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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 
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the project is funded by Sida, while the third phase is planned to be funded with own funds available for investment. 
Key elements of the process are seen in figure 1. For a full list of events, organisations, people and consulted during 
the first phase refer to annex 1

Figure 1 Process of strengthening ME&L in DRC towards 2015

FINDINGS 
M&E system in DRC today

The DRC Programme Handbook outlines the current M&E System in the organisation and places monitoring and 
evaluation as a key part of programme management (chapter 7 in the DRC Programme Handbook). Annex 2 
gives an overview of this system. The system provides a minimal yet solid structure for ensuring monitoring and 
evaluation findings inform key programme planning and strategy processes, with the key event being the Annual 
Review.  However, the system has not been articulated as a coherent ME&L system, nor has sufficient guidance 
been provided to the programme level and as such there is little knowledge within the organisation on the linkages 
between the different components of the system. As a consequence, a number of elements in the system have not 
been widely used, such as the guidance note on monitoring and evaluation plans and the lessons learned notes 
from the Annual Reviews. In addition, DRC has invested in a Grant Management System (GMS), which has an 
output reporting functionality. While the GMS holds potential as a project and programme results monitoring tool, it 
is currently not used in this capacity. 

Nevertheless, based on the observations and discussions as part of this inception study it is clear that in most 
country programmes DRC has sufficient monitoring and evaluation activities to live up to the accountability 
requirements of donors and the organisation. However, this also reflects that within DRC monitoring and evaluation 
is currently predominately donor driven and therefore focused on the project and programme level. Therefore, 
country level monitoring and evaluation processes and resources dedicated to M&E vary considerably across the 
organisation. Evaluations are conducted ad-hoc and evaluation findings are not systematically shared across the 
organisation, partly due to lack of global level processes to ensure feedback and sharing of knowledge, with the 
exception of the meta evaluation exercise, which is presented at the Annual Director’s Meeting. 

M&E systems in humanitarian NGOs 

Looking at M&E in the humanitarian sector, it seems clear that DRC is not alone with the challenge of making 
monitoring, evaluation and learning an integral and valued part of the organisation’s core processes. So when do 
M&E systems actually work? A few key attributes of well-functioning M&E systems, highlighted in the consultations 
and discussions with humanitarian NGOs as part of the inception process, are presented below.  

  Creating a vision for monitoring, evaluation and learning within the organisation. One of the reasons that M&E is 
not always prioritised in humanitarian NGOs is that M&E is seen as important but not urgent. Any organisation 
with a strong focus on responding to crisis, and delivering support is likely to struggle to maintain M&E on the 
forefront of its agenda. In addition, M&E staff tends to be relatively junior, thus having limited leverage in the 
organisation. Management level engagement and clear incentives to priorities M&E is therefore essential to 
developing an evaluation and learning culture.  

  Ensuring the relevance of and demand for monitoring and evaluation information throughout the organisation. 
M&E needs to be seen as more than a technical solution that is solely the concern and responsibility of M&E 
staff. Embedding M&E within and across all levels of the organisation is imperative for a well-functioning system. 
Having clear triggers for when to conduct evaluations, as well as processes for making findings from evaluations 
visible within the organisation, is one way of creating a demand for evaluation information beyond the M&E focal 
points. 

2014 and 2015: Piloting 
and further development 
of the system and support 
functions, see annex 1b for 
detailed work plan

2013: Mapping of needs 
and challenges with regard 
to ME&L internally and 
externally

Key challenges regarding 
purpose driven M&E, 
learning and utilisation 
forms the basis of a Global 
DRC M&E meeting  in 
Jordan February 2014

2014: The recommedations 
from theinception 
phase are discussed 
at the Extended SMG 
meeting in February 2014 
and presented to the 
organisation with this 
report in the build up to 
the Annual Director’s 
Meeting in June 2014
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  Balancing the dual purposes of learning and accountability. M&E should enable the organisation to be held 
accountable to stakeholders, donors as well as beneficiaries. However, it should also enable the organisation 
and staff to learn and improve. These two objectives need to be balanced. 

  Focus on the use of the findings from monitoring and evaluation. It is the experience of many NGOs that big 
data collection systems fail with time. Collecting monitoring data and entering it into a database does not ensure 
that it will be used. Hence, the usage of M&E information needs to be clearly defined before venturing into data 
collection. 

