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“In social investigation 
and measurement, it is 
undoubtedly more important 
to be vaguely right than to 
be precisely wrong”
Amartya Sen, 1998 Nobel Laureate  
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00-1 DRC Vision for the use of Evaluation
 DRC aims to position itself as the best problem-solver with regards to displacement and integration. To 
support this vision DRC needs to continuously learn from and improve its operations. We need to understand 
when	we	are	able	to	protect	and	support	people	fleeing	conflicts	and	persecution	and	we	also	need	to	learn	from	
and	understand	when	and	why	we	fail.	In	addition,	DRC	needs	to	justify	both	the	financial	and	human	resources	
being spent around the world in order to be accountable to relevant stakeholders.  

The	DRC	Evaluation	Policy	has	been	developed	to	serve	this	vision	by	firstly	supporting	operations	in	
understanding the results of our work and capturing lessons learned through evaluations.  This will provide the 
organisation	from	field	and	country	to	regional	and	headquarter	with	the	evidence	on	which	to	build	new	projects	
and programmes that address the ever-changing protection challenges. Secondly by documenting our results and 
lessons	learned	it	enables	DRC	to	be	accountable	to	all	stakeholders,	beneficiaries,	contributors	and	donors,	and	
be open and transparent about achievements.

00-2 DRC understanding of Evaluation of Humanitarian Action 
DRC sees Evaluation of Humanitarian Action as more than an end of project exercise. To DRC, 
evaluation is a structured exercise that facilitates organisational and programmatic learning, and generates and 
documents information on DRC’s performance. 

DRC considers the purpose of the evaluation exercise before method and timing. Therefore, we accept that the form of 
an evaluation exercise can vary as can the labelling e.g. real time reviews, midterm, programme or country evaluations.

The context in which we try to evaluate our interventions is challenging and the interventions themselves are often 
complex. Amartya Sen’s comment on page 2 is relevant here because we often in our evaluative exercises have 
to	deal	with	objectives	that	are	difficult	to	measure,	ambiguities	in	regards	to	the	value	judgments	of	what	success	
looks	like	and	uncertainties	concerning	contribution	and	attribution	of	the	effect	of	our	interventions.	We	should	
always accept and be transparent about the uncertainties we deal with and the complexities we deal in 
when	we	decide	to	evaluate	and	when	we	analyse	and	present	our	findings.	

DRC	Operations	should	always	make	efforts	to	ensure	the	strategic	value	of	performed	evaluations.	Therefore,	
DRC Evaluations should always be embedded in the strategic processes of the organisation. They should 
be relevant and useful to improving DRC operations and the learning applied to improve the support DRC provides 
to	affected	populations	across	the	globe.	

The overall objective of evaluations in DRC is to: 

•  Facilitate organisational and programmatic learning, and generate 
information on results in areas of strategic relevance.

Specific	objectives	can	differ	and,	for	instance	support	DRC	to:		

•  Make informed decision on how to improve DRC’s ongoing work 

•  Improve DRC strategies and long-term programming 

•  Provide input to advocacy and policy development  

• 	Be	accountable	to	affected	communities	and	donors.	

 

00 INTRODUCTION
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BOX 1:  WHERE CAN I FIND MORE SUPPORT? 

The Evaluation Policy does not provide guidance on specific evaluation methods or data collection 
tools. Where possible the Evaluation Policy will refer or link to relevant external or internal resources. 
For further support consult the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning, Minimum Operational Procedures 
(MELMOPs) and related guidelines on melmop.drc.dk and the ALNAP Guide for Evaluation 
Humanitarian Action (EHA) on alnap.org/eha, which provide examples of evaluation methods and data 
collection tools. 

For additional support the DRC M&E adviser in Copenhagen may be contacted on mel@drc.dk.

00-3 Background to the DRC Evaluation Policy 
At the Annual Director’s Meeting in June 2012 it was decided to prioritise and strengthen monitoring, evaluation 
and	learning	processes	within	the	organisation.	This	is	reflected	in	the	DRC	Strategy	2015.

The Evaluation Policy has been developed in support of Strategy 2015. The evaluation thresholds stated in the 
Evaluation Policy in Chapter 03 were presented, discussed and approved at the Extended Senior Management 
Group meeting in Copenhagen, on the 21st of February 2014. 

The Evaluation Policy has been drafted by Evaluation and Monitoring Adviser, Mikkel Nedergaard, and Head of 
Programme Quality, DRC Lebanon, Oliver Filler, in December 2014 and January 2015. 

The	first	revision	of	the	DRC	Evaluation	Policy	is	planned	for	fourth	quarter	of	2016	in	order	to	incorporate	relevant	
changes as a result of the new DRC Strategy starting from 2017.  

00-4 What is in the Evaluation Policy
The Evaluation Policy provides guidance in regards to managing the evaluation process in DRC. It applies to 
both DRC as well as Danish Demining Group (DDG) operations. Its focus is on ensuring that DRC evaluations are 
relevant to DRC strategies and that learning from evaluations is documented and shared. 

The aim of the Evaluation Policy is to present current practice in the humanitarian sector in regards to managing 
and using evaluations for change. Furthermore, the Evaluation Policy aims at inspiring DRC Operations on ways to 
increase	the	quality	of	commissioned	evaluations	and	thereby	improve	the	value	of	evaluations	to	DRC	operations	
and	beneficiaries.	

In addition, by following the steps in the Evaluation Policy, DRC Operations will be able to comply with the DRC 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning, Minimum Operational Procedures (MELMOPs). 

In	the	coming	chapters	you	will	find	information	on:	

•  The Evaluation Process in DRC: Who is responsible for commissioning 
and managing evaluations in DRC (chapter 01) 

• Deciding to Evaluate: Thresholds and guidance on when to conduct evaluations (chapter 02)

• Planning the Evaluation: Key considerations in regards to planning your evaluation (chapter 03)

•  Implementing the Evaluation: Good practice considerations when starting to implement (chapter 04)

• Follow	up	and	dissemination:	Ensuring	relevant	use	of	DRC	evaluation	findings	(chapter	05)
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01 THE EVALUATION PROCESS IN DRC

01-1 Complying with the MELMOPs
DRC’s	evaluation	process	is	defined	in	four	steps:	Deciding	to	evaluate,	planning	the	evaluation,	implementing	the	
evaluation	and	follow	up	on	and	disseminating	findings	and	lessons	learned	from	the	evaluation.	

