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Introduction to ALNAP’s Modules for Evaluation of Humanitarian Action

ALNAP develops training modules as a way of sharing knowledge and good practice identified through its research activities. 

These modules are available to all as a free good. ALNAP would appreciate any feedback on their content and usability - alnap@odi.org.uk

The three modules in this series are:

· Module 1. Introduction to Evaluation of Humanitarian Action (EHA)
This offers an introduction to evaluation of humanitarian action and can stand alone or fit into existing training courses on evaluation, or courses focusing on humanitarian action in general. 

· Module 2. Evaluation of Humanitarian Action - the evaluator's role
Includes an overview of the background to EHA and then focuses specifically on the roles and responsibilities of the evaluators.

· Module 3. Managing and Facilitating  evaluations of Humanitarian Action
Includes an overview of the background of EHA and then focuses specifically on the roles and responsibilities of the evaluation manager/ manager who commissions the evaluation.

Course providers can mix and match the sessions from the 3 modules and there is some overlap between them, which matches the crossover of roles between evaluators and evaluation managers.

These modules have been designed to aid those providing courses on Evaluation of Humanitarian Action. The materials are not a definitive set of ideas. You may want to add additional training materials or activities, and introduce your own organisation's policies, procedures and models.

As the application of the modules is potentially so varied we have not allocated specific timings to the overall sessions but have suggested timings for particular activities. Before running such courses it is suggested that attention should be given to:

· The audience: their level of knowledge of humanitarian action, evaluation and evaluation of humanitarian action, their overall experience and background, mix of group, their expectations. 

· Organisational learning outcomes: what do the managers who are commissioning the course say that they want to be achieved? 
· Length of the course: this could range from 90 minutes to 5 days.

· Length of training day: what is organisationally and culturally acceptable?
· Trainers: combination of someone with proven training skills and someone with evaluation experience is optimal (may be combined in the same person!).

· Appropriateness: choose a style and process for the audience, learning needs and length of course.

Once these have been established then it is appropriate to decide which module fits your purpose most closely.

How to use the modules

The following headings are used to organise the information for each session: 

· Session objectives

· Key messages

· Additional information

· Activities 

· Handouts 

· Presentation Slides

· Case examples

· Suggested resources

Handouts and presentation slides can be found in the second section of the modules in session order. Handouts provide information for trainer inputs and/or can be given out to participants.

These modules have been prepared as a free good available to all and can be downloaded from the ALNAP website (www.alnap.org) 

Trainer Tips

· Do not overload your programme. You can always have backup activities and slides to show if time allows.

· Build in sufficient time for main group discussions following any group work.

· Generally speaking, a training day divides up into 4 sessions, separated by coffee/tea breaks and lunch. Choose one topic per session.

· Case examples are an excellent way of making messages come alive. Use the ALNAP Evaluative Reports Database (ERD) (www.alnap.org/database.html) and organisational case studies as a source. One possible way to run a course on EHA would be to introduce a case on the first day and then apply the different sessions and activities to it throughout the length of the course.

· If you are going to need a write up from the course of the ideas and discussion points, then allocate this role before the course starts to someone other than a participant or a trainer. Do not wait until the end of the course to decide on what to do with all the generated material.

· The write up person can also take care of logistics and course administration - liasing with the venue staff etc.

· At the end of each day ask the participants feedback about the day and what could help to improve the next day's learning. This helps participants to own the course and for trainers to demonstrate their responsiveness and flexibility. You may need to let go of some of your pre determined programme agenda and redesign to fit the 'in the moment' needs of those attending.

· Get participant feedback about the course before they leave. It is rare that people have the time to send in evaluations once they have left a course. 


Introduction to Module 1: Introduction to Evaluation of Humanitarian Action 

This module provides trainers and facilitators with guidance for running training sessions or a training course to introduce the concept of Evaluation of Humanitarian Action (EHA). The module offers suggestions for structure and timing, key messages, interactive exercises, and potential points to be made during sessions. In presenting this module, ALNAP’s intention is to give potential collaborators a sense of the issues and a selection of facilitative techniques and materials. The module can be tailored to the needs of particular providers and audiences through shortening, lengthening or use of different formats. 