  Ensuring the relevance of evaluation and monitoring to operations. A common critique of evaluations is that 
the findings and recommendations in the final reports arrive too late or, for other reasons, are not relevant 
for the operations. One way to address this is to take hold of the evaluation agenda and ensuring that the 
evaluation focus on questions are important from not only a project management point of view, but also from 
an organisational perspective. Furthermore, evaluations can be directed towards areas where there is limited 
information on effectiveness, rather than what is already known to be working or not working. In addition, 
choosing evaluation types that fit the purpose, e.g. real-time evaluations for emergency operations, can support 
the timeliness and relevance of the evaluation. 

Challenges with the current DRC M&E system 

Based on the findings from the first year of the M&E process, as shown in annex 1, a number of key challenges 
have been highlighted. These are areas DRC to address in the process of having a well-functioning monitoring, 
evaluation and learning system by 2015. 

1)  Insufficient direction on how M&E processes should contribute to organisational learning. While 
monitoring, evaluation and learning is articulated as a priority for DRC, in the Programme Handbook, there is still 
a lack of knowledge on how monitoring and evaluation should and can contribute to global level learning in the 
organisation. Monitoring, evaluation and learning processes are today mainly led from the programme level, with 
little direction coming from management within the organisation. Related to this is a perceived lack of incentive 
within the current reporting framework between field and HQ to adequately support learning processes. 
Financial reporting, compliance and accountability, which are all a part of M&E, are often the main focus of 
project and programme dialogue between the field and HQ, which can lead to a crowding-out of effectiveness 
and/or programme quality issues. While the organisational focus on growth does not per se stand in the way 
for a purpose driven and utilisation focused ME&L system, it can shift attention towards ‘burn rates’ rather than 
programme and project progress towards objectives.   

2)  Absence of a clear policy for the use of evaluations. The absence of guidance for the use of evaluations 
within the organisation can in some instances make evaluation exercises reactive by simply responding to 
a donor requirement, rather than a process used to actively shed light on challenging performance areas or 
effectiveness issues. Currently, no policy on evaluation exists within the organisation, and there is little in terms of 
structured organisational guidance on when and how to conduct evaluations, and how to make them useful for 
not only the specific programme and project, but also the organisation.   

3)  Lack of guidance and support structures for project and programme monitoring. Clear structures that 
can provide guidance on project monitoring, including how project monitoring and evaluation links to project 
management, is a key challenge within DRC. There is both a need and a desire to have better guidance on what 
is expected at what level in terms of programme and project monitoring and evaluation, and how follow up on 
project progress is ensured. In addition, the high turnover of field level staff exacerbates the need for support to 
monitoring and evaluation at field level in the form of minimum standards and guidelines, to ensure consistency 
and knowledge of monitoring and evaluation processes.  

4)  Inadequate channels for dissemination of findings and lessons learned. Processes and channels to 
disseminate evaluation findings, research and lessons learned need to be better understood and developed. 
As already mentioned, monitoring and evaluation in DRC is currently directed towards donor demands and 
accountability. While this is a crucial and essential purpose of monitoring and evaluation, it also means that little 
information and findings from monitoring and evaluations exercises move beyond the project and programme 
level.   
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5)  Lack of an overview on knowledge possession within the organisation. Knowing who knows what, and 
where to access information is a challenge within DRC today. Addressing this problem is a priority for both field 
and HQ staff. However, increasing the sharing of findings should not lead to one-way ‘information extraction’ 
processes from the field to HQ, but include the dissemination of findings from the data that has been shared 
with HQ, and have a clear focus on the use of the information at all levels of the organisation. Both INSITE and 
the GMS hold potential as knowledge storage and sharing platforms, and for the latter there is also a potential 
for progress tracking, which is currently unused.  

6)  Insufficient resources allocated to monitoring and evaluation. In comparison to other humanitarian NGOs, 
DRC is currently understaffed when it comes to dedicated monitoring and evaluation personnel at both HQ and 
the field. In addition, there are no structures or standard job descriptions in place, which means that reporting 
lines and responsibilities with regard to monitoring and evaluation is in some cases unclear.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The following recommendations are proposed as action points for the next two years (2014 and 2015) of the 
process of strengthening Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning in DRC. 

1)  Setting a clear direction for ME&L in DRC. It is recommended that DRC uses the next two years to 
develop a monitoring and evaluation system that can support and facilitate organisational and programmatic 
accountability and learning, and generate information on results in areas of strategic relevance.  
 
