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Glossary 
SDC Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (Swiss Ministry of Foreign Affairs) 
IFRC International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 
MRCS Mongolian Red Cross Society 
BRC British Red Cross Society 
CfH Cash for Herder Project 
VCA Vulnerability Capacity Assessment 
RCRC  Red Cross & Red Crescent 
 
NDMA Mongolian National Disaster Management Unit 
Aimag [mongol.] administrative unit (equivalent for Province) 
Soum [mongol.] administrative unit (equivalent for District) 
Bag [mongol.] administrative unit (equivalent for Village) 
 
Dzud [mongol.] Harsh winter conditions with frozen snow cover putting at risk the survival 

of domestic animals 
Tg Tugrig, Mongolian currency (1000Tg eq. 1 US$ eq. 1.2 CHF) 
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Management Comments by SDC 
SDC herewith accepts the report on the "Joint SDC-IFRC External Review on In-kind and Cash 
Distribution Projects in 2003 in Zavkhan Aimag, Mongolia" as presented by Mr. Dietz and Ms. M.L. 
Weighill. SDC also expresses its high appreciation of the competent and efficient work done by the 
evaluation team, in the field and in providing the report. 

The results of this review confirm SDC's point of view on impact effectiveness, efficiency and 
appropriateness of cash approaches. As a matter of fact, the external view represents an important 
feedback to SDC when considering future projects in Mongolia and elsewhere. 

The findings of the joint-evaluation provide evidence to SDC willingness to place emphasis on cash 
distribution projects as an equal option of humanitarian assistance, beside the "classical" in-kind or 
food delivery, as well in existential emergency as in structural poverty situations. 

Furthermore, the review affirms SDC's implementing experiences and subsequent efforts to allocate 
its proper value to Cash projects on the humanitarian agenda, which demands to correct its subliminal 
label of being unsustainable, uncontrollable and prone to misuse and fraud. 

The realisation of this external review required a high amount of dedication, mutual thrust, open mind 
and close cooperation of all involved actors. 

I address my personal thanks to my counterpart at IFRC Asia & Pacific department in Geneva, Mr. 
Sugai Satoshi, to the IFRC head of delegation in Ulaanbaatar, Mr. Udaya Regmi, to the involved 
representatives of the MRCS and the BRC and to the Swiss Cooperation Office in Ulaanbaatar for 
constructively supporting and facilitating this evaluation. 

 

Mathias Rickli, Head "Project Team Cash" 
SDC, Humanitarian Aid Department 
Bern, Switzerland 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Management Comments by IFRC 
The IFRC welcomes this opportunity to explore creative humanitarian assistance mechanisms to 
assist the most vulnerable. This review identifies that there can be indications in which both in-kind 
and cash disbursements are helpful and that, indeed, the very poor are often best served by timely 
relief through in-kind donations.  

The IFRC emphasizes at this point that the objective of the Red Cross food aid component of the Red 
Cross & Red Crescent (RCRC) project was specifically aimed at relief and never intended to address 
longer term development.  It was also concerned with a much wider concentration of relief in Mongolia 
at this time. 

It is particularly relevant that the review looked at an opportunity to explore ways to support the 
recovery stages of the Dzud disaster in Mongolia by providing cash to re-build existing livelihoods or 
seek to create alternative ones. Whilst this approach in relief is historically and traditionally different to 
the in-kind approach of the RCRC, the recent emphasis on disaster risk reduction brings with it the 
need to open up to additional creative solutions. 
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Within the region, the MRCS have been particularly proactive in this area in its decision to engage in 
Vulnerability Capacity Assessment (VCA) in early 2002 and a change in emphasis of its emergency 
appeal in late 2002. Being acutely aware of the risk of donor fatigue due to two concurrent relief 
appeals in 2001 and 2002, MRCS decided to include activities relating to assisting people ‘live with 
disaster’ as well as the important food aid. 

The appeal included warm clothes to encourage parents to send their children to school despite the 
Dzud. They also identified that in order to help herders to continue work, boots would also be useful. 
Although not mentioned in this report, psychological support was also highlighted. This acknowledged 
the MRCS’s concern about the toll on human endurance brought about by the intensity of family 
suffering through repeated severe winter Dzuds.  

The MRCS is a well respected institution that is part of an important ‘social culture’ of Mongolian 
society and has a working network at all levels. The report acknowledges that the MRCS in-kind 
donations were well received by those beneficiaries interviewed and that it prevented these families 
from selling off the small material assets they possessed in order to buy food.  

What has emerged from this review is that creative solutions that begin to address linking relief and 
development might include a combined approach where in-kind and cash disbursements could be 
explored more in the right circumstances. Cooperative partnerships could be developed where RCRC 
does what it usually does best - provide in-kind relief – whilst other agencies provide well managed 
cash disbursements aimed at disaster recovery through livelihood support. In this way, vulnerability 
due to poverty could be reduced as the livelihood support acts as disaster risk reduction anticipating 
the next seasonal disaster. In terms of cash disbursements as an emergency relief response, the 
IFRC remains cautious but notes the possibilities highlighted in this report. 

There are important lessons learned by the SDC, the IFRC and the MRCS within this review. There is 
a need to improve beneficiary selection, procurement and distribution. As acknowledged by the 
review, this includes more attention paid to local capacity building in any future cash disbursement 
initiatives. Additionally, the RCRC needs to be continually seeking ways to reduce overhead costs, 
closing the time lag between assessment and delivery of aid and the potential for irregularities. 

The Federation has much confidence in the MRCS track record of dedication in bringing relief to the 
most vulnerable. Its learning through the VCA and the change in emphasis in the 2002 emergency 
appeal are commendable. It must also be said that the MRCS is highly regarded by the public for its 
relief work. The ceremonial ambience associated with aid distribution appears to be rather cultural in 
the region and not restricted to Mongolia alone. It appears related to the ‘occasion’ of the event and 
celebrating the RCRC Movement rather than any intention to reduce the dignity of citizens receiving 
assistance. 

IFRC acknowledges the SDC and the British Red Cross for undertaking research which acknowledges 
that all experience is ‘learning’ and that we need to continue to improve our combined efforts. IFRC 
also points out the need to view this report in relation to the different target beneficiaries, the numbers 
of Aimags involved and the intended purpose of the Red Cross and SDC projects.  

Finally, some of the most vulnerable in Mongolia have benefited from the combined efforts of the 
MRCS, the IFRC and SDC through an opportunity to explore in-kind and cash disbursement projects. 
It is clear that both may have their place in relief and recovery whilst also contributing to disaster risk 
reduction in Mongolia. 



 
Joint SDC-IFRC External Review on in-kind and cash distribution projects, Zavkhan Aimag, Mongolia 
 

V 

Executive Summary 

Objective 
The main objective of this review was to obtain an external view of the quality of the in-kind 
distribution programme, implemented by IFRC/MRCS, and the Cash for Herder project, 
implemented by SDC. The evaluation also aimed at making a direct comparison of the two 
approaches with regard to appropriateness and with regard to the impact at household level 
to draw learning for future similar interventions. The evaluation undertaken did not seek to 
assess or to compare institutions or the whole of the IFRC/MRCS Dzud Emergency Relief 
Programme.  

Situation of Zavkhan aimag  
Mongolia and Zavkhan aimag1 in particular suffered severe winter conditions in consecutive 
years since 1999. Millions of animals perished and the livelihood of many thousands of 
herder families were seriously affected. Since herding is key in Mongolia’s economy many 
more people were affected, not just herders.  
 
By summer 2003 Zavkhan aimag was in a recovery / rehabilitation situation; it was not an 
emergency. Markets and supply chains were functioning. There was no increase in food 
prices due to shortages, only due to increased transportation costs. Zavkhan aimag is one of 
the poorest provinces and 60% of the population is considered poor or very poor. In order to 
get through the winter of 2003 / 2004 without external assistance many of them would have 
had to generate additional income to buy food (wheat) by selling services (e.g. firewood), by 
selling animals and by taking up loans. Mutual help within a khot-ail, a kin and 
neighbourhood community would have supported those in need as well.  

The MRCS Programme 
The Mongolian Red Cross Society launched an emergency appeal in January 2003 after an 
assessment mission had confirmed the seriousness of the situation in November 2002. The 
appeal proposed to help approximately 19,000 impoverished families in rural and urban 
areas with wheat flour, children’s clothing and boots. Zavkhan aimag was one of 17 
provinces to be included.  
 
Due to delays in raising the funds and acquiring the wheat flour the Red Cross started the 
enlisting of beneficiaries in April 2003. The Mongolian Red Cross has an infrastructure with a 
presence of functionaries that reaches right down to the district level. Potential beneficiaries 
were identified by local community leaders on the basis of the criteria proposed by the 
assessment mission. The lists were finalised by selection committees at the district level, 
which included local leaders and functionaries, some of them were also Red Cross 
functionaries. The actual distribution of the in-kind items took place in the soum2 centres in 
October 2003. 
The Red Cross scheme was largely managed by local capacities on the ground while the 
logistics had been handled from Ulaanbaatar by a foreign expert. The set of criteria for 
selecting beneficiaries was less rigid (compared with the SDC project) which provided more 
flexibility on the ground and room for decision-making for local selection committees. On the 
other hand this may have led to a situation in which some families were enlisted as 
beneficiaries who, looking for instance at the size of their herd, we wondered whether they 

                                                 
1 Aimag: Administrative unit: province 
2 Soum: Administrative unit: district  (second tier) 
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belonged to the group of vulnerable people and thus had qualified to enter the list of 
beneficiaries.  
 
In view of the existing and functioning local markets it was a rather expensive and elaborate 
exercise to identify and organise the supply of wheat flour from Kazakhstan. Because of bulk 
purchase the price for the flour purchased by the Red Cross was approximately 25% lower 
than wheat flour in local soum shops.  
 
Beneficiaries did appreciate receiving the in-kind contribution and there was hardly a criticial 
comment regarding quality of the produce. However, only few people were able to use the 
money saved from not having to buy wheat flour and spend it in areas that would generate a 
long-term income for them, since cash at hand in most beneficiary families was nil or near nil. 
Long term impact from the provision of wheat flour, shoes and clothing was therefore rather 
small. It did help beneficiaries not to further increase their debts and to avoid selling animals 
for raising necessary cash for buying food.  

SDC’s Cash for Herder Project 
SDC assessed the situation in Zavkhan aimag in June 2003 and decided to run a project 
providing a one-fold cash payment to impoverished herders and animal owners.  
 
SDC sent a team of two Swiss experts experienced with cash programmes in emergency 
situations who took up their work in the aimag centre in August 2003. Local leaders were 
requested to draft the beneficiary lists on the basis of the criteria developed by the SDC 
assessment mission. The Swiss team verified the lists. A final list was available in September 
and the cash disbursement was conducted through the Agricultural Bank to beneficiaries in 
October.  
 
The Cash for Herder scheme used clear and rigid criteria. The project lacked mechanisms 
for flexibility on the ground, necessary to adjust criteria and conditions in order to consider for 
instance hardship cases that did not fit the set criteria. Furthermore, flexibility was required 
with regard to the criteria to be able and enlist the targeted number of beneficiaries. The 
project, however, did achieve this goal in the end.  
Local participation was more focused on assistance and support; decision making was 
essentially done by the Swiss team.  
 
The impact achieved with the selected target group was significant. Many people used the 
opportunity to invest into assets from which they may benefit over a long period. The cash 
approach made use of the creativity and experience of beneficiary families to develop 
strategies out of their crisis and start implement them.  
The cost of running the programme (personnel, office, etc) were comparatively low with 25% 
of the total available budget.  
 
The Cash for Herder project showed that poor people and people under severe economic 
stress are very well capable to handle cash responsibly and develop and take strategic 
decisions on what to spend the money in order to improve the livelihood of their families in 
the medium and long term.  
 
