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Overview of YJR2 
 

Name of Project: YEMEN JOINT RESPONSE 2 
 

Objective: Provide life-saving assistance to people affected by the conflict in Yemen 

Total Budget:  EUR 6.720.392 

Total Expenditure:  EUR 6.594.644 

Donor: Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs via the Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA) 

Time period: December 2015 – February 2017 (includes a non-cost extension for December 
2015, and a cost extension covering Jan-Feb 2017) 

5 participating DRA 
Members: 

 CARE Nederland 

 Save the Children 

 Stichting Vluchteling (SV)/The International Rescue Committee (IRC) 

 OXFAM Novib 

 ZOA 

5 sectors targeting 
404.815 beneficiaries (no 

double counting): 

 Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH): 812.624 beneficiaries 

 Food Security/Livelihoods (FSL): 4.108 beneficiaries 

 Health: 34.353 beneficiaries 

 Nutrition: 67.182 beneficiaries 

 Shelter/Non-Food Items (NFI): 9.100 beneficiaries 
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Executive summary 
 

Background 
The Yemen Joint Response 2 (YJR2) was the second phase of humanitarian response in Yemen funded by 
The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA) through the Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA), a consortium 
of fourteen Dutch International Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs) active since 2015. YJR2 was 
implemented by five DRA members (CARE (Lead), Oxfam Novib, Save the Children, Stichting 
Vluchteling/The IRC and ZOA) with EUR 6.660.000 over 15 months from 1 December 2015 until 28 
February 2017.  During YJR2, members implemented activities to improve access to water, sanitation and 
hygiene (WASH), health, food security, nutrition, shelter and non-food items (NFI), and protection. YJR2 
newly introduced a country-level coordination mechanism to enhance the Added Value of consortium 
working. The final evaluation of YJR2 was carried out in July and August 2017. This evaluation assesses the 
delivery of humanitarian assistance and the performance of the coordination mechanism in Yemen during 
YJR2 and makes recommendations for strengthening Added Value in future Yemen Joint Responses.  

Evaluation Objectives and Methodology 
The objectives of this evaluation were to assess the overall performance of the YJR2 to generate learning 
and recommendations for the DRA consortium to strengthen future Joint Responses in Yemen and 
beyond. The evaluation faced certain limitations that influenced its focus and methods: (1) the evaluator 
was unable to travel to Yemen to collect data from beneficiaries and (2) the evaluation was conducted 
four months after the end of YJR2 (with YJR3 activities underway). DRA members agreed that the 
evaluation would generate more valuable learning by focusing on consortium coordination and Added 
Value during YJR2 and specific evaluation questions were defined within two lines of inquiry: 
 
Programme Performance: To what extent did YJR2 programming in Yemen fulfil OECD-DAC criteria in the 
attainment of objectives described in the project logframe? 
 
YJR2 Coordination Mechanism: To what extent did the coordination mechanism in Yemen enhance the 
joint response of members to humanitarian crises under YJR2 funding? 
 
The evaluation used the following methods: (1) desk review; (2) key informant interviews; (3) 
questionnaire (administered to DRA Member Focal Points in Yemen), and; (4) triangulation of existing 
programme data and analysis generated by DRA members in Yemen during YJR2.  
 
In addition to the constraints that influenced the scope and methods of this evaluation, the evaluation 
faced limitations including: access to existing documentation and raw data, high turnover of key 
informants, difficulties with accurate recall, poor telecommunications with informants based in Yemen, 
lack of external informants.  
 

Key Findings 
Programme Performance 
DRA members reached a total of 723.541 direct beneficiaries in five governorates (Abyan, Aden, Hajjah, 
Lahj, and Taiz) during YJR2 of which 660.722 (91%) benefitted from WASH interventions. In addition, 620 
persons received training through YJR2 member programming. 
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Due to delays in contracting, Yemen-based members were not able to initiate activities until the end of 
the first quarter of YJR2, however needs remained critical and members for the most part reached or 
exceeded their beneficiary targets by the close of YJR2.  
 

 Relevance: In the five governorates where DRA members were operational during YJR2, it was 
estimated that between 77 and 100 percent of the population required humanitarian assistance. The 
DRA provided significant support for the WASH sector in which it was estimated that more than three-
quarters of the population of Yemen needed assistance. All members independently conducted some 
form of needs assessment to ensure the design and delivery of programming was relevant to the local 
context, however the methods, rigor and documentation of these assessments varied substantially. 
While all assistance was valuable in a context with such high and widespread needs, the location of 
programming was driven more by the presence of member organizations and DRA processes than by 
a holistic needs assessment and strategic planning and could therefore be strengthened. 

 Effectiveness: A limited number of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) reports suggest that surveyed 
beneficiaries experienced some improvement to their situation, however the rigor, application and 
output of M&E activities was too varied to allow for general conclusions about the efficacy of 
interventions. The indicators in the YJR2 log frame were not designed to measure the quality or 
outcomes of assistance. Instances of complementarity or integration with members’ other (non-DRA 
funded) programming likely enhanced the quality and impact of assistance for beneficiaries, but were 
not systematically documented during YJR2. 

 Efficiency: A consortium-level analysis of efficiency was not possible in the absence of detailed 
budgets linked to standardized output or outcome measurements and DRA members in Yemen did 
not independently analyse the efficiency of YJR2 programming. However, certain approaches such as 
joint trainings and prioritization of more sustainable WASH schemes, can be assumed to have 
contributed to greater efficiency or value for money. 

 Sustainability: YJR2 programming was an emergency response and interventions were not designed 
for sustainability, however training of local partners and community committees built capacity that 
should remain in targeted communities beyond the life of YJR2. The above-mentioned WASH 
approaches (solarisation and rehabilitation of water schemes) will also bring long-term benefits. 

Sector Total	beneficiaries

WASH Direct	beneficiaries
660.722

Persons	trained
546

Health Direct	beneficiaries
38.353

Persons	trained
20

Food	
Security

Direct	beneficiaries
4.751

Persons	trained
N/A

Nutrition Direct	beneficiaries
9.476

Persons	trained
54

Shelter/NF
I

Direct	beneficiaries
10.239

TOTAL Direct	beneficiaries
723.541

WASH
91%

Health
5%

Food	
Security

1%

Nutrition
1%

Shelter/NFI
2%

Table 1. YJR2 Total Beneficiaries (Dec. 2015 - Feb. 2017) 
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 Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL): MEAL was conducted independently 
by each member in Yemen and the experience, approaches, resources and output for MEAL varied 
considerably among organizations. The lack of a consortium-level standards, harmonized tools or a 
strategy for MEAL limited holistic assessment of performance during or following YJR2.  

 

Coordination and Added Value 

The DRA allocated 2 percent of the total initial funding of EUR 6.000.000 amounting to EUR 116.505 over 
the 15-month period of YJR2 for in-country coordination of DRA consortium members to enhance Added 
Value. A consultant was recruited to the role of Coordinator in April 2016 and the Coordination 
Mechanism was launched in Yemen during the second quarter of YJR2 with a kick-off meeting in Sana’a 
on 18 April, 2016. Following the kick-off meeting, the Coordination Mechanism facilitated regular 
coordination meetings, mid-term and end-of-project review workshops, and three trainings for field-
based staff and consortium members. A working group was formed for WASH. A Gender Advisor was 
brought on board in mid-July 2016 to support gender mainstreaming within DRA-funded programming.  
 
Although members had a general understanding of the concept of added value, the DRA did not establish 
a common definition or clear and measurable objectives for the in-country coordination that could be 
objectively evaluated. The evaluation therefore describes the activities and achievements of the 
coordination mechanism during YJR2 under general thematic areas of Added Value.  
 

 Harmonization: Through the WASH TWG, the consortium achieved the following: 
o Joint capacity building in technical approaches to WASH (PHAST and CHAST)  
o Harmonization of the contents of hygiene kits 
o Standardization of incentives provided to volunteers implementing hygiene promotion 
o Established best practices and minimum standards for water quality testing 

The consortium did not attempt further harmonization beyond the WASH sector, and members 
continued to use independent systems, tools and approaches to needs assessment, monitoring, 
evaluation, and accountability. 

 Information Sharing and Learning: Information was shared through regular and periodic coordination 
meetings and bilateral contact with the Coordinator. A Dropbox folder was established to facilitate 
document sharing. Members reported that the consortium provided a welcome platform for sharing 
information, resources and learning but felt this function could have been stronger and more 
systematic.  

 Integration/Complementarity: There was no effort during YJR2 to seek complementarity within the 
consortium itself; some individual members used DRA funding for activities complementing 
programming funded by other donors in the same geographic area. In YJR3, two members working in 
the same geographic area coordinated under the DRA funding mechanism to provide integrated 
(multi-sector) interventions for beneficiaries. 

 Visibility and Advocacy: Visibility activities were limited during YJR2, linked to the context inside 
Yemen. A decision was made to focus on visibility inside the Netherlands rather than risk disrupting 
programmes by promoting the JR’s visibility inside Yemen. YJR2 supported the production of a short 
film on the context and response in Yemen, aimed at the Dutch public. The film was completed after 
the close of YJR2 and screened in June 2017. Because of the sensitive political context within which 
cooperation among INGOs in Yemen was regarded by the government with suspicion, DRA members 
in Yemen did not pursue joint visibility or advocacy activities.  

 Capacity building: The coordination mechanism organized three trainings to build the capacity of DRA 
member staff in (1) PHAST/CHAST WASH approaches, Gender Marker and Reporting; (2) Gender, 
Gender-based Violence and Protection; (3) Monitoring and Evaluation and Story building. Training 
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activities were considered valuable, however the consortium lacked a clear framework to guide the 
design, implementation and follow-up of capacity building activities and ensure those activities 
contributed strategically to the broader goals of the DRA. 

 Gender and Protection: The YJR2 Gender Advisor provided technical support to members and 
undertook several activities to promote gender mainstreaming including training for consortium field 
teams on Gender, GBV and Protection, CARE Gender Markers Assessment, and round-table 
workshops with community committees in four governorates to sensitize committee members to 
gender inequality and enhance meaningful participation of women. 

 

DRA member staff in Yemen highlighted the following as advantages of participating in the YJR2 
consortium: 

 Sharing of experience, resources, knowledge, information and tools, particularly in the WASH sector 

 Ability to leverage the physical presence, resources, and relationships of other DRA members 

 Stronger position to leverage the influence of the Dutch Embassy and other influential stakeholders 

 Access to a forum for open and solution-oriented discussion of operational challenges and constraints 
 
Staff in Yemen also highlighted several missed opportunities for Added Value including 

 Programme integration: Up to three members were operational in two governorates, but their 
programming remained separate during YJR2 

 Joint Monitoring and Evaluation 

 Coordinated crises response 

 Learning through evaluation (Final evaluations of YACJR and YJR2 were carried out several months 
after the programmes closed and recommendations were not available to inform planning and design) 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
Given the lack of documentation and analysable programme data, it was not possible to draw firm 
conclusions about the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency or sustainability of YJR2 programming. 
However, this evaluation was able describe consortium coordination and identify systemic and 
organizational issues that affected efforts to enhance Added Value during YJR2: 

 The coordination mechanism established a valuable platform for cooperation within the Yemen Joint 
Response, however the mechanism operated without a clear definition of Added Value or a 
documented strategic or logical framework to guide the prioritization of activities and the allocation 
of resources.  

 Results for Added Value were not captured in the YJR2 logframe, nor was there any documented 
definition of roles and responsibilities, structures, functions and accountability related to Added 
Value/Coordination. Members in Yemen were open to collaboration but were for the most part 
unaware of the Added Value budget and had limited ownership and accountability for the 
achievement of Added Value.  

 Major delays impacted the implementation of the YACJR Final Evaluation and the establishment of 
the coordination mechanism in Yemen, resulting in missed opportunities for integration, joint 
initiatives and learning, and collaborative impact during YJR2.  

 The design of YJR2 concentrated governance and decision-making in the Netherlands and although 
consortium members in Yemen influenced specific elements in the coordination workplan, the 
coordination mechanism had a limited role beyond the implementation of planned activities. 

 
The evaluation was completed after the mid-term of the third Yemen Joint Response, and 
recommendations are therefore designed for consideration during the planning stages of the 4th phase  
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Yemen Joint Response (YJR4). Recommendations were developed based on the information available at 
the time of writing and do not reflect ongoing discussions within the DRA about the future of the joint 
response or evolutions in coordination since then. An internal stakeholder group must critically review 
the feasibility and relative importance of each recommendation to develop a viable and resourced action 
plan. The following priority recommendations should be reviewed prior to or concurrent with planning 
processes:   
 
 Consider revising the proposal development and funding allocation processes within the Joint 

Response to deliberately promote programme integration and collaborative impact through holistic 
approaches within a defined geographic area.  

 Joint multi-sectoral needs assessment should be carried out in targeted geographic areas  
 Develop 1-2 outcome-level indicators in each sector of DRA programming 
 Establish a clear definition for Added Value through a consultative process with DRA members in 

Yemen as well as the Netherlands and conduct a systematic scoping of opportunities to achieve 
Added Value that looks at the operational landscape and the feasibility of different strategies to 
achieve Added Value including using the consortium as a platform for coordinated crisis response. 

 Develop a strategic and/or logical framework for Added Value through a consultative process with 
members in the Netherlands and Yemen that clearly links activities to results, and establishes 
performance indicators related to Added Value.  

 Consider expanding the mandate of the coordination mechanism in Yemen by creating an 
independent Coordination Unit as a programme team within the CARE Yemen Country Office and 
devolving management of the Added Value budget to this level. Human resources within this unit 
could include a full-time Coordinator and MEAL specialist with part-time support from specialists for 
gender mainstreaming, communications, advocacy, and support services. The Consortium 
Coordinator should be staff position rather than consultant.  

o Revisit the governance structures, lines of accountability and the roles and responsibilities of 
actors within the Joint Response with the objective of encouraging members in Yemen to 
work collaboratively through the coordination mechanism.  

o Clearly document and communicate the roles, functions and relationships of different 
players, information flows, and decision-making processes. 

 Develop a consortium-level MEAL strategy/plan with emphasis on the application of MEAL for 
strengthening Added Value and programme quality through ongoing assessment, documentation and 
sharing of best practices, joint learning and planning.  

o Devolve responsibility for MEAL to the country-level consortium 
o Invest in M&E capacity (ideally a dedicated MEAL specialist) at the consortium level  

 Assess the workload and allocation of human resources within the YJR Lead to determine if it is 
realistic and to identify opportunities to redistribute tasks and functions within the consortium. 

 Establish separate coordination bodies in the North and South to allow for more frequent 
interaction, context-specific discussion, planning, sharing and learning. 

 Conduct an assessment to explore opportunities and define strategies for partnerships with local 
organizations to inform strategies for strengthening the DRA’s work through local partners. 

 Conduct an assessment of needs, risks and opportunities at regional and national levels in Yemen 
to inform an advocacy strategy. 
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Introduction 
Background 
The Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA) is a consortium of fourteen Dutch International Non-Governmental 
Organizations (INGOs), active since 2015. The DRA was conceived in the context of a newly established 
humanitarian relief funding mechanism of the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA): the Dutch 
Relief Fund (DRF). Of a total EUR 570 million for humanitarian response over a period of three years, the 
DRF allocated EUR 120 million to Dutch NGOs.1,2 Members of the DRA committed to respond to L3 
emergencies on an annual basis (Annual Plan) as well as launch acute crisis responses within 72 hours, as 
well as to seek added value/collaborative impact for stakeholders and beneficiaries through enhanced 
coordination and collaboration in emergency programming in protracted crises. 
 
Yemen Joint Response 2 (YJR2) was the second phase of humanitarian response in Yemen funded under 
the DRA. The first phase, known as the Yemen Acute Crisis Joint Response (YACJR), began as a 6-month, 
emergency response to airstrikes in March 2015 and a UN OCHA Flash Appeal in April of 2015. As it 
became apparent that the conflict in Yemen would be protracted, the Yemen Joint Response became an 
integral part of the DRA’s Annual Plan for 2016 and YJR2 was launched on 1 December 2015 for an initial 
period of 12 months and extended through February 2017 for reasons related to the depletion of the 
original budget allocation and a lengthy decision-making process related to the 2017 budget.3 YJR2 was 
implemented by five DRA partners: CARE (Lead), Oxfam Novib, Save the Children, Stichting 
Vluchteling/The IRC and ZOA with a total EUR 6.660.000 in funding.  
 
During YJR2, DRA members in Yemen responded to a desperate need for Water, Sanitation and Hygiene 
(WASH), Health services, Food Security, Nutrition, and Shelter and Non-Food Items (NFI) in five 
governorates (Abyan, Aden, Hajjah, Lahj, and Taiz). A total of 404.815 beneficiaries were targeted at 
programme outset, primarily with WASH interventions. Intervention sites were selected based on the 
presence and experience of DRA member organizations, prioritizing hard-to-reach areas of critical need 
with adequate access. Both IDPs and host communities were targeted as vulnerable groups. 
 