(1a) The extended SMG should play a key role in this process and system by deciding upon Key Evaluation 
Questions on an annual basis to guide evaluation and learning within the organisation. The Key Evaluation 
Questions should direct attention to issues of importance for the achievement of organisational objectivities, and 
effectiveness in programming. As such, the questions should be framed and guided by the DRC Mandate and 
DRC Assistance Framework, as shown in figure 2.

 
  

Figure 2 Key Evaluation Questions and learning and evaluation in DRC

 
  In addition, the extended SMG should ensure incentives for engagement in monitoring, evaluation and learning 

processes embedded throughout the organisation, including country level management and head of units, as 
described within the current reporting framework. 

2)  Strengthening the use of evaluations. It is recommended that the use of evaluations in the organisation is 
strengthened by directing the use of evaluation towards areas of relevance for the organisation and focusing 
on the utilisation of findings. To this purpose, it is recommended that DRC develops an evaluation policy, which 
defines why and when DRC conducts evaluations, and how evaluation information is used strategically for 
learning in the organisation and disseminated within and outside the organisation. In addition, the evaluation 
policy will give guidance on how to conduct evaluations, including how to decide upon the type of evaluation.  
 
The evaluation policy will situate the monitoring, evaluation and learning system in relation to the Annual 
Reporting and Planning Framework as described in the Programme Handbook, and seek to strengthen the 
current structure (annex 3 provides an example of a future DRC ME&L system).  
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  (2a) It is recommended that clear criteria for when to conduct evaluations are adopted. It is suggested that each 
country programme is to conduct and budget for one evaluation a year. The evaluation may be an internal or 
external, real-time or end of project evaluation. Furthermore, for accountability purposes, if there are no donor 
requirements, projects and programmes larger than 2.000.000 USD are to conduct an external evaluation. See 
annex 4 for further elaboration of the criteria.   

3)  Develop minimum standards and support guidelines for M&E. It is recommended that minimum standards 
and supporting guidelines are developed for programme and project monitoring and evaluation. Minimum 
standards will provide information on procedures that need to be in place at the different levels of organisations. 
Together, these standards and guidelines should support consistency and coherence in monitoring and 
evaluation processes in the face of high staff turnover.   

  As part of the process of developing minimum standards the relationship between HQ, regional level and 
country level in terms of follow up on project progress and management. One element can be to look into how 
best to ensure that monitoring and evaluation minimum standards and guidance tools are used in conjunction 
with the Results Contracts as a means to ensure a dialogue between the field and Heads of Units on project 
and programme progress and management. Here it will also be necessary to assess needs and gaps in terms 
of support structures and how the HQ based M&E Unit can best support the programme level on monitoring, 
evaluation and learning.  

4)  Improve dissemination of evaluation findings and lessons learned throughout the organisation. It is 
recommended that organisational evaluation and learning processes are strengthened by having well-defined 
ways to capture lessons learned and key evaluation findings across the organisation. 

  It is recommended that the Meta Evaluation, which is described in the Programme Handbook, is 
strengthened. The purpose of the Meta Evaluation of capturing lessons learned and best practices is kept and 
make findings available internally and externally through a publication. The Meta Evaluation is to be informed 
by Lessons Learned notes from Annual Reviews, as well as findings from evaluations conducted in DRC in the 
previous reporting year. Templates for how to capture lessons learned and best practices are to be developed 
(example provided in annex 5).  
 
The Meta Evaluation is conducted annually and presented at the Annual Director’s Meeting in June. The 
presentation of the findings in the Meta Evaluation is guided by the objectives of the DRC Assistance Model, as 
well as Key Evaluation Questions developed by the extended SMG. 

  The Key Evaluation Questions will be formulated yearly at the third quarter Extended SMG meeting with 
input from Global Specialist Leads (GSL). The questions will provide guidance on evaluation terms of reference, 
inform the Meta Evaluation process and be applied directly to relevant ToRs for project evaluations. Findings 
responding to the questions will be presented 18 months later at the Annual Director’s Meeting. The process is 
led by OPSU.

  Furthermore, for priority policy or programme areas, Thematic Reviews are to be conducted by the SMG, 
field managers, and relevant GSL. Thematic Reviews will take an in-depth look at an area of key interest 
to the organisation, whereas the Meta Evaluation will look at project quality and best practices across the 
organisation. Thematic Reviews are conducted on an ad-hoc basis and can be led from the field as well as from 
headquarters. 