In situations in which a population has been exposed to severe economic stress over some 
time and in which a trading and market infrastructure is still intact while no rampant inflation 
exists, it seems that the cash approach used by SDC offers significant advantages over the 
in-kind approach: response and preparation time is short, overheads can be kept low and, 
most important, beneficiaries do become economic and social actors in their own community 
again, taking their decisions on how to spend the money. 
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Завхан аймагт хийсэн үнэлгээний багийн тайлангийн хураангуй 
(Executive Summary in Mongolian language) 

Зорилго 
2004 оны 9-р сард Завхан аймагт хийгдсэн үнэлгээний ажлын үндсэн зорилго нь Олон 
улсын Улаан Загалмай ба Улаан Хавирган Сар Нийгэмлэгүүдийн Холбоо, Монголын 
Улаан Загалмай Нийгэмлэгээс (МУЗН) Завхан аймагт 2003 онд хэрэгжүүлсэн бараа 
материалын тусламжийн хөтөлбөр, мөн тухайн жил Швейцарийн Хөгжил, Хамтын 
Ажиллагааны Агентлагаас (SDC) хэрэгжүүлсэн “Малчдад зориулсан бэлэн мөнгөний 
тусламж” хөтөлбөрийн үр дүнд тулгуурлан дээрх тусламжийн хэлбэрүүд хэрэгцээ 
шаардлагад нийцэж, хүндээ хүрч чадаж буй эсэхэд хөндлөнгийн дүгнэлт гаргахад 
чиглэгдсэн. Түүнчлэн эдгээр тусламжийн хэлбэрүүдийн үр дүнг шууд харьцуулж 
үзсэнээр цаашид хэрэгжүүлэх аливаа тусламжийн үйл ажиллагааг хэрхэн үр дүнтэй 
болгох, тусламжинд хамрагдсан өрхийн амьжиргаанд аль төрлийн тусламж илүү бодит 
нөлөө үзүүлж байгааг тодорхойлохыг зорьсон. Үнэлгээний баг нь хэрэгжүүлэгч 
байгууллагуудын үйл ажиллагааг харьцуулах, МУЗН-ээс гамшгийн үед үзүүлдэг 
яаралтай тусламжийн хөтөлбөрийн үйл ажиллагаанд үнэлэлт өгөхийг зориогүй болохыг 
энд онцлон тэмдэглэх нь зүйтэй юм.  
 

Завхан аймгийн тухайд 
1999 он болон түүний дараах жилүүдэд Монгол орны нийт нутгийг хамарсан зуд 
тохиож, мал сүрэг олон саяар хорогдсоноор малчид үлэмж хэмжээний хохирол амссан. 
Нэн ялангуяа Завхан аймаг зуданд хамгийн ихээр нэрвэгдсэн аймгуудын нэг юм. 
Завхан аймгийн хувьд ядуурлын түвшин хамгийн өндөр бөгөөд нийт хүн амын 60% нь 
эмзэг буюу нэн ядуу бүлэгт хамрагддаг байна. Үүнээс гадна мал аж ахуй нь Монгол 
орны эдийн засгийн гол салбар болдог учраас зуданд зөвхөн малчид нэрвэгдсэн гэвэл 
өрөөсгөл ойлголт болох юм.  
 
Дээр дурдсан хугацаанд хэдийгээр байгалийн гамшиг, зуд нүүрлэж байсан ч 2003 оны 
зун буюу төсөл хэрэгжих үед Завхан аймагт зудын хүнд үе өнгөрч, цагийн байдал 
тогтворжих байдалтай байсан байна. Тухайн үед орон нутгийн зах зээлийн үйл 
ажиллагаа, нийлүүлэлт хэвийн байсан. Харин 2003 онд хүнсний бүтээгдэхүүний үнэ 
өссөн нь бараа таваарын хомсдолоос бус шатахууны үнийн өсөлтөөс үүдсэн 
тээвэрлэлтийн зардал өссөнтэй холбоотой юм.  
 
2003 онд Завхан аймагт төсөл хэрэгжээгүй байсан бол малчид 2003/2004 оны өвлийг 
өнтэй давахын тулд дараах зүйлийг хийх байсан гэдэг нь үнэлгээний явцад тодорхой 
болсон юм. Үүнд, хоол хүнс, өвлийн идшээ бэлтгэхийн тулд нэг хэсэг нь малаа зарж 
борлуулах, эвсэл цөөн малтай нэг хэсэг нь мод түлээ бэлтгэх замаар орлогын эх үүсвэр 
бий болгох боломжтой байсан байна. Үүнээс гадна өр зээл тавьж байж өвлийг давах 
байсан хүмүүс ч байсан. Мөн амьдралын боломж муутай малчид олон тооны малтай 
айлыг түшиглэн амьдралаа залгуулдаг, эсвэл цөөн тооны малтай өрх гэрүүд хот 
айлаар хамтран нэг нэгэндээ тусалж дэмждэг сайх уламжлал бий гэдгийг ч бас энд 
дурдах хэрэгтэй.  
 

МУЗН-ийн гамшгийн тусламжийн хөтөлбөр 
Монгол оронд жил дараалан тохиосон ган зуд, байгалийн гамшиг үлэмж хэмжээний 
хохирол учруулж, ард түмний амьдрал мэдэгдэхүйц доройтсон гэдгийг 2002 оны 11 
сард хийсэн үнэлгээ тодорхой харуулсан тул 2003 оны 1 сард МУЗН олон нийтэд 
хандаж гамшгийн хүнд нөхцөлд буй ард түмэнд туслах уриалга гаргасан. Энэ нь нийт 
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17 аймгийг хамарсан хот, хөдөөгийн 19000 гаруй өрхөд гурил, хүүхдийн гутал хувцас 
зэргээр туслах уриалга байсан. Энэхүү тусламжинд хамрагдсан аймгуудын нэг нь 
Завхан аймаг юм.  
 
Дээрх уриалгын дагуу хандив цуглуулах, мөн хандивын мөнгөөр шаардлагатай 
хэмжээний гурил будаа нийлүүлэх ажлыг гүйцэтгэхэд нэлээд төвөгтэй байснаас 
хөтөлбөрийн хэрэгжилт удааширч тусламжинд хамрагдах өрхийг сонгох ажил 2003 оны 
4 сард эхэлсэн. МУЗН нь Монгол улсын бүх аймаг сум, дүүргийн хэмжээнд нэгж 
салбартай, дотоод сүлжээ сайн хөгжсөн байгууллага юм. Сум, дүүргийн түвшинд орон 
нутгийн удирдлага нь үнэлгээний багаас гаргасан тодорхой шалгуурын дагуу 
тусламжинд хамрагдах өрхийн нэрсийг бүрдүүлсэн. Нэрсийн жагсаалтыг сум, дүүргийн 
удирдлага, МУЗН-ийн сум, дүүрэг дэх салбарын ажилтан зэргээс бүрдсэн комисс 
хэлэлцэж, эцэслэн шийдвэрлэж, тусламжийг гардуулах ажлыг 2003 оны 10 сард орон 
нутагт нь зохион байгуулсан байна.  
 
МУЗН-ийн тусламжийн нийлүүлэлт, хуваарилалтын ажлыг Улаанбаатар хотод 
төвлөрүүлэн, гаднын мэргэжилтэн хариуцан ажиллаж байсан ч орон нутагт эзэнд нь 
хүргэх ажлыг нутгийн удирдлага өөрсдөө зохион байгуулсан. Тусламжинд хамрагдах 
өрхийг сонгох шалгуур уян хатан байсан тул (SDC-ийн шалгууртай харьцуулахад) орон 
нутгийн удирдлагад аливаа асуудлыг газар дээр нь шийдвэрлэх боломжтой байсан 
байна. Харин шалгуурын уян хатан байдал нь зарим талаараа сул талтай болохыг 
харуулсан. Жишээлэхэд зарим нэг өрхийн малын тоог авч үзэхэд үнэхээр тусламжинд 
хамрагдах шаардлагатай эмзэг бүлгийн өрх байсан гэдэгт эргэлзээ төрүүлж байгаа юм.  
 
Орон нутгийн зах зээл, нийлүүлэлт хэвийн байсан үед Казакстанаас гурил нийлүүлсэн 
нь маш өндөр өртөгтэй болсон. Харин гурилыг нэг газраас их хэмжээгээр авсан тул 
худалдан авсан бөөний үнэ нь суманд зарагддаг гурилын үнээс даруй 25% бага байсан 
байна.  
 
Тусламжинд хамрагдсан хүмүүс хүнд бэрх цаг үед өгсөн тусламжийг талархалтайгаар 
хүлээн авсан бөгөөд нийлүүлсэн тусламжийн барааны чанарын талаар ямар ч 
шүүмжлэл гараагүй. Харин бүтэн жилийн хэрэгцээгээ хангах гурилтай болсноос гурил 
худалдан авахад зарцуулах байсан мөнгөө хэмнэж, ямарваа нэг орлогын эх үүсвэртэй 
болоход зарцуулсан хүн маш цөөн байлаа. Энэ нь нэг талаар малчдын гар дээр бэлэн 
мөнгө байнга байдаггүйтэй холбоотой юм. Тиймээс гутал хувцас, гурил олгосон нь 
тухайн цаг үедээ өрхийн амьжиргаанд бодьтой хувь нэмэр үзүүлсэн ч удаан хугацааны 
туршид үзүүлэх үр дүн багатай гэж дүгнэж болно. Нөгөө талаар эд материалын 
тусламж нь малчдад хоол хүнсээ авахын тулд нэмж өр зээл тавих, цөөн хэдэн малаа 
зарж үрэгдүүлэх зэргээс сэргийлснээрээ эерэг талтай байлаа.  
 

SDC-ийн бэлэн мөнгөний тусламж 
Швейцарийн Хөгжил, Хамтын Ажиллагааны Агентлагаас 2003 оны 6 сард Завхан 
аймагт үнэлгээний баг ажиллаж, зуданд нэрвэгдсэн байдалд дүгнэлт хийн, их 
хэмжээний малын хохирол амссан, эмзэг бүлгийн малчид болон мал бүхий иргэдэд нэг 
удаагийн бэлэн мөнгөний буцалтгүй тусламж олгохоор шийдвэрлэсэн.  
 
Тусламжийн үйл ажиллагааг 2003 оны 8-р сараас Швейцарийн Холбооны Улсын хоёр 
мэргэжилтний бүрэлдэхүүнтэй төслийн баг хэрэгжүүлсэн. Энэхүү хоёр мэргэжилтэн нь 
гамшгийн үед бэлэн мөнгөөр туслах үйл ажиллагааг удаа дараа хэрэгжүүлж байсан 
арвин туршлагатай хүмүүс юм. Төсөлд хамрагдагсдыг сонгон шалгаруулахдаа SDC-ээс 
хатуу шалгуур үзүүлэлт тогтоон, үүний дагуу орон нутгийн удирдлага тусламжинд 
хамрагдах боломж бүхий өрхийн жагсаалтыг гаргаж төслийн багт хүргүүлсэн. Төслийн 
баг уг жагсаалтыг хянан шалгасан бөгөөд төсөлд хамрагдах хүмүүсийн нэрсийн 
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жагсаалтын эцсийн хувилбарыг 2003 оны 9 сард баталсан байна. Бэлэн мөнгө олгох 
ажлыг тус оны 10 сард ХААН банкны салбаруудаар дамжуулан зохион байгуулсан.  
“Малчдад зориулсан бэлэн мөнгө” төсөлд хамрагдах өрхийн шалгуур хатуу тогтоогдсон 
байснаас орон нутгийн түвшинд гарсан аливаа асуудлыг шийдвэрлэхэд уян хатан байх 
боломжгүй байсан байна. Иймээс шалгуурыг хангаж чадаагүй ч тусламжинд хамруулах 
зайлшгүй шаардлагатай хүнд нөхцлийн айл өрхийг харгалзан үзэх уян хатан байдал 
дутагдалтай байсан нь харагдлаа. Үүнээс гадна төсөлд хамруулах өрхийн тоо 
хязгаартай байсан бөгөөд энэхүү хатуу тогтоосон шалгуурыг төслийн хэрэгжилтийн 
явцад өөрчлөх шаардлагатай болсон. Иймээс ч төлөвлөсөн тооны өрхийг төсөлд 
хамруулахын тулд шалгуурыг уян хатан болгож өөрчилснөөр төслийн баг эцсийн 
зорилгодоо хүрч чадсан байна. Тусламжийг зохион байгуулах ажилд орон нутгийн 
удирдлагын тусламж дэмжлэгийг авч байсан ч аливаа асуудлыг төсөл хэрэгжүүлэх баг 
бие даан эцэслэн шийдвэрлэж байсан байна. 
 
