
 
Yemen Humanitarian Assessment and Monitoring Working Group  

Monitoring Information Note  

In August 2016, the Assessment and Monitoring Working Group (AM WG), a Technical Working Group of the Yemen 

Inter-Cluster Coordination Mechanism (ICCM), launched an online scoping survey to understand monitoring 

mechanisms that are currently functioning in the Yemen Humanitarian Response. This note builds upon discussions 

with monitoring focal points, in addition to the 25 responses received from INGOs (56%), national NGOs (24%), 

United Nations Agencies (16%) and a donor (4%). 

Why are we monitoring?  

Monitoring is crucial in demonstrating that programme and project performance is progressing towards intended 

results and remains relevant to the operating context. It’s not only “are we taking the actions we said we would 

take” but also “are we making progress against achieving the results we said we wanted to achieve?”1 When we say 

we need to “strengthen monitoring” we need to be clear that ‘monitoring’ refers to context, process and results2, 

where results refers to outputs, outcomes and impact (figure 1).  

 

Process monitoring indicates the coverage and efficient the intervention is, but does not provide information on 

appropriateness or effect on beneficiaries/affected communities. Results monitoring is concerned with the influence 

of response/assistance on beneficiaries and affected population, particularly considering changes in indicators that 

relate directly to the project/programme3. Context monitoring, serves to provide an understanding the operating 

environment4, such as security/risks, coping strategies and markets, to ensure relevance and appropriateness of 

interventions.  

Further it is imperative to understand that monitoring occurs at different levels of the results chain, emphasizing the 

importance of drafting monitoring frameworks during planning phase as the first step of monitoring. This way, there 

is a clear understanding of how interventions contribute to cluster objectives and the Yemen Humanitarian Response 

Plan (HRP) over time as well as adherence to quality and accountability standards. 

                                                           
1
 UNDP. Handbook on planning, monitoring and evaluating for development results. 2009.  

2
 Note, in the online survey for ease of reference process/results monitoring were combined.  

3
 Note, impact is largely not applicable as this early stage of the response. 

4
 Includes, political, economic, social, legal and environmental. 

Source: Sphere 
for monitoring 
and evaluation. 

Figure 1. Different types of monitoring 



 
What are we monitoring in Yemen?  

Overwhelmingly partners are engaged in process monitoring – particularly, monitoring implementation status, post-

distribution monitoring and monitoring during distribution. The focus of this type of monitoring is largely on 

comparing the number planned and reached; there is little indication of verifying targeting or efficiency, as well as 

beneficiaries’ satisfaction and quality of interventions.   

Of the few partners engaged in context monitoring, the main focus is access and impact/outcome of interventions. 

Notably, there are limited monitoring interventions that seek to understand coping strategies, but this is largely due 

to the limited number of household level initiatives. Additionally it should be recognized that context monitoring is 

challenging; however, there are ongoing initiatives that monitor key indicators, such the Protection Cluster’s 

Taskforce on Population Movement and the FSTS – FSIS Market and Price monitoring.  

Recommendations 

 Determine post-distribution monitoring as a minimum standard across the clusters, that includes process and 

results 

 Establish better results monitoring mechanisms that focuses on people/communities and how humanitarian 

response contributes to their well-being 

 Establish and synthesize key context indicators and incorporate in ActivityInfo database for ease of reference 

 Define possible ongoing interventions that could absorb key indicators  

How are we monitoring in Yemen? 

Partners are using a variety of ways to monitor, indicating that monitoring information. Most partners are using 

direct observation, interviews, pre/post surveys and focus groups; while fewer were using telephone/cell phones. 

This means that a variety of levels of analysis are being addressed, however, mainly community level is the focus and 

individual/household is limited. However, the methods indicate a reliance on one-way communications and 

monitoring techniques that do not support comparisons over time.   

Overwhelmingly, Agency/organization staff is conducting monitoring and few using third party monitors and 

implementing partners. Fewer indicated that cluster coordinators/cluster IMOs were engaged in monitoring. 

Notably, the role of affected communities and beneficiaries in monitoring has been overlooked, as few partners 

could detail how they are involved. Currently, more organizations are increasing their use of third party monitors; 

however, this is not without concerns as several partners highlighted that a certain level of confidentiality is required 

and that relationship between the third-party monitor and the implementing partner could introduce bias and 

reduce the objectivity of the findings. 

One partner highlighted that the reliance on field visits/direct observation could be problematic. Observation bias5 

was a key issue as partners, on the day of the visit would act differently, not demonstrating how the project was 

running during the long-term. Relatedly, the concern was also raised that these visits were considered to also 

measure “impact”, which is not feasible due to the limited timeframe of projects and the broader scope of “impact” 

which is well beyond a project level. Sampling bias is another concern as projects closer to Sana’a were unfairly 

targeted for field monitoring visits due to the relative ease of access to the site. Further partners highlighted that 

field visits were confusing monitoring with auditing, with the use of checklists.  

Recommendations 

 Improve field visits by increasing randomization in the selection of field visits and detail how to overcome 

observation bias. 

                                                           
5
 Partners who are the subject of the visits act differently when they know they are being observed.  



 

 Move from auditing/checklists to more participatory mechanisms by engaging communities/beneficiaries of 

project/programme information (e.g. targeting, objectives, quality standards) and establish safe, sustainable, 

two-way feedback mechanisms.  

 Increase the use of pre-/post-designs with realistic project level indicators. 

How are we sharing our monitoring findings?  

Most partners have monthly reports, however, the reports/data are not available to the public or they are available 

upon request. Only a few partners indicated that the report/data is made publically available via email or on a 

website, as well as in annual report, and ReliefWeb.  

Recommendations 

 Ensure information is being provided communicated to beneficiaries and affected communities and 

demonstrate how interventions adapt to monitoring findings. 

How are we using monitoring results?  

Evidence of how monitoring data is being used to inform programming is limited. This is related to the limited 

availability information which hinders its value across the response by increasing the duplication of efforts and 

limiting the common knowledge of lessons learned. This is highlighted as there are also limited instances where 

relevant data from monitoring mechanisms are jointly reviewed. At the an inter-cluster level, OCHA led a joint 

operational analysis that engaged the ICCM, Area HCTs at the Hub and the national HCT, reviewed assumptions, risks 

and hazards of the HRP. 

Recommendations 

 Expand the ActivityInfo database to develop online indicator tracking tables that monitor changes over time 

and serve as the towards  

What challenges are we facing?  

While monitoring continues to be an essential aspect of our work, there are still significant challenges that are faced. 

Overwhelmingly, limited access for programme staff is hindering regular monitoring. To overcome this programmes 

are establishing third-party monitoring mechanisms coupled with field visits. However, this requires significant 

capacity on the ground to plan and implement monitoring visits. 

Recommendations 

 Draft the monitoring frameworks for the Humanitarian Response Plan at the same time as drafting the main 

document to ensure buy-in and relevance to the response and that these elements can be feasibly updated in 

the quarterly Periodic Monitoring Report. 

 Provide information to communities and establish appropriate, reliable and safe feedback mechanisms to 

ensure communities know what to expect from projects and how to report if projects are not meeting 

expectations. 

 Sensitization of stakeholders (i.e. senior management, national authorities, donors, etc.) 

Conclusion  

With the variation of monitoring activities, critical gaps and the challenges faced, there is a need to establish 

achievable minimum standards. The framework of these minimum standards needs to be realistic and contribute to 

maintain a standard of quality that is expected.  

Contact: Stephanie Laryea, HAO, OCHA Yemen (laryeas@un.org) 