  These Thematic Reviews are disseminated through a publication series called DRC Evaluation and Learning 
Brief that highlight key findings in a three to four page format. This format can also be used to present findings 
from research that DRC is leading or contributing to. It will provide a platform for disseminating field-driven 
research and evaluation initiatives.  

4)  Review DRC data storage and knowledge sharing platforms. It is recommended to assess the use and 
potential of the GMS to function as a global data storage system and, to the extent possible, progress tracking 
relevant at country and regional level. It is proposed to review the current output reporting function and the ways 
to capture the number of people assisted by DRC operations. Today project-evaluation reports should be stored 
on the GMS to allow for easy searches for evaluations by country and donor. It is recommended to look into how 
this and other knowledge sharing and storage tools, such as INSITE, might be utilised to provide easy access to 
key evaluation and monitoring information.  
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4)  Look into M&E staff structures and resources for M&E. A proposal for staff structure and job 
responsibilities is presented in annex 6. In addition, it is suggested to consider forming an active network of 
country and regional based evaluation experts that can participate in internal evaluations and reviews. 

Final remarks

The recommendations have been presented and approved by the Extended SMG in the February 2014 meeting 
in Copenhagen. The key decision points (1a) and (2a) was agreed to and will be rolled out with the adoption of the 
evaluation policy in October 2014. 
Thanks to all the staff, internally and externally, that have contributed to the process in the first year of M&E project. 
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External
•   5-7.03.2013. Participation in the ALNAP Annual Meeting: Evidence and Knowledge in
 Humanitarian Action, Washington, D.C., USA
•  15.04.2013. M&E consultant Nigel Simister, INTRAC, in Copenhagen.
•  14.10.2013. Oxfam, Dr Vivien Margaret Walden, Global Humanitarian MEL Adviser,
 Programme Performance and Accountability Team and Fred Wessels Programme
 Information Manager & OPAL Support Programme Performance and Accountability Team, Oxford, UK.
•  14.10.2013. INTRAC, consultants Anne Garbutt and Nigel Simister, Oxford, UK.
•  14.10.2013: ALNAP, Paul Knox-Clarke, Head of Research and Communication, Oxford, UK.
•  15.10.2013. International Rescue Committee (IRC), Mark Montague, Research and
 Evaluation Manager, London, UK.
•  15.10.2013. Action Contre La Faim, Ben Allen, Evaluations, Learning and Accountability
 Manager, London, UK
•  15.10.2013 Save the Children UK, Tom Ling Head of Impact, Innovation and Evidence and
 Rachel Eager MEL Adviser, London, UK.
•  18.10.2013. DFID, Dr Jennifer Leith, Evaluation Adviser, Conflict Humanitarian and Security
 Department (CHASE), London, UK.
•  25.10.2013 ALNAP, Francesca Bonino, Research Officer, Evaluation, Learning and Accountability, on phone  
 from London.
•  31.10.2013 Save the Children Denmark, Casper Thaning Thulstrup, Monitoring, Evaluation and   
 Accountability Advisor, Copenhagen.
•  01.11.2013 Norwegian Refugee Council, Cara J. Winters, Adviser, Monitoring and Evaluation, Andrew  
 Wilson, Adviser, Monitoring and Evaluation and Lian Bradley, Evaluation Adviser, Oslo.

Internal
•  April and May 2013: Survey feedback from country programmes on current M&E systems and needs
•  18.06.2013. Two Market Place Workshops with Country Directors and HQ staff held at the
 DRC Annual Meeting. Approximately 50 participants in total.
•  October and November 2013: Consultations with field staff: Regional and Country Directors,
 Regional Programme Development Officers
•  05.11.2013: Meeting with Heads of Units and Head of Regional Operations Division, Copenhagen.
•  07.11.2013: Discussion on preliminary findings at Operation and Policy Support Unit Meeting
•  10.12.2013: Presentation and discussion at the MENA grants managers meeting in Beirut, Lebanon
•  3 to 5.02.2014: Global DRC M&E Meeting in Jordan. Discussion on purpose, learning and
 utilisation of M&E in DRC
•   11.02.2014: Presentation and discussion of preliminary findings and recommendations to the 10
international department
•  21.02.2014: Extended SMG Meeting. Presentation and discussion of the findings and
 recommendations from the inception study and decision on way forward