Бэлэн мөнгө олгосон нь төсөлд хамрагдсан өрхийн амьжиргааг дээшлүүлэхэд өндөр ач 
холбогдолтой байсан. Төсөлд хамрагдагсдын ихэнх нь тусламжаар олгогдсон мөнгөө 
цаашид тогтвортой үр ашгаа өгөх орлогын эх үүсвэр бий болгох зүйлд зарцуулсан. 
Иймээс ч бэлэн мөнгөний тусламжийн үр дүнд зарим айл өрх эдийн засгийн хүнд 
байдлаас гарах арга замыг эрэлхийлж, амьжиргаагаа дээшлүүлэх аятай нөхцлийг 
бүрдүүлж чадсан байна. Төслийг хэрэгжүүлэхэд зарцуулсан үйл ажиллагааны зардал 
нь нийт төсвийн 25% байсан нь харьцангүй бага зардлаар хэрэгжүүлэх боломжтойг 
харуулж байна.  
 
Малчдад бэлэн мөнгө олгох төсөл хэрэгжүүлсэн нь ядуу айл өрх, эдийн засгийн 
хүндрэлтэй байгаа хүмүүс мөнгөнд хариуцлагатай хандаж, өөртөө үр ашигтай зүйлд 
зарцуулж чадаж байгааг тодорхой харуулсан. Хэдийгээр ядуу зүдүү ч гэсэн айл өрхүүд 
өнөө маргаашийн хэрэгцээндээ бус, тэдний амьдралыг дорвитой сайжруулах зүйлд 
зарцуулах шийдвэр гаргаж чадсан байна.  
 
Ийнхүү дээр дурдсан зүйлүүдийг үндэслэн Завхан аймагт ажилласан үнэлгээний баг 
дараах дүгнэлтийг гаргаж байна. Үүнд: 
 

- Орон нутгийн зах зээл, худалдаа наймаа хэвийн явагдаж байгаа эдийн засгийн 
тогтвортой нөхцөлд цаг зуурын байгалийн бэрхшээлд нэрвэгдсэн ард иргэдэд 
бараа материалын тусламжаас бэлэн мөнгөний тусламжийн хэлбэр нь илүү 
тохиромжтой тусламж болдог байна.  

- Бэлэн мөнгөний тусламж нь богино хугацаанд бага зардлаар зохион байгуулах 
боломжтойгоороо онцлог бөгөөд эмзэг бүлгийн иргэдийг орон нутагтаа дахин 
эдийн засгийн чадавхитай иргэд болоход нь бодит хувь нэмэр оруулдаг байна.  

- Үүгээр зогсохгүй тухайн иргэдэд мөнгөө өөрийн хэрэгцээний дагуу зарцуулах 
боломж олгож, сонголт өгдгөөрөө давуу талтай юм. 
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1. Background to the Evaluation 
IFRC / MRCS have a long experience in relief activities in favour of the nomadic population 
in remote Mongolia suffering from the harsh environmental conditions. The Mongolia Red 
Cross Society has an infrastructure structure that reaches right down to the soum (district) 
level. 
 
Under the socialist regime that prevailed until the start of the 1990s, Mongolia made great 
progress in improving human development indicators, and poverty was virtually unknown. 
Political and economic transition in the 1990s brought about a rapid rise in asset and income 
inequality, and at least a third of the population has been living in poverty since 1995. Many 
workers made redundant from uneconomic state-owned enterprises were absorbed into the 
extensive livestock sector in rural areas and by the growing informal economy in urban 
areas. The livestock sector grew dramatically, with herders accounting for over a third of the 
total population and half of the active labour force by the late 1990s. Three consecutive years 
of drought and harsh winters in 1999–2002 then drastically reduced the national herd. These 
trends have to be viewed against a backdrop of relative neglect of the livestock sector in 
development priorities and a decline in agricultural productivity. Pressures on common 
pasture have mounted, and conflict over grazing is becoming endemic. In such a context, 
sustainable management of Mongolia's pastoral commons should be central to the country's 
economic development agenda in general, and to its poverty reduction strategy in particular. 
 
SDC started to provide humanitarian assistance in 2000 upon IFRC and UN emergency 
appeals. In 2002 and 2003, SDC funded and implemented two cash projects in Gobi-Altai 
and Zavkhan aimag respectively. 
 
SDC has run cash programmes in emergency situations in other countries too. The 
organisation is interested to learn and understand better the factors which are key for 
successful cash programmes. SDC maintains a close dialogue with several other institutions 
which either research or implement cash programmes in emergency situations. 

2. Objectives of the Evaluation 
The main objective of this review was to obtain an external view of the quality of the in-kind 
distribution programme, implemented by IFRC/MRCS, and the Cash for Herder project, 
implemented by SDC. Both were carried out in the same location and during the same time 
period serving the same target population. For this reason it was thought that a direct 
comparison of the two approaches with regard to appropriateness and with regard to the 
impact at household level was possible to draw learning for future similar interventions.  
 
It should be understood that the evaluation and research undertaken did not seek to evaluate 
or to compare institutions or programmes. The evaluation compared the two  
approaches, in-kind and cash, explicitly taking as its unit of analysis the dzud3-affected 
household in Zavkhan Aimag which had received either in kind or in cash assistance during 
the autumn of 2003.  
 
The Mongolian Red Cross had several other components in the programme such as for 
instance disaster preparedness and capacity building which were outside the scope of this 
evaluation.  

                                                 
3 Dzud: very severe winter, often preceded by very dry summers 
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3. Background to the Humanitarian Assistance Measures of SDC 
and IFRC/MRCS 

3.1 Zavkhan Aimag 
Zavkhan aimag lies approximately 1,000 km west of Ulaanbaatar. It covers an area of 82,500 
km2 with a population of 82,900 in 20,200 households (Figures of 2003). 50% of the 
households (10,100) are in herding. The total number of livestock runs to 1,443,200. 
 
The aimag was hit by several severe dzuds and droughts since winter of 1999/2000. As a 
result, herders in Zavkhan aimag have lost altogether 1.1 mio animals which accounts for 
over 50% of its total livestock counted in the end of 1999.  
 
Over 1,100 herder families had lost all their livestock and 4,448 herder families were left only 
less than 20% of what they owned before.  
 
Unemployment rate in Zavkhan aimag as a whole is 40.6% as of July 2003. Also a high 
number of especially young adults remain in the countryside living off their parents. 
 
Zavkhan aimag has the highest number of poor population in Mongolia living below poverty 
line (with monthly income of 17.0 US $ per person). According to a recent survey carried out 
by the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare (2001), over 60% of total population of Zavkhan 
aimag is classified as a poor. Out of total 21,647 families, 30.1% fall under poor category and 
32.6% under very poor category. 

3.2 SDC’s Cash for Herders (CfH) Project 2003 
A 3 day assessment mission in Zavkhan aimag in June 2003 had shown the extent of 
poverty of nomads in the region. Members of the assessment mission were the SDC 
representative in Mongolia and the person responsible for Mongolia in SDC’s Humanitarian 
Assistance Department in Bern. Many of the herders had less than 10-20 animals remaining, 
"which is not enough to live and not enough to die", as some herders stated. A cash 
programme in Zavkhan aimag was regarded as a suitable response to long-term dzud-
affected people.  
 
The main objective of the project was to combat impoverishment in the long-term dzud-
affected region of Zavkhan aimag in north-western Mongolia. This was to be achieved by 
providing highly vulnerable herder families with a one-fold cash contribution to cover most 
urgent needs during the coming winter.  

Project description 
A total of 800,000 CHF were allocated for the project. Target groups were impoverished 
herders in Zavkhan, the aimag that was most affected by the dzuds during the past years.  
 
The following criteria for beneficiaries were finally agreed:  
 Poor families according to government classification (US $ 0.50/day per person)  
 Herder families owning less than 35% of animals compared with December 1999 
 Families not considered by other relief programmes in 2003 
 Families who live presently in the targeted area  

 
The programme was implemented in all 24 soums of the aimag. Each soum received a 
contingency of beneficiaries according to the percentage of herder families per soum and 
weighted by the poverty level per soum compared with the aimag level. 
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2,348 beneficiary families received a cash payment of 200,000 Tg which is equivalent to 
approximately 200 US $. This amount needs to be placed in context: the government-defined 
cut-off line for the income of vulnerable families is 15 US $ per family member per month. 
Assuming a family with five members, the cut-off line for the family is 75 US $ per month. 
 
The cash programme was implemented by two Swiss experts who were experienced in 
managing cash programmes in emergencies. In a first phase, they randomly verified the 
beneficiary lists that had been drawn up by bag4 leaders. Prior to the payment process 
through the Agricultural Bank of Mongolia, a proper announcement of procedures and rules 
of the programme was communicated to the population.  
 
After payments were effected, instructed monitors of a local women’s organisation visited 
10% of randomly selected beneficiary families in order to ask beneficiaries how they had 
used the contribution.  

3.3 Mongolian Dzud Emergency Relief Programme of IFRC / MRCS 
An international assessment mission (which included IFRC and MRCS staff and external 
consultants) took place in November 2002 and recommended an emergency response. The 
overall programme had contributed towards meeting the needs of 17,000 families with 5,434 
MT of wheat flour in rations of 300 kg for rural areas and 150 kg in urban areas. Warm 
clothing and boots were distributed under the scheme to 15,165 individuals residing in rural 
areas.  
 
The programme had set the following objectives:  

Objective 1: 
To ensure a minimum calorific intake for the most vulnerable men, women and children for a 
period of six months by providing a supplementary ration of 300 kg of wheat flour per family 
unit. This represents the equivalent of a daily ration of approximately 1,200 kcal. 

Objective 2: 
The second objective related to a food for work programme, which was not operated. 

Objective 3: 
To maintain or increase the school attendance of 19,313 very vulnerable children in the worst 
affected areas through the provision of warm jackets and trousers. 

Objective 4: 
To provide adult boots for 15,165 herder households to enable herding to continue when 
horses have died and/or when household economies have prevented the purchase of 
adequate footwear. 
 
The following criteria for selecting beneficiaries were applied:  
 Lost all their livestock and had no alternative employment or living; 
 Suffered high livestock losses and had no alternative employment or living; 
 Are living in urban areas, are unregistered and unemployed. 

 
A distribution of 1,000 tons of wheat flour was possible already in January 2003. Delays 
occurred with procurement of the remaining amount due to the unpredictable arrival of 
funding.  
 
Numerous other components were part of the IFRC / MRCS programme which were not 
covered by this evaluation. They included:  
                                                 
4 Bag: Administrative unit: village 
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Advocacy: 
 Lobby other agencies to develop a coordinated strategy for more sustainable responses 

to long term vulnerabilities. 

Media/Public Information Plan: 
 Draw the attention of donors to the ongoing situation in Mongolia in both urban and rural 

areas, and to the need for long term solutions for the plight of herders and ex-herders, as 
well as to create and maintain visibility of Red Cross response to the disaster 

Mongolian Red Cross Society Capacity Building: 
 Improve the information capacity of the Mongolian Red Cross. 
 Revitalise Red Cross local branches in seventeen soums  
 Strengthen the capacities of two humanitarian centres in Ulaanbaatar to deliver outreach 

services to the urban poor. 
 Build up the logistics capacity of the MRCS  
 Improve MRCS headquarters and the Mongolian Federation delegation’s systems for 

establishing baseline data collection, monitoring, reporting and evaluation. 

Capacity of the Federation: 
 Mobilise the appropriate human, in kind and financial resources to provide efficient and 

effective support to the national society for ten months. 

The ger of a poor family in Yaroo soum 
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3.4 Comparing Key Features of the Two Projects in Zavkhan 
 SDC Cash For Herders  

 
Int. Federation Red Cross /  
Mongolian Red Cross 

Date of initial assessment  
 

June 2003 November 2002 

Launch of appeal, request of 
the funds 

July 2003 January 2003 

Date of start of project 
(personnel started to work) 
 

August 2003 February 2003 

Date of disbursement October 2003 October 2003 
 

Number of Aimags covered  
 

1 aimag (Zavkhan) 17 aimags 

Total number beneficiaries  
 

2,348  17,000 

Total number of beneficiaries  
in Zavkhan 
 

2,348  1,330  

Benefits provided in Zavkahn 
 

Cash (200,000 Tg5) 300 kg wheat flour  
1 set children’s cloths 
1 pair of boots 

Criteria for selecting 
beneficiaries 
 

 Poor families according to 
government classification 
(US $ 0.50/day per person)  

 Herder families owning less 
than 35% of animals 
compared with December 
1999 

 Families not considered by 
other relief programmes in 
2003 

 Families who live presently in 
the targeted area  

 Lost all their livestock and had 
no alternative employment or 
living. 

 Suffered high livestock losses 
and had no alternative 
employment or living. 

 Are living in urban areas are 
unregistered and 
unemployed. 

