 20 operations indicated that 
completed evaluations were uploaded to GMS. 16 operations affirmed that this is either in process or already done 
in qualitative comments. 

 8 operations registered details of current evaluations in the evaluation planning form, which are due to take place 
between now and February next year. Of 10 registered evaluations 4 had a protection focus, whilst 6 had a 
livelihoods focus, consistent with DRC’s main areas of programming. 

 The development of a management response was one of the lowest scoring indicators for this CSC exercise, with 
only 39% of operations responding positively. This was confirmed in qualitative comments with 10 operations 
indicating that whilst efforts are certainly being made to incorporate lessons learnt into programming and practice, 
this is predominantly done on an informal basis and a formal management response is not prepared. 

 

Table 1: Evaluation plans registered by operations (September 2016) 

South Sudan End of project evaluation Protection and Livelihoods Oct - Nov 2016 

South Sudan Mid-term evaluation Food Security & Livelihoods Jan-Mar 2017 

Libya End of project evaluation HMA  Oct- Dec 2016 

Georgia End of project evaluation Livelihoods; Community Development and Advocacy; Capacity 
Building.  

Sep – Oct 2016  

Turkey End of project evaluation Livelihoods May-Jun 2016 
(completed) 

Turkey End of project evaluation Protection and Emergency (cash) Jan-Feb 2017 

Kenya End of project evaluation Protection, Livelihood Aug - Sep 2016 

Kosovo End of project evaluation Livelihood Sep-16 

HOAY region End of project evaluation protection ? 

Uganda TQA Rural Infrastructure Oct-16 

 Operations were relatively confident that MEL data informed the annual review process, with 57% responding 
positively. For some though, this was seen as an area for improvement.  

 However, significantly fewer (43%) reported that an annual review lessons learnt note had been produced. In 
many cases, this was because the annual review for this year had not yet taken place or the lessons learnt note 
was still being prepared. 

 This appears to have had a knock-on effect with the submission of lesson learnt notes to the HQ M&E unit, with 
only 17% responding positively. 

 The findings are almost identical for the use of evaluations to inform new proposals. 57% of operations were 
confident that evaluation findings indeed inform project development, but this almost exclusively done on an 
informal basis and few formal lessons learnt notes are prepared. This was the lowest scoring indicator for the 
exercise with only 11% responding positively. Some operations felt the use of evaluations for this purpose is 
problematic. 

”Lessons learned notes are better maintained by programme and MEL staff in the operation. External 
evaluators are not appropriate for such a task, given the difference between the objectives of learning 
and evaluations.” (Ukraine)  
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 The purpose of the CSC is to assess compliance with the MELMOPs, which are minimum operating standards for 
MEL in DRC. Monitoring MELMOP compliance allows DRC managers in headquarters and the field to identify areas 
where additional effort might be needed to ensure quality MEL systems across the organization. (see 

). 

 This report highlights the results and main issues from the analysis of the 3rd MEL CSC. It is the responsibility of 
each Country Operation Senior Management Team, together with the Country M&E Focal Point to assess their 
MEL CSC and react to areas of non-compliance. 

 This report also acts as a point of departure for dialogue, analysis and planning on rectifying action between field 
operations, M&E Focal Points, Support Units and the MEL Unit in OPSU. 

 It is recommended that Country Operations with a low level of compliance ensure that rectifying actions are 
written into the Result Contract. 

 The next MEL CSC is planned for first quarter of 2017, which will allow further opportunities to monitor progress 
towards MELMOP compliance. 

 For the third round of MELMOP self-checks, some adjustments were made to the CSC indicators. These are minor 
adjustments which seek to clarify existing CSC indicators and their links to the MELMOPs, emphasise the role of 
monitoring in MEL practice and ensure alignment with relevant indicators of the Core Humanitarian Standard.  

 Further revisions will be considered as appropriate, whilst also seeking to ensure continuity of existing indicators 
to the extent possible - so that self-check results remain comparable over successive years.
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 In particular, the CSC indicators have been adjusted to clarify as follows: 

A. Sufficient resources should be allocated to MEL needs – both human and financial. (M5) 

B. It is now possible for operations to specify whether a focal point is in place AND has been trained 
appropriately. (M2 and M2i) 

C. There is a clear distinction between two MELMOP requirements: At least one evaluation should be 
planned per year. Evaluations should be also planned where project grants are required according to the 
MELMOP thresholds. 