Who does this Module apply to?

· All operational personnel working in the Humanitarian Sector, including project managers and sectoral specialists. 
· People with experience of development evaluations.
· It is also relevant to staff who may initiate an evaluation process, or those involved in programmes that may be evaluated. 
Learning Outcomes 

· An improved understanding by those working in the sector as to what is involved in evaluation of Humanitarian Action (EHA) and its potential to improve ways of working and impact of humanitarian operations. 

· Increased clarity about key concepts and practices for coping better with being evaluated and/or initiating an evaluation within an organisation.

· Knowledge of what makes EHA different to other forms of evaluation.

Disclaimer 

The views expressed in this module reflect those of the consultant who compiled the materials and not necessarily those of ALNAP Full Members.

Author

This module was developed by Sara Swords, independent consultant, on behalf of ALNAP. 

Sara worked as a management development adviser in the Public Sector for 6 years before working for Oxfam GB as Learning and Development coordinator in the International Division for 4 years. She then covered the post of Deputy Humanitarian Director for a further 6 months. Subsequently Sara was contracted to look at how knowledge flows and is exchanged at the start of an emergency response and feedback findings to influence division of responsibilities within a humanitarian response team and the other organisational departments who interact with them. Since leaving Oxfam, Sara has worked on a number of consultancy projects and as a management development trainer in the Humanitarian and NGO sector. She is also a Sphere lead trainer.

For comments and queries about the modules themselves please refer in the first instance to alnap@odi.org.uk
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Index of Suggested Sessions

Sessions should be selected by facilitators from this list according to the particular audience and the length and depth of the sessions adjusted accordingly. The materials included in this module are suggestions only and facilitators will need to develop their own session plans.

Pre-course work

1. Experiences of evaluation

2. Locating evaluation

· The development of Evaluation of Humanitarian Action

· Utilisation-focused Evaluation

· Purposes of EHA

3. Initiating an Evaluation of Humanitarian Action 

· Who needs what and why

· What do we evaluate

· When to evaluate

· How to evaluate

· Who should evaluate 

4. Making the most of an Evaluation of Humanitarian Action 

· Basics of a Terms of Reference

· Relationship between operational personnel and evaluation team

· Evaluating protection

· Evaluation Report quality

· Follow-up

Appendices - other useful resources

Appendix 1. References

Appendix 2. Tools and Sources for EHA

Appendix 3. Example post-course evaluation form

Suggested Activities for Pre Work

Facilitators may find that deeper analysis is possible during the course if participants are encouraged to target the issues before a course begins. Pre-course inquiries and information may also help to save time during the course. Pre-course activities might include: 

Provide participants with a scenario which outlines the context in which a humanitarian response takes place. This can be based on a recent crisis and would be particularly suitable for an audience with limited knowledge of humanitarian programmes. Participants would be asked to read this in advance of the programme and outline what effect they think these contextual factors will have on the evaluation process.

Or

Ask participants to read a chapter from Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners London: ZED Books/ALNAP. Participants would be expected to read this and to highlight the difficulties experienced and key factors that should be focused on during the early stages of the evaluation process.

Session 1. Experiences of Evaluation 

Key messages

· Evaluation is a formal organisational tool to improve learning.

· Adoption of evaluation approaches that focus on users’ needs and those that provide a high level of stakeholder participation is the principal way to increase the potential of evaluation as a tool for learning.

· There are clear aspects of evaluation that can be improved by making quality choices about the process and activities undertaken. There are also factors which are beyond the control of those involved in the process which reflect the task complexity and the contextual factors affecting an evaluation. These factors need to be acknowledged and worked with.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 mins 
	Small group work
	Each group develops a set of descriptive statements on cards that might be applied to any humanitarian crisis i.e. disruption of livelihoods, large number of INGOs arriving in local region. 

	20 mins
	Group discussion
	Groups share their cards, followed by discussion of any additional characteristics and differences between natural disasters and emergencies that involve violent conflict. Use handout 1.1 to consolidate the key messages concerning contextual factors.