As the Lead member of YJR2, CARE Nederland (CARE NL) commissioned this evaluation to assess the 
overall performance of the programme in the delivery of humanitarian assistance in Yemen and the 
achievement of “added value”. The evaluation specifically examined the coordination of DRA partners in 
YJR2 to generate learning and recommendations for the DRA consortium structure that may be used to 
strengthen future joint responses in Yemen and elsewhere.  
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Revised to EUR 183 million. In addition to INGOs, the DRF also allocated funding to the Red Cross and the UN. 
2 The criteria for membership of the DRA is a Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA) with ECHO, and having a 
Dutch identity/registration.  
3 Yemen Joint Response 3 (YJR3) was launched in March 2017. 
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Figure 1 Timeline of DRA Joint Reponses in Yemen 

 
 

Yemen Joint Response 2 (YJR2) and Added Value 
During the first Yemen Joint Response (YACJR), the five DRA members implemented separate emergency 
projects with little awareness of each other’s DRA-funded activities in Yemen. Although the members 
participated individually in the INGO Forum, UN clusters and other consortia, they did not meet or work 
together under the DRA until April 2016. In contrast, YJR2 introduced elements of consortium 
coordination at the country-level and emphasized added value as one feature of programming, building 
naturally on the experience with YACJR, strong cooperation among DRA members in the Netherlands, and 
the general direction of DRA-funded joint responses. The YJR2 proposal stated, “recognizing the very dire 
circumstances of all targeted beneficiaries, the programme will endeavour to provide an integrated 
approach vis-à-vis sectors and locations” and mentioned cost efficiencies related to “joint procurement 
and logistics initiatives” as a potential advantage of improved coordination with “a view to joint 
programming where relevant and feasible, especially in areas where several partners are working in 
complementary sectors”.  
 
YJR2 funding included a two-percent allocation for ‘coordination and visibility’, also known as “added 
value”. This budget line was managed by the lead member (CARE NL) and was intended to enhance the 
quality and efficacy of YJR2 programming through stronger coordination and cooperation among DRA 
members in Yemen. With the Added Value budget, CARE NL recruited a Consortium Coordinator in April 
2016, and a Gender Advisor joined the team in August 2016 to support gender mainstreaming within YJR2 
programming. The Consortium Coordinator developed and implemented a work plan to enhance added 
value including the visibility of Dutch relief, by promoting harmonization and collaboration through 
regular coordination meetings, capacity building activities, review workshops, field monitoring, learning 
and information sharing. A Gender Advisor was recruited during YJR2 to provide technical support to DRA 
members in Yemen to mainstream gender within their programming. 
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Emergency	response	to	April	
2015	bombing	in	Yemen

€xxx,xxx for	a	6-month	response

Reached	xxx,xxx,xxx beneficaries
in	WASH,	FSL,	Health	and	
Nutrition

5	members:	OXFAM,	IRC/SV,	
CARE,	Save	the	Children,	and	ZOA

No	formal	mechanism	or	budget	
for	coordinatoin in	place

April	2015	– Nov.	2015:	

YEMEN	ACUTE	CRISIS	
JOINT	RESPONSE	(YACJR)

Dec.	2015	– Nov	30,	2016:	
YEMEN	JOINT	RESPONSE	2	(YJR2)

Chronic	crisis	reponse

€xxx,xxx,xxx for	12	months	including	xxx,xxx for	coordination

WASH,	FSL,	Health	and	Nutrition	programming

5	members:	OXFAM,	IRC/SV,	CARE	(lead),	Save	the	Children,	and	ZOA	

’Added	Value’	(Coordination	and	Visibility)	budget	included	to	support	a	
coordination	mechanism	in	Yemen	that	initiated	activities	in	April	2017	and	
supported	capacity	building,	monitoring,	information	sharing,	etc.

Dec.	2016	– Feb.	2017:	
YJR2	COST	EXTENSION

3	month	cost	extension	to	
allow	DRA	members	in	
Yemen	to	maintain	staff	
and	operations	during	the	
period	bridging	the	end	of	
YJR2	and	the	confirmed	
start	of	YJR3.

Total	of	xxx,	xxx	allocated	
to	members

Mar.	2017	– Present:

YJR3
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Developments in Yemen since 2016: developments in the conflict and humanitarian 
sector since 2015  
In November 2016, the Yemen Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) estimated that at least 18.8 million 
people were in need of humanitarian assistance and protection as a consequence of the ongoing crisis - 
including 10.3 million girls and boys. Needs were particularly acute for 10.3 million people who required 
immediate assistance to save and sustain their lives, while 8.5 million people were estimated to require 
assistance to stabilize their situation to prevent further deterioration.4 Major developments in the 
political, humanitarian and economic situation that impacted the programming context during YJR2 
included: 
 

 At the end of November, a new government was formed in Sana’a. The implementation of 
activities in the field, including monitoring, was constrained by the security situation in several 
locations, particularly in Hajjah and Taiz governorates. Members faced significant constraints to 
access vulnerable populations, especially in the North. 

 An outbreak of cholera and Acute Watery Diarrhea (AWD) was declared in October 2016  - a 
consequence of poor hygiene practices and water infrastructure, and limited access to 
appropriate healthcare. Response and prevention activities under the Cholera Integrated 
Response Plan were under way in 17 prioritized governorates and reports showed a decline of 
AWD in areas where water sources were chlorinated. 

 Currency fluctuations and a liquidity crisis impacted the costs and availability of goods and 
services, the implementation and efficacy of planned cash transfers, and had negative 
implications for implementation of humanitarian programmes throughout Yemen. 

 

Objectives of the evaluation 
The final evaluation of YJR2 was commissioned in April 2017 by CARE NL as the lead member on the Yemen 
Joint Response. The objectives of this evaluation were to: 
 
a) Assess the overall performance of the YJR2; and  
b) Generate learning from the YJR2 as well as recommendations for the DRA consortium that may be 

used to strengthen future Joint Responses in Yemen and beyond.  
 
The evaluation faced unique limitations that influenced its focus and methods. Due to security risks and 
budget constraints, the evaluator could not travel to Yemen nor was it possible to assemble a local 
evaluation team to collect data. Further, the evaluation began five months after the end of YJR2 with YJR3 
activities already beginning. Given the these circumstances, the YJR2 DRA members agreed that an 
assessment of programme performance would have to be based on available data collected during YJR2 
monitoring activities – the quality and quantity of which was not known – and the evaluation would likely 
generate more valuable learning and insight by focusing on the coordination mechanism in place during 
YJR2. 

I. Methodology and evaluation process 
The evaluation questions, methods and process were determined in large part by the timing, access and 
available resources for the evaluation as discussed above. The parameters that influenced the evaluation 
questions and methods included the following: 
 

                                                           
4 http://reliefweb.int/report/yemen/unicef-yemen-humanitarian-situation-report-november-2016-enar 
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 The Evaluator was not able to travel to Yemen for security reasons and the country office did not 
have capacity to support remotely-managed data collection in Yemen, precluding any possibility 
of collecting at project sites from beneficiaries. 

 For a variety of reasons the evaluation began in June 2017, three months after the end of the cost 
extension period of YJR2 and into the start of YJR3. Even if primary data collection were feasible, 
there would be too many biases (e.g. recall) and confounding factors (ongoing programming, 
movement of beneficiary populations) present to draw valid conclusions about YJR2.  

 The scope and quality of any possible analysis of programme implementation would therefore 
depend entirely on existing documentation and therefore subject to the limitations of that 
documentation.  

 Due to the timing, findings of the evaluation would only become available after the mid-term of 
YJR3. Any findings related to the efficacy of programming would have limited immediate 
application (a timely and well-designed final evaluation of YJR3 would have far more relevance); 
however, findings related to the coordination mechanism and organizational elements of YJR2 
could be leveraged once available to inform the planning and management of a rigorous final 
evaluation and design of the next joint response (YJR4).  

 
As a standard program evaluation (i.e. focused on the relevance, efficacy or impact of interventions) 
would depend entirely on existing monitoring data of unknown quality and quantity, the DRA consortium 
decided to use the opportunity and resources for the YJR2 final evaluation to assess the consortium 
coordination and make recommendations that could be implemented by the consortium during the life 
of YJR3 and in the planning stages of YJR4. 

 

Evaluation questions 
The evaluation questions were refined through consultation with DRA focal points including the current 
YJR3 Consortium Coordinator and the CARE Yemen Programme Director in the Netherlands during the 
week of 3 – 7 June, 2017. The evaluation questions for the YJR2 Final Evaluation fall within two main lines 
of inquiry: 
 

1) Performance of YJR2 Humanitarian Programming: To what extent did YJR2 programming in 
Yemen fulfil OECD-DAC criteria in the attainment of objectives described in the project 
logframe? 

 How has the program performed against OECD-DAC criteria (relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact, sustainability)? 

 Did YJR2 members have vulnerability criteria in place which are effective at targeting 
beneficiaries most in need?  

 Did monitoring tools used during YJR2 generate information that guides YJR2 members in 
adherence to OECD-DAC criteria and SPHERE standards?  

 Did YJR2 members adapt their programming to the needs of vulnerable women, men, 
girls and boys? 

 What were the strengths and weaknesses of the varied approaches of the YJR2 members?  
 

2) YJR2 Coordination Mechanism: To what extent did the coordination mechanism in Yemen 
enhance the joint response of members to humanitarian crises under YJR2 funding? 

 How effective and efficient was the coordination mechanism in Yemen? 

 What were strengths and weaknesses of YJR2 coordination in Yemen? 

 What was the collaborative impact of cooperation within the YJR? 
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 What opportunities to strengthen collaborative impact arose during life of the program 
and did the coordination mechanism enable members to capitalize on those 
opportunities?  

 How have the JR members perceived the collaborative impact of the Joint Response for 
their own organization? 

 What key lessons learned from JR cooperation and recommendations for future 
cooperation within the JR3 and future JRs can be identified? 

 

Methods 
This evaluation aimed above all to generate learning and recommendations that would be useful to 
consortium partners during the final period of YJR3 and the planning phase of YJR4. Evaluation methods 
were chosen to meet this objective within the logistical and financial limitations described above. The 
evaluation used the following methods: 
 
Desk review 
Relevant documents including proposals, reports, assessments, meeting minutes, guidelines, M&E tools, 
Terms of Reference, MoUs, case studies, etc. were identified on an ongoing basis through interviews with 
YJR2 member staff in the Netherlands and Yemen. These documents were analysed to:  
 

 Map YJR2 programming in Yemen 

 Identify information that might be used as a ‘baseline’ for YJR2 and/or that might allow for some 
comparative analysis over time or across project areas of program outcomes 

 Analyse monitoring tools and output including rapid assessments and post-distribution monitoring 
surveys to determine the extent to which they allowed YJR2 partners to assess their YJR2 program 
activities against OECD-DAC criteria and reactively adapt/strengthen programming 

 Describe the coordination mechanism and activities falling within the ‘collaborative impact’/’added 
value’ budget line during YJR2 

 Map communications, responsibility and accountability within YJR2 
 
Key informant interviews 
Telephone interviews using a semi-structured interview guide were conducted with DRA member staff 
who worked on YJR2 programming and/or participated in the coordination activities. A total of 33 
interviews were conducted with current or former DRA member staff in the Netherlands and Yemen, as 
well as current and former Consortium Coordinators, the DRA Consortium Gender Advisor, and contacts 
within the Dutch MoFA and the Dutch Embassy in Yemen. A complete list of interviewees can be found in 
Annex A.  
 
Questionnaire for DRA Member Focal Points 
DRA member focal points based in Yemen were asked to complete a short questionnaire that collected 
their perspectives on various aspects of coordination under YJR2. The questionnaire tool can be found in 
Annex B.  
 
Analysis of secondary data 
The Evaluator collected a large volume of monitoring and evaluation tools and output from members 
including raw data, analysis and reports from post-distribution monitoring, KAP surveys, assessments and 
other data collection activities conducted by DRA members in Yemen during YJR2. These materials were 
analysed both to inform analysis of program performance as well as to assess the extent to which DRA 
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members had tools and processes in place to ensure compliance with international standards and hold 
themselves accountable for the quality and relevance of their programming. There was an intention to 
analyse available raw data, however ultimately this was not possible as only three English-language 
datasets were shared with the evaluator, however these were not accompanied with information on 
methods or data collection tools and contained too many inconsistencies to attempt a meaningful 
analysis.  
 
A matrix in Annex C provides more information about methods, mapping evaluation questions onto 
specific methods. The design of the evaluation is also described in detail in an Inception Report submitted 
by the Evaluator to CARE NL in July 2017. 

 

Limitations 
In addition to the known constraints to access, resources and timing described above that influenced the 
scope and methods of this evaluation, further limitations included the following:  
 Access to relevant documentation: Working remotely, the evaluator was fully dependent on in-

country contacts to identify and share documentation from YJR2. Several relevant documents were 
not possible to locate within the data collection period. 

 Turnover: The Consortium Coordinator was recruited during YJR2 as a consultant, and this role has 
since been handed over twice. Neither of the staff members that took over the role of Consortium 
Coordinator during YJR2 remained with CARE. Although they were both willing to be contacted for 
the evaluation, some important documentation – including meeting minutes and monitoring reports 
were lost or misplaced in the handovers. Further, the Dropbox folder that had served as a file sharing 
platform for the YJR2 consortium was closed with the last handover. 

 Recall: The period under evaluation required informants to recall events and dynamics between 7 and 
18 months in the past. While this would be challenging under any circumstances, it is even more 
difficult in a complex and highly dynamic state of chronic crisis. Many informants struggled to recall 
specific elements of YJR2 and/or to distinguish between YJR2 and YJR3. 

 Communication: Telecommunication in Yemen was unreliable and phone calls were often distorted 
or cut off. It was often difficult to understand informants or request clarification.  

 Lack of external informants: Although the evaluation sought to identify and interview external 
informants who might reflect objectively on the quality of YJR2 programming and/or the visibility of 
the DRA within Yemen, this was ultimately not possible. External visibility of the DRA consortium in 
Yemen was low during YJR2, limiting the pool of potential informants. At higher administrative levels, 
the Government of Yemen is wary of groupings of NGOs and the evaluator could not contact 
Government stakeholders without putting the consortium at risk of suspicion. At lower levels, 
potential informants did not speak English. 

 Lack of raw data for analysis: A limited amount of raw data was provided and that which was shared 
lacked critical information about data collection methods or data collection tools and contained 
inconsistencies and missing data. Consequently, there was not adequate justification to attempt 
analysis. Therefore, findings presented in this evaluation related to program performance attempt to 
collate existing analysis conducted by DRA members during YJR2. 

 

Findings: Programming 
Because of limitations described above, this evaluation does not attempt to provide conclusive analysis 
of the relevance or efficacy of DRA YJR2 programming in Yemen. Instead, the evaluation aims to describe 
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the actions of DRA members in Yemen and assess the quality of the systems that implementing 
organizations had in place to support evidence-based design, beneficiary targeting, monitoring of program 
quality, and accountability.  
 
DRA members in Yemen used YJR2 funding in different ways depending on the size and scope of their 
existing portfolio. Only one member reported that DRA funding supported a stand-alone project during 
YJR2. The remaining members in Yemen reported that the DRA funding represented a relatively small 
portion of their overall funding for a given sector and they used the money to fill gaps in existing 
programming, provide complimentary services or to expand the coverage of activities funded under other 
donors to additional communities.  
 
During YJR2, there was no integrated programming among DRA members in Yemen (see Coordination, pg. 
32). However DRA funds were leveraged by some members in Yemen to provide a package of integrated 
services across two or more sectors in their intervention areas with other funding. For example, one 
member used DRA funding to provide WASH assistance in villages where food security interventions were 
supported through other funding sources. Another member used YJR2 funding to deliver WASH assistance 
in an area where they had active nutrition, health and FSL programming funded by another donor. 
Unfortunately, this integration was not formally documented by members so cannot be quantified here.  
 

Performance by Sector5 
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) 
WASH was the largest sector of programming within YJR2. All five DRA members implemented WASH 
activities in 14 districts of 5 governorates to improve access to safe water and enable populations affected 
by the conflict to practice safer hygiene behaviours and reduce the risks of water-related morbidity and 
mortality among vulnerable children and families.  
 
Activities included:  

 Construction and rehabilitation of water supply schemes and vital WASH infrastructure including 
latrines for health facilities and schools as well as medical waste incinerators 

 Distribution of ceramic filters and storage tanks 

 Provision of water through trucking, vouchers and/or provision of fuel 

 Provision of generators, fuel and spare parts as well as training on water point management for 
local water committees and rural water supply project management committees. 

 Clean-up campaigns in targeted communities to remove waste and stagnant water 

 Distribution of hygiene kits 

 Hygiene promotion activities 

 Mobilization and capacity building for water management committees 

 WASH-related training for community health volunteers and health facility staff 

 Water quality surveillance and distribution of water quality testing kits and chlorine tablets to 
disinfect water 

 
Members identified several best practices for more sustainable water supply solutions in target areas and 
fewer interruptions of water provision: 

                                                           
5 Results presented in this section were extracted from the YJR2 Final Report. Further analysis of performance is 
described in the narrative section of this report. The figures presented here are intended merely to provide a 
snapshot of programmatic achievements in each sector.  
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 Water trucking was minimized in favour of rehabilitation of water sources and training for local 
water management committees.  Solar pumps were installed rather than fuel based systems 
resulting in reduced costs of operation and maintenance of water supply systems. 

 Cash-based WASH programming was adopted to address food security needs among targeted 
beneficiaries. A Cash-for-Work model was adopted for solid waste management water supply 
rehabilitation schemes. 