 Are not considered by other 
relief programmes 

Who managed the project / 
programme 

Swiss Development Cooperation Mongolian Red Cross with support 
from the Federation of the 
International Red Cross 

Role of local authorities, local 
leaders 
 

Advisory role 
 

Decision-making (Red Cross 
functionaries are also 
functionaries in local authorities) 

Total budget 800,000 CHF 
 

2,807,298 CHF 

Budget going to beneficiaries 600,000 CHF 
 

1,819,673 CHF 

Budget for overheads and 
other items 

200,000 CHF 987,625 CHF 

 

                                                 
5 Tugrig, Mongolian currency; 820 Tg / CHF (October 2003) 
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4. Methodology of the Evaluation 
The evaluation was carried out by a team composed of seven people: 
 Ms.Handsuren Suvd; Mongolian Agricultural University  (Team I) 
 Ms.Soyolmaa Dolgor, SDC (Team I) 
 Mr.Batchuluun Ch., National Disaster Management Agency (Team I) 
 Mr. Martin Dietz, FAKT, external Reviewer (Team I) 

 
 Ms.Batgerel, Mongolian Red Cross Society (Team II) 
 Ms.Otgontuya, International Federation of the Red Cross (Team II) 
 Ms.Marie-Louise Weighill, British Red Cross Society (Team II) 

 
 
Six soums (out of a total of 24) in Zavkhan aimag were selected along the criteria of 
 Isolation 
 Poverty 
 Degree to which they had been affected by dzuds 

 
The SDC database drawn up during the programme was used for the selection of the soums. 
The following soums were selected: 
 Tuduvtei 
 Yaruu 
 Songino 
 Telmen 
 Ikh-Uul 
 Ikh-Uul 
 Tosontsengel 

 
A total of 24 beneficiaries (12 cash /12 in-kind) in 3 bags were interviewed in each soum 
using a pre-structured questionnaire. For some interviews the teams were accompanied by 
bag leaders, in other cases we were without local leader.  
 
In addition the team leaders undertook a series of individual interviews with beneficiary 
families and focus groups with local government representatives, traders and business 
people, health professionals, teachers and children. 
The team spent a total of 8 days in the field. 
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5. The Situation in Zavkhan Aimag in 2003 
The aimag was hit particularly hard by the dzuds in 1999/2000 and the following two years. 
Most families had lost significant numbers of animals. Many herder families who had lost 
most animals moved into soum centres and tried to make a living there. The number of 
shops in soum centres, as an example, had increased several fold as former herders tried to 
make a living from trading.  
 
Local leaders emphasised that there was no acute hunger situation in the aimag in summer 
2003 and it was not expected that people would go hungry in the following winter. In focus 
group discussions local leaders stressed that no one in their soum would go hungry. Existing 
systems of community support ensure that ‘no-one in a khot-ail goes hungry’ – a clear 
system of kin and khot-ail/neighbourly support.  
 
Traders confirmed in discussions that the demand for wheat flour, a basic food item that is 
being traded, did not fall, even in the most severe dzud-caused stress situations.  
 
The meat market was an interesting indicator for the stress situation. Beef has not been 
available in the market for some time: people do not sell cattle at this point. If at all then 
sheep are sold. Several traders bought animals from other aimags for slaughter and sale of 
meat.  
 
Asked for their coping strategies (“How would you have coped if you had not received the 
cash / in-kind support?”), people refered mainly to the sale of animals, tapping other sources 
of income (making firewood for others, hunting, etc) and borrowing money (Fig. 1). It is 
interesting that the number of in-kind beneficiaries who would have sold animals was double 
to those who were cash beneficiaries. It may be that the latter were in a less difficult situation 
and would have preferred to keep their assets.  

Coping Strategies of Beneficiaries
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Fig. 1: Coping strategies of people interviewed in emergency situations 
 
It is clear that Zavkhan in 2003 did not have an emergency or even a situation of ‘coping 
failure’ but rather one of slow and bumpy recovery for the herder economy and the soums in 
general. 

1
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6. The Cash for Herders Project 2003 

6.1 Implementation 
The project was essentially implemented by a team of two experienced Swiss experts who 
had operated already the SDC-funded Cash Project in Gobi Altay in 2002. They were 
assisted by two interpreters, who also served as project assistants, one IT expert, two interns 
and two drivers. The team set up an office in Uliastai along with an IT infrastructure (laptops, 
server, printer, etc).  
 
An amount of 800,000 CHF was budgeted for the Cash for Herder project by SDC in Bern, 
which had to cover all expenses, including cost of implementation (which was limited to 
25%). The amount of 200,000 Tg paid to each beneficiary family was chosen as to have 
some significance in terms of the needed winter preparation on the one side and to assure 
that the most affected families can be addressed with the budgeted money. It was mentioned 
earlier already that this amount corresponds to approximately three months income of a 
vulnerable 5 member family in rural areas (that is the cut-off line for vulnerable families by 
Mongolian government definition). 

Criteria for selecting beneficiaries 
The criteria for the selection of beneficiaries were developed by the SDC assessment 
mission (SDC representative in Ulaanbaatar and the person responsible for Mongolia in 
Bern) who had travelled Zavkhan in June 2003. Hard criteria were used as to ensure that the 
lists of beneficiaries could be developed in the shortest possible time. Hard criteria would 
also reduce the risk of abuse.  It was assumed that local authorities / leaders had the 
required data at hand in order to draw up the list of beneficiaries. 
 
The following final set of criteria were agreed upon: 
 Poor families according to government classification (US $ 0.50/day(per person)  
 Herder families owning less than 35% of animals compared to December 1999 
 Families not considered by other relief programmes in 2003 
 Families who live presently in the targeted area 

 
Initially SDC had set 80% animals lost as a criterion. This was changed in the course of 
compiling the beneficiary lists to 65% in order to enlist a larger number of beneficiaries and 
so be able to use the available money.  
 
The support was meant primarily for those herder families who had experienced significant 
losses of their herd during the past 5 years. Impoverished families resident in soums were 
intentionally not considered at the start. Again, in the course of drawing up the list of 
beneficiaries the focus was shifted from herders to animal owners. And most families do own 
animals.  
 
Setting clear cut criteria had its advantage. It helped drawing up lists of beneficiaries, despite 
problems experienced in the process. The percentage loss of animals was a difficult criterion 
to assess reliably. It may have been better to simply use an absolute number of animals 
remaining after the dzud, e.g. maximum 50 animals. Though, the percentage loss was an 
indicator of the stress a family was under.  
 
Most beneficiaries interviewed had understood the criteria and generally thought that they 
were appropriate. A critical comment frequently raised by local leaders and officials was that 
only individual families were considered as beneficiaries and no money was provided for the 
community and for community-managed projects (well rehabilitation, fodder production, etc). 
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We felt that this was a genuine concern, arguing that the Mongolian rural society is strongly 
community oriented. 

Listing of beneficiaries 
The bag leaders were asked to draw up a list of beneficiaries according to the criteria in 
August 2004. The beneficiaries for the Red Cross emergency programme had been selected 
by bag leaders already in March 2004. It was assumed that many of the very vulnerable 
families had been listed as beneficiaries for the Red Cross in-kind programme and were 
therefore not entitled to be listed on the SDC list.  
 
A CfH-committee was set up which was made up of representatives of soums. Members of 
the committee were requested to review the lists and discuss them before they were passed 
on to the SDC experts.  
 
The initial lists drawn up by bag leaders for the CfH project apparently did not fit the set 
criteria and the lists had to be returned for revision.  
 
In the next round the number of selected beneficiaries were not sufficient for the funds that 
needed to be spent. Thus, the criterion of 80% animals lost since 1999 was reduced to 65%. 
Lists went back and forth which caused considerable irritations. In some cases up to a third 
of the proposed beneficiaries on the list submitted were rejected (in Telman soum for 
example 30 names were rejected and 72 accepted). This led to problems for the local 
leadership in that they were held accountable by rejected potential beneficiaries for a 
decision over which they had no control.  
 
The aim to assure that only beneficiaries who clearly fitted with the set criteria on the one 
side while wanting to spend all available money for the herders on the other side was difficult 
to reconcile with the database available and with the methods used.  
 
The project had mechanisms to learn and adjust as the process of drawing up the beneficiary 
list was ongoing. Though it seems that the process of changing criteria and focus was not 
easy the project was able to adjust. An apparent problem in that process was the question of 
who had the mandate to adjust criteria and conditions for beneficiaries – the personnel in the 
field or in headquarters.  

Hardship fund 
This fund had about CHF 32,000 to support 100-140 households who were not listed by the 
CfH II project as beneficiaries, yet were exposed to high risk to be hit from shortage of food 
during the next winter. 
 
The local authorities suggested that the hardship fund will provide support among others to 
 Severely dzud-affected high-member herder families who have lost their ger; 
 Severely dzud-affected herder families, who moved to the aimag centre after having lost 

all animals during the last 4 winters.  
 Severely dzud-affected herder families, who were “forgotten” as potential beneficiaries by 

the local leaders during the CfH registration process for different reasons. 
 Very poor families, who have lived without registration and, subsequently without social 

support, in the aimag centre for more than one year. 
 
During the evaluation we did not single out specifically those hardship cases. 
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Small Projects 
Several small projects were funded which complemented the cash programme. They 
included for instance the costs for printing a flyer on marmot plague and the cost for 
transporting people for medical treatment to Ulaanbaatar. The bag leaders received CHF 50 
(43,000 Tg) as a recognition of their efforts to draw up beneficiary lists and support the 
project in different ways.  

Targeting; cases of misuse 
One of the assessment teams was told by beneficiaries in one bag that they had to pay the 
bag leader an amount of 15,000 Tg to get on the beneficiary list.  
 
In several cases it was observed that those community schemes for which people had not 
paid in the past (for instance wolf protection or health insurances) cash beneficiaries were 
forced to pay right after having received the money. These were amounts of 10,000 to 
20,000 Tg.  
 
The review teams did not find cases which significantly deviated from the set criteria. The 
validity of those criteria, however, was challenged most often on the grounds that they 
excluded the vulnerable non-herders – the soum centre interviews revealed significant 
numbers of ex employees of government enterprises or administrations who had no 
alternative source of income.  
 
Asked whether they had received emergency assistance earlier, two thirds of the CfH 
beneficiaries interviewed responded with yes. They had received assistance from either 
ADRA or the Red Cross.  
 
 % Numbers 
No 32 23 
Yes 68 49 
  72 

Table 1: Did beneficiaries receive emergency aid in the years before? 
 
That indicates that these families had been vulnerable for a longer period of time already. 
They had received in-kind emergency assistance which helped them in the immediate 
situation but did not really have a longer term impact on the economics of their household.   
 
SDC’s selection criterion of vulnerability was based on the government definition which is an 
earning of less than US $ 0.50/day (per family member). The government definition for 
vulnerability also refers to a maxium herd size of 50 animals. 20% of the families selected 
were beyond the limit of 50 animals. 
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Fig. 2: Number of animals beneficiary families owed in September 2003 
 
On average CfH beneficiaries held 23.3 animals in September 2003 while the average family 
size was 4.8 members. 
 
In terms of the issue of accountability to beneficiaries there were deficits. As explained 
above, the SDC project targeting was essentially performed externally. The project did not 
gather feedback on the perceptions and reactions of potential and rejected beneficiaries. We 
did not learn of an appeals procedure.  

Security, Risk 
The issue of security was looked at as required by the terms of reference. The existence of a 
stable and well functioning banking and administrative infrastructure meant that there were 
no threats or concerns expressed regarding security on either operation. 

Financial Accountability 
The accounts of the SDC project were independently audited and there were clear, 
transparent (albeit expensive) and effective financial safeguards in place.  

Timing 
Concerns around this issue were both seasonal (in terms of the time of year that the project 
was launched) and related to the stage of dzud and the actual levels of vulnerability and 
need manifest at the time of operation. A major concern for many herders who received the 
cash was that if they were intending to use the money for restocking, October was not very 
appropriate for the purchase of animals since prices for animals are high and there is 
insufficient time to gather the necessary fodder resources to see them over the winter. It was 
suggested that May to June was the best time to purchase animals. Prices for animals are 
low at that time and people have sufficient time to take preparation for the winter. ,  

Role of Local Authorities  
Staff of local government units (soum and bag) drew up list of beneficiaries and submitted 
them to the SDC project.  Decisions were essentially taken by the Swiss expert team. As 
noted already, this had caused considerable problems for the local administration in some 
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areas. A joint workshop of bag and soum leaders was held with governors in the aimag 
centre.  
 