	60 mins
	Follow-on small group work
	Ask one person from each of the groups from the activity above to rotate to another group. Explain that the second part of developing the workshop context is to explore understanding of the three following  concepts. 

Introduce the term ‘Humanitarian Action’ and ask each group to discuss and agree on simple definition. Then introduce the term ‘Humanitarian Worker’ and ask them to do the same with this term. Finally, introduce the term ‘Evaluation’ and ask the groups to define what it is.

	
	Group presentations and discussion
	Ask each group to present their  definitions and discuss with the whole group. Continue with other terms.

When groups have presented their definition of a ‘Humanitarian Worker’, bring out in the ensuing discussion the meaning of ‘Humanitarian Imperative’ (All possible steps should be taken to prevent or alleviate human suffering arising out of conflict or calamity, and that civilians so affected have a right to protection and assistance. The Humanitarian Charter, Sphere Handbook, 1998: p6).

Conclude by linking all these terms together with the description of a crisis, sent out as pre work or distributed at this point.




Session 2. Locating Evaluation 

This session will look at:

a) The development of Evaluation of Humanitarian Action

b) Definition of EHA and Utilisation-focused Evaluation

c) Purposes of EHA
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a) The Development of EHA

Key messages

· There have been fundamental changes in the management of national and international public sector organisations. Behind the political rhetoric of downsizing government, increasing quality and value-for-money in public services, programmes were introduced under headings such as ‘total quality management’ or ‘results based management’. These aimed at improving the clarity of objectives and the measurement of processes and results. Though contentious, such programmes did contribute to an increased transparency of processes and, to an extent, of organisational accountability in the public sector (Source: ALNAP Annual Review, 2001).
· Significant source of change also has been the bilateral donor organisations and the requirements attached to their funding contributions to multilateral organisations, UN agencies, and NGOs. Systemwide evaluation of the international humanitarian response to the genocide in Rwanda (JEEAR, 1996) provided a final impetus for some of these changes, including ALNAP.

· There has been a shift from backward-looking evaluation (“Did we do what we set out to do?”) to forward-looking evaluation (“What do we need to do to improve programmes and policies so that they are successful in meeting our organisational objectives?”)

· Distinctions between Development and HA evaluation are now more blurred. EHA uses many of the social scientific research techniques, which have grown out of Development evaluation. Development programmes likewise operate in a less secure environment than a few years ago. However, Humanitarin situations remain extremely complex and difficult for evaluation procedures. They involve a large number of independent actors with the consequent difficulties of attribution. They often lack baseline data that would facilitate assessing impact and performance. They are often highly charged politically which makes investigation and drawing conclusions sensitive matters. (ALNAP Annual Review 2001).

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	20 mins
	Brainstorm
	Use handout 2.1 to discuss the main accountability initiatives in the Humanitarian system over the last decade. 

If working with participants from one organisation then also brainstorm accountability initiatives that have been set up ‘in-house’ and the changes they have brought. This discussion can then be useful to refer back to when considering follow-up.

Compare what is happening within organisations with the comments raised in handout 2.3.



b) Utilisation-focused evaluation

Key messages

· ‘The most important strategies for facilitating use (of an evaluation) are: planning for use at the beginning of an evaluation; identifying and prioritising intended users and intended use of the evaluation; designing the evaluation within resources limitations; involving stakeholders in the evaluation process; communicating findings to stakeholders as the evaluation progresses; developing a communication and reporting plan.’ (Preskill and Caracelli, 1997)

· Utilisation begins with the development of the initial strategy.

· An evaluator’s skills building relationships and networking strategies contribute to later use of an evaluation. 

· Stakeholder analysis identifies primary users – their use of the evaluation is nurtured and enhanced through their high quality participation.


c) Purposes of evaluation

Key messages

· An emphasis on learning will help organisations understand why particular aid activities are more or less successful in order to improve future performance. 

· Timeliness is an important factor, since the desire exists to pass on lessons now, not in a year’s time when the final report is eventually published.