 Members found that working through local partners had several advantages. One member that 
worked through a local partner for emergency response to displacement in Hodeida reported that 
the local partner had played an important role in ensuring timely and effective coordination at 
the district level, community mobilization, beneficiary registration and distribution 

 
Table 2 Selected WASH Key Performance Indicators 

 Indicator 

Ta
rg

e
t 

(T
O

TA
L)

 

A
ch

ie
ve

d
 

%
 o

f 

ta
rg

e
t 

W
o

m
e

n
 

M
e

n
 

G
ir

ls
 

B
o

ys
 

W.R1 Affected people have improved and equitable access to sufficient, safe water to meet basic drinking, cooking and personal 
hygiene needs 

W.R1.A1  # individuals benefitting from repaired water sources 
(accessing quality, safe water)  

233.732  435.315 186%  111.115  108.762  107.671  107.767 

W.R1.A1 
# water sources repaired  78  101 129%         

W.R1.A2.  # individuals provided with sufficient, safe water 
through vouchers, water trucking and/or fuel  

40.215  129.898 323%  35.545  33.345  30.940  30.068 

W.R1.A4.  # Community members mobilised/trained to work 
with Water Management Committees [ 

235 324 138% 75 249   

W.R1.A6  # Individuals benefitting from the distribution of 
ceramic water filters and household water storage 

21.875  39.832 182%  9.988  9.522  10.102  10.220 

W.R2 Affected populations are able to practice safer hygiene behaviour in a dignified and culturally appropriate manner 

W.R2.A2  # Individuals benefitting from repaired WASH facilities 
in health centres and schools 

56.700  68.591 
  
121% 
 

 11.909  11.443  22.570  22.669 

W.R3 Reduce the risks of water-related morbidity and mortality as well as malnutrition among targeted children and families 
through access to hygiene items and hygiene promotion activities 

W.R3.1  
# Individuals receiving hygiene kits 41.822  84.516 202%  19.771  19.575  22.316  22.854 

W.R3.2  # Individuals benefitting from public health/hygiene 
promotion activities, events or community outreach 

193.987  208.279 107%  47.634  46.888  57.498  56.259 

W.R3.5  # of community health volunteers trained to conduct 
public health/hygiene promotion 

210 222 106%  113  109     

 
Adaptation and changes to programming: 
During YJR2, flash flooding in operational areas exacerbated vulnerabilities. In October 2016, several 
members responded to an outbreak of cholera and Acute Watery Diarrhoea (AWD), adapting WASH 
programming. One member used contingency stock to reply to urgent needs and secured funding from 
YJR2 to respond to cholera outbreak. 
 
Geographical targets were also expanded to respond to new displacement caused by conflict. A WASH 
response including hygiene kit distribution was designed to complement other sectors in coordination 
with NGOs and UN agencies in the area.  
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Health  
Health programming under YJR2 aimed to improve access to and provision of primary health care and 
reproductive health services. Health programming was implemented by one member organization in two 
districts and one hospital of Aden and Abyan governorates and included the following activities: 

 Primary health care services, consultations and reproductive health services provided in hard-to-
reach villages and communities by mobile health teams  

 Training and support to Community Health Volunteers (CHVs) to conduct health education 
activities 

 Immunization of children and women of reproductive age 
 

Table 3 Selected Health Key Performance Indicators 
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H.R1 Improved access to/provision of primary health care (focus on children) and reproductive health services 

H.R1.A1 # individuals accessing health 
consultation services 

26.772 24.972 93% 1.098 6.206 8.847 8.821 
Abyan: Khanfer 
Aden: al Boriqa 

H.R1.A2 # women accessing reproductive 
health care services 

4.3 6.448 150% 6.448       Abyan: Khanfir; 
Al-Razy Hospital 
Aden: al-Boriqa 

H.R1.A3 # Women of reproductive age 
accessing family planning services 

461 2.129 462% 2.129       

H.R1.A4 # Children immunized 2.8 4.804 172% 1.105   2.034 1.665 
Abyan: Khanfer 
Aden: al Boriqa 

H.R1.A5 # individuals benefitting from 
services provided by trained community 
health workers 

20 29.836 149% 8.022 3.912 
12.03
4 

5.868 Abyan: Khanfer 

 
No additional information is available about the health program as the program manager for this sector 
could not be reached for an interview. In the absence of the Health Program Manager, the member was 
unable to provide additional documentation about health programming. 
 

Nutrition 
Nutrition activities aimed to provide specialized services for acutely malnourished children and pregnant 
and lactating women. Nutrition activities were implemented by two members with clinical services 
provided in two districts of Abyan and Aden and nutrition education delivered in an additional three 
districts of Lahj and Taiz. Nutrition programming included the following activities: 
 

 Treatment of Severe Acute Malnutrition (SAM) and Moderate Acute Malnutrition (MAM) 

 Micronutrient supplementation and deworming 

 Training of Ministry of Public Health staff to provide nutrition education and counseling including 
IYCF awareness 

 Support for awareness raising and nutrition education 
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N.R1 Ensure specialised nutrition services for acutely malnourished children and PLW 

N.R1.A1 # Individuals treated for SAM 
 3.300   1.737  53%      908   829  

Abyan: Khanfer 
Aden: Al Buriqa  

N.R1.A2 # Individuals treated for 
MAM 

 12.500   3.001  24%     1.523   1.478  

N.R1.A3 # Individuals benefitting from 
de-worming services 

 24.500   4.738  19%     2.431   2.307  

N.R1.A4 # Individuals trained to 
deliver nutrition 
promotion/education and counselling 

 45  54  120%  33 21     

Abyan: Khanfer 
Aden: Al Buriqa  
Lahj: Al Qabbaytah 
Taiz: Ash 
Shamayatein; 
Hayfan 

N.R1.A4 # Individuals reached with 
nutrition education/promotion and 
counselling 

34.751  30.457  88% 17.075  
 
4.941  

 4.162  4.279  

 
The number of beneficiaries reached for treatment of SAM and MAM fell below the target due to a severe 
shortage of supplies of Ready to Use Therapeutic and Supplementary Food (RUTF and RUSF) needed for 
effective SAM and MAM interventions. Supplies were ultimately provided through a separate partner and 
not funded through the DRA. 

 

Food Security and Livelihoods (FSL) 
Food Security interventions were implemented by one member in four districts of Lahj and Taiz.  
Activities included: 

 Provision of unconditional cash assistance 

 Conditional cash assistance: cash and food vouchers were distributed for rehabilitation work on 
community assets including rural roads, WASH infrastructure, and walls to protect solar panels  
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FS.R1 Ensure food security for severely affected people through cash or vouchers 

FS.R1.A1 # Individuals receiving 
unconditional cash/vouchers for food 

4.263 3.439 81% 971 804 803 861 
Lahj: Tur Al-Baha; 
Al Qabbaytah 
Taiz: Ash 
Shamayatein; 
Hayfan 
 

FS.R1.A2 # Individuals receiving 
conditional cash/vouchers for food 1.645 1.312 80% 367 359 273 313 

 
The efficacy of cash assistance was difficult to assess due to the fluctuation in exchange rates and inflation. 
During the time that it took to distribute cash, inflation resulted in a gap between the amount received 
and the amount that would cover needs. However, post-distribution surveys did not capture this issue as 
they primarily focused on satisfaction with the distribution process, beneficiary selection and 
mechanisms. 

 

Shelter/NFI 
Shelter/NFI support was provided by one partner in the governorate of Hajjah. Activities included: 

 Distribution of emergency NFI kits and kitchen sets 
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S.R1 Provide life-saving and life-sustaining NFI support to people in need 

S.R1.A1 # of households receiving 
winterization kits 

1.30
0 

1.300 100%     
Hajjah district  

S.R1.A1 # Individuals benefitting 
from winterization kits 

9.10
0 

10.239 113% 2.731 2.491 2.407 2.610 

 
A fire in the warehouse where the member was storing NFI for distribution destroyed the entirety of relief 
goods in April 2016 and distributions were suspended until June 2016. The member was able to recover 
some of the value of these goods by selling a small quantity of remaining goods that had been damaged 
(and therefore did not meet minimum quality standards for distribution to beneficiaries), and ultimately 
received financial support from the donor to cover the cost of replacement stock. 6  
 

Protection 
One DRA member implemented stand-alone activities under the Protection sector. During YJR2, a 
comprehensive protection assessment was undertaken in Hajjah, Aden, Taiz and Amran Governorates in 
districts hosting a high number of IDPs. The assessment analysed threats to civilians and coping 
mechanisms to inform future Protection activities. A mapping of protection services was also carried out 
at those sites and information about available services was disseminated to stakeholders, IDPs, and 
communities in leaflet form. In addition, the member trained community health volunteers (CHVs) on 
protection and referral pathways. Trained CHVs subsequently conducted community awareness sessions 
on self-protection.  
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P.R1 Increased understanding of protection risks among the affected population and increased 
awareness of the affected population of available resources related to protection 

 P.R1.A3 # Joint Response member 
WASH staff trained in protection 
mainstreaming 

 10   10  100%  5   5      

 

 P.R1.A4  # of CHVs trained on 
protection 

 100   104  96%         

 P.R1.A4  # Individuals benefitting 
from CHVs with protection training 

 
140.000  

 
137.095  

102%  34.274   35.645   32.916   34.260  

 
The member expanded the scope of its study so as to ensure relevance for all JR members, based on the 
expression of interest from all members to also benefit from this activity. The member additionally 
conducted training for WASH program staff and supported the delivery of Gender, GBV and Protection 
training for other DRA member field staff to enhance the mainstreaming of protection considerations 
within emergency programming.  
 

                                                           
6 The Dutch MoFA provided support outside of the Dutch Relief Fund 
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OECD/DAC criteria 
Relevance 
The YACJR Final Evaluation found that needs were (and continue to be) so high and broad among 
beneficiary populations throughout Yemen that all interventions delivered by DRA partners are 
considered relevant by default. This analysis echoes feedback from DRA member program staff that all 
interventions were necessary in all locations and provided vital assistance to beneficiaries where 
delivered. The Humanitarian Needs Overview of 20167 (HNO 2016) estimated that 21.2 million people – 
or 82% of Yemen’s population – needed some form of humanitarian assistance. The DRA provided 
humanitarian assistance in two governorates assessed as having the most severe need (Taiz and Hajjah) 
and provided significant support for the WASH sector in which it was estimated 19.2 million people – more 
than three-quarters of Yemen’s population – needed assistance. In the six governorates where DRA 
members were operational during YJR2, it was estimated that between 77 and 100 percent of the 
population required humanitarian assistance and three of those governorates (Aden, Taiz and Hajjah) 
hosted some of the largest concentrations of internally displaced persons (IDPs) in Yemen. 
 
Table 4 Yemen Humanitarian Needs Overview 2016: Estimates of need by governorate where DRA delivered assistance 

Governorate Number of people in need 
(millions) 

Number of IDPs 
(millions) 

% of population in 
need 

Taiz 3 0.3 79% 

Al Hodeidah 2.9 0.04 89% 

Hajjah 2 0.3 79% 

Lahj 0.9 0.03 80% 

Aden 0.8 0.4 100% 

Abyan 0.5 0.2 94% 

  
All members reported that they conducted some form of needs assessment to inform the selection of 
beneficiaries and ensure the design and delivery of programming was relevant to the local context. The 
methods and rigor of these needs assessments varied substantially among DRA members in Yemen, from 
informal (and undocumented) conversations with community members and leaders to rigorous and 
comprehensive multi-sectoral needs assessments using mixed methods and standardized tools. 
Documented assessments for the most part demonstrated that the proposed programming was highly 
relevant and findings were subsequently used to inform specific elements of service delivery. However, 
given the variation in methods and quality of needs assessments, it is difficult to generalize this finding.  
 
One member undertook a survey at the start of YJR2 to measure Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) 
related to WASH that served to inform WASH interventions and also provided a baseline for later 
evaluation of WASH programming. The findings of this survey ensured that WASH activities and hygiene 
promotion messaging implemented by this member responded to the specific needs of beneficiaries.  
 
Midterm Field Monitoring conducted by the DRA Consortium Coordinator found that in Hajjah “the 
project met important needs and left a noticeable impact on women and IDPs such as reducing time in 
fetching water, cleaning their salty/dirty water, reducing diseases. However, the assistance is too small to 
cover the overwhelming number of people in need, which is even increasing in some operating areas due 

                                                           
7 Accessed at: http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/2016_HNO_English_%20FINAL.pdf 
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to new surge of IDPs or impact of floods.” Although it is arguable that all assistance is relevant in a context 
with such high needs as is the case in Yemen, it is important to note that the location of programming was 
driven more by the presence of member organizations and access within Yemen than by a holistic 
assessment of need and strategic planning. In the Yemen context this is justifiable as the scale of needs is 
so high and so widespread that any relief is vital. In addition, access to beneficiary populations is so volatile 
(and political) that members have to constantly make difficult choices about where to operate based on 
factors including safety/security, operational risks, also to ensure their ability to continue to provide vital 
humanitarian assistance in Yemen in the medium to longer term.  
 
The flexibility of YJR2 funding contributed to the relevance of programming as members were able to 
adapt programming to changing needs without burdensome bureaucratic procedures. For example, 
WASH activities were quickly adjusted to respond to flash flooding and cholera outbreaks, expanding the 
distribution of non-food items to reach additional beneficiaries in a flood-affected district. 
 
That said, it may also be valuable to examine the extent to which the funding model could have enhanced 
the impact of interventions by strategically concentrating resources in a smaller geographic area and/or 
by seeking strategic opportunities for programme integration. One DRA member staff interviewed for this 
evaluation commented that the wide geographic distribution of implementing agencies inherently limited 
opportunities for integration. Other interviewees also commented that their activities were “spread thin” 
and the emphasis appeared to be on beneficiary numbers rather than holistic support to populations in 
need. For example, one member recalled that in order to cover a larger area with the available resources, 
only two to three beneficiary households were selected in each community despite the presence of many 
more households in need in those communities.8 During YJR2, all but one DRA member in Yemen used 
DRA funding to fill programming gaps. Although this model limited integration among DRA members, two 
member organizations reported that they were able to provide DRA beneficiaries with more services in 
more than one sector through funding from other donors used in the same area.  
 

Timeliness 
YJR2 programming experienced significant delays with contracting at the start of the programme which 
in turn delayed implementation by several months. In Yemen, NGOs must have a signed donor contract 
to obtain a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the Ministry of Planning and Overseas 
Cooperation (MoPIC) that would authorize them to implement relief programmes. Within the DRA model, 
contracts must be signed at three different administrative levels: first between the donor (Dutch MoFA) 
and the Lead (CARE NL), then between Lead and Dutch DRA members and finally between the Dutch DRA 
members and their counterparts in Yemen. Although DRA members could access a portion of funding 
through pre-award agreements that were issued in mid-December, they were not able to start 
implementation without the contract and MoU with MoPIC. Possibly due to high turnover of finance staff 
within the Lead organization, the sub-award agreements between CARE NL and DRA members were not 
signed until the start of February 2016. Contracts and MoUs for Yemen-based DRA members would have 
followed. 

                                                           
8 This observation was also made in the final evaluation of the first Yemen Joint Response and is not new. Some 
steps were taken in the planning of YJR3 to promote coordination and in one area where two members had 
programming, activities have now been coordinated to reach the same beneficiaries with interventions in two 
different sectors.  
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At the time of the DRA consortium kick-off 
meeting in April, most organizations were still 
in the preparatory stages of positioning 
resources and only just beginning to 
implement activities in the field. By the mid-
term review, activities were picking up 
momentum despite further delays related to 
access and procurement. Although only one-
quarter of the budget had been spent by the 
mid-point of YJR2 (31 May 2016), YJR2 
members for the most part achieved or 
exceeded their targets before the end of the 
project and were able to continue 
implementation through the cost extension 
period to reach more beneficiaries. 
 

Beneficiary selection 
Each member organization in Yemen 
described similar criteria and processes to 
select beneficiaries for distributions. Only two 
members submitted a list of beneficiary 
criteria for this evaluation and none 
submitted a description or protocol for the 
process of selecting beneficiaries.  
 
Member staff reported that beneficiary 
selection criteria generally referenced 
minimum requirements set by the relevant 
humanitarian cluster and vulnerability status 
was the main criteria. The process of choosing 
beneficiaries to receive food or non-food 
items, cash or other assistance commonly 
involved (1) obtaining an initial list of 
households qualifying for assistance at a 
given site from community committees, IDP 
councils, or local authorities, and then using 
various methods to verify those households 
(presence of household members and need), 
and (2) prioritization to eliminate households 
(all members reported that resources were 
rarely adequate to assist all households that 
qualified) and finalize a list of beneficiaries. 
One member reported that different levels of 
priority were given to host or IDPs depending 
on the sector and type of distribution 
whereby IDPs were prioritized for in-kind 

Beneficiary selection criteria for WASH NFI 
distribution (Save the Children Yemen) 
 
1. Households without access to safe and clean 

water/without sufficient water containers and family 
hygiene kits. 

 
2. Poverty: Economic situation of the household 

 Have no formal or informal source of income 

 Have no family support 

 Have no regular external assistance 

 Have no savings 

 Living conditions can be observed to be very poor 

 Family members can be observed to be 
economically disadvantaged 

 Have no or insignificant productive assets 
 
3. Characteristics of the Head of Household 

 Female headed household (widowed or divorced) 

 Elder headed household (above 60 years) 

 Child headed household 

 Sick/ill headed household 

 Disabled headed household 
 
4. Household composition 

 Number of children less than 5 years old 

 Number of orphaned children 0-17 years old 

 Family size (larger family sizes to get higher 
scores) 

 Have female pregnant/breastfeeding 

 Have malnourished children (with nutrition 
centre cards) 

 Number of elders more than 60 years 
 

Have disabled or chronically sick/ill members. 