By following the steps as described in the Policy and using the additional guidelines on melmop.drc.dk you 
will be able to ensure that your operation complies with the DRC Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning, Minimum 
Operational Procedures (MELMOPs), shown in the illustration below. The relevant minimum operations procedures 
for	evaluation	defines	that	DRC	and	DDG	operations	need	to:	

• 		Conduct	evaluations	with	a	frequency	in	accordance	with	the	threshold	
defined	in	the	DRC	Evaluation	Policy	(chapter	02-2)	

•  Develop Terms of Reference using the DRC Evaluation Terms of Reference Guideline (03-5)

•  Ensure a written Management Response by using the DRC Management Response Template (04-7)

• 		The	evaluation	findings	should	be	used	to	inform	the	Annual	Review	
process as well as proposal development (03-2 and 05-1)

•   If an external consultant is leading the evaluation then a Lessons Learned 
Note needs to be prepared and shared with mel@drc.dk (05-1).  

Four Danish Refugee Council Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) Minimum Operational Procedures (MOPs) 

STRENGTHENING  MONITORING, EVALUATION AND LEARNING IN DRC  

 FOUR EASY STEPS 
 PEOPLE
DRC operations have adequate and 
dedicated resources for M&E

 Evaluation
DRC projects, which meet the thresholds 
outlined in the DRC Evaluation Policy, are 
evaluated, and evaluation findings are used to 
inform decisions on programme strategy and 
design   

 Learning 
DRC operations share lessons learned 
and document the use of evaluation 
findings 

1  A dedicate and trained M&E focal 
point is centrally placed in the 
operation 

2  Relevant Terms of Reference for the 
position as M&E focal point or similar 
is developed 

3  The M&E focal point is involved in 
development of proposals in regards 
to indicators and monitoring and 
evaluation plans

4  Budget lines for M&E are ensured in 
project proposals

1  Each DRC operation is to plan, budget for 
and conduct one evaluation per year. In 
addition, projects (single grants) larger 
than 2.000.000 USD and with a duration 
above 12 months are to conduct an 
external evaluation.    

2  Register your evaluations  
with OPSU

3  Develop Evaluation ToR using the DRC 
guideline.

4  Ensure a management response and 
action plan is developed to follow up 
on recommendations

 

1  At the Annual Review DRC operations 
should revisit monitoring and evaluation 
findings and document key lessons 
learned. 

2  At the Annual Review a Lessons Learned 
Note is filled out and send it to MEL@drc.
dk to enable dissemination across DRC 
operations 

3  When developing new proposals lessons 
learned from previous projects and 
programmes should be used and the 
usage should be documented. 

4  For external evaluations get the evaluator to 
fill out the DRC Evaluation Lessons Learned 
Note and send it to MEL@drc.dk

It is the responsibility of the CD to ensure 
that the operation has a dedicated and 
trained M&E Focal Point. Setting ToR for key 
country staff is the also the responsibility of 
the CD in consultation with the RD. 

The quality of proposal writing in the 
operations is the responsibility of the RD and 
CD, with support of the Head of Support Unit. 
Hence, to ensure the invovlement of the M&E 
Focal Point in proposal writing and a relevant 
budget for M&E activities also falls under 
the responsibility of the CD and RD for their 
respective operations.  

To ensure that DRC projects are 
evaluated in line with the thresholds 
set out in the Evaluation Policy is the 
responsibility of the CD and RDs, with 
the exception of Real Time Reviews for 
Corporate Emergencies, were the SMG 
is responsible for taking the decision to 
evaluate. 

A detailed describtion of responsibility in 
regards to each of the steps in the DRC 
Evaluation process is presented in the 
Evaluation Policy. 

 

The CD is reponsible for quality of donor 
reporting as well as the annual planning 
cycle and the Annual Review process with 
the support of the Head Support Unit 
and the Programme and Operations Co-
ordinator. 

The RD have similar responsibility for 
the Regional level. Again, the tasks 
of ensuring the collection of lessons 
learned at the Annual Review and from 
evaluations may be delegated to the M&E 
Focal Point.  

 System
DRC operations have a clearly defined 
and documented M&E System

1  Describe the country or regional 
M&E System in relation to the DRC 
Project Management Cycle using the 
DRC M&E System Checklist

2  A MEL Compliance Self Check is 
performed annually 

3  DRC projects and programmes 
have developed a Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plan using a DRC MEP 
Guideline

It is the responsibility of the Regional 
Director (RD) and the Country Director 
(CD) to ensure that the operation is 
compliant with DRC standards, hence the 
RD is responsible for compliance with the 
MELMOPs at for the Regional operation 
and the CD is responsible for the country 
operation. 

The tasks to enable compliance with 
the MELMOPs may be delegated to the 
operations M&E Focal Point. 

For relevant DRC tools and  guidance 
visit melmop.drc.dk or write to  
mel@drc.dk for direct support

In addition to melmop.drc.dk there are 
multible M&E skill development and 
training options you can access as a 
M&E Focal Point. The DRC M&E Adviser 
can give guidance on mel@drc.dk 

 
Relevant training options:

DRC Induction. The course in Copenhagen 
have a dedicated session on DRC MEL System  

DRC MEL Blended Learning Course 

Have a look at mymande.org for online 
courses.  

In addition to the DRC Evaluation Policy 
and guidance found on melmop.drc.
dk the ALNAP guide below is highly 
recommended. 

External Resources: 

Evaluating Humanitarian Action  
– An ALNAP Guide

On melmop.drc.dk you can find 
guidelines and ideas on how to share 
the findings from your evaluations. 
You might also wish to consult the DRC 
Programme Handbook in regards to 
the Annual Review process and take a 
look at the DRC Evaluation and Learning 
Briefs on drc.dk for inspiration.  

What do you need to do 
in your Operation?

Who is responsible? 

Where can you find 
support?

version
April 2015
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01-2  Considering Standards in Evaluation of Humanitarian Action 
The DRC Evaluation Policy makes reference to a number of internationally accepted guidelines and standards 
relevant for a evaluation of humanitarian action. Some are mentioned as reference points for good practice 
others are, as the Core Humanitarian Standard, commitments to standards that DRC need to observe. 

The Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS) Commitment number 7, relevant for the Evaluation Policy, states that: 

• Communities	and	people	affected	by	crisis	can	expect	delivery	of	improved	assistance	
as	organisations	learn	from	experience	and	reflection	(see	section	05-1).	

By	following	the	MELMOPs	and	the	evaluation	process	defined	in	the	Evaluation	Policy	DRC	Operations	will	
be in compliance with this commitment.  

As described in the Introduction DRC is committed to a utilisation focused approach to evaluation (see 
sections 00-2 and 02-1). The principles of utility and necessity are also found in the UNEG Ethical 
Guidelines for Evaluation which states that: 

• Evaluations	should	be	designed	to	help	organisations	address	and	effectively	serve	
the needs of the full range of participants. Evaluations are valuable to the extent 
to which they serve the information and decision-making needs of intended users, 
including	answering	the	questions	posed	of	the	evaluation	by	its	commissioners.	