· Lack of clarity of purpose leads to the selection of inappropriate evaluation approaches. 

“Where accountability is the priority, the traditional virtues of rigour, independence, replicability and efficiency tend to be the primary concerns. Where learning is the priority, the emphasis is more likely to be on achieving ‘buy-in’ from stakeholder, focusing on the process, and creating space to make sure that experience is properly discussed and lessons drawn out… These two objectives are not necessarily incompatible… but they are sufficiently different to merit separate consideration.” (Background synthesis Report, OECD, 2001)

· As EHA moves tentatively towards more of a lessons learning approach, partly as a result of having recommendations ignored over many years, its accountability function should not be forgotten. Agencies need to consider how to bring about an appropriate balance between these two evaluation functions. This means considering how evaluation results are going to be used, and then working back from this as to what mix of accountability and lesson learning is most likely to promote this use. (Annual Review 2003). Much of the focus of results-based planning is on the development of tools and systems and the production (rather than use) of data and reports, while the staff assessment side of results-based planning is left largely untouched. 

· Need to decide if an evaluation is the only approach to meeting the objectives identified. There may be a simpler way i.e. meeting, small study, and management action to address source of problems within a programme. 

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	30 mins
	Small groups
	Identify what are the overarching goals or purposes of Evaluation of Humanitarian Action? Agree on the top 5 and prioritise them. Compare with responses from other groups.

	25 mins
	Main group discussions
	Quinn Patton states that there are three primary uses for evaluation:

· making overall judgements
· facilitating improvements
· generating knowledge 
Consider how these fit with the examples above and what is common practice within their organisations. 

Source: Quinn Patton, M. (1997) pp 63–86





Session 3. Initiating an Evaluation of Humanitarian Action 

This session will look at:

a) Who needs what and why?

b) What do we evaluate?

c) When to evaluate?

d) How to evaluate?

e) Who should evaluate?


a) Who needs what and why?

Key messages

· Stakeholders are the actors who can influence or be influenced by the achievement of a given goal or undertaking.

· Evaluators need to consult adequately with primary stakeholders:

· that sufficient information is gained from primary stakeholders, including from both sexes and different ethnic groups etc. to allow conclusions to be formulated about the intervention;

· that primary stakeholders be given an opportunity to be active participants in the evaluation process, even if only through focus groups or PRA exercises;

· that primary stakeholders perspectives’ can be triangulated with those of other key stakeholders.

· The interest of stakeholders in project outcomes, and the related interest in monitoring and evaluation, identifies the political nature of programmes and must be taken into account by evaluators. 

· Especially in refugee and complex emergencies, stakeholder groups often have conflicting political interests about whether the evaluation should be done at all, what should be studied, and how the results should be disseminated.

· The meta evaluation of evaluation quality carried out in 2002 (ref: Alnap) found that very often evaluators only consulted with one set of stakeholders, usually agency staff to the exclusion of national and local governments. There was often a lack of detail on the nature of the consultation and a failure to provide a list of who was consulted. All these factors served to undermine the credibility of the evaluation report.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	30 mins
	Input and general discussion
	The facilitator will sketch out a particular humanitarian response, focusing on the different stakeholders involved. Discussion can then follow as to who is responsible for overall quality of a humanitarian response and who are primary stakeholders?

Handout 3.2 presents an alternative way of actor mapping as used by CARE US.
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b) What do we evaluate?
Key messages

· There is a clear need to establish the scope and focus of the evaluation and the questions for the evaluation to answer. Adequate time is needed to identify the objectives of the evaluation which need  to be realistic and feasible.

· Many important questions can be addressed. Stay focused on the primary purpose for your evaluation activities, and then prioritise the critical questions. Avoid a ‘shopping list’ of objectives.

· The DAC criteria are designed to facilitate comprehensive evaluation of humanitarian action. They form the framework or logical approach to examination of the activities to be evaluated. There are seven main criteria: efficiency, effectiveness, impact, relevance/appropriateness, and sustainability (or connectedness for short-term project impact on long term processes), coverage and coherence. There may be some overlap in areas covered by criteria, such as impact and effectiveness, or effectiveness and coverage. Using the DAC criteria in combination will ensure that all areas of the intervention are covered by the evaluation. (ALNAP Guidance booklet on evaluation criteria).