 Female-headed households 

 Separated Children (unaccompanied minors) 

and/or orphans 

 Child-headed households 

 Elderly-headed households (Head of household is 

over >60 years) 

 Unaccompanied elderly persons (>60 years)  

 Persons with Disabilities  

 Persons with chronic medical conditions 

 Victims/survivors of violence, kidnapping, 

torture, trauma. 

 Minorities or Marginalized houshoelds 

 Food insecure households 
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distributions. Another member reported that where need was universally high, the organization sought 
to target entire villages to avoid conflict. 
 
Member staff reported that needs were so high in intervention areas, that the number of households 
qualifying for assistance consistently exceeded the number of beneficiaries that could be targeted with 
available resources and additional criteria had to be used to prioritize beneficiaries. The criteria used to 
identify the most vulnerable households tended to be similar across members (programme staff typically 
mentioned female or child-headed households and households with disabled members), but this could 
not be verified for lack of documentation and interviewees struggled to recall details with confidence. 
 
PDM surveys that were available for review asked respondents for their feedback on the fairness of the 
beneficiary selection process and more than 90% of respondents on each PDM felt that the process was 
‘fair’ or ‘very fair’. However, the PDMs only reflect the opinions of those households that were selected 
as beneficiaries and did not survey members of the wider populations from which they were chosen. The 
Midterm Field Monitoring conducted by the DRA Consortium Coordinator in Hajjah found that “some non-
beneficiaries feel upset for being excluded from the aid and have (suspected) that aid is given out to 
friends and acquaintances who are not eligible. However, the main issue is largely the absence of 
information… and…the very small assistance compared to the overwhelming number of people in need.” 

 
Adaptability 
Members adapted activities to respond to a cholera outbreak in October 2016 by scaling up interventions 
related to cholera prevention and response such as water chlorination, community outreach and 
awareness building, and specific health activities. The flexibility of YJR2 funding also allowed members to 
respond to flash flooding (by building a protective wall around a pumping station) and adjust activities to 
support coordinated humanitarian response in the event of displacement. One YJR2 member reported 
that the organization shifted WASH assistance to a neighboring district that had been worse affected by 
flooding and displacement. The adaptation of programming was initiated by individual members but was 
not addressed at the consortium level. Some members suggested that the consortium would have offered 
a valuable platform for the coordination and allocation of emergency funding for crises. 
 
None of the DRA members in Yemen reported any need to use the 25 percent budget line flexibility during 
YJR2, though they were aware of and appreciated the possibility. As one DRA member staff stated, “needs 
are always so high… we typically stick with our initial program design.”  
 

Effectiveness 
Very little information was available to assess the effectiveness of YJR2 programming. DRA members in 
Yemen were required to report at mid-term and project end against a set of indicators in the YJR2 
logframe. These indicators captured outputs – i.e. the completion of activities – but none of the indicators 
in the YJR2 logframe were designed to measure the outcomes or effectiveness of interventions. 
 
Members in Yemen independently established their own methods and systems for monitoring and 
evaluating the effectiveness of interventions. Four out of five DRA members undertook post-distribution 
monitoring (PDM) using standardized questionnaires which gathered data from beneficiaries about their 
satisfaction with the content and mode of distribution and to varying extents, the outcomes of 
distributions (for example, information about how cash transfers were used or the perceived impact of 
ceramic water filters on household illness). Although dozens of distributions took place over the project 
life, only four PDM reports from two DRA members were made available for consideration in this 
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evaluation.9 The quality of analysis in these reports varied considerably and an independent analysis of 
the raw data was not possible for several reasons.10 Selected findings from the four PDMs shared for this 
evaluation are presented below as indicative of members’ efforts to assess and strengthen selected 
interventions during YJR2, but not given as conclusive evidence of the effectiveness of DRA programming. 
 
Table 5: Summary of PDM findings related to program efficacy from selected distributions during YJR2 

FSL (conditional and unconditional cash assistance) - Nov. 2016 - 52 beneficiary households in 2 districts of Taiz 
governorate 

 94% of respondents were aware of beneficiary selection and registration processes and 98% of those felt that 
beneficiary selection was ‘fair’ or ‘very fair’ 

 71% of respondents could access a distribution site within 30 minutes of their home 
 100% of respondents were satisfied with the method for cash distribution and 96.2% were satisfied with the 

amount received.  
 100% of respondents could access the market to purchase goods that would be covered by the cash transfer. 
 66% of respondents spent cash assistance on food while 22% spent the assistance on health, 10% on debt 

repayment and 2 % on water. 
 88% of respondents reported assistance or remittances their primary source of income. 

FSL (cash assistance) and NFI (hygiene kits and ceramic water filters) – Feb. 2016 - 100 households in 2 districts of Taiz 
governorate 

 90% of respondents were aware of beneficiary selection and registration processes and 84% of those considered 
the beneficiary selection process to be fair or very fair.11  

 89% of respondents were satisfied with distributions, however 11% from the same village indicated that cash or 
food would have met their needs better than NFIs. 

 98% of respondents reported they were satisfied with the distribution process. 
 84% of respondents reported they were satisfied with the amount of cash assistance; 16% reported that cash 

assistance was not sufficient to meet basic needs. 
 64% of respondents who received cash assistance used the cash to buy food, 12% paid for health care, 22% 

serviced debts and 2% paid for water. 
 Food insecurity as measured by the coping strategy index was reduced following cash distributions.12 

WASH (hygiene kit distribution) – Feb. 2016 – 100 households in 1 district of Hajjah13 

 92% of respondents were aware the process for distribution and 78% were aware of the type of items they would 
receive 

 90% of respondents were satisfied with the contents of hygiene kits (note gender imbalance) 

                                                           
9 According to informants and documented M&E plans, many more PDMs were almost certainly conducted during 
YJR2, however only four PDMs were submitted for this evaluation. 
10 Raw data was provided for three PDMs however these data could not be analyzed for this evaluation for reasons 
including: questionnaire tool and/or coding key was not provided, data sets may not have been cleaned, there 
were large sections of missing data, and the time that would have been required to gather the necessary 
information, prepare and run analysis did not justify the potential output. 
11 The households sampled for PDMs were beneficiaries of DRA programming and the findings regarding the 
fairness of beneficiary selection can only be generalizable to that population. It is likely that individuals in the same 
community who were not selected as beneficiaries would have different opinions of the fairness of the selection 
process.  
12  The Coping Strategy Index (CSI) generates a score based on the number of days per week that a household 
reports it relies on various coping strategies for food insecurity. The data presented in the PDM report that 
demonstrates a reduction in food insecurity is not presented here because the analysis in the PDM report has 
several flaws and it was unclear when and how CSI was measured prior to distributions. However, the report noted 
that CSI did not change among households that received ceramic filters or hygiene and so this finding is included as 
it can be considered indicative of the positive outcomes of cash distributions for beneficiaries.  
13 Note – 82% of survey respondents were male. 
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 99% of respondents were satisified with the distribution process 
 36% of respondents felt that women, elder persons and persons with disabilities were given priority during the 

distribution process. 

WASH (water trucking) – Mar. 2016 – 200 households in 2 districts of Hajjah14 

 96 % of the respondents indicated that they were satisfied with the water trucking intervention. 
 35% report that water trucking allowed them to save time and reduced the distance to the nearest water point 
 44,5% reported that water trucking had reduced the potential of water-borne disease 
 20,5% reported saving money that would have been spent on purchasing water 

 
The baseline and endline WASH Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) surveys conducted by one 
member demonstrated positive changes on key WASH outcomes among the beneficiary population 
sampled. The graph below is drawn from data presented in the post-intervention KAP report. Although 
the data suggests significant improvements on WASH KAP indicators over the life of the project, the report 
contained some inconsistencies and did not provide sufficient information about methods, analysis, or 
programmes to allow conclusions to be drawn about the efficacy of interventions or attribute outcomes 
to the project. Further, the findings are only representative of the survey population and cannot be 
generalized beyond that population. This chart is therefore presented as indicative. 
 

 
 
The Midterm Field Monitoring conducted by the DRA Consortium Coordinator in Hajjah found that 
beneficiaries interviewed in focus group discussions in Hajjah believed that “water filters reduced regular 
disease that affect(ed) them and their children (such) as diarrhoea and kidney aches,” and commented 
that many non-beneficiaries expressed interest in purchasing filters having noticed related improvements 
in health. The Midterm Field Monitoring also found that beneficiaries noticed positive impacts of hygiene 
promotion, but was not more specific. 

                                                           
14 Note  - 78% of survey respondents were male. 
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One point of interest when assessing the effectiveness of YJR2 programming is the use of DRA funding by 
some members to fill programming gaps. In some instances, members used DRA funds to provide 
integrated services to beneficiaries being reached through programmes funded by other sources: for 
example, DRA funding was used by one member to deliver WASH services to populations that were 
receiving food security assistance from another funding source. Another member used DRA funding to 
deliver one element of a package of services (the full package being funded by various sources) to 
beneficiaries and found that this approach enhanced the reach and impact of those services: for example 
– a nutrition programme identified malnourished children through health consultation services and 
reached more beneficiaries with treatment for MAM and SAM than it would have as a standalone 
program. In YJR3, families of children enrolled in an outpatient therapeutic program (supported by the 
DRA) will also receive food vouchers (through a different funding stream). These instances of 
complementarity or integration undoubtedly enhanced the quality and impact of assistance for 
beneficiaries, but unfortunately were not systematically documented or assessed during YJR2.   
 

Efficiency 
MEAL and programme staff of DRA members in Yemen reported that they did not analyse the efficiency 
of YJR2 programming. A consortium-level analysis of efficiency – or value for money –was not possible in 
the absence of detailed budgets linked to standardized output or outcome measurements across the five 
members working in Yemen.  
 
Certain approaches can be assumed to have contributed to greater efficiency or value for money: for 
example, three joint trainings for member staff in Yemen (on WASH approaches, Gender and Protection, 
and MEAL) would have generated some cost savings and should by design strengthen the quality of 
programming. The harmonization of hygiene kits and standardization of volunteer incentives among DRA 
members in Yemen could also introduce efficiencies at the consortium level – although to date 
procurement processes have remained independent. The adoption of solar-powered water schemes 
would have generated efficiency in the context of fuel shortages and increasing costs and will continue to 
do so in the long-term as a more sustainable solution maintained by communities after the project life. 
 
At a consortium level, coordination presents many opportunities for greater efficiencies, but these were 
not capitalized on during YJR2. One DRA staff member in Yemen observed that the allocation of funding 
within YJR2 was driven by process rather than strategy and believed that more strategic allocation could 
have produced efficiency gains. There were undoubtedly areas in which DRA funds might have been used 
more efficiently had YJR2 planning emphasized integrated service provision to guide the allocation of 
funding and selection of intervention areas and beneficiaries.  
 

Sustainability 
Members noted that for the most part, YJR2 programming was emergency response and interventions 
were not designed to be sustainable. None of the members attempted to assess the sustainability of their 
approaches, although the question of sustainability emerged during implementation. During YJR2, 
members adopted more sustainable approaches to WASH programming including rehabilitation of water 
sources (as an alternative to direct provision of water) and solarisation  of water infrastructure which had 
the dual advantages of reducing dependence on expensive fuel and minimizing long-term maintenance 
and running costs.  
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Capacity building of community committees and volunteers was a key component of water schemes for 
all DRA partners, and will ensure that communities continue to benefit from new or repaired 
infrastructure beyond the life of the project. 
 
Building the capacity of local implementing partners is also an important element of sustainability. During 
YJR2, members worked to varying degrees through local partners, and generally found that more 
investment in local organizations and/or individuals to implement projects had the benefits of increasing 
access to hard to reach areas and building sustainability. One member worked entirely through a local 
partner and invested resources in building the administrative and operational capacity of that partner – 
skills and knowledge that should remain in the intervention area beyond the life of YJR2. In addition, YJR2 
reached more than 100 community committee members through consultation workshops designed and 
facilitated by the YJR2 Gender Advisor to build their understanding of their role and functions as 
committees and concepts related to gender and participation. 
 

Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL) 
The YJR2 proposal described monitoring of progress, results and evaluation as the responsibility of each 
member in country, noting that CARE NL as the lead organization would be responsible for monitoring 
overall progress for the Joint Response. The proposal stated that each member had experience in M&E 
and was adequately set up to monitor output as well as outcome indicators.  
 
In practice, M&E experience, approaches and resources varied considerably among member organizations 
and even within member organizations. Of the five DRA members in Yemen, three had some level of 
dedicated internal M&E capacity to support their programme teams with routine indicator tracking, post-
distribution monitoring and periodic assessments and monitoring activities. The quality and content of 
M&E plans varied significantly. Two members had no specialized internal M&E capacity in Yemen.  
 
Table 6 Summary of MEAL resources and output among YJR2 DRA members 

DRA 
Member 

M&E Plan Monitoring Assessment Evaluation 

1 None Basic spreadsheets used to 
track implementation of 
activities and beneficiary 
numbers 
 
No PDM or other 
monitoring tools used 
during YJR2 

Informal and non-
systematic 
assessment (based on 
undocumented 
conversations and 
Focus Group 
Discussions) with 
potential beneficiaries  

None 

2 Basic M&E plan for YJR2 included 
a baseline and endline survey and 
"rigorous data collection" 
including case studies, monthly 
monitoring and an information 
system. Plan did not identify data 
sources, data flow or responsible 
individuals. 

PDM using standardized 
questionnaires reported to 
have been conducted with 
10-15% of beneficiaries 
within 2 weeks of 
distribution. 
 
Indicator Tracking Tools 
 
Quarterly reviews. 

Multiple 
Comprehensive Rapid 
Multi-sectoral 
Assessments 
implemented 
periodically in 
intervention areas  

KAP survey 
conducted in 
intervention areas 
at program start 
and end for YJR2 
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3 Basic M&E plan indicated monthly 
monitoring visits and highlighted 
deadlines for donor reporting. Did 
not include assessments or 
evaluation. Did not identify data 
sources, data flow or responsible 
individuals. 

Standardized PDM 
questionnaires for hygiene 
kits and water trucking 
shared. No information 
about how often these were 
used. 

Rapid assessment in 
WASH sector: analysis 
reportedly 
documented and 
shared informally (i.e. 
no report generated) 

None 

4 Detailed M&E plan including 
baseline and endline surveys, 
indicator tracking, beneficiary 
feedback, etc. identifies activities, 
timeframes, data sources, and 
responsible persons. 

Sophisticated indicator 
tracking tool.  
M&E plan detailed PDM 
following each distribution 
but tools could not be 
located nor implementation 
of the plan verified. 

Assessment tools for 
WASH infrastructure 

None (baseline 
and end line 
included in M&E 
plan but not 
implemented due 
to security 
constraints) 

5 No M&E plan for YJR2 found, 
however different sectors were 
responsible for different elements 
of M&E 

Focus Group Discussion 
Guide used for PDM shared. 
Joint field monitoring visits 
conducted with Ministry of 
Public Health staff. 

Gender-sensitive 
Hygiene Kits 
Assessment 

None. 

 
In line with the quality and quantity of resources that were available for M&E, members produced 
monitoring of varied quality and rigor. Some members had strong standardized tools to gather 
quantitative and qualitative data for post-distribution monitoring, multi-sectoral needs assessments, 
gender assessments, and indicator tracking, while other members used improvised tools that would not 
have generated analysable data. Among members with standardized tools for data collection, there was 
further variation in capacity for analysis and report-writing. For example, among the PDMs and 
assessment reports gathered for this evaluation, approximately one-third documented the methodology 
used and generated comprehensive and informative reports that would allowed the organization to easily 
share findings. The remaining reports – either due to lack of capacity for writing or analysis or because 
the feedback process was informal – presented data and graphics with significant and obvious errors and 
were missing key information such as the date, location, method, number of respondents, question or 
context, that would enable a reader to interpret and use findings. Only a very small number of monitoring 
reports contained any recommendations for strengthening or adapting programming. 
 
With respect to evaluation, two out of five members planned any form of evaluation of their YJR2 
programming (e.g. a baseline and endline survey), and of these, one successfully followed through.15 
 
At the consortium level in Yemen, field monitoring was included within the workplan of the Coordinator 
and Gender Advisor, but no consortium-level plan for M&E existed. During YJR2, the Coordinator and 
Gender Advisor made three separate monitoring visits to the project sites of DRA members using various 
tools and methods (FGDs, interviews, and observation checklist) to collect beneficiary feedback about the 
quality and relevance of programming and to assess the implementation of cross-cutting themes such as 
gender and accountability. Following a field monitoring visit, the Coordinator shared a monitoring report 
and recommendations with member organizations. 
 
Although some preliminary discussions took place about standardizing data collection tools, the 
consortium did not develop a joint approach to monitoring or evaluation and member organizations 

                                                           
15 The other member was prevented by local authorities from collecting data in the field. 
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remained unaware of how their colleagues were monitoring and evaluating interventions in the same 
sector and in some cases in the same geographic area. 
 
The lack of a consortium-level strategy and plan for monitoring, evaluation, learning and/or accountability 
severely limited holistic assessment of performance or quality during or following YJR2. This is most clearly 
reflected in this evaluation report which is unable to provide any conclusive insight on the performance 
of YJR2 against OECD-DAC criteria. The variation in resources, capacity, and approaches to MEAL among 
members is reflected in the disparate quality and quantity of the MEAL outputs that were made available 
for this evaluation; while some members systematically sought to understand how their programming 
affected beneficiaries, to learn and adapt to evolving needs, others lacked basic tools to document needs 
or programme quality. A consortium-level MEAL plan - supported with adequate capacity and harmonized 
resources - will be critical to establish a shared evidence-base among members that can inform joint 
planning, strategies and reflection, and ensure programming has the greatest impact for and remains 
accountable to beneficiaries. 
 