• Evaluation	involves	the	expenditure	of	time	and	financial	resources	and,	even	where	
mitigated, can lead to disruption, invasion of privacy and exposure to risks. Therefore 
evaluations	shall	only	be	commissioned	where	they	are	necessary	and	the	effort	
justified	in	terms	of	the	benefits	likely	to	accrue	from	the	evaluation	exercise.

Finally, whenever conducting an evaluation in DRC ethics in regards to the evaluation process and 
involvement	of	beneficiaries	and	stakeholders	needs	to	be	considered	(see	section	04-3),	in	line	with	the	
OECD DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation: 

• Evaluation is undertaken with integrity and honesty. Commissioners, evaluation managers 
and	evaluators	respect	human	rights	and	differences	in	culture,	customs,	religious	beliefs	and	
practices of all stakeholders. Evaluators are mindful of gender roles, ethnicity, ability, age, sexual 
orientation,	language	and	other	differences	when	designing	and	carrying	out	the	evaluation.

It is the responsibility of the DRC manager commissioning the evaluation (see the next section 01-3) to 
ensure that the Evaluation Manager and chosen Evaluation Team is aware and take into account the 
mentioned	guidelines	and	standards	as	well	as	context	specific	laws	and	regulations	on	data	storage	
and sharing. Both the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and the OECD DAC Quality Standards for 
Development Evaluation can be found on melmop.drc.dk.

BOX 2: ALNAP DEFINITION OF EVALUATION OF HUMANITARIAN ACTION

DRC is a member of the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian 
Action (ALNAP) and generally follows the definitions connected to evaluation as presented in ALNAP 
publications.

ALNAP defines evaluation of humanitarian action as: a systematic and impartial examination of 
humanitarian action intended to draw lessons to improve policy and practice and enhance accountability. 

• is commissioned by or in cooperation with the organisation(s) 
whose performance is being evaluated;

• is undertaken either by a team of non-employees (external) or by a mixed 
team of non-employees (external) and employees (internal) from the 
commissioning organisation and/or the organisation being evaluated;

• assesses policy and/or practice against recognised criteria (e.g., the OECD DAC criteria);
• articulates	findings,	draws	conclusions	and	makes	recommendations.
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01-3 Roles and responsibilities in the DRC evaluation Process
As	shown	in	figure	1	different	staffs	holds	responsibility	for	the	described	steps	of	the	evaluation	process.	

Deciding to Evaluate:

• The DRC International Department Senior Management Group (SMG) is 
responsible for the Evaluation Policy and the evaluation thresholds. 

• The SMG, Country and Regional Directors can initiate and commission evaluations 
with strategic relevance to DRC. The task of Evaluation Manager can be assigned 
to	a	suitably	qualified	staff	member,	usually	the	M&E	Focal	Point.	

• The Country and/or Regional Directors are responsible for ensuring that the operation complies 
with Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Minimum Operational Procedures and the Evaluation 
Policy. The responsibility for commissioning evaluations in compliance with the thresholds 
defined	in	the	Evaluation	Policy	therefore	rests	with	the	Country	or	Regional	Director.	

Planning and implementation:

• For Country and Regional Level evaluation exercises the Country and/or Regional Director is 
overall	responsible	for	the	quality	of	the	evaluation	process	as	defined	in	the	Evaluation	Policy.	

• The Evaluation Manager will, together with the chosen Evaluation Team, 
be responsible for the implementation of the evaluation. 

• The Evaluation Manager should inform the DRC Monitoring and Evaluation Adviser at 
HQ	and	the	Programme	and/or	Regional	M&E	Adviser	of	the	planned	evaluation	prior	to	
inception	of	evaluation,	so	that	they	may	offer	guidance	for	the	evaluation	process.	

• In addition, SMG is responsible for commissioning Real Time Reviews and the Operations and Policy 
Support Division (OPSU) is responsible for managing Real Time Reviews for DRC Corporate Emergencies. 
  

Follow up and dissemination: 

• It is the responsibility of the Evaluation Manager, in coordination with the Country or 
Regional Director, to ensure that the evaluation is shared and made use of in an appropriate 
manner.	The	Regional	or	Country	M&E	Focal	is	responsible	for	facilitating	the	process	of	
following up on the recommendations and management response to the evaluation.

• Senior Management Group is responsible for follow-up and for signing the Management 
Response for RTEs and other evaluations commissioned at HQ.

• Country and Regional Senior Management Teams are responsible for follow-
up and Management Responses for Project and Programme Evaluations.
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FIGURE 1 EVALUATION PROCESS AND RESPONSIBILITIES IN DRC

DECIDING TO 
EVALUATE
•  Senior Management 

Group is responsible 
for the threshold 
compliance of the DRC 
Evaluation Policy.

•  Country and 
Regional Directors 
are responsible 
for facilitating and 
commissioning 
evaluations with the 
frequency and purpose 
as outlined by the 
Evaluatiion Policy.

EVALUATION 
PLANNING
•  Country Directors 

should delegate 
planning of the 
evaluation to an 
Evaluation Manager, 
but maintain the overall 
responsiblity for the 
quality of the evaluation 
process.

•  The role of Evaluation 
Manager can be 
delegated to a relevant 
and qualified staff. 
This can be the M&E 
Focal Points and/or 
Programme and Project 
Managers.

EVALUATION 
IMPLEMENTATION
•  Implementation is 

led by the Evaluation 
Manager and 
conducted by an 
Evaluation Team

FOLLOW-UP &  
DISSEMINATION
•  Senior Management Group is responsible for follow-up 

and for signing the Management Response for RTEs 
and other evaluations commissioned at HQ.

•   Country and Regional Directors are responsible for 
follow-up and Management Responses for Project and 
Programme Evaluations.

•  Evaluation Manager; M&E Focal Points and/or 
Programme and Project Managers should ensure 
relevant follow-up actions in compliance with MEL 
Minimum Operational Procedures.

•  HQ M&E Adviser can support the development of 
Evaluation and Learning Briefs or the hosting of 
webinars and other relevant follow-up activities.
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02 DECIDING TO EVALUATE  

02-1 When is it relevant to evaluate? 

Why	should	you	conduct	an	evaluation?	There	can	be	valid	arguments	for	why	conducting	an	evaluation	is	relevant	
and useful and why it might not be relevant or useful to the country team or the organisation. 

The below considerations should always be taken into account before deciding on an evaluation. The 
considerations,	adapted	from	ALNAPs	EHA	Guide,	are	equally	relevant	regardless	of	whether	or	not	a	contractual	
or organisational demand for an evaluation exists. 