Using local knowledge and experience of the administration may have increased the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the project significantly. It may have further improved the 
quality of targeting, and it may have further enhanced the quality of support provided by local 
leaders to beneficiaries on the question of how to use of the cash provided. Furthermore, it 
would have been desirable to build up local local capacities for running such projects in 
future.  

6.2 Impact 

Did the approach meet the needs of the beneficiaries?  
We assumed that the needs of the beneficiaries were identified during the initial assessment. 
The main objective of the project was to combat impoverishment. This was to be achieved by 
providing highly vulnerable herder families a one-fold cash contribution to cover most urgent 
needs during the coming winter.  
 
The structured interviews with beneficiaries included the question for their most pressing 
needs in summer 2003. 

Fig. 3: Pressing of needs of family in September 2003 
 
Nearly 70% of the respondents mentioned that food was their first priority. The remaining 
30% mentioned “others” as their most pressing needs. These included:  
 
 % of Respondents 
Cash 35 
Animals 25 
Medical 
treatment 12 
Education  13 
Others 15 

Table 2: Breakdown of the category “other most pressing needs” 
 
The fact that 70% of the respondents mentioned that food was their first priority has to be 
seen in context. Herders always have to buy food; they produce meat and dairy products but 
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have to buy all other food items, such as wheat flour, rice or potatoes. Furthermore, herders 
are mostly strapped of cash and have to buy on credit, often repaying with kind like wool, 
cashmere or meat. 
More than half of the beneficiaries interviewed responded by saying they need cash and 
animals. 
 
The CfH Project provided people with cash. That gave people the opportunity and the choice 
to spent money on their priority needs. Markets around them were functioning and people 
had access to them.  

Gender 
No negative impacts on gender were observed. In rural households men do generally take 
the decisions regarding the use of cash. This was confirmed by the questionnaires. The 
money was in most cases spent on purchases that were in the interest of the whole family.  
 
When asked who took the decision on how to spend the cash received we got the following 
response:  
 
 % of respondents 
Husband 40 
Wife 22 
Both 35 
Others 3 

Table 3: Who decided on the use of the cash? 

Local markets 
Far from being an example of ‘market failure’, the traders interviewed revealed a local 
economy that while struggling with unbelievably poor infrastructure, huge distances, 
uncertain supply routes and high transportation costs, was in general able to supply local 
people with desired products. While smaller traders were unable to sell wheat flour because 
of the required working capital of procuring and transporting bulk from the aimag centre or 
from Ulaanbaatar, there were in every soum centre visited at least five local traders who sold 
wheat flour and they reported no difficulty in accessing sufficient quantities to meet the 
requirements of those who received the cash in October.  
 
Herders do most of their purchases in the local soum centre. Shop owners said that in the 
time immediately following the cash distribution the demand went up briefly before it came 
back to normal levels again. They could respond to the demand for food items and prices 
were not affected. Price increases were rather caused by the increased costs for 
transportation, but not by a sudden increase in demand.  
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Fig. 4: Where did beneficiaries spend the cash they received? 
 
The impact on local trade certainly has to be seen in context. The SDC scheme had 
supported roughly 15% of the poorest households in the aimag. Shop owners in one soum 
alone had outstanding loans that corresponded to the total SDC cash support for the soum. 
Furthermore, most families would have done these food purchases anyway, whether the 
SDC cash support would have come or not.  
 
The SDC project had a very positive impact on shop owners, since beneficiaries used part of 
the cash to repay loans. This helped the cash flow of the shop owners.  

Migration 
There is evidence that the cash distribution caused some ex herders who had moved to 
soum centres as a result of having lost all their animals, to move back out into herding after 
having bought animals with the cash. While conditions for the poor in the soum centres 
seemed more difficult than those for poorer herders in the pastures, this phenomenon should 
not be seen as an unqualified positive, As noted below there is a real issue as to whether 
small scale herding can ever be economically viable on a sustained basis and there is a risk 
that as with the restocking projects of UNDP in 2002, the newly bought animals will not 
survive the winter in sufficient numbers to allow herding to continue and the family will be 
forced back to the soum centre with no benefit to show for the cash. 
 
Only in 5% of the beneficiaries interviewed did family members migrate during post 
September 2003.  

Impacts on the economy of beneficiary households  
A key question was, on what did people spend the money they had received from the CfH 
project and what impacts on household economics can be observed from use of the money. 
The aim of the project was that people use the money primarily for winter preparation that is 
food, clothing, fodder and animals as a source of meat.  
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The following table shows that only few people spent all their money in on specific items but 
rather spread it.   
 

Food Animals Fodder Repay loans Clothing Other Percent 
% of respondents 

0% 39 15 85 69 46 40 
0-20% 32 4 15 19 22 19 
21-40% 25 24 0 8 18 17 
41-60% 3 31 0 3 10 9 
61-80% 0 8 0 0 3 6 
81-100% 1 18 0 0 1 8 

Table 4:Categories on which beneficiaries spent money they had received from the CfH project 
 

Fig. 5: Categories on which beneficiaries spent how much money in percentage (Figures from Table 
4) 
 
In general people did not spend all their money in one particular category but rather spread 
their spending. Only in the categories “animals” and “others” some people spent all the 
money the received (6 families on animals, 7 families on “others”). 
Fig. 6 shows how much money people spent in particular categories.  
 
Most people (85%) purchased animals; next was food (61% of respondents), on “other” 
(health, education, new forms of livelihood) 60% of the interviewees spent money. It is 
interesting that only 15% used some of the money they had received on buying fodder.  
 
These figures again underline our hypothesis made earlier that the situation in Zavkhan was 
not an emergency in which people were forced to buy additional food by rather a recovery 
situation. 
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Fig 6:  Amounts people spent on average in different categories  
 

The purchase of animals  
% of respondents No of animals 
15 0 
21 1 
29 2-5 
18 6-10 
8 11-15 
7 16-20 
1 90 

Table 5:  Number of animals bought by beneficiaries 
 
85% of the respondents had bought animals and spent on average 110,000 Tg for that. 
Nearly 50% of the people bought between 2 and 10 animals.  
 
Buying animals requires careful thinking and planning. People could opt either to buy a small 
number of large animals (cows, yaks, camels) or a large number of small animals (goats, 
sheep). Buying young animals was lower price, but had the risk of losing the animals in the 
next winter. These were strategic decisions people had to take.  
 
At this point a comparison should be taken with animal re-stocking projects that were 
conducted in significant numbers during the past years in Mongolia, some also in Zavkhan 
aimag. Development organisations and government provided animals to herders for 
restocking their herds.  
Generally these projects were considered not very successful. A key problem was that 
animals died in subsequent winters and the herders’ situation worsened since they hat 
received the animals not as a gift but were expected to repay the money. 
 
In case of the SDC project the herder families received cash and it was left to them which 
animals to buy. This may have been a key factor. 
 
We asked people during the field research what a viable herd is and how many animals a 
herder family requires to live a comfortable life. There was a considerable range of variation 
and lack of consensus among herders as to what represents a minimum viable herd ranging 
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from 3 and 20 bods (one bod is equivalent to 1 horse/ cattle, or 7 sheep, or 10 goats). 
Another assumption was that a family needs 3 bod per adult and 1 or 2 bod per child. 
 
The UNDP study Options for bringing herders’ assets into full productive use comes to the 
conclusion that an average household needs approximately 200 animals to cover its costs; 
families with smaller herd sizes are loss-making. However, the study does not differentiate 
between animal species. 
The type of animal people bought with the money from the CfH project included: 
 
 Cows Other big animals Goats Sheep 
 % respond. % respond. % respond. % respond. 
None 71 86 69 63 
1 animal 22 14 1 4 
2 animals 3 0 0 0 
3 animals 1 0 0 0 
4 animals 3 0 0 0 
≤5 animals 0 0 17 23 
≤10 animals 0 0 7 3 
≤15 animals 0 0 3 1 
≤20 animals 0 0 1 4 
≤30 animals 0 0 1 0 
≤40 animals 0 0 0 0 
≤60animals 0 0 0 1 

Table 6: Type of animals bought by beneficiaries 
 

Yak, bought by a CfH beneficiary with cash received to save costs for hiring lorry 
 
 
About 25% of the beneficiaries invested money to buy a small number of cows. They are 
essential to assure the supply of dairy products for the family and provide of course also 
meat. The majority of people tended to buy smaller animals that are goats and sheep. Goats 
are an important source to generate cash from the sale of cashmere wool while sheep are an 
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important source of meat. Buying small animals also reduces risks for herders: the 
investment is spread over several units rather than one. Furthermore, cows were particularly 
susceptible to dzud conditions.  
 
Winter preparation was a key focus of the CfH project. An element of winter preparation is 
the slaughtering of animals in November to provide meat through the winter. In November 
nomads slaughter animals as a source of food.  
 
 % of respondents 
None 51 
1animal 33 
2 animals 8 
4 animals 2 
5 animals 7 

(Only those who bought animals) 
Table 7:  How many of those animals you bought did you slaughter for the winter? 
 
It is interesting to see that 90% of the families interviewed mentioned that they slaughtered 
only two or fewer of the animals they had bought with the cash received. That means that 
most of the animals bought were not slaughtered but kept to expand the herd. It is likely that 
people bought mainly young animals which were not ready for slaughter. 
 
The figures show that beneficiaries invested about 55% of the money they received in buying 
animals. The animals were essentially used to stock up herds. This was done strategically, 
balancing between small and large and young and old animals.  

Fig. 7: No of animals owned by herder families in September 2003 and September  2004 
 
Fig. 7 shows the number of animals beneficiary families held in September 2003 and 
September 2004. The average herd size in 9 / 2003 for 23.3 while in 9 / 2004 it was 35. 
 
61% of the beneficiary families spent money on buying food. On average they spent 40,000 
Tg. During the last winter people got roughly 2 ½ bags of wheat flour for this amount of 
money.  
 
Roughly 30% of the beneficiaries used the money to repay loans. People spent similar 
amounts of money on repaying loans as they spent on buying food. Most families have to 
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buy consumables on loan during the year. Families earn cash by selling cashmere wool in 
April and selling animals mainly in October / November. Very little cash is earned in between. 
Many herder families have to buy consumables on loan, a situation which was certainly 
aggravated by the dzud condition.  
 
The ability to repay loans can be considered as an important impact on household livelihoods 
in that it enabled them to clear at least part of their outstanding debts to local shopkeepers 
and traders. Borrowing from traders against future (and highly uncertain) cashmere sales at 
a fixed and mostly unfavourable price was a major survival strategy for vulnerable herders 
and non-herders in the dzud and dzud-impacted period. Paying off at least part of these 
debts enabled households to increase their economic autonomy and and thus enabled them 
to take on an active role within the local economy. 
 
The second most important category in term of money spent was “other”. 60% of the 
respondents spent money in that category. People specified “others” as:  
 
 No of respondents Average spent (Tg)
Other income sources 8 143375 
Health 8 104125 
Education 8 85000 
Ger repair 6 51667 
Firewood 6 21667 
Savings, lending 2 111000 

Table 8: Amount of money people spent in the category “other” 
 
A considerable number of respondents invested into “other sources of income”. 35% of those 
families interviewed in soum centres used a significant proportion of the money to invest into 
alternative livelihoods. It can be assumed that these were chiefly non-herders. They included 
for instance investment in equipment for carpentry, spare parts for a truck or building a 
vegetable store.  
 
It would be too early to conclude that these investments will provide a sustainable income in 
the long-term. At the time of our visit they did generate income for the beneficiaries. 
 
The results of the interviews show clearly that people spent most money on investments for 
re-building their traditional or for establishing new sources of livelihoods.  

6.3 Appropriateness, Effectiveness and Efficiency 

The view of local authorities 
Most local authorities thought the cash scheme was appropriate for the people selected. 
Their view was in general that cash is not so well suited for very poor families. The very poor, 
however – that was the general assumption -, had generally been taken care for already by 
the Red Cross scheme.  
 
If the herd size held in a family can be used as an indicator for wealth than that assumption 
was wrong: Red Cross beneficiaries owned average 53.3 animals while cash beneficiaries 
owned only 23.3 animals.  
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An issues repeatedly raised specifically by local authorities and local leaders was the 
exclusive support of individual families rather than the community. It was their perception that 
the Mongolian society has a strong community orientation and that at least part of the money 
of the CfH project should have been provided to communities for community-run projects. 
These projects could have aimed at improving preparedness for dzuds (community fodder 
preparation, irrigation, etc). A revolving fund managed by a soum was mentioned as another 
option. Alternatively, the thought was expressed that those families who did benefit from the 
schemes should have contributed something back to the community. 