Challenges in Monitoring and Evaluation 
The political, economic and security context in Yemen presented barriers to field-based data collection. 
Particularly in the North, local authorities have been suspicious of INGOs collecting data from 
beneficiaries. Two members reported that they had been unable to implement planned surveys and PDMs 
due to government interference. In one instance, the Government insisted on reviewing questionnaires 
before granting the DRA member permission to proceed with data collection.  

Observations and Recommendations (Programming) 
This evaluation depended entirely on existing documentation and reports to assess the relevance, quality, 
efficacy and sustainability of the YJR2 program. Given the gaps and limitations of available documentation, 
it was not possible to draw or support specific conclusions about YJR2 programming in Yemen. This section 
therefore makes some general observations on overarching themes in program implementation along 
with recommendations for addressing these issues in future joint responses.    
 

Observations Recommendations 

DRA programming during YJR2 
was dispersed across a wide 
geographic area, limiting 
opportunities for coordination 
and integration among 
members. 

 Consider revising the proposal development and funding allocation 
processes within the Joint Response to deliberately promote integration 
and ‘collaborative impact’ by focusing on holistic approaches within a 
defined geographic area. If the DRA chooses to emphasize Added Value, a 
more limited geographic scope and strategic funding specifically for 
integrated assistance will help to maximize the strengths of participating 
members and potential synergies between them. There was no program 
integration during YJR2 and the instances of integration and YJR3 are 
limited and based on incidental geographic overlap.   

 Joint multi-sectoral needs assessment in targeted geographic areas would 
strengthen consortium working and provide a valuable foundation for 
integrated programming.  

In some instances, DRA 
members delivered integrated 
assistance to beneficiaries by 
using DRA funds to 
complement programming 
funded from other sources.  

These examples of integration within individual members’ programmes would 
have been likely to enhance the effectiveness and impact of interventions for 
beneficiaries, but were not shared or documented during YJR2.  
 Indicators should be developed and incorporated in the YJR logframe to 

capture (a) instances where beneficiaries receive more than one type of 
assistance; and measure (b) the outcomes of interventions (rather that 
only measuring the implementation of activities) 
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 Best practices should be systematically documented including the 
leveraging of DRA funding to deliver packages of complementary services. 

Indicators in the YJR2 
logframe did not capture the 
outcomes or effectiveness of 
programming; consortium-
level MEAL was executed as a 
donor requirement and did 
not contribute to strengthen 
the quality of programming 
(except field monitoring visits 
carried out by the Consortium 
Coordinator) 

 Develop 1-2 outcome-level indicators in each sector of DRA programming 
along with guidance and tools to assist member organizations with 
measuring and reporting these indicators. 

 Develop a consortium-level MEAL strategy/plan with emphasis on the 
application of MEAL for strengthening ‘added value’ and programme 
quality through ongoing assessment, documentation and sharing of best 
practices, joint learning and planning.  

 Devolve management of MEAL processes – in particular progress 
monitoring and evaluation - to the consortium coordination mechanism in 
Yemen and invest in M&E capacity at the consortium level to support (see 
below and recommendations under Coordination on page 49) 

Significant variation existed in 
capacity, resources, strategies, 
approaches and monitoring, 
evaluation, accountability and 
learning outputs that resulted 
in lost opportunities to share, 
collate and use programme 
data within or outside of the 
consortium. 

 Invest in M&E capacity at the consortium level to (a) lead the process of 
standardizing assessment and PDM tools; (b) manage joint assessments at 
the outset of the next Joint Response (including training of field teams); (c) 
oversee a capacity building plan that supports added value through 
harmonized monitoring and evidence generation (refer to 
recommendations under Coordination on page 49); (d) implement a 
consortium-level MEAL strategy to include joint field monitoring, learning 
and review workshops, progress monitoring and reporting, and 
evaluation. 

o Harmonization/capacity building should ensure a basic minimum 
standard of quality in data collection and report writing that 
would allow MEAL outputs to be easily shared among members 

 

Findings: Added Value (Coordination and Visibility) 
Overview of the Coordination Mechanism 
Drawing on the experience of the first Joint Response in Yemen and in line with a shift towards chronic 
rather than acute emergency programming, the DRA introduced a budget for in-country coordination of 
DRA consortium members during YJR2. The investment in a Yemen-based coordination mechanism was a 
key feature of YJR2, representing the intent of the consortium to build on experience and relationships 
established during the first acute crisis response (YACJR) to enhance the ‘collaborative impact’ of 
programming in country. The budget for in-country coordination and visibility – hereinafter referred to as 
the ‘Added Value budget’16 – was allocated 2 percent of the total initial funding of EUR 6.000.000 for a 
total of EUR 116.505 over the 15-month period of YJR2.  
 
The description of the coordination mechanism within the YJR2 proposal to the Dutch MoFA committed 
to seek opportunities for cost-efficiencies through “joint procurement and logistics initiatives” to be 
accomplished through “more hands-on coordination and a view to joint programming where relevant and 
feasible”. The proposal did not explicitly define Added Value and made no specific commitments to 
coordination beyond the individual participation of members in UN coordination meetings and 
humanitarian clusters. Coordination-related objectives and activities did not appear in the logical 
framework for YJR2. 
 

                                                           
16 The coordination budget is referred to in programme documentation interchangeably as the ‘Added 
Value’ budget and the “Coordination and Visibility’ budget 
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A Terms of Reference for the Added Value Budget was drafted and shared with partners in late February 
2016. This ToR proposed that the Added Value budget line would be used to enhance “coordination, 
efficiencies in time and resources, and increase the visibility of the Dutch humanitarian response in 
Yemen.”17 An in-country coordination mechanism was established through the recruitment of a 
consultant (in the role of Coordinator) to design and deliver a strategy for “collaboration in Yemen among 
YJR2 partners with regards to programming and procurement/logistics over the life of the project.” The 
ToR placed emphasis on the role of the coordination mechanism to support members with gender 
mainstreaming in their humanitarian response programming.  
 
Although YJR2 officially started in December 2015, a Coordinator was not recruited and in post until 
March/April 2016 and the Coordination Mechanism was launched in Yemen during the second quarter of 
YJR2 with a kick-off meeting in Sana’a on 18 April. During the kick-off meeting members presented their 
DRA programming to each other, identified opportunities for coordination and developed action plans for 
coordination and gender mainstreaming. A technical sub-group was formed for WASH as the main sector 
of DRA programming. The consortium in Yemen proposed the following actions during YJR2: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
17 YJR2 Added Value Budget Terms of Reference 

National staff costs 
(incl. fringe 

benefits); €68.864

Visibility; €4.873

Learning events; 
€22.206

Collaborative 
impact; €0

Travel costs; 
€28.480

Security costs; €353

Evaluation costs; 
€13.596

Management (1% of 
total direct costs); 

€1.384

YJR2 ADDED VALUE BUDGET BREAKDOWN (DEC. 2015 - FEB. 2017)
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Consortium Coordination WASH 

 Regular meetings for information sharing and 
learning 

 Develop a 3W database to include locations 
and activities 

 Sharing of knowledge and documentation 
including PDMs, assessments, monitoring and 
evaluation outputs 

 Unified messaging and communications for IEC 

 Standardization of selected NFIs and 
terminology 

 Capacity building plan to include joint training 
of hygiene promoters and gender and 
protection mainstreaming for field staff 

 CHAST/PHAST training for field staff and 
consortium members 

 Beneficiary selection criteria to include 80% IDP 
and 20% host community 

 Standardization of hygiene kits 

 Harmonized training and incentives for CHV 

 Develop a safe exit strategy for water trucking 
(e.g. rehabilitation, digging wells, handover to 
the community) 

 Harmonizing monitoring and evaluation tools  

 Sharing reports and analysis  
 

 
Following the kick-off meeting, the consortium held regular coordination meetings,18 mid-term and end-
of-project review workshops, and three joint trainings for field-based staff and consortium members. A 
Gender Advisor was brought on board in mid-July 2016. Both the Coordinator and the Gender Advisor 
reported against individual work plans, but there was no documented strategy or logical framework 
against which to assess the coordination. The major activities undertaken by the DRA YJR2 Consortium 
included the following:   
 
Regular Coordination Meetings: regular meetings of DRA members to share information, experiences, 
identify and troubleshoot constraints and challenges, and review progress. A total of three regular and in-
person coordination meetings were documented during YJR2.  
 
Periodic reviews: 
 Mid-term Learning Review: DRA members held a workshop to review progress and challenges at mid-

term of YJR2. The review also provided an opportunity to validate and respond to findings and 
recommendations of the YACJR final evaluation which was completed in August 2016. 

 End of Project Review Meeting: The End of Project Review took place in Amman in November bringing 
together staff from both the Netherlands and Yemen to review achievements, challenges and 
learning. Although YJR2 would be extended through February 2017, at the time of this workshop, the 
future of the Joint Response was still uncertain.  

 
WASH Technical Working Group meetings: the WASH TWG met twice during YJR2 and succeeded in 
harmonizing the contents of hygiene kits, terminology, and volunteer incentives, as well as organized 
training activities for community committees, and facilitated the sharing of WASH-related resources and 
experience among members.  

 
Capacity Building: the consortium implemented three trainings for DRA member field staff on the 
following topics: 

o WASH Technical Training: PHAST and CHAST, Monitoring and Report writing 
o Gender, Gender-Based Violence and Protection (for consortium field staff) 

                                                           
18 There is some ambiguity in the documentation and member recall over whether these meetings were to be bi-

monthly or monthly. In practice, a total of three ‘regular’ coordination meetings were held during YJR2. 
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o Monitoring and Evaluation and Story-telling 
 
Field Monitoring Visits: the Consortium Coordinator and Gender Advisor conducted field monitoring visits 
to DRA members’ programs using a checklist tool and qualitative methods to monitor the progress and 
implementation of DRA projects, assess relevance, beneficiary satisfaction, accountability and gender 
mainstreaming, and provide recommendations to DRA partners on ways to strengthen interventions and 
potential opportunities for coordination.  
 
Technical support for gender mainstreaming: The gender advisor worked closely with other DRA member 
gender focal points and assisted members without internal capacity for gender to apply the CARE Gender 
Marker to their programmes under YJR2. The Gender Advisor undertook activities designed to enhance 
gender mainstreaming including 1.5 day ‘roundtable’ workshops at DRA member project sites in four 
governorates (Aden, Lahj, Taiz, and Hajjah) for community committees to discuss their roles and functions 
and devise strategies to enhance women’s participation in the committees. 
 
Visibility: The consortium supported the creation of a film about the DRA response designed to increase 
visibility of the consortium. The film was produced after the end of YJR2, and screened at a public event 
in the Hague. The audience included representatives of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, members of 
the Yemen Diaspora in the Netherlands and other key/interested stakeholders and members of the public.  
 
Figure 2 Timeline of DRA YJR2 Consortium Coordination Activities 

 
 
The YACJR Final Evaluation found that although DRA members shared a funding source in Yemen, they 
were fundamentally implementing five separate projects and project staff of implementing members 
were unaware of working under the same grant. The evaluation included the following recommendations 
related to the coordination mechanism: 
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 Greater commitment to active field coordination to enhance quality: increase learning and 
experience sharing through regular meetings, training, joint assessments, etc. 

 Conduct a feasibility study for joint programming opportunities between sectors and/or 
geographic areas and seek complementary programming opportunities in areas of geographic 
overlap. 

 Standardize vulnerability criteria 
 Harmonize M&E and assessment tools and undertake joint programme monitoring 
 Conduct complementary distributions to cover basic needs for example, incorporating food with 

NFI distributions 
 Harmonizing the use of a complaints mechanisms 

 
The findings and recommendations of the YACJR Final Evaluation were shared with the DRA Consortium 
in Yemen four months before the planned end of YJR2 and could not be incorporated into the design or 
planning of the second Joint Response. Notwithstanding, the second phase of DRA Joint Responses 
increased focus on and investment in Added Value as members in Yemen and the Netherlands 
independently identified the need for more effective coordination in Yemen to enhance ‘collaborative 
impact’ in Yemen’s complex political, economic and security environment. Although commitment to 
coordination was increased, specific recommendations from the YACJR Final Evaluation including the 
feasibility study for joint programming opportunities, harmonization of M&E and complaints mechanisms, 
were not implemented during YJR2. 

 

Governance and accountability 
The Added Value budget was managed by CARE NL and implemented in Yemen by CARE Yemen. The 
Coordination Mechanism itself consisted of a consultant Coordinator and the Gender Advisor who 
reported to CARE Yemen. Lump sums were allocated from the Added Value budget for activities including 
capacity building, regular coordination meetings and visibility activities. The Coordinator’s TOR included 
consultation with the Yemen-based consortium members to identify needs and activities and determine 
how best to use the lump-sum allocations.  
 
Funding under YJR2 was awarded to CARE NL as the lead organization and distributed to YJR2 DRA 
Members in the Netherlands through sub-grant agreements. The Dutch members then disbursed the 
funds for direct programming to their Yemen-based counterparts through further sub-grant agreements. 
Accountability for the implementation of YJR2 in Yemen followed contracting/funding lines from the 
Yemen-based DRA member to their Netherlands-based counterpart and subsequently to CARE 
Netherlands.  
 
Each member organization has a different internal structure and different ways of working between Dutch 
and Yemen-based partners. For example, one member is a Dutch organization both within and outside of 
Yemen while other members are in fact international organizations with different affiliates present in 
Yemen and the Netherlands. For those members with different affiliates in Yemen, the internal structure, 
roles and relationships between the DRA team in Yemen and their counterparts in the Netherlands varied 
from one organization to the next.  
 
In addition, the portion of the organization’s budget represented by DRA funding (and implicitly the level 
of interest and involvement in the consortium) varied considerably from one organization to the next and 
between the Netherlands-based organizations and their Yemen-based counterparts. For international 
NGOs with a presence in Yemen, the DRA funding tended to represent a small portion of their overall 
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funding (in at least one case, less than 10 percent of the budget for a single sector), which in some cases 
included funding through other consortia in Yemen. In contrast, MoFA was a significant donor for Dutch 
organizations which were each involved in several DRA Joint Responses, as well as recipients of 
sustainable development and other funding streams from MoFA. DRA funding would have been a more 
important source of funds for Dutch members than for their Yemen-based counterparts, especially INGOs. 
 
The activities and results related to Added Value were not explicitly defined or integrated within the YJR2 
results framework and there was little formal documentation of the role and functions of the Coordination 
Mechanism and/or the roles and responsibilities of Yemen-based DRA members vis-à-vis the coordination 
mechanism. Yemen-based members participated in the coordination mechanism at the direction of their 
respective contracting agencies (Netherlands-based DRA members), but reporting, decision-making and 
information bypassed the coordination mechanism in Yemen to follow funding upwards through the five 
separate organizations in the Netherlands to CARE Netherlands and the donor.  
 

Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL) 
Although the YJR2 proposal mentioned a consortium-level monitoring system, in practice, MEAL was 
mainly implemented at the project level and was managed by individual DRA members in line with their 
respective internal structures, systems and practices. At the consortium-level, M&E activities consisted of 
the following: 
   
a. Progress reporting: mid-term and final reports consisted of logframe reporting against key 

performance indicators accompanied by narrative reporting to highlight challenges, changes, best 
practices, cross-cutting themes, and feedback from member organizations. Reports were submitted 
by DRA members in Yemen to their Dutch counterparts and these were subsequently submitted to 
CARE NL. CARE NL validated and collated results to generate consortium-level mid-term and final 
reports. In Yemen, members presented and reviewed their individual progress during mid-term and 
final reviews, but without the benefit of collated reports which were generated after the reviews had 
taken place. 

b. Field Monitoring: the DRA YJR2 Coordinator and Gender Advisor carried out field monitoring visits to 
project sites around Yemen to assess the quality of YJR2-funded interventions and provide feedback 
and recommendations to implementing members. Field monitoring used qualitative methods (Focus 
Group Discussions and Key Informant Interviews) and a checklist tool. Reports were shared directly 
with DRA members in Yemen and were not compiled or collated for any purpose. 

c. Evaluation: Final evaluations of YJR2 and the first Yemen Joint Response were commissioned and 
managed by CARE NL. Both evaluations occurred several months after the program end. 

 
Except for a few forms for tracking WASH interventions, members did not share M&E resources or tools. 
Members similarly operated independent accountability mechanisms which included a combination of 
hotlines, suggestion boxes, community committees and direct feedback to member staff. 
 

Challenges 
The DRA consortium in Yemen faced several external challenges that affected coordination and visibility: 
 Political environment: the government in Yemen was openly wary of NGOs working together, 

particularly in the North. DRA members were reluctant to provoke suspicion by approaching MoPIC 
as a consortium. Further, members that enjoyed better relations with the Government were not keen 
to endanger their favour through association with other NGOs. Ultimately the political environment 
prevented DRA members from leveraging the consortium to reduce bureaucracy (by establishing a 
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single MoU with the Government), address common access issues, promote joint visibility or conduct 
advocacy in Yemen. 

 Communication: telephone and internet access in Yemen was particularly poor during the first half of 
2016 and remains unreliable. Communication between the CARE NL and the CARE Yemen was limited. 

 Recruitment and turnover of the Consortium Coordinator: the first Consortium Coordinator joined 
the DRA consortium four months after the start of YJR2 in March/April 2016 and left CARE less than 
six months later. The second Consortium Coordinator also left CARE in less than six months at the end 
of the YJR2 cost extension period. The difficulty with recruitment and turnover of Coordinators 
negatively impacted the consistency and continuity of the coordination mechanism. 