It may be particularly appropriate to conduct an evaluation:

• Where the organisation has a strategic interest and it’s likely that an evaluation will provide valuable learning

• Where a change in context has occurred, (e.g. scenarios, access, donor policies)

• For a programme or project with unknown or disputed outcomes

• For sizeable, long-running, and expensive interventions 

• For pilot initiatives that need evidence to prove success and scalability

It is not appropriate to conduct an evaluation:

• When it is unlikely to contribute to new knowledge

• When security and access issues may hinder access to key informants 

• Where lack of data or background information for the project (the 
evaluability)	doesn’t	allow	for	sufficient	analysis	

For larger programme evaluations it may be appropriate to conduct an evaluability assessment. For more 
information on this process visit the Evaluation Library on melmop.drc.dk 

02-2 When is it compulsory to perform an evaluation?
Two factors trigger an evaluation of a DRC project: 

• A contractual demand from a stakeholder or funding agency

• If a project or response meets the DRC thresholds for evaluations which state that: 

 1.  Each country programme is to conduct and budget for one evaluation exercise 
per year; this can be a country, programme or project evaluation, Real Time 
Review, After Action Review or other relevant evaluation exercise. 

 2.  In addition, all projects (single grants) larger than USD 2,000,000 and lasting 
longer than 12 months must conduct an external evaluation. 

 3.  In addition, whenever a DRC Corporate Emergency is declared a Real Time Review must be conducted 

 4.  Exception from the above thresholds can be approved by the 
SMG if the evaluation is deemed not to be relevant.

A separate guide on how to conduct and manage DRC Real Time Reviews has been developed and is  
available on melmop.drc.dk. 
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BUDGETING FOR 
EVALUATIONS
Ensuring the ressources 
for evaluations

DECIDING TO 
EVALUATE

TIMING OF THE 
EVALUATION

IMPLEMENTING 
THE EVALUATION

ENSURING STAKEHOLDER
INVOLVEMENT
Getting the right people involved in 
defining the purpose and use of the 
evaluation

DEVELOPING TOR
Using Evaluation Criteria 
and Key Evaluation 
Questions

DECIDING HOW TO 
EVALUATE
Evaluation is more than the 
conclusion to a project

03 PLANNING YOUR EVALUATION 
 
When it has been decided to conduct an evaluation there are certain processes you need to consider. This chapter 
will	introduce	the	key	steps	involved	in	your	evaluation	as	outlined	in	figure	2	below.	

However, this process describes the ideal scenario; often the contexts in which we work and the nature of 
humanitarian work are unpredictable and complex. Therefore, when managing an evaluation of humanitarian 
action	you	need	to	plan	with	a	certain	degree	of	flexibility	in	mind	that	allows	for	the	evaluation	process	to	adapt	to	
contextual and operational changes. 

FIGURE 2 KEY STEPS IN PLANNING YOUR EVALUATION

03-1  Ensuring relevant stakeholder involvement
Before commissioning an evaluation the Evaluation Manager must ensure a process whereby all relevant 
stakeholders, e.g. Project and Programme Managers, Country Director(s), relevant Global Specialist Leads, etc., 
are consulted to discuss the following:  

• Why	are	we	conducting	the	evaluation?	
	1	 What	is	the	trigger? 
	2	 What	is	the	purpose	of	the	evaluation?	

• Who	will	use	the	evaluation	and	how	do	we	intend	to	apply	the	findings?
	1	 What	do	we	hope	to	see	changed	as	a	result	of	the	evaluation?	 
 2  What indications will we have that change has occurred x number 

of	days	or	months	following	the	evaluation	exercise?	

• How	will	the	evaluation	contribute	to	organisational	learning?	
	1	 What	dissemination	processes	must	we	plan	and	budget	for? 
 2  Country and Regional Directors as well as DRC Global Specialist Leads should 

be	approached	for	input	to	scope	and	relevant	evaluation	questions.

This	process	will	also	serve	as	a	first	step	in	developing	the	Terms	of	Reference	for	the	evaluation	and	will	support	
the	clarification	of	Key	Evaluation	Questions,	explained	in	more	detail	in	the	next	chapters.	

It is important that the Evaluation Manager ensures active input and participation of relevant stakeholders 
throughout the evaluation process. This can be facilitated by:  

• hosting regular meetings at the concept stage to determine what 
people want to know and the reasoning behind it;

• involving potential users in the development of the Terms of Reference; 

• ensuring that the Evaluation Team regularly communicates with users throughout an evaluation process and 
that	users	are	involved	in	key	decisions,	for	example,	about	refocusing	an	evaluation	or	making	trade-offs;

• Hosting	pre-briefing	workshop(s)	prior	to	implementation	of	the	evaluation	and	a	de-
briefing	workshop	that	succeeds	data	collection	and	analysis.	The	de-briefing	should	
facilitate	the	drafting	of	recommendations	and	subsequent	action	plans;

• Asking the users to design a dissemination strategy. 
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The desired scope of an evaluation is a good starting when deciding the framework of an evaluation, if the 
contract or the DRC evaluation thresholds don’t stipulate such.  

The following organisational levels are typical entry points for evaluation:

• Country evaluation – taking a point of departure from the Strategic Programme 
Document	or	a	specific	intervention	sector,	e.g.	protection	or	livelihoods;	

• Programme (multi-grant, cross-border); 

• Project (single grant);

• Specific	themes	or	approaches	within	a	project	or	programme,	which	may	need	to	be	replicated;

• Emergency	Operation	Evaluation	(directed	towards	a	response	to	a	specific	crisis). 

DRC encourages joint evaluations where relevant. These can be inter-agency, cross-programme or sector-wide 
processes, etc. Registering your evaluation with OPSU will allow DRC HQ to facilitate joint and/or sector-wide 
evaluations within DRC, or with other relevant humanitarian partners. 
 
 

03-2  Timing of the evaluation
In addition to involving relevant stakeholders and getting buy-in from the start of a process, it is an important 
aspect of ensuring the usefulness of evaluations to begin evaluation planning early on in the project management 
cycle,	as	shown	in	figure	3.	

Ideally, an evaluation should be conceptualised at proposal development stage. The proposal and logical 
framework for the intervention should include key indicators and activities relevant to a potential evaluation of 
the action at a later stage. Hence, wherever possible a baseline study should be planned for and conducted to 
improve the evaluability of the project.

Lastly,	consider	when	recommendations	and	findings	resulting	from	an	evaluation	will	become	available.	It	is	
advantageous for the usefulness of an evaluation if it can be scheduled so that it best contributes to central 
decision-making processes within DRC. The DRC Planning and Reporting Framework presents an overview of 
key processes in DRC and the Annual Review provides an opportunity for evaluations to contribute with input 
to strategy development and planning in the organisation. Therefore, consider the timing of the Annual Review 
process when planning your evaluation.

BOX 3 THE ANNUAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The DRC Planning and Reporting Framework includes a requirement for undertaking Annual Reviews 
(AR) at (country and regional) operations level. 