CfH beneficiary in front of his vegetable store, which he had built with the cash received 

The view of beneficiaries 
The beneficiary response leaves no doubt that the overwhelming majority preferred cash not 
only because of the higher value but because (crucially) they could choose what to do with it. 
For the interviewed households the flexibility of the cash was its greatest value and there 
were some highly imaginative and entrepreneurial approaches being taken with it.  
 
 % of respondents 
Cash 83 
In-kind 11 
Either or 6 

Table 9: In a similar situation would you preferred - cash or in-kind? 
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Fig. 8: Impact of the CfH scheme: the view of the beneficiaries 
 
26% of the beneficiaries interviewed thought that they were much better off through the 
assistance received in the CfH scheme, while 60% thought they were a little better off. Only 
14% did not see a real change. This was the picture one year after the cash disbursement.  

The view of donors 
Time did not permit to systematically survey the views of other donor organisations in 
Mongolia.  
 
For the second workshop in Ulaanbaatar the UNDP programme officer for emergency 
response, Mr Erdenesaikhan was present. In the short discussion he showed interest in the 
concept and the result of the CfH project, considering to take this approach in future stress or 
disaster situations in Mongolia. 
 
In brief and very informal discussions with WorldBank staff, reference was taken to the 
restocking projects financed by the Bank in Mongolia. Their success was rather low. The 
problem seen with the restocking project was that animals were provided to people and not 
cash. Furthermore transaction costs for loan recovery in rural Mongolia are very high.  

The effectiveness of the project 
The CfH project aimed at combating impoverishment in the long-term dzud-affected region of 
Zavkhan aimag providing a one-fold cash contribution to cover most urgent needs of 
vulnerable families during the coming winter. 
 
In most cases the achievements have gone beyond the set target and people acquired 
assets that will be of benefit to them beyond the period of the winter 2003 / 2004. The 
investments were less in preparation for the winter, but rather to expand, diversify and 
strengthen their livelihood base. The project can be considered has highly effective. 
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The efficiency of the project 
The question to be asked here is whether the same outputs could have been achieved with 
reduced inputs. By general standards an overhead of 25% is considered as reasonable. 
However, from the viewpoint of the evaluation team there would have been potentials for 
either reducing the presence of Swiss experts or by increasing their outputs. Local capacity 
building was mentioned already should have received greater attention.  
 
The bag leaders for instance acted as advisors to many people as to how to spend the 
money received. It would have been worthwhile to conduct soum and / or aimag based 
workshops with bag and soum leaders facilitating an exchange among them as to how 
people can spend the money effectively and to help the local leaders reflecting their own role 
as advisors. Local leaders should have been brought in as partners rather than just as 
helpers. Partnership would have included participation in decision making. Here, a 
considerable potential was not fully utilised. .  
 
The outputs (impact) could have been further increased if efforts had been coordinated with 
other development organisations. ADRA, for instance, has a strong presence in Zavkhan. 
The organisation is promoting alternative livelihood options. According to the director of the 
ADRA’s Zavkhan branch there was no contact between the CfH project and ADRA. We were 
told by SDC that earlier attempts to collaborate with ADRA during the Cash for Herder 
Project in Gobi Altai in 2002 was plagued with difficulties and the Swiss experts did not 
consider it as worthwhile approaching ADRA again for collaboration.  

Impact of the approach on the dignity of beneficiaries  
The disbursement of the cash payment did not compromise the dignity of beneficiaries. On 
the contrary, cash beneficiaries reported that they could go to the bank (in their words) ‘like 
customers’ and collect the money like any other account holder. Considerable attention 
(including from traders to whom debts were owed) was paid to beneficiaries on the first day 
after the money was paid in. In some cases, the beneficiaries were accompanied by the 
person to whom they were indebted (including a soum deputy governor in once case) and 
took their dues right at the bank counter. 
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7. Mongolian Dzud Emergency Relief Programme of IFRC / MRCS 

7.1 Implementation 

Situation Analysis 
The Mongolian Red Cross Society (MRCS) in partnership with the Federation had launched 
three emergency appeals between the years 1999 and 2002. These appeals provided relief 
assistance to herders and urban poor. 
 
An international assessment mission (with IFRC and other experts) visited Mongolia in 
November 2002. The mission recommended another dzud emergency relief project focusing 
on three particularly vulnerable groups: 
 Former herders in soum and aimag centres  
 Urban poor who are predominantly located in Ulaanbaatar and Mongolia’s two other 

major cities and comprise chiefly of ex-herders seeking employment.  
 Individuals who have succumbed to alcoholism or to prostitution for obtaining a living,  

 
At the beginning of February 2003, two Federation delegates (a relief co-ordinator and a 
logistics delegate) were sent to Mongolia to work with the MRCS to implement planned 
activities, while the Federation’s head of country delegation arrived in Mongolia around the 
same time. The project originally envisaged the deployment of a third delegate dedicated to 
field activities, but this was postponed and eventually cancelled because of financial 
constraints and because the Mongolian delegation only had one serviceable field vehicle. 
The appeal was issued in January 2003, funding, however, did not come through fully until 
May 2003. The relief programme served approximately 17,000 beneficiaries. In Zavkhan 
aimag itself 1,330 beneficiary families were served. It should be noted that Zavkhan aimag 
was one of the last areas to be covered by the in kind distribution programme, due to delays 
in securing sufficient funding through the international appeal mechanism and the problems  
encountered in locating a supplier for the wheat flour. Other aimags were reached earlier 
with the first distributions taking place in January 2003.    

Procurement of relief items  
The Federation asked for quotations for the supply of wheat flour in Mongolia. 
However, prices and conditions were considered as not acceptable. Following a 
limited international tender a trader in Kazakhstan was contracted for supplying the 
wheat flour. Warm clothes and top boots were procured through a trading house in 
Ulaanbaatar. The logistics were managed by a Swedish Red Cross expert who spent 
9 months in Mongolia.  

Criteria for selecting beneficiaries; drafting beneficiary lists 
The emergency appeal stated that the programme will aim at contributing to the dzud 
survival and recovery of 115,000 men, women and children in 17 aimags through the 
provision of wheat flour, children’s warm clothes, and adult boots. Priority vulnerable groups 
identified were impoverished herders, ex-herders in soum and aimag centres and the urban 
poor.  
 
The following criteria for selecting beneficiaries were used: 
 Lost all their livestock and had no alternative employment or living. 
 Suffered high livestock losses and had no alternative employment or living. 
 Are living in urban areas are unregistered and unemployed. 
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 Are permanent single head households or are households that include members with 
special health care needs 

 
Additional criteria were used when selecting beneficiaries among the urban poor. They, 
however, were not part of this evaluation.   
 
The set of criteria developed was relatively “soft” (“had lost most of their animals”) and 
identification was possible with the data base that existed already at bag and soum 
administration. 
 
The selection of beneficiaries for distribution of relief items was conducted at the 
soum (district) level. Selection committees were chaired by local speakers who also 
perform as chairpersons of the MRCS branch. These committees are otherwise 
composed of MRCS branch secretaries and other key functionaries within the soum, 
i.e. doctors, social workers, teachers, engineers, bag leaders and members of the 
herder community.  
 
Drawing up the beneficiary lists appeared to have run relatively smoothly. The bag leaders 
drafted a first list which was then reviewed and adjusted by the selection committee. Bag 
leaders told us that they drew up the list in a meeting with all the bag-based families.  
 
Somewhat surprising was the fact that 43% of the families interviewed had owned more than 
50 animals in September 2003, although one of the criteria for vulnerability of government is 
that families own fewer than 50 animals. Family size and animal numbers did not correlate. 
On average beneficiaries of the in-kind scheme owned 53.3 animals (September 2003) and 
had an average family size of 5.4.  
 
The Red Cross had identified its beneficiaries in April 2003. In our questionnaire we asked 
for the number of animals in September 2003. Numbers may have increased in the 
meantime. For the selection, the main criterion was the loss of the animals in the 2002 dzud. 
A family which had 500 animals in the beginning of 2002 and lost 400 in that year’s dzud 
would have probably qualified for the Red Cross programme. These points may provide 
some explanation for the discrepancies observed but not necessarily for all.   
 

Fig. 9: Number of animals beneficiary families (IFRC/MRCS) owned in September  2003 
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The issue was raised that the Red Cross list was generated before the cash project was 
planned. This in turn led to issues since when the news of the cash project emerged those 
who had already been placed on the RC list were not eligible even though the aid promised 
did not arrive for a further six months. 
 
Asked whether they have received emergency assistance before more than half responded 
with yes. Most had received Red Cross assistance earlier, others had received support from 
ADRA.  
 
Did you receive emergency aid before? 
 Number % 
No 34 47,9 
Yes 37 52,1 
   

Table 10:  Did beneficiaries receive emergency aid in the years before? 
 
The levels of previous assistance suggest that half of the Red Cross beneficiaries had 
experienced long-term vulnerability.  
 
The overall programme had contributed towards meeting the needs of about 17,000 
families with 5,434 MT of wheat flour in rations of 300 kg for rural areas and 150 kg in 
urban areas. Warm clothing and boots under the scheme were distributed to 15,165 
individuals residing in rural areas. 

Cases of misuse 
In interviews taken with a beneficiary household in Totsensengel soum centre, it emerged 
that the beneficiary had been approached by the local Red Cross leadership and told that 
she was registered on the Red Cross assistance list but that in order to receive the 
assistance she would have to make a donation of 15,000 Tg to the Red Cross. This story 
was repeated in other interviews taken with Red Cross beneficiaries during the research.  
In some cases, people borrowed the money to pay the ‘donation’, in others people sold a bag 
of flour once received or gave the bag itself (which was in October 2003 valued at 16,000 Tg) 
to the Red Cross. The language used to describe this transaction was always the same – 
that a donation (heng-du in Mongolian) rather than a bribe had been paid and this was 
understood by those we spoke to as part of the eligibility criteria for receiving the assistance.  
The MRCS and Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies have initiated an 
investigation into the circumstances of the cases of apparent involuntary donations which will 
take place during October 2004 

Security 
The issue of security was looked at as required by the terms of reference. The existence of a 
stable and well functioning administrative infrastructure meant that there were no threats or 
concerns expressed regarding security on either operation.  

Financial Accountability  
The accounts were audited and the basic figures are available in the final report that is 
available from the IFRC website. 



 
Joint SDC-IFRC External Review on in-kind and cash distribution projects, Zavkhan Aimag, Mongolia 
 

27 

Role of Local Authorities  
The Red Cross took a partnership approach reflecting the fact that in most if not all cases the 
leadership of the Mongolian Red Cross are members/functionaries of the local 
administration. The lists of beneficiaries were drafted by local bag leaders; the lists were 
checked and verified by the selection committee at the soum level. The distribution was done 
by the MRCS at the soum centre.  

7.2 Impact 

Situation analysis 
The programme showed limited evidence that the implementers were fully aware of events 
on the ground affecting livelihoods in spring and summer of 2003. We have mentioned earlier 
that during that Zavkhan in 2003 did not have an emergency or even a situation of ‘coping 
failure’ but rather one of slow and bumpy recovery for the herder economy and the soums in 
general. 
 
One could argue that the field assessment which came to the conclusion that an emergency 
appeal should be launched was conducted in November 2002, while the actual distribution of 
the in-kind items was done only in October 2003. The delay was due to problems in raising 
the required funds and due to the difficult logistics.  
 
However, there is an extensive (and Federation-funded) branch network reaching down to 
every soum that could have delivered the kind of local and specific information which would 
have permitted a more flexible and appropriate response to be designed and delivered.  
 
Here, the Red Cross must use its existing infrastructure and instruments more effectively in 
future in order to design its response to fit the local and specific situation. The November 
2002 mission could have identified for instance indicators which should have been monitored 
continuously and have informed changes to the planned programme. 
 
One drawback of the in-kind distribution becomes obvious here: during the long period it 
takes to launch an appeal, raise funds and procure the in-kind items and transport them to 
the beneficiaries the situation on the ground may change significantly. However, once the 
process of preparing for and implementing the in-kind assistance is in place and running, it is 
very difficult to stop the process or change its directions.  