 Security and access: Insecurity lead to the cancellation of at least one Field Monitoring visit during 
YJR2.  

 Visas and travel: Key DRA member staff – including the Coordinator – were unable to get visas to 
travel out of the Yemen to meetings in Amman or the Netherlands. The Yemen-based Coordinator 
was unable to attend the end-of-program meeting of YJR2 or the kick-off meeting of YJR3 due to travel 
restrictions. 

 Geographic distribution of programming: YJR2 programming was spread out over a large geographic 
area in both the North and the South of the country. Some relevant staff members struggled to attend 
meetings in Sana’a and operational challenges (and viable solutions) differed from one site to the 
next. 

 

Performance of the Coordination Mechanism during YJR2 
Although members had a general understanding of the concept of added value, the DRA did not establish 
a common definition or clear and measurable objectives for the in-country coordination that could be 
objectively evaluated. Both the Consortium Coordinator and the Gender Advisor reported against 
personal work plans rather than a broader results framework for coordination or added value (See Annex 
D. Coordination Workplan). This section therefore describes the activities and accomplishments of the 
coordination mechanism during YJR2 under thematic areas of ‘added value’ (using a generic definition 
drawn from multiple documents and interviews) and presents members’ perceptions of the relevance and 
efficacy of those activities vis-à-vis their needs and expectations from consortium coordination.    
 

Harmonization of standards and tools 

What worked well 
The Coordination Mechanism formed a WASH Technical Working Group (TWG) which met independently 
and was successful in harmonizing several elements of WASH programming during YJR2. The TWG 
provided a valuable forum for members to share information, experiences and resources and to address 
concerns and constraints they confronted in the field. Although the TWG was only able to meet twice 
during YJR2 (in July and November 2016), the group was constructive and achieved the following:  
   

 Joint capacity building: PHAST and CHAST training provided to community committee members 

 Harmonization of the contents of hygiene kits 

 Standardization of incentives provided to volunteers implementing hygiene promotion 

 Established best practices and minimum standards for water quality testing 

 Sharing of resources and best practices in other areas of WASH including exit strategies for water 
trucking, sustainable solutions such as solarisation, and Cash for Work modalities for 
rehabilitation of WASH infrastructure 
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There was no evident need to harmonize approaches in other sectors as few activities in other sectors 
(health, nutrition, FSL, protection, NFI) were implemented by more than one partner. 
 

What could be strengthened 
Although there was strong progress towards standardizing specific aspects of service delivery in the WASH 
sector, the consortium did not attempt to harmonize approaches to assessment, monitoring, evaluation 
or accountability and each member organization continued to use its own tools for collecting information 
about needs, performance and beneficiary satisfaction. The resulting variation in the type and quality of 
data related to DRA-funded WASH programs made it impossible to compare or collate findings to assess 
DRA-funded WASH interventions as a whole.  
 
One member conducted a pre- and post-KAP survey on WASH to serve as a baseline and endline 
evaluation of the program. This survey was a significant undertaking and the only attempt by any DRA 
member to evaluate the efficacy of YJR2 programming, however findings were only relevant to that 
member’s intervention area and were not shared with other DRA members. Collaboration on similar 
efforts in the future could generate stronger data with a wider application as well as cost savings. 
 

Joint learning and information sharing 

What worked 
Members felt that the Consortium provided a welcome platform for sharing information. During the first 
months of the coordination mechanism, the Coordinator established a Dropbox folder where DRA 
members could share resources and assessments. The existence of this platform was appreciated by 
several DRA focal points in Yemen, however the Dropbox folder was deactivated with turnover of the 
Consortium Coordinator in early 2017, and it was not possible to verify how members used the Dropbox 
folder, what information or resources were made available there, and how practical it was to navigate. 
 
Information sharing covered technical as well as administrative and logistical issues. As described above, 
members of the WASH Technical Working Group actively exchanged best practices and resources related 
to water chlorination, volunteer incentives, water trucking, water supply schemes and solarization.  
 
The standardization of hygiene kits was informed by a gender vulnerability assessment conducted by one 
of the DRA members and member staff recalled exchanging information and resources related to gender 
mainstreaming. These findings were also communicated to the WASH cluster for inclusion in future 
guidance related to hygiene kits and hygiene items distributions in the country.  
 
One DRA member staff reported that a database of local partners accessed through the Consortium 
Coordinator had helped the organization to identify a strong local partner in their implementation area. 
 

What could be strengthened 
DRA members in Yemen reported that information sharing within the consortium could have been 
strengthened considerably. A Dropbox folder is just a tool and only valuable if it contains useful resources, 
is well-maintained and simple to navigate. Based on a general review of meeting minutes, the mid-term 
review workshop and the end-of-program workshop served as the only dedicated platforms for sharing 
of best practices and joint learning. During these workshops, members prepared presentations on their 
programming, challenges and lessons learned, however learning was not the primary focus of these 
workshops which were relatively short and covered a wide range of topics and issues. Members reported 
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that they were not aware of assessments or analysis generated by other members during YJR2 and that 
most communication occurred bilaterally between the Coordinator and individual members. 
 

Integration/Complementarity 
Some individual members used DRA funding for activities to complement existing programming funded 
by other donors in the same geographic area, however there was no effort during YJR2 to seek 
complementarity within the consortium itself. Even in governorates where more than one member 
implemented programming, there was no coordination among members in Yemen during the preparation 
of concept notes or the DRA proposal. Planning and implementation similarly occurred in silos. At the time 
of the Coordination kick-off meeting in April, implementation was underway and limited possibilities 
existed for integrated or complementary programming among members.    
 

Visibility 
A budget line was allocated in the Added Value budget for “visibility events/products intended to increase 
public awareness about the Yemen crisis in the Netherlands.” Activities planned to enhance visibility of 
the DRA during YJR2 included the production of a film about the crisis in Yemen and the Joint Response, 
and the organization of events linked to Global Handwashing Day in Yemen. During the final months of 
YJR2 the Coordinator accompanied a film production team on field visits to collect footage, but for security 
and capacity reasons the film could not be completed until after the close of YJR2 and was screened for 
the first time in The Hague in July 2017. Several partners joined forces to provide services, distributions, 
and information at events in Yemen for Global Handwashing Day.  
 
The consortium provided training for field staff to develop “Stories of Change”, however there was no 
action plan or other follow-up and it was not possible to locate any Stories of Change products generated 
as a result of this training. 
 
In the Added Value ToR, references to visibility described raising the profile of Dutch aid in the Netherlands 
rather than Yemen, and no activities were planned to build visibility of the consortium in the field. This 
was not necessarily an oversight: MoPIC was wary of cooperation among NGOs and consortium members 
felt it was preferable to maintain a low profile.19 For this reason, DRA members in Yemen opted to 
continue using their individual logos at project sites rather than adopt a common logo. DRA member staff 
in Yemen believed that MoPIC – through the MoUs established with each DRA member organization – 
would have been aware that Dutch MoFA was a common donor but would not necessarily have known 
that members were working as a consortium. Informants in Yemen believed that the WASH cluster would 
have been aware that the five DRA members were part of a consortium, but all members continued to 
participate independently in clusters and would have been representing their full WASH program in the 
cluster and not merely the activities funded under the DRA. Most DRA member staff interviewed believed 
that that the consortium had no external visibility in Yemen during YJR2. 
 

Cross-cutting themes: Gender and Protection 
During YJR2, CARE was collaborating with OXFAM under another funding stream to carry out a study of 
Gender and Conflict in Yemen20, and a relatively detailed workplan for gender was incorporated in the 

                                                           
19 DRA member staff reported that MoPIC has expressed suspicion and wariness of NGO’s ‘banding together’ and 
the INGO forum was suspended in early 2017. 
20 From the Ground Up: Gender and conflict Analysis in Yemen published by CARE International, Oxfam Great 
Britain, and the Gender Standby Capacity Project (GenCap) of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), 
October 2016 
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ToR for the Added Value budget. Gender mainstreaming through the Consortium Mechanism was 
supported by the recruitment of a Gender Advisor who joined the DRA coordination team in Yemen in 
mid-July 2016. Members received training on the CARE Gender Marker during the WASH PHAST and 
CHAST training for field staff in May 2016 and when the Gender Advisor came on board in July, she further 
refined the workplan and undertook the following activities to strengthen gender-sensitive programming 
within the DRA consortium:  
 

 Training for consortium field teams on Gender, GBV and Protection in collaboration with OXFAM.  

 Gender Markers Assessment: an assessment of the use of gender markers by DRA members  

 Joint mid-term monitoring visits with the Consortium Coordinator to Hajjah; observations and 
recommendations related to gender mainstreaming and women’s participation in DRA 
programming shared with implementing members.   

 Round-table workshops with Community Committees working with consortium members in four 
governorates to sensitize committee members to gender inequality and design actions to enhance 
meaningful participation of women in community committees. 

 Support for CARE Gender Marker Assessment for consortium members without dedicated gender 
focal points  

 
Three DRA members (including CARE) had gender specialists based in Yemen while two members had no 
specialized capacity for gender in-country. The CARE/DRA Gender Advisor worked closely with these focal 
points and reported that cooperation was spontaneous and collaborative. For members without a gender 
focal point, the CARE/DRA Gender Advisor provided critical insight and recommendations to strengthen 
gender mainstreaming and provided additional technical support to follow-up on recommendations 
including implementation of the CARE gender marker. For example, during a field monitoring visit, the 
Gender Advisor observed that a DRA member had no female staff supporting activities and that the design 
and location of latrines being constructed by the project did not take the accessibility and safety needs of 
girls and women into account. After sharing these observations with the partner, the Gender Advisor 
provided ongoing support to follow-up the recommendations and funding was eventually identified to 
make the latrines safer and more accessible for girls and women. The Gender Advisor also engaged with 
members over the provision of incentives for ‘chaperones’ who accompany women to committee 
meetings. DRA member staff cited support from the Gender Advisor as one of the advantages of belonging 
to the consortium. 
 

What could be strengthened 
There was no dedicated platform for addressing gender within YJR2.  Most sharing and learning related 
to gender occurred bilaterally and gender focal points within DRA member organizations agreed to attend 
WASH technical meetings to ensure gender considerations were not side-lined in technical discussions. 
Gender mainstreaming could have benefited from a strategy and dedicated platform or working group to 
design and implement joint activities.  
 
Implementation of the CARE Gender Marker was a reporting requirement of DRA member organizations 
and although it was well-intentioned, the requirement did not take stock of members’ existing resources, 
tools, capacities or preferences. The CARE/DRA Gender Advisor found that all members were using the 
IASC Gender Marker and were comfortable with that tool. For those members without internal gender 
specialists, the CARE/DRA Gender Advisor undertook the task of completing the CARE Gender Marker on 
their behalf but reported challenges in accessing the necessary information. Other partners, regarded the 
CARE gender marker as a grant requirement rather than a constructive exercise and might have engaged 
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more meaningfully in the process had they had an opportunity to influence and align it with existing 
approaches. 
 

Capacity Building 
The Added Value ToR provided for a lump sum for each partner to encourage each partner to identify the 
most beneficial use of this money, including ways to develop the capacity of DRA member field staff. The 
DRA Consortium identified together during the first coordination meeting in Yemen the priority needs for 
capacity development for field staff and organized three major training workshops as well as a series of 
workshops for community committees during YJR2 to strengthen the quality of programming: 
 
Figure 3 Summary of Capacity Building Activities during YJR2 

Title Date/Location Participants Topics covered 

Training workshop on 
PHAST/CHAST WASH 
approaches, Gender Marker 
and Reporting 

15 – 19 May, 
2016, Sana’a, 
Yemen 

25 participants: 4-5 
field staff from each 
DRA member 
organization 

 PHAST and CHAST21 methodology 
for WASH programming 

 Basic concepts in gender and 
protection and application of the 
CARE Gender Marker 

 Report-writing: how to structure 
and present information in a report  

Gender, Gender-based 
Violence and Protection 

25 – 27 July, 
2016, Sana’a, 
Yemen 

No information 
available 

 Overview of concepts related to 
gender, sex, gender equality, 
gender mainstreaming and gender-
based violence 

 Prevention of sexual abuse and 
exploitation 

 Protection mainstreaming 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
and Story building 

24 – 27 
October, 2016, 
Sana’a, Yemen 

21 participants: 
from 1 to 7 field 
staff from each DRA 
member 
organization 

 Basic concepts in monitoring and 
evaluation 

 Data collection, management and 
analysis 

 M&E report writing 

 Documentation of human interest 
stories 

Consultative meetings on 
the Role and Functions of 
Community Committees and 
Women’s Participation (also 
referred to as Roundtable 
Workshops) 

Oct – Nov 
2016, 4 
workshops in 
Aden, Taiz, 
Hajjah and 
Lahj 

Approx 100 
parcticipants (25 
male and female 
community 
committee 
members at each of 
4 sites) 

 Community participation 

 Roles and responsibilities of 
community committees 

 Gender concepts and roles  

 Women’s empowerment and 
leadership skills 

 Participation of women in 
community committees 

 
The WASH training on PHAST/CHAST was a joint initiative, proposed, designed and delivered by 
consortium members. The training drew on the technical expertise and resources of one member with 

                                                           
21 PHAST stands for Participatory Hygiene And Sanitation Transformation. It is a participatory approach to community 
learning designed to empower communities to improve hygiene behaviours, reduce diarrheal disease and encourage 
effective community management of water and sanitation services. CHAST stands for Child Hygiene and Sanitation 
Training and uses PHAST approaches adapted to promote personal hygiene among children. 
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extensive experience in PHAST and CHAST methodology. During the kick-off meeting in April 2016, 
members developed the content of the training and agreed to cover the travel expenses of their staff. A 
total of 25 participants comprised of field staff from all DRA members in Yemen attended the training and 
the feedback was very positive.  
 
There was no available documentation of the planning, implementation or follow-up of the 
GBV/Protection training. The GBV/Protection training was planned before the Gender Advisor was on 
board and facilitated by the Gender Advisor and a protection specialist from one DRA member 
organization. Participants included technical staff and field officers from DRA members.  
 
The M&E/Stories of Change training was developed and facilitated by an external consultant and covered 
a wide range of topics on basic M&E and documentation of human interest stories for field staff of DRA 
member organizations. Participants gave positive feedback on the training but it was unclear how this 
training fit into a wider capacity building strategy or would contribute to Added Value objectives as the 
Consortium did not develop an action plan related to Stories of Change and did not have a harmonized 
framework, tools or methods for M&E. The training agenda covered basic concepts of monitoring and 
evaluation, but participants were not expected to implement specific methods or approaches in the field.  
 

What could be strengthened 
Capacity building initiatives within the consortium offer clear and tangible benefits to members and 
contribute to added value by enhancing and harmonizing the way member staff work in the field. 
Members were keen to take advantage of training activities for their staff or partners and were willing to 
invest resources, knowledge and time in joint capacity building efforts. Although trainings implemented 
during YJR2 improved specific skills and knowledge among participants, capacity building within the 
consortium lacked a clear framework to guide the design, implementation and follow-up of training 
activities and to ensure those activities contributed strategically to the broader goals of the DRA. The M&E 
and Storytelling training could have had a more direct and meaningful contribution to Added Value if it 
had generated an action plan and/or focused on specific methods relevant to DRA members’ 
programming such as post-distribution monitoring or joint field monitoring. 
 
The WASH PHAST/CHAST training offers a positive example of collaboration among members to jointly 
develop a training which directly contributed to harmonize programme approaches. Similarly, the 
consultative workshops for Community Committees were designed in response to an assessment of 
needs, and contributed directly to raise awareness of gender and strengthen women’s participation in 
those committees. A strategic plan for capacity building with clear objectives linking training activities to 
added value would help to ensure resources for training are used in the most efficient and impactful way. 
 
All three of the training activities implemented in YJR2 targeted DRA member staff. Capacity building 
activities should be extended to local partners where a need is identified to build skills and knowledge 
that should remain in local communities beyond the life of the project. Although most DRA members 
reported strengthening the capacity of their local partners, this was not carried out systematically and 
most member focal points in Yemen were unaware of the Added Value budget or how it could be 
leveraged for this purpose.  
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Perceptions of DRA Member Staff of Coordination  
DRA Member Focal Points who participated in the coordination mechanism during YJR2 were interviewed 
and completed a short questionnaire about their perceptions of the coordination mechanism. Highlights 
are summarized below:  

 
Table 7. DRA Member Focal Points Perceptions of the Consortium Coordination 

 
 

Advantages of working within the DRA Consortium in Yemen 

 Sharing of experience, resources, knowledge, information and tools, particularly in the WASH 
sector: DRA members valued the opportunity to share and learn about best practices. 

 Ability to leverage the physical presence, resources, and relationships of other DRA members 
to expand activities to new intervention areas: members were able to move into new geographical 
areas with relative ease using the knowledge, contacts and relationships of consortium colleagues 
that were well established in those areas. 

 Stronger position to leverage the influence of the Dutch Embassy and other influential 
stakeholders on behalf of NGOs: one respondent commented, “the links that can negotiate on 
your behalf are shorter now”  

 Assistance from the Gender Advisor was widely appreciated. 

 Access to a forum where challenges, constraints and potential solutions could be openly and 
constructively discussed. 