The Annual Review is a joint field and HQ monitoring, reviewing and planning exercise, the objectives of 
which are to:

• Review past achievements (since the last Annual Review) and include 
reviews	of	evaluation	reports	and	findings,	follow	up	on	Management	
Responses and review of relevant monitoring data and reports. 

• Take stock of progress and constraints of both programme implementation 
and overall issues related to programme strategy; 

• Agree on the programme’s future key priorities;
• Provide a link between the particular programme and  DRC’s Global Strategic Framework

The Annual Review will produce the following outputs:
• A brief note that lists key lessons learned, both programmatic and operational, which inform 

the Annual Directors Meeting’s meta-evaluation and DRC’s global learning initiatives;
• A revised Strategic Programme Document (SPD); 
• An updated annual Results Contract. 
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FIGURE 3 EVALUATION PLANNING IN THE DRC PROJECT MANAGEMENT CYCLE
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03-3 Budgeting for evaluations 
Planning	for	an	evaluation	should	happen	at	proposal	inception	stage	and	should	be	reflected	in	an	M&E	plan	
prior	to	grant	kick-off.	Likewise,	all	evaluations	should	be	appropriately	funded.	You	can	use	the	DRC	Guideline	for	
Budgeting	for	M&E,	which	is	available	on	melmop.drc.dk. 

03-4 Deciding how to evaluate 

Next, it should be decided what type of evaluation to conduct. The purpose of the evaluation should determine 
which type of evaluation is applied. DRC doesn’t stipulate the type of evaluation to be used, but the Monitoring 
and Evaluation Adviser at HQ can provide guidance and support on the following types of evaluation;

• Ex-post or End-of Project Evaluation

• Midterm Evaluation

• Real Time Reviews 

• After Action Reviews 

• Country Programme Evaluations

In	ALNAPs	guide	on	Evaluating	Humanitarian	Action	you	can	find	pros	and	cons	on	the	different	types	of	
approaches to evaluations. http://www.alnap.org/what-we-do/evaluation/eha

BOX 4 USING DRC STAFF TO CONDUCT EVALUATIONS 

Where possible and relevant DRC encourages the use of mixed teams in evaluations e.g. teams 
consisting of both internal (DRC) staff and external consultants. To this end, DRC has established a 
network of DRC staff that can participate in internal or external evaluations. The participation of DRC 
staff is encouraged for the following reasons: 

• It can facilitate the sharing of lessons learned between country/regional operations; 
• It introduces knowledge of DRC procedures and structure into the evaluation exercises, 

which promotes the relevance and applicability of recommendations, thereby increasing 
the likelihood of country programmes’ acceptance and use of the recommendations. 

• It will strengthen the added value of evaluations to the organisation by ensuring that 
learning	from	the	evaluations	stays	within	the	organisation	and	with	staff	that	has	
been directly involved, as opposed to relying too heavily on external consultants. 

• The mixed team constellation will improve institutional capacity 
building	of	M&E	and	strategic	sector	knowledge.

 
When you register your evaluation with OPSU the Monitoring and Evaluation Adviser can support you in 
the selection of relevant DRC staff and Evaluation Network members to participate in the evaluation. 
 
You can read more on the DRC Network for Evaluations in the Evaluation Library on melmop.drc.dk
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BOX 5 DEFINITIONS FOR THE TERMS OF REFERENCE 

When developing your Terms of Reference always clearly define the following elements:
 
Evaluation Owner: Who commissions the evaluation e.g. Country Director, Regional Director 
Evaluation Manager: Who is responsible for developing ToR and ensuring the use of findings e.g. 
Country M&E Coordinator, Project Manager etc.  
Evaluation Team: Team Leader, team members can be internal or external or preferably a mixed team 
Type of evaluation: Real Time Review (RTR), End of Project Evaluation, Midterm Review etc.  
Evaluation Trigger: What is the reason for commissioning the evaluation e.g. strategic decision, 
contractual demand, or a response to DRC’s organisational evaluation thresholds. 

03-5 Developing Terms of Reference 
An	evaluation	cannot	be	commissioned	without	a	Terms	of	Reference	(ToR).	Time	and	effort	must	be	invested	
in	developing	evaluation	Terms	of	Reference	which	are	tailor-made	specifically	to	what	you	plan	to	learn	and	
document from your evaluation. 

Using the DRC template, the draft Terms of Reference should be developed by the Evaluation Manager in close 
collaboration with the relevant stakeholders. This may be programme managers, relevant sector experts or 
implementing partners. 

It is recommended to initiate development of the Terms of Reference as early as possible in the process and to 
keep the Terms of Reference subject to changes and amendments as late in the process as possible. Also, when 
finalising	the	contract	with	the	Evaluation	Team,	it	can	be	useful	to	include	a	paragraph	in	the	contract	that	allows	
for necessary changes to the Terms of Reference, and Evaluation Plan to be made in the event of changes to 
context and or operation. 

Ideally, three types of input should inform the Terms of Reference for your evaluation: 

•  A strategic objective  for the evaluation. Based on stakeholder consultations: What does the Country 
Operation	envision	to	learn	from	the	evaluation?	And	how	does	the	Country	Programme	plan	to	use	the	
evaluation	findings?	This	will	inform	the	first	part	of	the	Terms	of	Reference	namely	the	objective(s)	and	the	
use of the evaluation.

•  Evidence from other evaluations of similar actions: To avoid having to reinvent the wheel, the evaluation 
Terms of Reference should take into account what is already well documented in terms of results and what 
works for similar actions. Both DRC and other agency evaluations may be used to gain an understanding 
of what has already been evaluated. This will help inform the relevant scope of the evaluation. DRC’s Global 
Specialist Leads may help inform on what could potentially contribute value to the DRC as well as the 
broader sector. 

•  Lastly, DRC’s own experience in the context and within the organisation should help inform the Key 
Evaluation Questions. What does our baseline and monitoring data tell us about what could be interesting 
to	investigate	further?	In	addition,	we	should	avoid	evaluations	that	state	what	we	already	know	–	except	in	
cases	where	external	verification	and	documentation	are	needed.	 

When developing Key Evaluation Questions for your Terms of Reference, these are some of the 
considerations	you	could	use	to	inform	the	questions:		

• Strategic	importance:	How	important	is	this	question	to	the	future	direction	of	the	organisation?

• Knowledge:	To	what	extent	is	the	answer	to	this	question	likely	to	
contribute	to	existing	knowledge	or	provide	fresh	insights?	

• Usability:	How	easily	could	findings	resulting	from	the	question	be	applied	to	future	programming?

• Feasibility: Will the evaluation be able to supply an answer to the 
question,	given	its	scope	and	available	resources?

• Efficiency:	To	what	extent	is	an	evaluation	the	best	way	of	answering	the	question?