Did the approach meet the needs of the beneficiaries?  
To answer to this question we assumed that the goals defined by the programme were need 
based.  
 
The first objective relevant for this evaluation was to assure an adequate food intake of the 
beneficiaries. In interviews people stated that the wheat flour provided was sufficient for them 
for four to over six months (Fig. 10). Assuming a 5 member family used the wheat flour over 
a period of 6 months, the flour would have provided an average of 1100 kcal per family 
member per day.  
Very few people exchanged the wheat flour for other food items or for money. Most people 
indicated that they were happy with the quality of the produce.  
 
Very few people would have gone hungry if the wheat flour was not provided. People did 
have their coping strategies in place. Nearly half of the interviewees said that the provision of 
food had not influenced their normal food intake (Table 11).  
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Fig. 10: Time period for which the wheat flour lasted in the beneficiary household 
 
 Numbers %  
Yes 40 56  
No 31 44  
 71 100  

Table 11:  Did the provision of food affect food intake in your household? 
 
Warm clothing for children was meant to assist families to keep their children in school 
(objective 3). While people appreciated the provision of clothing we had found no evidence 
that children would have dropped out of school in case clothing was not provided. 
 
Similarly the provision of one set of boots to herder families was meant to help them work in 
winter. The gift was highly appreciated by beneficiaries, yet, whether it was a deciding factor 
over whether people can work outside in winter or not is doubtful.  
 
The relevance of the provision of boots and clothing to all beneficiaries must be questioned 
here. How effective can a “one size fits all” approach be? We could not see a link between 
providing clothing for children and their school attendance; nor did school teachers we 
interviewed see this link. The same applies to the provision of boots and the ability of herders 
to work with his herds. 

Long term impacts on the household livelihood and well being  
The Red Cross assistance had probably limited long term impacts on household livelihoods. 
The wheat flour provided did suffice for a period of 6 months and assured a supplementary 
1,200 kcal per person and day.  
 
One could assume that by not having to spend money on food people could have freed up 
cash for other purposes such as restocking their herds or investing money into new forms of 
livelihoods.  
 
The level of existing indebtedness and lack of cash in the economy at the time of distribution 
and thereafter made it impossible to have much effect. Only in a few cases people could free 
up sufficient cash for other purposes such as for instance establishing potato cultivation. 
Freeing up cash was likely to be only in small quantities at a time which would not have 
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sufficed for investment into animals for instance. It is very likely that the provision of food and 
clothing prevented people from falling further into debt. Furthermore, it probably prevented 
the sale of assets such as animals. Thus while the food had some impact on household 
nutritional intake, its impact on strengthening peoples base for livelihood was small. 
 
In kind emergency assistance rarely seeks a longer term impact since it is provided in or right 
after an emergency situation (this was a point vociferously stressed by the Federation during 
preliminary discussions of the findings). The aim is to assure adequate nutrition and survival 
of the affected population.  
 
Given the fact that the Red Cross intervention was of such a scale and cost and that the 
nature of the emergency was a slow onset structural rather that quick onset natural one, the 
reviewers feel it is legitimate to question whether the impact of the programme could have 
been increased.  

Impact on Local Markets 
Traders interviewed revealed a local economy that while struggling with unbelievable poor 
infrastructure, huge distances, uncertain supply routes and very high transport costs, was in 
general able to supply local people with desired products. 
 
Smaller shops do not sell wheat flour because of the need to buy bulk for which they do not 
have the required working capital. There were in every soum centre visited at least five local 
traders who were able to bring in wheat flour and they reported no difficulty in accessing 
sufficient quantities to meet the requirements of those who received the cash in October.  
 
This finding is significant given the costs and travails incurred by the Federation and the 
Mongolian Red Cross in transporting the wheat flour to the soum centres.  
 
The distribution of wheat flour by the Red Cross reduced the sales of shops in soums, 
however, the extent was probably not very significant. The programme had 60 to 70 
beneficiaries in each soum, which comes to 10 to 15 beneficiaries per shop (assuming there 
are on average 5 shops in a soum that sell wheat flour). These potential customers belonged 
in majority to the low income group.  

Impact of the Assistance on Migration  
There was no evidence to suggest that the Red Cross Programme had any significant impact 
on migration. 

7.3 Appropriateness of the Approach 

The view of local authorities 
The comments given by local authorities was generally such that for poor people the in-kind 
approach is the more appropriate. These statements came in particularly from local Red 
Cross representatives. Many others argued that that cash did provide choice and that was 
important for families.  

The view of beneficiaries 
65% of the in-kind beneficiaries interviewed responded that they thought that the in-kind was 
better for their situation than cash.  
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Fig. 11: The impact of the in-kind scheme: the view of the beneficiaries 
 
18% of the beneficiaries interviewed thought that they were much better off through the 
assistance received through the Red Cross scheme, while 59% thought they were a little 
better off. 21% did not see a real change.  
 
Discussion between the teams was to an extent coloured by institutional support for ‘their’ 
intervention but as the dialogue progressed it became clear that the arguments for ‘in kind’ 
could no longer be made on the basis of market failure or on the basis of inability of the 
herders to handle cash (the research had shown a full understanding of a variety of financial 
strategies as well as a familiarity with the volatility of the cashmere market for example) and 
nor (given the emerging evidence) on the basis of the potential for abuse of the system being 
so much greater in the case of cash distributions.  

Effectiveness of the Programme 
The Red Cross programme had among other aims to ensure that people had enough to eat 
by providing 6 bags of wheat flour, to maintain or increase school attendance by providing 
one set of children's clothes and to assist beneficiaries in their ability to herd when horses 
have died through the provision of a pair of boots.  
 
The programme achieved its aim of contributing to an adequate food intake of the 
beneficiaries over a period of 6 months. Furthermore, by providing wheat flour beneficiaries 
did not have to take up loans to buy food or possibly sell animals to generate cash.  
 
The link between school attendance and the provision of children's’ clothes appeared rather 
weak. The same applies to the link between the ability to herd and the provision of boots.  

The efficiency of the programme 
Could the same outputs have been achieved with reduced inputs? Could more outputs have 
been achieved with the same inputs?  
 
What were the main inputs to the programme? The Red Cross documents show the following 
key costs for implementing the programme: 
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Roughly 35% (or 987,625 CHF) of the total programme costs were costs for transportation 
and administration. In other words, for every Swiss Frank spent on buying the in-kind goods, 
42% were spent on making sure that the in-kind items reached the beneficiaries. If the costs 
for programme support measures (for instance capacity building) are included then the figure 
comes to 54%.  
 
The IFRC sourced a total of 5,434 tons of wheat flour. According to the final report of the 
Mongolian Dzud Relief Programme (November 2003) the programme had spent a total of 
1,235,442 CHF on food supplies (wheat flour). Adding the cost spent to assure that the 
wheat flour reaches the beneficiaries (42% on top of the cost of the food supply, and 
excluding the cost for capacity building), the price of the wheat flour was 265 Tg/kg 
(assuming an exchange rate of 820 Tg/CHF). A comparable grade of wheat flour was at 
retail level at that time 360 Tg/kg. The wheat flour distributed through the relief programme 
was thus 25% cheaper compared with the wheat flour in the local market.  
 
One may well argue that this price difference does not justify the enormous efforts that were 
involved in the logistics of supplying the wheat flour. Local purchase would have had a 
positive effect on local trade and the local economy.  
 

Cost Item CHF  
Relative to cost of in-
kind items 

 
Supplies 1,819,673  1,00 
Capital expenditures 70,198  0,04 
Transport & Storage 404,349  0,22 
Programme support 209,276  0,12 
Personnel 225,599  0,12 
General Admin 78,203  0,04 
Total 2807298   
Table 12: Costs of implementing the MRCS / IFRC programme 
 
The quality of the programme could have been increased significantly if the Red Cross had 
used its local infrastructure more efficiently particularly with respect to designing and 
implementing a programme which will respond to the actual needs of people on the ground. 
Already the assessment mission should have taken into consideration that there may be a 
significant time lag between the assessment and the actual distribution of the in-kind items. If 
it had provided suitable indicators to watch out for an adjustment of the design and 
implementation may have been possible.  
 
One would hope that the capacity building efforts which were conducted parallel to of this 
relief programme will have addressed such issues.  

The process of distribution 
Large scale distributions may not be the most appropriate mode of distribution of in kind 
goods since it may compromise the dignity of beneficiaries.  
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8. Strengths and Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of both Approaches 
 
 

CASH  IN KIND 

STRENGTHS  - Gave people a choice 
- Enabled people to improve their economic situation either 

by investing into existing or alternative livelihood options 
or through re-paying loans  

- Provided a significant sum (5 months income of an 
average poor family with 5 members) to people at one 
time 

- Shortened economic recovery period of households after 
dzud stress 

- Built on existing local potentials  
- Enabled the vulnerable to become economic and social 

actors in their community once again  
- The dignity of beneficiaries was assured 
- Response time very short 
- Overheads relatively low 
- Counters existing power structures (poor people receive 

money which they can use at their own will) 
 

- Enabled many people to retain their remaining animals 
as they did not have to sell them to generate cash 

- Helped people from falling further into debt when buying  
food on loan 

- All household members benefited  

WEAKNESSES - A wrong decision or a lost investment can affect the 
whole households (the team saw just one case of that) 

 

- Did not give people a choice  
- Food was sold (though in small quantities), wasteful use 

of resources  
- The dignity of beneficiaries was compromised 
- Very expensive logistics and transport costs  
- Inflexible ‘one size fits all’ approach does not adapt to 

local situation  
- Took a long time between identification of the 

emergency and the provision of in-kind – the situation on 
the ground had changed during that period 

- Likely to strengthens existing power patterns 
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CASH  IN KIND 

Opportunities - In situations when a rapid intervention due to an 
emergency is required while markets still function 

- To provide rapid assistance during recovery periods at 
low cost 

- Rural and remote areas where follow up to loans is 
extremely costly and not feasible (e.g. during a recovery 
period) 

 
 
 
 

-  In situations when local economies / trading structures 
have collapsed 

- In-kind items are not affected by galloping inflation  
 

Threats - During times of high inflation the value of the money 
provided may depreciate significantly before people 
spend it 

- It is likely to be difficult during times of a massive market 
failure (e.g. damage to road infrastructure, lack of 
security) 

- May be problematic when a large proportion of the 
population is affected as it may overwhelm the capacities 
of local trade 

 

- Long lag phase; when economic conditions change, 
earlier assumptions may have changed too requiring a 
different approach or change in details, however, logistic 
systems are often clumsy and cumbersome and 
introducing changes may be difficult 
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9. Conclusions 
Zavkhan aimag in summer 2003 was in a recovery / rehabilitation situation, not an 
emergency. Markets and supply chains were functioning. There was no increase in food 
prices due to shortages, only due to increased transportation costs. 
 
There were many poor and very poor families in the aimag at that time. Many of them would 
have had to generate income to buy food (wheat) by selling their services (e.g. firewood), by 
selling animals and by taking up loans.  
 
The IFRC / MRCS in-kind programme contributed to assuring an adequate food energy 
intake of the beneficiaries. Furthermore, it is likely that with the help of the relief programme 
families did not have to take up more loans (in order to buy food) and thus falling further into 
debt. However, the contribution of the relief programme towards a long-term improvement of 
the household economy was rather small. Half of the beneficiaries of the IFRC/MRCS relief 
programme had received relief items in earlier years.  
 
The Cash for Herder project built on the creativity and experience of beneficiary families to 
develop strategies that will lead them out of their crisis and implement these strategies with 
the help of the cash provided. Many of the beneficiaries invested into assets from which they 
benefit in a way that their household economy is improved long-term.  
 
The argument that cash is more likely to be misused than in-kind was proven wrong in 
Zavkhan 2003. The experience has shown that poor people and people under severe 
economic stress are very well capable to handle cash responsibly. 
 
In situations in which a population has been exposed to severe economic stress over some 
time and in which a trading and market infrastructure is still intact while no rampant inflation 
exists, it seems that the cash approach used by SDC offers significant advantages over the 
in-kind approach: response and preparation time is short, overheads can be kept low and, 
most important, beneficiaries do become economic and social actors in their own community 
again, taking their decisions on how to spend the money. 
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10. Lessons to be learned, Recommendations 

Cash Project 

Selection of target groups 
An interesting lesson from the Cash for Herder project was that people in stress situations do 
take rational decisions that are strategic with regard to how to use the cash contributions 
best for improving their livelihood. There was no obvious difference between herder families 
(who have to be in a way more entrepreneur-like) and poor families living in soum centres. 