There are many other frameworks. A simple framework may be: What is right, wrong; Why and what needs to be done? Projects evaluated by the logframe can ask: What was the planning target, What are the actual results, What are the weaknesses and reasons for deviation/positive experiences and unplanned results, followed by recommendations. 
· Agency standards tend to note that about 5% of intervention expenditure should go towards monitoring and evaluation. Of this, agencies will need to determine what amount goes to evaluation. (AR 03)

· To assess interventions using the DAC criteria, interventions need measurable objectives and baseline and results-oriented data. If these are not present, evaluator may have to construct them from available evidence, for example by interviews with key stakeholders, or oral history techniques to reconstruct data after the event. The following activity shows some of the problems evaluators frequently experience.

Activity

In advance of the activity, write the following characteristics of humanitarian responses on cards:

· Situation changes frequently – complexity difficult to capture

· Difficult to construct timelines

· Absence of baseline data

· Weakness of monitoring systems

· Trauma (potential problem for staff and victims)

· High staff turnover

· Fatigue

· Access to areas is often limited or restricted

· High profile media coverage

· Co-ordination – hard to isolate an intervention from the broader context to attribute impact

· Multi disciplinary approaches result in diversity of staff composition and expertise

Note to facilitators

Whilst piloting the Module, the facilitators found that this exercise was invaluable in helping groups to differentiate between development evaluation and evaluation of humanitarian action. Longer time is needed for groups who are not familiar with the humanitarian action context. 

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	
	
	Divide the cards amongst the small groups

	5 mins

per card
	Small group work
	1. In small groups participants look at each heading on the cards and establish general understanding as to how these characteristics would manifest themselves on the ground, implications for humanitarian response teams etc.

	5 mins per card
	
	2. Decide whether the heading on the card mostly reflects:

· An organisational responsibility

· The responsibility of the project/programme manager on the ground

· The realities of humanitarian action and therefore beyond a certain level of control

	25 mins
	
	3.  The groups should now imagine they are the evaluation team in the process of carrying out the evaluation, discuss the options for working with or overcoming the characteristics talked through already.

	45 mins
	Main group presentations and discussion
	



Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	40 mins
	Main group
	Input from facilitator to talk through the criteria that is used to frame evaluations. Adapt to the audience.  Feed in examples from different evaluations and how evaluators addressed these criteria.
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c) When to evaluate?

Key message

· It is important to think through timing issues to ensure that a proposed evaluation is feasible and will provide accurate, reliable and useful information.

· Recent thinking on evaluation (ALNAP Annual Review 03) states that ‘recovery from emergencies does not normally follow a linear progression from relief to development. The idea that emergencies have a definite end at which point an external evaluation can take place is, therefore, increasingly questioned. The varied stages of response to the emergency therefore require different reporting functions.’

· ‘The recognition of the importance of understanding the process and feeding ideas back into ongoing interventions on a continuous basis, leading to an uptake in use of, for example, real-time evaluation (RTE) by larger agencies.‘ (AR 03)
Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 mins
	Individual reading time
	Consider the case study mentioned below (handout 3.6) and consider timing implications.

	10 mins
	In pairs
	Sharing information


Case example (Best read in advance as pre course work)

· ‘Evaluation of Tajikistan Programme’ Account by Peter Wiles, from Wood A, Apthorpe R, Borton J (eds) (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners Zed Press (see handout 3.6).


d) How to evaluate

Key messages

· There are a number of different types of evaluation, which can differ, in their primary objective, orientation (independent/self), themes and timing. These are not mutually exclusive.

· The traditional project-based approach is giving way to broader country programmes with thematic initiatives and sectorwide approaches. The boundaries of these are much harder to define and the process more complex, particularly when it comes to demonstrating aid effectiveness. The attraction of broader-based evaluations is that the lessons learned are likely to be more widely applicable, both in policy and operational terms.