• Relevance:	To	what	extent	is	the	question	relevant	to	the	principal	purpose	of	the	evaluation? 



PAGE 16 DANISH REFUGEE COUNCIL EVALUATION POLICY 

Limit	the	number	of	evaluation	questions;	the	fewer	the	questions,	the	better	the	result	of	the	evaluation.	A	
maximum	of	five	Key	Evaluation	Questions	should	be	developed.	This	will	also	allow	the	Evaluation	Team	to	limit	
the	number	of	recommendations,	as	experience	shows	that	it’s	difficult	for	any	operation	to	act	on	more	than	five	
recommendations. 

A central part of the Terms of Reference is the Evaluation Criteria. The main purpose of referring to Evaluation 
Criteria like the OECD Criteria, shown in Box 6, is to allow for a comparison between evaluations. As such 
Key Evaluation Questions should always be developed before you choose any criteria and not vice versa. The 
Evaluation	Criteria	are	used	to	structure	your	questions.	

When developing Terms of Reference for DRC evaluations you should always consult to the following criteria: 

• OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria adapted to Humanitarian Action by ALNAP 

• DRC Operational Principles 

• DRC Accountability Framework and relevant Country Accountability Framework

• International Humanitarian Principles  

Upon	completion	of	the	first	draft,	the	Terms	of	Reference		should	be	shared	with	the	Country	Director,	
Programme	Manager	and	relevant	technical	staff.	If	it	is	an	evaluation	that	falls	under	the	thresholds	established	in	
the	Evaluation	Policy,	the	Terms	of	Reference		should	also	be	shared	with	the	M&E	Adviser	at	HQ.	The	Country	or	
Regional	Director	must	approve	the	final	Terms	of	Reference.		

With the completion of the Terms of Reference draft, you may commence the selection process of a suitable 
Evaluation	Team.	Once	the	team	has	been	contracted,	the	Terms	of	Reference	may	be	finalised,	allowing	for	the	
Evaluation Team to submit feedback. 

When developing your Terms of Reference, you should use the DRC Terms of Reference template and guideline, 
which is stored on melmop.drc.dk.

 

BOX 6  OECD DAC EVALUATION CRITERIA AS ADAPTED BY ALNAP FOR EVALUATING 
HUMANITARIAN ACTION

DRC uses the OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria adapted to Humanitarian Action by ALNAP.  
On melmop.drc.dk you will find the ALNAP Guide to the use of the OECD DAC Criteria, which will guide 
you to the key areas of consideration for the evaluation and be instrumental in the categorisation of the 
chosen Key Evaluation Questions. 

We recommend that you first identify the Key Evaluation Questions before referring to the criteria and 
that you then place the Questions within the Evaluation Criteria – and not vice versa. The criteria are 
tools intended to inform the thought process and may suggest additional relevant questions. 

The OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria: 
• Relevance/Appropriateness
• Effectiveness	
• Efficiency
• Connectedness
• Coverage
• Coherence
• Coordination
• Impact
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04 IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION 
 
With Terms of Reference developed and your Evaluation Team in place you can move on to implementation. The 
key	steps	for	implementing	an	evaluation	are	presented	in	figure	4	below.

FIGURE 4 KEY STEPS IN IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION

04-1  Finalise Terms of Reference 
The Evaluation Manager should ensure that the Evaluation Team Leader develops and presents a methodological 
framework that is relevant to the purpose of the evaluation before initiating the evaluation. The methodological 
framework should explain the approach to be used in the evaluation also in regards to the analysis of each of the 
the	Key	Evaluation	Questions.	You	can	find	examples	on	melmop.drc.dk.	

The following central documents must be in place before commencing implementation of the evaluation:

• Final Terms of Reference

• Response to the Terms of Reference including; 

• Description of Methodological Framework 

• Final Evaluation Plan including a detailed timeline for the completion 
of Evaluation Report and Managemnet Response

04-2 Pre-briefing
As	part	of	the	evaluation	preparation	it	is	recommended	to	plan	for	an	evaluation	start-up	meeting	or	pre-briefing,	
with the evaluation team and all the relevant DRC stakeholders to the evaluation involved in developing the Terms 
of Reference. This should be done to ensure that all parties to the evaluation agree on the purpose and use of the 
evaluation as well as to make any changes to the evaluation plan or discussion on any additional stakeholders who 
need to be consulted as part of the evaluation.
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04-3 Data collection
As is the case with the choice of evaluation type, DRC doesn’t prescribe any particular data collection tool to 
be used. The data collection tool needs to be relevant to gaining information to respond to the Key Evaluation 
Questions. As such, the data collection tools used should be described as part of the response to the Terms of 
Reference. 

DRC does encourage the Evaluation Teams to consider the following good practices:

• Always	consult	the	affected	population,	security	and	access	permitting.	However,	this	doesn’t	
necessarily need to be in the form of systematic data collection. The consultations should be 
relevant to the Terms of Reference and based on discussions with the country team.  

• Limit	the	use	of	questionnaires;	survey	fatigue	is	a	commonly	encountered	problem.	
Evaluation Teams are encouraged to consider methods of collecting data that don’t 
involve large surveys unless they’re needed to document outcomes or impact. 

• Follow up with the same respondents included in the baseline. If at all possible the Evaluation 
Team	should	track	and	follow	up	on	DRC	beneficiaries	who	contributed	to	initial	assessments	and/
or	baselines.	This	will	improve	the	rigorousness	of	the	evaluation	process	and	findings	and	will	also	
create the opportunity to follow up with respondents. This sort of panel approach will also limit the 
number	of	respondents	needed	to	validate	findings.	The	DRC	Operations	are	often	well	connected	
and	have	good	relationships	with	beneficiaries	and	would	be	able	to	facilitate	such	an	approach.	

• Use	local	staff	as	key	informants.	Local	staff	often	has	access	to	a	wealth	of	knowledge	
on DRC programming and can contribute valuable information to any evaluation.

• DRC encourages a light approach to primary data collection. However, the Evaluation Manager needs to 
ensure	that	triangulation	of	findings	is	considered	in	the	design	of	the	data	collection	for	the	evaluation.	

• Ethical considerations must be taken into account with respect to the evaluation process, for instance, 
in regards to cultural sensitivity, the protection of the informant and the use and sharing of evaluation 
findings.	See	section	01-2	and	the	UNEG	Ethical	Guidelines	for	Evaluation	on	MELMOP.drc.dk.	

• And	finally	whenever	possible	and	relevant	the	data	collected	should	
be disaggregated by age, gender and diversity.  