 

Missed Opportunities 
DRA member staff identified several opportunities to strengthen collaborative impact that were not 
seized during YJR2. These included: 
 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Facilitation of collaboration and/or integration of programming

Facilitation of learning among partners

Information sharing

Field monitoring by the YJR2 coordination team

Capacity building and technical support for cross-cutting themes:…

Capacity building and technical support for cross-cutting themes:…

WASH capacity building workshop

WASH technical working group meetings

Coordination meetings

Transparency (planning, budget, activities, etc.)

Communication with members (timeliness, clarity, content)

Relevance of the YJR2 consortium within the wider context of…

DRA Member Focal Points Perceptions of the Coordination Mechanism 
Average scores (1 = Poor to 10 = Excellent)
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Integration: Up to three members were operational in two governorates, but their programming 
remained separate during YJR2. Although these members were working in different districts, the 
geographic proximity presented opportunities to integrate programming and deliver complementary 
services to beneficiary populations, enhancing the impact of interventions. The coordination mechanism 
started late during YJR2, after activities were well established and potential for integration was not 
addressed until the planning phase of YJR3. More geographically focused programming would serve to 
increase opportunities for integration.  

 
Learning: The DRA consortium in Yemen includes member organizations with substantial international 
resources and a huge reserve of skills and information that could be shared more strategically. Members 
commented that while the Consortium – and in particular, the WASH Technical Working Group - facilitated 
some valuable sharing of experiences and resources, the coordination could have been far more proactive 
and effective in promoting joint learning.  
 
Joint Monitoring and evaluation: Member staff in Yemen felt that the possibility of pooling skills and 
resources to conduct joint monitoring and assessments was a major opportunity that the consortium 
failed to capitalize on. Joint assessments not only generate efficiencies and savings, but naturally promote 
more collaborative planning. Joint monitoring and peer monitoring whereby DRA members participate in 
field monitoring visits, would not only generate more holistic observations and recommendations, but 
also facilitate cross-organizational learning and sharing and engender a stronger sense of consortium-
working, ownership and collaboration among DRA members.  

 
Coordinated crises response: Several member staff commented that the coordination mechanism could 
offer an effective platform for response to emergencies such as flash flooding and cholera outbreaks that 
occurred during YJR2. However, communication within the consortium was mainly bilateral and acute 
crisis response fell outside the scope of the coordination meetings and workplan. One member staff 
proposed that the ‘Added Value’ budget should include some funding earmarked for emergencies that 
the Yemen-based consortium could allocate as needed for rapid response.  

 
Advocacy: Although advocacy opportunities in Yemen were limited by the lack of trust between NGOs 
and the Government, some members felt that the consortium should at a minimum provide an 
opportunity for Yemen-based organizations to influence Dutch MoFA. 
 
Evaluation: Both the Final Evaluation of the first YACJR and YJR2 were commissioned and implemented 
several months after the end of the programs in question and findings and recommendations were not 
possible to use for the planning and design of the next Joint Response phase. These delays were missed 
opportunities for valuable learning. 
 

Ways to strengthen consortium working 
When asked about ways to strengthen the consortium, DRA member staff in Yemen mentioned the 
following: 
 

 Common definition and clear communication about Added Value: Member staff in Yemen were 
unaware of the existence of an added value budget and suggested that greater clarity about the 
definition of Added Value, the roles/responsibilities of members vis-à-vis achieving Added Value, 
and related resources and processes might have engendered stronger buy-in and participation in 
the coordination mechanism.  
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 Increase coordination at field-level and focus capacity building on local partners who are 
responsible for implementation in the short-term and will continue to assist their communities in 
the long-term. 

 Improve transparency and communication between the Netherlands and Yemen. Yemen-based 
member staff generally felt there was a disconnect between coordination in the Netherlands and 
in Yemen that undermined a sense of ownership in Yemen over the coordination mechanism. 

 Systematically document and share best practices among members. As one member commented: 
“We did not really document much…we are now talking about a 3-year project and we can’t really 
say what went well and what the outcomes were.” 

Conclusions  
The End-of-Programme meeting report from November 2016 stated, “there was a clear improvement in 
coordination over the course of 2016, which translated to capacity development of local staff, sharing of 
information among partners, and a more harmonized approach to cash distributions, among others.”  
 
Indeed, consortium coordination – which was non-existent in Yemen during the first Joint Response and 
the first four and a half months of YJR2 – succeeded in introducing a sense of joint endeavour and support 
among DRA members in Yemen who reported limited awareness of each other’s activities prior to mid-
April 2016. The DRA Coordinator in Yemen was given an ambitious workplan which included the 
organization of several large-scale training activities, facilitation of regular coordination meetings, 
periodic review meetings, field monitoring, and production of a film to increase the visibility of the 
consortium in the Netherlands.  
 
DRA members in Yemen enjoyed several benefits from participation in the DRA consortium coordination 
in Yemen, including capacity building opportunities for their field staff and support for gender 
mainstreaming. The WASH Technical Working Group provided a welcome forum to share information and 
exchange experiences and programming approaches, and collaboration in the TWG was constructive and 
quickly led to harmonization of some tools and approaches among members. However, while specific 
activities managed by the coordination mechanism helped to build relationships and strengthen technical 
programming, there were also many missed opportunities to enhance added value and DRA member staff 
in Yemen felt that the consortium was still in its infancy during YJR2. 
 
The analysis below attempts to synthesize the systemic and organizational issues that affected the efficacy 
of consortium coordination during YJR2 to inform recommendations that follow. This analysis operates 
on the assumption that the objective of the coordination mechanism was to enhance the “added value” 
or collaborative impact of consortium members working in Yemen. 
 

Strategic framework for Added Value 
The establishment of the coordination mechanism introduced positive elements of cooperation within 
the Yemen Joint Response and generated some valuable outputs, however the coordination mechanism 
operated without a clear definition of Added Value or a framework (strategic or logical) to guide the 
prioritization of activities and the allocation of resources. The Coordinator implemented an individual 
workplan and reported on the completion of tasks rather than the progress of the consortium towards 
achieving ‘added value’ or the results of ‘collaborative impact’. The lack of a clear definition and strategic 
framework for Added Value had the following effects: 
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 The coordination mechanism was activity focused rather than results-oriented: Activities within 
the coordination workplan were mostly implemented on time, but with varying degrees of 
relevance to the achievement of ‘Added Value’.  

o Some activities may have made only a modest contribution towards Added Value, but 
absorbed resources and time that would have been better invested elsewhere. 

o At the end of YJR2, the Coordinator reported against the completion of activities in the 
workplan, but it was not possible to describe the collective achievements of the 
consortium. 

o Coordination slowed considerably after the End-of-Programme meeting as many of the 
tasks in the coordination workplan had already been ticked off.  

 Key strategies and approaches to enhance Added Value such as joint monitoring and programme 
integration were overlooked.  

 

Accountability for Added Value 
Although Added Value was allocated 2 percent of the overall budget, results for Added Value were not 
captured in the YJR2 logframe, nor was there any documented definition of roles and responsibilities, 
structures, functions and accountability related to Added Value/Coordination. While focal points based in 
the Netherlands reported that the coordination mechanism at the Dutch level had evolved over time to 
become a positive and highly collaborative forum for communication and joint working, many member 
focal points in Yemen were unaware of working in a consortium until the kick-off meeting in April 2016. 
Members in Yemen were open to collaboration and valued opportunities for cooperation and support, 
but were for the most part unaware of the Added Value budget and therefore had limited ownership and 
accountability for the achievement of Added Value.  

 Lack of clarity about the purpose and processes of the coordination mechanism contributed to 
limited ownership in Yemen. Interest and participation in the mechanism was directly related to 
its perceived advantage. 

 DRA members in Yemen lacked clarity about their commitments and expectations vis-à-vis the 
coordination mechanism and participation depended significantly on the willingness and interest 
of individuals. Some members expected more proactive and practical guidance and collaboration; 
others regarded the coordination mechanism as an extension of donor requirements and were 
content that the consortium was relatively hands off and made few demands on members.   

 No objectives, activities or results related to in-country coordination were included in the YJR2 
logframe and the coordination mechanism in Yemen had limited leverage among members to 
harmonize programming and/or processes.  

 Some crossed communication between Yemen-based member organizations, the coordination 
mechanism, and Dutch member organizations: one informant commented, “the people who the 
Dutch side talks to are not always the ones present in the (coordination) meetings (in Yemen).” 

 

Timeliness 
Major delays impacted the implementation of the YACJR Final Evaluation and the establishment of the 
coordination mechanism in Yemen, limiting meaningful opportunities for collaborative impact during 
YJR2. These had delays had the following outcomes: 
 

 DRA members in Yemen had established and continued to implement independent processes 
and approaches to needs assessment, M&E, gender, protection and procurement before and 
after the coordination mechanism was launched. Harmonization of processes, tools and 
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approaches would have required commitment and strategic planning from the first day of YJR2 
to be worthwhile and effective. 

 Findings from the YACJR Final Evaluation did not influence the planning, design or 
implementation of YJR2 and many recommendations remain relevant.  

 The intention of DRA members in the Netherlands to seek out opportunities for programme 
integration and joint procurement (the main elements of ‘added value’ articulated in the YJR2 
proposal) would only have been feasible during the planning and design stage of YJR2. By the 
time the coordination mechanism was launched in April 2016, these intentions were simply not 
possible to follow through. 

 

Governance: ownership and empowerment of the Yemen-based consortium 
The structure of YJR2 concentrated governance and decision-making in the Netherlands. Yemen-based 
DRA members received guidance from and reported separately to their respective Dutch counterparts 
and processes such as planning, reporting and evaluation were managed by the Lead member in the 
Netherlands. Consortium members in Yemen were able to influence specific elements in the coordination 
workplan, however the coordination mechanism had a limited role beyond the implementation of 
planned activities.   
 
The design of the DRA channelled accountability, decision-making, and communications through the 
Dutch members, bypassing the coordination mechanism in Yemen. This structure generated two 
outcomes: (1) the purpose and importance of that mechanism was unclear to members in Yemen; and (2) 
members felt limited ownership of or responsibility for objectives related to coordination. Consequently, 
Yemen-based members had different perceptions of the scope and value of coordination and the 
mechanism had limited leverage in Yemen to address issues such as inconsistent participation and 
engagement. Most organizations designated a focal point for the DRA in Yemen, but that person was not 
always available or not the most appropriate person to attend coordination meetings. One of the three 
coordination meetings that took place during YJR2 was suspended after less than a half day as some of 
the attendees had arrived unprepared and were unable to represent their organization’s DRA 
programming or participate meaningfully in discussions about coordination. One member staff in Yemen 
described how problems with attendance held up progress and discouraged members that were 
otherwise enthusiastic from investing time and energy in the consortium. 
 
Despite the clear advantage of its proximity to the field, the coordination mechanism did not play an active 
role in programme management processes such as monitoring or evaluation – and therefore was not 
positioned to facilitate discussions that naturally emerge from those processes about quality, efficiency, 
planning and strategy. Communications about higher-level decisions and guidance also bypassed the 
coordination mechanism, further limiting its relevance to Yemen-based members during YJR2. In one 
instance, a member described being actively discouraged by their Dutch counterpart from seeking 
planning guidance through the coordination mechanism.   
 
Yemen-based DRA member staff perceived a gap between the decisions taken in the Netherlands and 
priorities in Yemen that they felt could have been mitigated through the consortium. However, they 
lacked clarity about mandate of the coordination mechanism – which was effectively limited to a 
facilitation role within the structure of the Joint Response. Further, the budget for the coordination 
mechanism was held by CARE NL, a situation that generated significant tension and frustration particularly 
during a period when CARE NL lacked in-house finance capacity to process invoices for coordination-
related activities from CARE Yemen in a timely manner. 
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Recommendations 
Given that this evaluation was conducted more than halfway through the third Yemen Joint Response, 
the recommendations that follow were developed for consideration during the planning stages of the 
next Yemen Joint Response. These recommendations highlight opportunities and/or suggest approaches 
to improve the focus and efficacy of collaboration among DRA members and enhance the impact of their 
work for beneficiaries in Yemen. 
 
The recommendations focus on the coordination mechanism (refer to Observations and 
Recommendations (Programming) pg. 31) and are presented in two different categories: (1) Design; and 
(2) Implementation. Recommendations related to the design of coordination address the institutional 
and programmatic context within which the coordination mechanism operates and should be considered 
a high priority for review and action planning by a stakeholder group that includes the Yemen-based DRA 
members. This process should take as soon as possible before or concurrent to (but not after) planning 
for the next joint response, as the decision to implement certain recommendations will have implications 
for the allocation of human and financial resources, recruitment, and program design. 
 
Recommendations related to the implementation of coordination are based on feedback from DRA staff 
members in Yemen about what worked well and what could be strengthened and propose improvements 
to (a) way the coordination mechanism operates in Yemen; and (b) local approaches to enhancing 
different elements of ‘added value’ such as harmonization, integration, visibility, capacity building, 
protection and gender, and MEAL. These recommendations are provided for consideration in the 
development of a coordination workplan after structural issues have been addressed. Some of these 
recommendations – such as the suggestion to conduct joint program assessments and assessments to 
inform strategies for local advocacy and capacity building – have resource and time implications that 
should be considered ruing the YJR planning process. 
  
It is important to note that these recommendations are made based on the information available during 
data collection for this evaluation and do not reflect ongoing discussions within the DRA about the future 
of the joint response or evolutions in coordination since then. Due in part to turnover and delayed 
recruitment of a new Coordinator for YJR3, limited information was available about the coordination of 
YJR3. It is therefore possible that some recommendations have already been taken up while others may 
no longer be relevant. Further, the evaluator did not have full knowledge of the parameters or conditions 
that might influence key processes or structures that affect funding, governance and accountability. It is 
critical therefore that YJR stakeholders organize an inclusive internal process to review these 
recommendations, determine which are relevant and feasible, identify priorities and develop a resourced 
action plan that can be implemented before the next YJR launches.   
 
I. Design: Recommendations for strengthening the institutional frameworks and support for Added 

Value. These recommendations should be reviewed and addressed prior to or concurrent to the 
design and planning stages of the next YJR. 

 
Gaps or Challenges Recommendations 

Lack of a clear agreed 
definition of Added 
Value and strategy for 
the achievement of 
Added value led to 
coordination that was 

 Establish a clear definition for Added Value through a consultative process with DRA 
members in Yemen as well as the Netherlands. 

 Conduct a systematic scoping of opportunities to achieve Added Value both in 
Yemen and in the Netherlands that looks specifically at the operational landscape 
including the added value of the DRA consortium vis-à-vis existing coordination 
bodies in Yemen/Netherlands, and the relevance and feasibility of different 
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activity-focused rather 
than results-oriented  
 

strategies to achieve Added Value (e.g. programme integration, capacity building, 
harmonization, etc.). This exercise should explore what conditions must be in place 
for the consortium to achieve Added Value objectives (such as proximity of 
members, potential for integration, level of participation, resourcing, etc.). 
o The feasibility of programme integration will depend on how it is prioritized in 

planning and funding allocation: as long as members continue to receive 
funding to work in geographically disparate areas, integration will continue to 
be more or less ad hoc; if the DRA opts to focus assistance within a smaller 
geographic area, integration can be more strategic and systematic. 

o Assess the possible advantages of responding to acute crises (e.g. flooding, 
cholera outbreak, displacement) through the coordination mechanism. 

 Develop a strategic and/or logical framework for the Added Value budget that 
defines expected results, clearly links activities to results, and establishes 
performance indicators to measure the achievement of results rather than activities. 

Objectives and 
measurable 
achievements related to 
Added Value should be 
an integral component 
of the JR’s accountability 
framework to ensure 
commitment to and 
effectiveness of the 
coordination mechanism 
in-country 

 Develop Added Value results and indicators through a consultative process with 
members in the Netherlands and Yemen and include these in the next JR logical 
framework so that DRA members have clarity about and accountability for the 
achievement of Added Value at all levels. 

 Measure program integration (i.e. beneficiaries receiving more than one form 
of assistance and/or services across more than one sector) both within the 
consortium and beyond  

 Strengthen transparency, documentation and communication through the 
consortium coordination mechanism to ensure members are fully aware of the 
Added Value budget and related processes, understand what is expected of them, 
what they can expect of the consortium, and what resources are available for them 
to leverage. 

 Lead a joint planning process for Added Value in Yemen at the start of the next Joint 
Response during which members agree on the main objectives and activities, ways 
of working and develop an action plan with timeframes and responsibilities. 

Current governance 
structure of YJR is 
opaque and limits the 
influence of the in-
country coordination 
mechanism; lines of 
accountability, reporting, 
finance and 
communications bypass 
the in-country 
coordination mechanism 
while decision-making is 
distanced from 
operational context. 

 Expand the mandate and autonomy of the coordination mechanism in Yemen:  
o Consider creating an independent Coordination Unit for the DRA that 

functions like a program team within the CARE Yemen Country Office and 
devolving management of the Added Value Budget line to this level. Human 
resources within this unit could include a full-time Coordinator and MEAL 
specialist with part-time support from specialists in Gender, Communications 
Advisor, and support services (finance and admin). 

o Revisit the governance structures and the roles and responsibilities of actors 
within the Joint Response with the objective of encouraging and empowering 
members in Yemen to work collaboratively through the coordination 
mechanism. This may require redirecting some processes, currently managed 
by the Dutch lead via Netherlands-based members, through the coordination 
mechanism in Yemen.  

o Create and share an organigramme for the Yemen Joint Response that clearly 
documents and maps the roles, functions and relationships of different 
players, information flows, and decision-making processes. Establish the 
coordination mechanism or unit as the primary hub for communication 
between Yemen and the Netherlands and create feedback loops to ensure 
information regularly flows down as well as up. 