ANNEX 1A EVENTS HELD AND ORGANISATIONS AND STAFF 
CONSULTED AS PART OF THE INCEPTION PHASE, 2013/4
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ANNEX 1B: PROPOSED WORK PLAN FOR SFA 
OUTPUT 3.3 IN 2014
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ANNEX 2 DRC ME&L PROCESSES AND EVENTS 
2013/4
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ANNEX 3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DRC ME&L 
SYSTEM BY 2015
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ANNEX 4: NOTE ON THE DRC CRITERIA FOR WHEN TO 
CONDUCT EVALUATIONS

PURPOSE OF CRITERIA
•  To ensure a clear premise for when we conduct evaluations in DRC

Evaluations are to:
•  As a minimum inform about project effectiveness and relevance at country level
•  At global level contribute to the Meta Evaluation and if possible the SMG decided Key Evaluation Questions

DECIDING WHEN TO EVALUATE
Three factors can trigger an evaluation:
•  The DRC criteria for frequency of evaluations (described in the paragraph below),
•  If an evaluation is deemed relevant by country or region management or the SMG
•  If there from the stakeholder or funding agency is a contractual demand for an evaluation.

DRC is committed to the following evaluation frequency:
•  Each country programme is to conduct and budget for one evaluation per year. The evaluation may be internal or 

external, real time or end of project evaluation.
•  In addition, if no donor requirements, then projects (single grants) larger than 2.000.000 USD are to conduct an 

external evaluation*
 o Emergency projects with under 12 months duration are excepted from this rule
•  In addition, whenever a Corporate Emergency is called a real time evaluation need to be conducted
•  As an overriding principle is that, the chosen programmes or projects are relevant and appropriate for evaluation. 

Therefore, before an evaluation is commissioned the relevance of the evaluation for the organisation and the 
evaluability of the project needs to be assessed.

MODALITY CONSIDERATIONS
•  All evaluations must feed into the Annual Review (country level) and the Meta Evaluation and or thematic review 

at global level
•  A lessons learned note is to be produced which capture key findings from the evaluation and highlight best 

practices, a standard template is filled out and send to OPSU.

OPSU SUPPORT TO EVALUATIONS
•  Guidance on how to budget for evaluations
•  Guidance on how to ensure relevance and use of evaluations
•  List of recommended evaluators (internally and externally)
•  Standard templates for TOR and support to TOR development
•  Guidance on evaluation design
•  Templates to capture lessons learned
•  Support to dissemination of findings

WHAT OTHER ORGANISATIONS DO:
•  Oxfam
 o All project with a time frame of 5 years or more
 o If no donor requirements then projects with budgets over 200.000 GBP and 1 to 3 years timeframe
•  ACF
 o Below 400.000 GBP – internal evaluation
 o 400.000 – 1.000.000 – External evaluation
 o Above 1.000.000 – External (final and midterm)
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*Projects with end date in 2015 that fall under the evaluation criteria (source: GMS). In the phase in of
the criteria there will need to be a discussion on resources, if the programmes did not budget for an
evaluation as well as the relevance of evaluating the projects that fall under the criteria.
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ANNEX 5: EXAMPLE OF COLLECTION TOOL FOR CAPTURING 
LESSONS LEARNED FROM EVALUATIONS
GUIDE TO COLLECTING LESSONS LEARNED FROM DANISH REFUGEE COUNCIL EVALUATIONS

The evaluator(s) are to fill out the following template and send it to the country/regional office and the Danish 
Refugee Council M&E Unit in Copenhagen (mikkel.nedergaard@drc.dk) with the first draft of their evaluation report.

The consultants are to highlight and suggest two key findings that is relevant for DRC programming in similar 
contexts. One finding needs to address a best practice and the other finding is to address a challenge or failure that 
the DRC as an organisation can learn from.

The consultants are to use the following template and may not use more than two A4 pages to motivate the answers.

When the information is received it will be assessed in the M&E unit, and the information will be verified by the 
country or regional director. If deemed relevant, the key findings will be further disseminated.

The information given will feed in to the Meta Evaluation. The DRC Meta Evaluation is presented at the Annual 
Director’s Meeting and disseminated in the form of a publication. It is the main process and product which will allow 
DRC to collect best practices across country and regional programmesand projects.
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ANNEX 6: PROPOSAL FOR M&E STAFF STRUCTURE AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES
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