04-4 Evaluation Report
It is recommended that the Country or Regional Operations that have commissioned the evaluation provide a 
template for the Evaluation Report and issue guidelines for the Evaluation Team. Key elements to consider are:

• Limit	the	number	of	recommendations	in	the	final	report	to	no	more	than	five	(5);	

• Ensure that the report answers directly to the Key Evaluations Questions in the Terms of Reference

• Limit the length of the report to no more than 15 pages, not including appendices. 

When	the	first	draft	of	the	Evaluation	Report	has	been	submitted	the	Evaluation	Manager	should	facilitate	a	
process of soliciting feedback on the Report. A template to provide feedback on evaluation reports is available on 
melmop.drc.dk.
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04-5 Quality control of evaluations 
The	responsibility	for	the	quality	of	the	evaluation	rests	with	the	DRC	manager	commissioning	the	evaluation,	
hence for project and programme evaluations the Country Director (see section 01-3). However, the Country 
Director	may	want	to	delegate	the	quality	control	exercise	to	the	evaluation	manager.

Quality	control	of	the	evaluation	process	can	be	planned	at	two	stages.	The	first	opportunity	is	when	the	
Evaluation Team provide(s) answers to the Terms of Reference. And the second opportunity is at the point of 
submission	of	the	first	draft	of	the	Report.		

The	UNEG	has	developed	a	checklist	to	address	the	first	step,	which	is	the	assessment	of	the	quality	of	the	
response to the Terms of Reference. Similarly, Bond has developed a checklist for the second step, assessing the 
quality	of	the	draft	Evaluation	Report.	Both	checklists	are	available	on	melmop.drc.dk. 

The	Bond	checklist	considers	five	quality	areas	in	regards	to	presentation	of	findings	in	evaluations:	

• Voice and inclusion

• Appropriateness 

• Triangulations

• Contribution 

• Transparency

In	addition,	the	quality	control	should	also	take	into	consideration	the	standards	and	principles	mentioned	in	
section 01-2.  
 

04-6 De-briefing
It	is	essential	to	plan	for	a	debriefing	at	the	very	beginning	of	the	evaluation	process.	The	debriefing	should	include	
as	many	as	possible	of	the	relevant	stakeholders.	If	possible	the	de-briefing	should	be	organised	as	an	open	
feed-back	session	where	the	Evaluation	Team	can	present	and	discuss	the	findings	from	the	evaluation	and	the	
stakeholders can jointly agree and decide on a follow-up or action plan as needed with respect to evaluation 
recommendations.

These	types	of	rapid	feedback	sessions	are	essential	to	ensure	the	use	of	the	evaluation	findings	and	
recommendations and are mandatory in DRC. Hence, they should be part of the Terms of Reference for the 
evaluation.

 

04-7 Management Response
With	the	final	acceptance	of	the	Evaluation	Report	a	Management	Response	to	the	recommendations	should	be	
produced. The DRC template for Management Response, available on melmop.drc.dk, should be used. 

The SMG is responsible for the Management Response if the evaluation is commissioned by HQ. If the 
evaluation is commissioned at regional or country level the Senior Management Team (SMT) is responsible for the 
Management Response (see chapter 2). The development of the Management Response should be based on the 
recommendations	in	the	final	Report,	include	input	from	relevant	management	levels	and	teams,	and	be	facilitated	
by the Evaluation Manager. 

The Management Response must identify who is responsible for following up on the recommendations and must 
include a date for when the follow-up is to take place. It is recommended that this is a member of SMT and 
preferably	the	M&E	Focal	Point,	if	he	or	she	is	part	of	the	SMT.	

It	follows	that	the	M&E	Focal	Point	would	then	be	responsible	for	facilitating	the	process	of	following	up	on	the	
Management Response with all relevant stakeholders, and for sharing information on the progress in regards to 
the	actions	defined	in	the	Management	Response.
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05 FOLLOW-UP AND DISSEMINATION 

The	use	of	evaluation	findings	needs	to	be	planned	for	before	initiating	the	evaluation.	However,	with	the	
final	report	and	debriefing	session	few	actions	remain	to	be	considered	on	how	to	follow	up	and	use	the	
recommendations	and	findings	deriving	from	the	evaluation.	

FIGURE 5  HOW TO FOLLOW-UP ON THE EVALUATION 

05-1  Using evaluations to improve programming 
The	Manager	commissioning	the	evaluation	is	responsible	for	ensuring	that	evaluation	findings	are	used	in	the	
most relevant manner.

As	described	above,	the	debriefing	session	and	the	Management	Response	provide	two	opportunities	to	discuss	
the	use	and	actions	to	be	taken	based	on	evaluation	findings.	

The	M&E	Focal	Point	is	responsible	for	tracking	progress	of	the	agreed	upon	action	plan	included	in	the	
Management Response. Again, the preparation for the Annual Review is an opportune timing for the performance 
of such an excercise. 

The DRC Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning, Minimum Operational Procedures identify three additional 
processes that must be followed: 

• If an external consultant is leading the evaluation a Lessons Learned Note must be 
prepared and shared with mel@drc.dk. This will enable the OPSU to develop a catalogue 
of good practices and lessons learned to share internally as well as externally.  

• The	evaluation	findings	should	be	used	in	the	Annual	Review	process.	The	Evaluation	Report	
should	be	read	in	preparation	for	the	Annual	Review.	Thereby,	the	evaluation	findings	can	inform	
strategic decision-making and improve future programming. This is one of the commitments 
that DRC has signed up to as part of the Core Humanitarian Standard (see Box 7 below).

• DRC	Operations	should	document	the	use	of	the	evaluation	findings	when	developing	new	proposals.	This	
can be done by referencing the Evaluation Report in proposals and by explaining, which actions DRC has 
taken to improve programming on the basis of the recommendations included in the Evaluation Report.  
 
 

EVALUATION 
IMPLEMENTATION

USE & DISSEMINATION 
OF EVALUATION 
FINDINGS
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BOX 7  CORE HUMANITARIAN STANDARD (CHS)

DRC is committed to the Core Humanitarian Standard. Relevant for the DRC Evaluation Policy 
is the Core Humanitarian Standard Commitment and Quality Criteria Number 7 which defines 
that: Communities and people affected by crisis can expect delivery of improved assistance as 
organisations learn from experience and reflection. The following key actions are to be followed to 
comply with the Standard. 

Key Actions:  
7.1  Draw on lessons learnt and prior experience when designing programmes.  
7.2   Learn, innovate and implement changes on the basis of monitoring and evaluation, and feedback 

and complaints. 
7.3   Share learning and innovation internally, with communities and people affected by crisis, and 

with other stakeholders. Organisational Responsibilities
7.4   Evaluation and learning policies are in place, and means are available to learn from experiences 

and improve practices. 
7.5   Mechanisms exist to record knowledge and experience, and make it accessible throughout the 

organisation. 
7.6   The organisation contributes to learning and innovation in humanitarian response amongst peers 

and within the sector.