D. The MELMOP evaluation indicators are applicable to all evaluations – not just those conducted to meet 
MELMOP requirements. 

E. There is greater clarity on the mechanism to register evaluations with HQ. Planned evaluations should be 
registered through the specified online form. Completed evaluations should be uploaded to GMS: 

 Whilst MELMOP indicators are already well aligned with CHS requirements – particularly learning on use of MEL 
for learning and decision-making, additional indicators have been introduced to explicitly ensure the use of 
indicators at all levels of a logframe and to ensure the collection of disaggregated data. 

 A final innovation was to request that operations upload MEP to GMS, as key documents related to grant 
managements. This would allow a sample to be reviewed as part of the CSC feedback exercise. 

 There was a high response rate to the exercise. 35 CSCs were received from country operations representing DRC, 
DRC/DDG and DDG operations. In 3 countries, DDG and DRC submitted individual CSC assessments (Afghanistan, 
Kenya, Somalia). Operations from Libya, Turkey and Vietnam, Syria and Iraq only submitted assessments of DDG 

                                                                 
4 For example, there is currently no CSC indicator which measures compliance with the first MELMOP standard to have in place a country/regional 
MEL system. There are plans to further develop MELMOP guidance in this area. 

http://melmop.drc.dk/
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operations. MENA region also submitted a regional aggregation of their CSC assessments. This represent a slight 
decrease from February 2016, where 36 CSC forms were returned – including a regional assessment of the Sahel 
operations.
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 In contrast to previous CSC rounds, the 18 CSC indicators were weighted equally, which reduces comparability with 
previous results. Where a CSC indicator was rated ‘yes’, full points were awarded. For ‘partial’ ratings half points 
were awarded and no points were allocated for ‘no’ ratings. Where an indicator was rated ‘not applicable’, points 
from this indicator were not used in the percentage calculation. 

 27 country operations have now completed the exercise three times, allowing comparison over a 1 year period for 
these operations.

6
 

The analysis of quantitative scores has been supplemented and crosschecked against qualitative feedback. 

 As mentioned it is the responsibility of each Country Operation, Country Director and Senior Management Team, 
together with the Country M&E Focal Point to assess their MEL CSC and react to issues of non-compliance. 

 However, the MEL Unit in OPSU offers a number of support options for strengthening M&E at the country level: 

A. Country M&E System Reviews and Support Missions  

B. DRC M&E Training either conducted remotely or ‘Face to Face’ 

C. Evaluations and Reviews  

D. Guidelines and Tools are provided on melmop.drc.dk  

 If any of the above support options is relevant for your Country Operation in 2017 send an email to mel@drc.dk. 

 

                                                                 
5 At the time of writing CSC assessments had not been received from DRC Turkey, Myanmar and Ethiopia/Djibouti. 
6 Due to revisions only current M1, M4, M6, M7 and M9 are comparable with previous CSC rounds. However, it should be noted that previous 
results were calculated differently, so even in these areas comparability is limited. 

mailto:mel@drc.dk
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Chart 5:  MENA region - Comparison between CSC Scores (Aug 16; Feb 15; Aug 15) 

aug-16

feb-16

aug-15

0% 

62% 

64% 

72% 

67% 

67% 

44% 

44% 

50% 

68% 

58% 

68% 

60% 

77% 

0% 

64% 

0% 

48% 

64% 

66% 

45% 

48% 

0% 

0% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Sahel Region (DDG)

Burkina Faso (DRC/DDG)

Guinea (DRC/DDG)

Ivory Coast (DRC)

Liberia (DRC)

Mali (DRC/DDG)

Niger (DRC/DDG)

Nigeria (DRC/DDG)

W
A

Chart 6:  West Africa region - Comparison between CSC Scores (Aug 16; Feb 15; Aug 15) 

aug-16

feb-16

aug-15