Criteria  
Criteria need to be chosen so that with available data or with data which can be raised in a 
feasible fashion beneficiary lists can be drawn up. Clear and understandable criteria are 
useful to reduce conflicts. However, poor and vulnerable people can not be solely identified 
on the basis of clear cut criteria. There must be room for those cases who fall through a grid 
of criteria yet are obviously vulnerable and should qualify for support. 

Beneficiary lists 
For drawing up beneficiary lists local persons are generally used. Clear cut and well defined 
criteria help them in doing their job. An advisory group should be established at district 
(soum) level, not just with local administrative staff but with representatives from different 
social groups. Clear terms of references have to be developed with and for the advisory 
group. They should have an active role in defining criteria for the selection, in procedures for 
drawing up lists of beneficiaries and in dealing with borderline cases. They should receive 
and deal with appeals.  

Use of local infrastructure 
The Cash for Herder project collaborated with the Mongolian Agricultural Bank for the 
disbursement of the cash. This was an excellent move; the handling of money was done by a 
local institution that deals professionally with money and is known for that. The project was 
able to reduce cost that way and for the bank (which did not charge any fees!), it was a way 
to bring banking closer to herders and thus gain new customers. 
It is recommended to use as much of a given and functioning local infrastructure as possible 
to keep project costs low, and to assign roles to those who have and manage this role 
professionally.   

Supporting measures 
A key question in a cash project is whether beneficiaries will spend the money in a 
responsible way that means for the betterment of the family. The Cash for Herder project has 
clearly shown that the vast majority of the beneficiaries did spend the money in a very 
strategic and forward looking fashion.  
The common paradigm in development cooperation would have been to set up an advisory 
service for beneficiaries on how to spend the money they receive from the project. The Cash 
for Herder project, however, solely relied on the knowledge and experience of beneficiaries 
and of local bag leaders who acted as advisors. An interesting and in a way provocative 
question is, whether a similar success would have been achieved if an external 
knowledgeable advisor would have been in place to help beneficiaries in making their 
decisions. 
 
For future projects local leaders who are likely to take on advisory roles to beneficiaries 
should be invited to participate in workshops in which an exchange among them is facilitated 
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on how do advise people, which role to take as an advisor and how to support people to 
come to good decisions.  
 
The effectiveness of the project can be further enhanced by networking with other 
development initiatives on the ground.  

Lines of responsibility 
It is important to define responsibilities and roles at the different levels: local leaders and 
committees, the local expert team and the centre. People on the ground do need the room 
for decision making and also for changing some of the parameters, on the other side they 
need a clearly defined frame within which they can move for their on protection.   

Building up local capacities 
When executing cash programmes the opportunity should be used to build up local 
capacities. Expertise needs to be developed and rooted in a country to decide which 
approach to emergency relief is most feasible and suitable in a given situation and for 
running cash projects as an alternative to the in-kind approach. This is a pre-condition for 
using this approach more widely.  

Better understanding existing social safety nets 
The Khot-ail system is an existing and functioning safety net for its members. Is there a risk 
that the targeting of aid at particular individuals and a long and possibly controversial process 
of identification and monitoring may actually be undermining those individuals’ connection 
with existing social networks – that they may be excluded from social support in the future 
because they were seen to have unfairly benefited from individually targeted aid? This issue 
needs to be better understood for designing future interventions.  

Cash projects in recovery situations  
SDC and other organisations have conducted successful cash projects in emergency 
situations in the past. People received cash and were able to buy the items which they 
require for immediate survival, such as food, clothing and health services.  
 
The Cash for Herder project in 2003 was conducted in a recovery situation after several 
years of severe stress on household economics from extreme climatic conditions. In this 
situation beneficiaries spent much of the money on goods and items which are not required 
for immediate survival but for developing and expanding the base for the livelihood of 
families. To us this seems a very interesting area for cash projects. A characteristic of such 
recovery situations is that the socio-economic and political environment is fluid and very 
complex. For decisions on livelihood options local knowledge and experience must take a 
key role.  

In-kind Programme 

Identify and monitor indicators on the ground 
There was a significant time span between the original assessment and the actual 
distribution of in-kind items due to delays in raising funds and procuring the items. We 
assume that this is a fairly common phenomenon. In this time span almost inevitably 
conditions that are relevant to the relief will change. Mechanisms are required to recognise 
such changes and adjust a programme accordingly.  

Criteria 
The same recommendations are given for the in-kind programme as for the cash approach. 
That is, criteria for the selection of beneficiaries need be clear cut, while there must be 
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instruments and methods to deal with those cases of vulnerable people who are not 
described by the given criteria. 

Drawing up beneficiary lists 
The Red Cross infrastructure reaches right down to the soum level. The programme was 
largely run by local people, many of them functionaries of the Red Cross and local leaders. It 
is recommended that in this situation independent outside monitors are included in the 
programme to reduce the likelihood of abuse. 

Local procurements 
In situations in which a local trading infrastructure and markets are fully intact more efforts 
must be undertaken to procure locally. Wheat flour was available in every quantity in shops 
in soums. Shoes, boots and clothing are available in soum shops as well. Providing 
beneficiaries with coupons to buy these items in soum or aimag centre based shops would 
have reduced programme costs and a boost to the local economy as well.  

Distribution of in-kind items 
We recognise that an organisation like the Red Cross does need a certain visibility in a 
society for its support. However, this should not be done at the expense of the dignity of the 
beneficiaries. However, ways and means of distributions need to be found by which 
beneficiaries are not exposed as the very poor. In particular young people found the 
procedures used as demeaning. 

Better understanding of existing social safety nets 
The Khot-ail system is an existing and functioning safety net for its members. Is there a risk 
that the targeting of aid at particular individuals and a long and possibly controversial process 
of identification and monitoring may actually be undermining those individuals’ connection 
with existing social networks – that they may be excluded from social support in the future 
because they were seen to have unfairly benefited from individually targeted aid? This issue 
needs to be better understood for designing future interventions. 
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Annex I: Terms of Reference 
 

Joint IFRC-SDC External Review of 
In-kind and Cash distribution projects from 2003 in 

Zavkhan aimag, Mongolia 
Background  
IFRC has long year-experience of relief activities in favour of the nomadic population in 
remote Mongolia suffering from harsh climatic condition. The implementing Mongolia Red 
Cross Society can rely on a well distributed network down to the district level. 
In winter 1999/2000 the first of 3 subsequent severe Dzuds (summer drought followed by 
extreme harsh an snow rich winter) after the socio-economic transitions process of 1990 hit a 
large part of the country reducing the national Mongolian herd by 1 third. 
SDC started to provide humanitarian assistance in 2000 upon IFRC and UN emergency 
appeals. In 2002 and 2003, SDC funded and implemented 2 Cash projects in Gobi-Altai and 
Zavkhan aimag respectively. 
Recently, a number international humanitarian aid agencies has spent time to re-discuss 
efficiency and appropriateness of emergency aid projects in regard of impact and 
sustainability. Thereby the cash approach was considered in more detail (D. Peppiatt et. al., 
2001: Cash transfers in emergencies; Humanitarian Practice network, ODI and references 
therein). At the same time SDC has implemented 13 Cash projects since 1999 with a total 
volume of about CHF 25Mio. an has elaborated a implementation tool (E. Rauch & H. 
Scheuer, 2003: Cash Workbook, SDC). 

Objectives 
Main objective of this external review is to obtain an external view of quality of In-kind 
distribution project, implemented by IFRC/MRCS, and Cash project, implemented by SDC, 
(strengths & weaknesses) for direct comparison of the two approaches as they were 
implemented at same location and time to a similar target population. 
This allows to compare the appropriateness and to understand the impact of cash and in kind 
assistance in regard of future similar interventions. 

Key issues and questions 
The external review shall concentrate 4 key issues. The specified questions under each key 
issue will be answered: 
1. Implementation: 

Did the programme meet the objectives as defined in the initial plan? 
Highlight issues concerning targeting, abuse of contribution, security and risks of 
beneficiaries and staff, financial accountability 
Highlight necessary requirements to implement future similar interventions. 

2. Impact: 
Did each intervention (cash or kind) meet the needs of targeted beneficiaries? 
To what extent do issues such as gender, impact on local markets and migration to urban 
centres need to be considered in future interventions? 
What are the most appropriate indicators and methods to measure impact of future 
interventions? 

3. Appropriateness and effectiveness: 
Which intervention (cash or kind) was considered the most appropriate by the 
beneficiaries and by local authorities? 
Was the support provided seen as relevant? 
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How was the intervention be felt by the beneficiaries in terms of dignity and integrity (e.g. 
requests from creditors)? 
How do locally present donors react on the 2 approaches? 

4. Comparison of in-kind and cash approaches: 
What are the strengths, weakness, opportunities and threats of each intervention? 

Methodology 
The external review is based on the following sources of information: 
 Interviews with concerned individuals of the 2 projects: beneficiaries, non beneficiaries of 

the target population, local and regional authorities, project manager, implementing 
agency, partner organisations. The reviewers will specify the number of interview partner 
in respect of statistical relevance and will elaborate the questionnaire in regard of the key 
questions. 

 Evaluation of the all relevant documents (see chapter 9). 
 In order to guarantee the external view of the review, the participants will be grouped in 

two teams, but agree on the present ToRs. 

Participants 
The participants of this review consist of external experts as well as of experts of the British 
Red Cross and are grouped in two teams. 
 
Team A) external reviewer 
1 International external reviewer (team leader) (not related neither to IFRC/BRC nor SDC) 
1 Mongolian reviewer (Mongol National University) 
1 translator 
2-4 interviewers (students from Mongol University 
 
Team B) observer team 
1 participant from BRCS 
1 participant from MRCS (to be confirmed) 
2 Translators 
2-4 Interviewers from MRCS 
 
Team A) und B) agree on identical field investigations during a kick-off workshop held in 
Ulaanbaatar upon arrival. 
Team A) und B) will reveal their investigation in different designated regions of Zavkhan 
aimag. 
After the field visit team A) and B) will merge their findings in a synthesis workshop in 
Ulaanbaatar. The responsibility of the synthesis is with the team leader of team A). In case of 
dispute the view of team A) prevails. 
 
Team A) covers the following profile:  
 experience with evaluation of humanitarian programmes 
 good understanding and knowledge of Mongolia, including the political, cultural and 

economic sensitivities 
 knowledge and understanding of the cash and in-kind relief approaches, and preferably 

experience with it 
 acquainted with the humanitarian field and actors in Mongolia 
 good knowledge of English and local language 
 able to integrate a gender perspective in observations and recommendations 
 flexible and willing to travel to the field  
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Outputs 
 Evaluation report in English language: maximum length 10'000 words excluding annexes 

and executive summary) 
 a post evaluation workshop will be held to discuss review findings with IFRC, BRC, 

MRCS, ODI, SDC and possible interested participants. 

Logistics 
 Team A) will be financed by SDC. 
 Team B) will be financed by the participants 
 The working language during the evaluation will be English and Mongolian. 
 SDC Ulaanbaatar is responsible for the arrangement with the participants of Mongol 

National University 
 SDC Ulaanbaatar will be responsible for accommodation of team A) and B) as well as for 

the kick-off as well as for the synthesis workshop in Ulaanbaatar 
 SDC Ulaanbaatar will be responsible for the field logistics of Team A (incl. translation) in 

Mongolia 
 MRCS will be responsible for field logistics of Team B. 
 SDC Ulaanbaatar and MRCS will remain in permanent contact during the mission in 

order to guarantee optimised support to this review. 

Responsibilities & time table 
(preliminary as of 01.09.04) 
Task Date Responsible Status 
Agreement on review 040813 IFRC, SDC  
Recruitment of external reviewers 040902 SDC, BRC, ODI  
Final agreement on TOR 040903   
Contracts, Flight arrangements 040910 SDC, BRC  
Briefing in Geneva 040910 IFRC optional, to be confirmed
Arrival in UB 040914 Reviewers to be confirmed 
kick-off workshop UB 040915 SDC UB  
Mission to Zavkhan (Aero Mongolia) 040916-23 Reviewers  
Synthesis workshop in UB 040924 External Reviewer  
3 days of reserve 040925-27  only if required 
Departure UB 040928 Reviewers  
Presentation and discussion in workshop 
in CH 

041013 SDC to be confirmed 

Final report 041025 External Reviewer  
 