05-2 Opportunities to disseminate evaluation findings  
In addition to sharing the Evaluation Report with the donor of the project or programme as well as other relevant 
stakeholders	there	are	other	opportunities	to	disseminate	the	evaluation	findings,	which	can	be	facilitated	through	
OPSU and that include

• The	development	of	Evaluation	&	Learning	Briefs	based	on	the	findings	in	the	evaluation	or	another	aspect	
of the evaluation, e.g. methodological aspects etc., that would be relevant to share with a wider audience. 
The	Evaluation	&	Learning	Briefs	are	shared	both	internally	and	externally.	 
See melmop.drc.dk	for	a	guideline	on	developing	an	Evaluation	and	Learning	Brief.	You	can	find	examples	
of Evaluation and Learning Briefs on http://drc.dk/about-drc/publications/evaluation-and-learning-briefs/

• Another	option	is	to	host	a	Webinar	to	present	and	discuss	the	findings	from	the	evaluation	online	with	
stakeholders in other settings. The Monitoring and Evaluation Adviser at HQ can help arrange a webinar 

• In conclusion, remember to submit your Evaluation Report to mel@drc.dk. This will enable us to help share 
the evaluation with relevant peer agencies, ALNAP, and make the evaluation public on www.drc.dk.  



On a final note, a comment from the Director of FSG, Srikanth Gopal.  

“In many ways, the focus on impact 
measurement is refreshing. Instead of 
‘counting chickens,’ […], we are now talking 
about increased income and improved 
wellbeing. However, staying with the animal 
theme, as a former colleague of mine used to 
say, ‘You can’t fatten a pig by weighing it.’  
In other words, you can’t get better at impact 
if all you do is measure it. It is true that 
what gets measured gets done, but only if it 
provides actionable information to actually get 
it done. That’s where evaluation comes in”. 

For more information on evaluation and impact measurement and go to 
melmop.drc.dk
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Operational Procedures and 
Guidance for DRC Operations.

Improving the use of Evaluation and 
Reviews for Change in DRC

Sharing Lessons Learned across 
and beyond DRC

 Learning together with DRC 
Colleagues across Country 
Operations  

DRC 
EVALUATION
NETWORKCASH TRANSFER 

PROGRAMMING 
 FOR URBAN  DISPLACEMENT
LESSONS LEARNED FROM ELECTRONIC-TRANSFERS  
IN RESPONSE TO THE SYRIA-CRISIS

In urban displacement contexts with functioning markets and 
developed banking systems, humanitarian agencies are increasingly 
using electronic-transfers (e-transfers) as the preferred cash 
delivery mechanism. Based on the Danish Refugee Council’s response 
to the Syria crisis, this Evaluation and Learning Brief highlights 
lessons learned on designing and implementing Cash Transfer 
Programming via e-transfers.

UNCONDITIONAL CASH ASSISTANCE  
VIA E-TRANSFER 
Cash transfer programming (CTP) has rapidly 
become an important and often preferred assistance 
modality for humanitarian actors around the world. 
When conflict or displacement-affected people 
are in areas with functioning markets and access 
to cash, an increasing number of humanitarian 
agencies regard cash as the best way to meet the 
material needs and improve the livelihood outcomes 
of the targeted populations. CTP has thus come 
to function as the general term used to describe 
the transfer of cash from humanitarian actors 
to beneficiaries, and encompasses a number of 
different modalities, each of which comes with its 
own set of advantages and disadvantages. The 
most commonly used modalities are conditional 
cash, including voucher programmes, unconditional 
cash, and cash for work initiatives. 

E-transfers are a particular form of cash transfer 
which use an e-transfer device such as a SIM card, 
e-voucher, magnetic strap card, chip card etc., and 

which rely on digital payment systems. In urban 
displacement contexts with functioning markets and 
developed banking systems, humanitarian agencies 
are increasingly using e-transfers as the preferred 
cash delivery mechanism, for both conditional 
and unconditional cash programmes. The current 
response by humanitarian agencies to the Syria crisis 
appears to have consolidated this trend. 

LESSONS LEARNED FROM LEBANON
In October 2013, the two main donors for winter 
assistance to Syrian refugees in Lebanon, ECHO 
and UNHCR, advocated humanitarian agencies to 
provide unconditional cash assistance in lieu of in-
kind winter items, e.g. stoves and fuel. The Danish 
Refugee Council in Lebanon assumed the role of card 
management for all UNHCR implementing partners. 
In November 2013, the Danish Refugee Council 
signed an agreement with CSC Bank for the provision 
and management of 120,000 ATM cards with 
UNHCR and ECHO winterization funding supporting 
over 70,000 Syrian refugee families in Lebanon. 
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EVALUATION
POLICY

The Danish Refugee Council Evaluation Policy provides guidance on when to conduct 
evaluations and how to manage the evaluation process in Danish Refugee Council 
and Danish Demining Group operations. Its focus is on ensuring that DRC evaluations 
are relevant to DRC strategies and that learning from evaluations is documented and 
shared. 
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INTRODUCTION
DRC has initiated a three-year project (2013 – 2015) with the purpose of strengthening monitoring, evaluation 
and learning processes in the organisation. The goal of the project is to have a well-defined global monitoring, 
evaluation and learning structures in place by the end of 2015, covering all DRC programmes. 

This Progress Report presents a summary of the process, and findings and recommendations from the first 
year of the project. 

PROCESS 
At the Annual Director’s Meeting in June 2012 it was decided, based on requests from both field and HQ staff, 
to look into and strengthen monitoring, evaluation and learning processes within the organisation. This was due 
to the programmatic and organisational growth of DRC, which has created a growing need for a consolidated 
approach to monitoring and evaluation. 

The following Strategic Priority Output 3.3 has been formulated to direct the process: A global monitoring, 
evaluation and learning system (ME&L)[…]providing global consistency in programme ME&L and allowing for 
global systematic learning that feeds into 1) programme development and policy messaging 2) supports regular 
programme monitoring and 3) global aggregation of results within selected areas. The Operations and Policy 
Support Unit (OPSU) has been tasked with the responsibility of delivering recommendations for how to achieve 
output 3.3. for the Extended Senior Management Group of the International Department to decide upon.  

The Strategic Priority is intended to be implemented as a three-phased process. The first phase (2013) has 
taken the form of an inception study that has looked into the challenges concerning monitoring, evaluation and 
learning both internally and externally among comparable humanitarian NGOs. The results of the first phase are 
presented in this report, which highlights findings and recommendations presented to the Extended SMG in 
February 2014. The second (2014) and third phase (2015) of the project will see the piloting and implementation 
of the processes and activities of the monitoring, evaluation and learning system. The first and second phase of 

MONITORING, EVALUATION AND LEARNING
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