 Consider formalizing the commitments and expectations of member organizations 
in relation to the DRA consortium/coordination through an MoU or other type of 
agreement. Member organizations in Yemen should clearly understand what they 
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can expect of the coordination mechanism and how they are expected to participate 
in the consortium. 

 Revisit the role and functions of the Response Task Force both in the Netherlands 
and Yemen to determine if and how this grouping can better support the 
consortium. 

Delays in evaluation, 
recruitment, 
communication and 
contracting resulted in 
missed opportunities 
and undermined 
commitment among 
members to in-country 
coordination 

 Assess the workload and allocation of human resources within the YJR Lead to 
determine if it is realistic and to identify opportunities to redistribute or devolve 
tasks and functions:  
o Giving the in-country coordination body more autonomy and a broader 

mandate (with appropriate capacity) will help to relieve some of the workload 
currently shouldered by the Lead in the Netherlands while shortening lines of 
communication to and from the field. At the very least, reporting, monitoring 
and evaluations should be managed closer to the field - ideally by a MEAL 
Advisor within the Consortium Coordination Unit. 

 The Consortium Coordinator should be staff position rather than consultant. As a 
staff position, turnover in this role should hopefully be reduced along with the need 
for repeated recruitment and handover. 

 
 
II. Implementation: Recommendations for strengthening ways of working and approaches to 

Added Value in Yemen. Most of these recommendations should be reviewed once the DRA has 
reviewed the design issues above and determined the structures, governance and resources 
that will support added value. However, a few of these recommendations are highlighted in 
orange font because they have implications for resource allocation and should therefore be 
considered during the design stage. 

 
Implementation of Joint Response coordination in Yemen  

Ways of working   DRA members in Yemen should lead the design of a work plan to achieve Added 
Value that assigns timeframes, roles and responsibilities and maps communication 
and resources at field and national level within the Consortium  

 Ways of working (frequency and agenda of meetings, communication, working 
groups, decision-making, joint activities) should be established in Yemen with sign-
off from all members and documented in a Coordination Manual.  

 Designate two persons within each member organization to attend coordination 
meetings: a focal and a deputy – to ensure continuity in the event of absence or 
turnover. 

 Establish separate coordination bodies in the North and South to allow for more 
frequent interaction, context-specific discussion, planning, sharing and learning, 
and a focus on implementation over strategic planning.  These groups can choose 
to meet on a monthly or more frequent basis. National coordination meetings 
should be scheduled on a quarterly basis and have a more strategic focus. 

 The consortium has an important role to play in strengthening cross-cutting 
thematic areas and consortium members have internal resources that might be 
leveraged for this purpose. Thematic Working Groups should be formed to lead 
strategies on priority cross-cutting issues including gender, protection, 
accountability and M&E. For example, a gender and protection working group 
could bring together gender/protection specialists from within member 
organizations to jointly design and implement a workplan for mainstreaming these 
issues in DRA programming. 
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 Whenever possible, high-level meetings should be held in Yemen to guarantee the 
attendance of Yemen-based staff and strengthen knowledge and communication 
between Netherlands-based staff and Yemen counterparts. 

Integration  Integration needs to be addressed during the proposal development stage to be 
meaningful. Refer to above comments on the need for an assessment to inform 
Added Value strategies and revision of processes and priorities for allocation of 
funding to create viable opportunities for program integration. 

Harmonization   Plan joint multi-sectoral assessments at the start of the next Joint Response: 
working together with the same tools and processes to assess needs at the start of a 
Joint response will lay vital foundations for further collaboration during the 
response. 

 High priorities/low-hanging fruit for harmonization include: 
o Post-distribution Monitoring: tools and resources including a standardized 

reporting template 
o Needs assessment 
o Beneficiary targeting 

Consortium-level 
monitoring, evaluation, 
accountability and 
learning 

 Design a MEAL plan for the Coordination Mechanism that delegates roles and 
responsibilities among members: It is highly recommended to recruit a MEAL 
specialist to work within the coordination mechanism to oversee implementation of 
the MEAL plan including harmonization, capacity building, learning and evaluation. 

 Devolve management of progress reporting and evaluation to Yemen and ensure 
adequate capacity: these actions require proximity to the field to be relevant, 
efficient and effective in generating information that supports programming (and 
not only donor reporting requirements)  

 Establish a MEAL technical working group to plan and manage joint activities such as 
field monitoring, capacity building, progress monitoring, evaluation, and consortium-
level reporting and information management. 

 Conduct joint field monitoring visits (peer monitoring): in addition to spreading out 
responsibility for field monitoring, peer monitoring offers another valuable platform 
for cooperation and cross-organizational learning within the consortium. Member 
organizations that participate in field monitoring will have a better understanding of 
the criteria and standards they should apply to their own programming and 
awareness of how other members are working in the field. Key findings of field 
monitoring – including best practices – should be shared and discussed during 
coordination meetings. 

 Strengthen systematic documentation of best practices. The documentation and 
sharing of best practices should lead to identification of opportunities to develop 
harmonized resources and tools to help DRA members and other stakeholders with 
the adoption of these approaches. 

Advocacy (and visibility)  Conduct an assessment of needs, risks and opportunities at regional and national 
levels in Yemen to inform an advocacy strategy. The DRA coordination mechanism 
in Yemen should facilitate this assessment and subsequent strategic planning with 
the support of an advocacy specialist who can help define advocacy objectives, 
identify strategies to achieve those objectives without endangering members’ 
relationship with the government or ability to operate, and develop an action plan. 

 Visibility should be explored within the advocacy assessment and the objectives of 
visibility should be clearly defined to inform a more strategic approach to 
communications, taking into account the politically sensitive operational context in 
Yemen.  

Capacity building  Define the role of capacity building in strengthening the Added Value of DRA 
programming (e.g. through contributing to harmonization, program quality or cross-
cutting themes)  
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 Conduct an assessment of partnerships with local organizations within the YJR to 
explore opportunities and define needs and strategies: the assessment should 
describe and analyse the current level of engagement with local partners, local 
partner capacity and needs, and propose a costed strategy for strengthening 
programming through local partners. 

 Ensure that all training activities contribute to and/or generate action plans that are 
followed-up after the training.   

Cross-cutting themes: 
gender and protection 

 Establish a working group to plan and implement activities in support of cross-
cutting themes including gender, protection and accountability. Three out of five 
DRA members in Yemen (including the Lead) have gender focal points based in 
Yemen, while at least one member has a protection specialist. These resources could 
be leveraged within the consortium to reduce the pressure on the Consortium lead 
to be all things to all stakeholders.  

 Results in cross-cutting areas should be reflected in the strategic framework for 
Added Value 

 Harmonize resources for cross-cutting sectors through consultative processes led by 
the above-mentioned working group.  

o Consider harmonizing systems and tools for accountability to beneficiaries: 
most partners are already using similar approaches. Harmonization would 
help to establish a minimum standard and offer the possibility of 
consolidating resources or collating information. 

o Review the rationale behind the requirement of the CARE gender marker with 
consideration for the fact that members commonly use the IASC gender 
marker. 
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Annex A. List of interviewees 
 

Organization First name Last name Title 

Care NL Nok Van de Langenberg Emergency Coordinator 

Care NL Lina Asalfe 
Current YJR3 
Coordinator 

Care NL Tialda  

Middle East Coordinator and Program 
Officer on YJR3 

Care NL Okke  Advocacy Officer 

Care NL Shelly Sayagh Emergency Response Program Officer 

Care Yemen Jolien Veldwijk 
Program Director/Acting Yemen Country 
Director 

Care Yemen Faisil Demeke M&E Advisor for Care Yemen 

CARE Yemen Iftikar Alsakaf Area Manager 

CARE Yemen Mohammed  Alwesabi 
GAC Project Manager (former YJR2 Project 
Officer) 

Dutch Embassy in Yemen Akram Al-Akhali 
Senior Policy Officer - International 
Development 

IRC Yemen Jackie Manning Former grants advisor 

IRC Yemen Sharif Alshureify M&E Manager 

IRC Yemen Khalid  Abdelmotaleb Environmental Health (WASH) Coordinator 

IRC Yemen Jeff  Kalalu Nutrition Coordinator 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs Floor Leeftink Desk Officer for Yemen 

OXFAM GB (Yemen) Hushnid Sattarov Humanitarian Program Manager 

OXFAM GB (Yemen) Hana  Alroaini MEAL Coordinator 

OXFAM GB (Yemen) Mohammed Samer Program Officer Hajjah and Hodeidah 

Oxfam NL Claudette Van Rijn  

Save the Children NL Stijn Koster Programme Officer 

Save the Children NL Martine Bergwerff Humanitarian Officer 

Save the Children Yemen Moein Abubaker WASH Program Manager 

Save the Children Yemen Fares AlNajjar MEAL Coordinator 

Save the Children Yemen Kabir Humayun WASH Technical Advisor 

Save the Children Yemen Good Abdirizak Area Manager 

SV/IRC NL Jan Habrakan Program Officer for Yemen 

YJR2 Coordination Suha Basrain YJR2 Gender Advisor 

YJR2 Coordination Mohammed  Faisal (former) YJR2 Coordinator 

YJR2 Coordination Edrees Qadasi Former YJR2 Coordinator 

ZOA NL Kees Jan  

ZOA Corine Verdoold Acting Yemen Country Director 

ZOA Yemen Marius Otte  

ZOA Yemen Ahmad M I Al-Wesabi Program Coordinator 
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Annex B. Questionnaire for YJR2 Member Focal Points 
 

YJR2 Evaluation – Questionnaire on Perceptions of the DRA Coordination 
Mechanism 
To be completed by DRA member staff who engaged with the DRA 
consortium/coordination mechanism during YJR2 (Dec. 2015 – Feb. 2017) 

 
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Please note that your answers will remain confidential. They will help to inform a 
general assessment of the YJR2 coordination mechanism and develop recommendations, but your responses will not be quoted or attributed without 
your explicit permission. 

 
Date:      
Name of person completing the questionnaire:       
Organization and position:       
 

 During what period did you engage with the DRA consortium during YJR2?      
 

 Can you please describe your interaction with the consortium and indicate which meetings or 
activities you attended during YJR2 (Dec. 2015 – Feb. 2017) – e.g. Kick-off, mid-term or final review 
meetings, regular coordination meetings, WASH technical group meetings, training activities, special 
workshops 
 

 
 
 

 What did you consider to be the objectives of the DRA consortium during YJR2? Were these clearly 
articulated during the kick-off meeting? 

 

 
 

o To what extent was the workplan for the YJR2 coordination mechanism appropriate to the 
objectives of the consortium? 
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 Were you aware of the “added value” budget line within the DRA consortium?       
o To what extent did your organization influence the use of this budget during YJR2? Would you 

have proposed any changes to the way it was used? 
 

 
 

 In your opinion, what did your organization contribute to the DRA consortium during YJR2 and how? 
(e.g. technical expertise, resources, learning, networks/contacts, etc.) 

 

 
 

 What would you describe as the major benefits or advantages of participating in the DRA 
consortium during YJR2? (as compared with simply receiving funds with no obligation to participate 
in a consortium) 
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 Please rate the following aspects of the coordination during YJR2 on a scale of 1-10 and explain your 
score in the column for comments. If you did not have direct experience with any item, please 
indicate N/A instead of a score. 

 
1 = poor/ineffective/not useful 
5 = satisfactory 
10 = impressive/highly effective/very useful 

 
If you give a score of less than 5 for any item, please use the comments box to explain why and how 
you believe that area could be strengthened. 

 
 

Consortium activities Score Comments 

a) Relevance of the YJR2 consortium 
within the wider context of 
humanitarian response in Yemen 

  

b) Communication with members 
(consider timeliness, clarity, content) 

  

c) Transparency (around planning, 
budget, activities, etc.) 

  

d) Coordination meetings (reflect on 
agenda/content, frequency, 
facilitation) 

  

e) WASH technical working group 
meetings (reflect on agenda/content, 
frequency, facilitation) 

  

f) WASH capacity building workshop 
(reflect on agenda/content, 
frequency, facilitation) 

  

g) Capacity building and technical 
support for cross-cutting themes: 
Gender 

  

h) Capacity building and technical 
support for cross-cutting themes: 
Protection 

  

i) Field monitoring by the YJR2 
coordination team 

  

j) Information sharing   

k) Facilitation of learning among 
partners 

  

l) Facilitation of collaboration and/or 
integration of programming 

  

m) Visibility of the consortium and 
members among external 
stakeholders (including beneficiaries) 

  

 
 

 Does your organization have special resources or capacity in a particular sector (or a cross-cutting 
theme)? If yes, were you able to share this capacity through the consortium? 
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 During YJR2, do you believe there were any opportunities to strengthen collaborative impact (aka 
“added value”) that were missed by the consortium? Please describe what and why the consortium 
was unable to capitalize on this opportunity. 

 

 
 

 How do you feel the coordination mechanism could be strengthened to provide more value for 
members and a greater impact on beneficiaries? 
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Annex C. YJR2 Final Evaluation Questions and Methods 
 
Evaluation question 

Methods 

1) Evaluation of YJR2 humanitarian programming (performance) 

How has the program performed 
against OECD-DAC criteria 
(relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
impact, sustainability)?

 Analysis of data collection tools to determine extent to which DAC 
criteria were assessed and findings influenced programming during 
YJR2; Review of beneficiary selection criteria and process used by DRA 

partner organizations in Yemen 

 Interviews with M&E focal points and program staff; with Yemen-based 
staff involved in distributions and/or post-distribution surveys 

 Triangulation: Analysis of secondary data (monitoring/assessment 
reports and raw data provided by partners); Review and synthesis of 
relevant findings in post-distribution surveys 

Did YJR2 members have vulnerability 
criteria in place which are effective at 
targeting beneficiaries most in need?

 Interviews with Yemen-based staff responsible for beneficiary selection 

 Desk Review: off beneficiary selection criteria and process used by DRA 
partner organizations in Yemen 

 Triangulation: Synthesis of findings from PDM surveys and rapid 
assessments relevant to targeting 
 

Did monitoring tools used YJR2 
generate information that guides 
YJR2 members in adherence to OECD-
DAC criteria and SPHERE standards?

 Desk Review: Analysis of data collection tools to determine extent to 
which DAC criteria were assessed and impacted programming  

 Interviews: with M&E focal points and program staff able to reflect on 
monitoring processes and the use of monitoring data during YJR2 

Did YJR2 members adapt their 
programming to the needs of 
vulnerable women, men, girls and 
boys?

 Review of completed CARE Gender Marker tool and other gender-
related tools used by partner organizations 

 Interviews with YJR2 Gender Advisor and Coordinator 

 Interviews with personnel from partner agencies responsible for 
program planning and design 

What were the strengths and 
weaknesses of the varied approaches 
of the YJR2 members?

 Desk review of reports, assessments, etc. 

 Interviews with YJR2 Coordinator and personnel from partner 
organizations responsible for M&E and/or program implementation 

  

2) YJR2 Coordination Mechanism 

How effective and efficient was the 
coordination mechanism in Yemen?

 Desk review of ToR, minutes from coordination meetings, 
guidance/protocols and MoUs between YJR2 partner organizations and 
Yemen counterparts 

 Interviews with DRA partner staff who attended coordination meetings 
and other consortium-related activities 

 Interview with the Coordinator and Gender advisor 

 Analysis of resourcing, communication and information flows within 
YJR2 

What were strengths and 
weaknesses of YJR2 coordination in 
Yemen?

 Interviews with NL and Yemen-based personnel from partner 
organizations who engaged with YJR2 coordination 
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What was the collaborative impact 
of cooperation within the YJR?

 Interviews with NL and Yemen-based staff of member orgs 

 Case studies of instances of collaborative impact 

 Possible - interview with external informants who are aware of the 
DRA consortium (e.g. cluster leads) and have interfaced with partner 
organizations or with the consortium 

Did the coordination mechanism 
enable members to capitalize on 
those opportunities?

 Interviews with NL and Yemen-based staff of member orgs 

How have the JR members perceived 
the collaborative impact of the Joint 
Response for their own organization?

 Interviews with former YJR2 Coordinator, current YJR3 Coordinator, 
and partner personnel in the NL and Yemen; (explore comparative 
experience of partners engaged in other consortia in Yemen) 
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Annex D. Consortium Coordination Workplan 
 

Actions Timeline  

Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Status 

Ongoing activities 

Brief Progress Update Monthly (email)       x x x x  x  

Sharing documents (4W, WP, Kits, contacts, 
etc) 

x         

Donor Reporting x        Interim report submitted on 20 June 

Consortium Meetings/Workshops 

Kick off Meeting x               Completed on time 

Mid Term Meeting    x     Completed on time 

Final Learning and Reflection Workshop        x Completed on time. Coordinator was unable to travel to 
Amman for this meeting. 

Regular Consortium Coordination Meetings     x     x x    

Visibility 

Documentary video         Completed after the end of YJR2 and launched in July 2017 

Visibility events (Global Hand Wash 
Day/GBV) 

        Not possible to confirm.  

Training and capacity building 

WASH: CHAST/PHAST Training with gender 
marker and reporting 

 x       Completed 

M&E and Story Writing         Completed 

Gender: Enhancing women’s leadership and 
gender equality in community 
committees/WMC 

        Completed 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Field Visits: monitoring implementation 
and gender marker 

     x  x Three field monitoring visits completed 

Final Evaluation        x Not completed. Final Evaluation was commissioned in late 
June 2017 and completed in August 2017. 

 