Activity

In advance of the activity, write the types of evaluations listed in handout 3.7 on separate cards/presentation slides.
	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	20 mins
	Main group discussion/ brainstorm
	From the list of different types of evaluation in handout 3.7, ask participants about the benefits and constraints of different types of evaluation approach. 

Bring along executive summaries from a real time evaluation and a self-evaluation And see what the findings have generated for the organisations concerned.

	
	
	(if time)

Participants to place coloured dots against which type they have conducted to date. Allow for sufficient time to discuss differences in findings that each type elicits and appropriateness.



e) Who should evaluate?

Key messages

· Teams should contain a mix of skills and experience including the following characteristics:

- Professional expertise relating to the issue being evaluated

- Knowledge of the country/region cross-disciplinary skills (social economic and institutional)

- Gender balance

- Representatives from the partner country or organisation (this improves the quality and the local credibility of the evaluation findings as well as building local capacity). (Representatives can find themselves in difficult positions e.g. if the evaluation is reflecting negatively on their organisation or colleagues)

- Available for the whole time of the evaluation

- Quality team leader

· Team composition is an area where no interagency standards exist. There is still a serious imbalance and under-employment of locally based consultants. (Annual Review 03).

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	
	Input from facilitator
	Use handout 3.8 to highlight the advantages and disadvantages of internal and external evaluators.

Other points to highlight for participants to bear in mind when selecting an evaluation team are:

· Size of team variations – is it a team or a pair of evaluators, what is the involvement of organisational staff?
· Structure of team variations – single consultant or team, core team, groups.
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Session 4. Making the most of an evaluation of humanitarian action

This session will look at:

a) Basics of an EHA Terms of Reference

b) Relationship between operational personnel and evaluation team

c) Evaluating protection

d) Evaluation Report quality

e) Follow up


a) Basics of an EHA Terms of Reference

Key Messages

· There are two main problems with the purpose and focus of TOR: 

1. They tend to be overloaded when many stakeholders  add their own questions within agencies without them being prioritised. . 

2. Different purposes for an evaluation may be sought in one mission – especially lesson learning and accountability – causing ambiguity in its emphasis and approach. 
· TOR provides a formal record of agreement as to what will be done and should outline all obligations of all participants in the evaluation.

· The evaluator and commissioning organisation need to work together in order to streamline the evaluation. The evaluator must examine the practicality of the planning process; the feasibility of meeting stakeholders needs, the strength of the TOR, the balance within the team, and take steps to influence these variables to make the evaluation more effective.

Activity 

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 mins
	Main group discussion
	Ask participants what they think may be the factors that serve as the basis for TOR



	20 mins
	Small group discussion
	Give out a TOR or handout 4.1 and in small groups apply their ideas to the example. What else does it bring out as important? What is missing? (for example an indication of how the report will be used and provisions for follow-up could have been more comprehensive). 



b) Relationship between operational personnel, communities and evaluation team

Key messages

· There needs to be an ongoing relationship between the evaluation manager, operational personnel and the evaluation team. Often insufficient time is given to considering how to build the appropriate level of interaction and ongoing report back.

· Preparing for the different audiences that you meet as an evaluation team is essential to ensure quality data is collected.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	
	Small group work
	Strategies for Entry: Divide the main group into groups. Half will represent evaluation teams and half will be the field teams about to receive the evaluation team in 3 days time.

Both parties need to prepare a list of what they need to do and know at this stage. 

	
	Main group discussion
	Compare the lists and see fit and mismatch.


c) Evaluating Protection

Key messages

· Protection continues to be the cross cutting issue least well covered by EHA. This could be because evaluators may see protection as the exclusive mandate of the ICRC and UNHCR. Also most evaluations do not tend to look far beyond the ‘technical’ specifics of the intervention. (AR 2003)

· Evaluating food-related protection issues would be an analysis of whether to refuse to distribute food in cases of forced displacement; and the potential for the provision of food aid decreasing the security of primary stakeholders.

· Protective practice includes:

· Renewed commitment to people’s rights and responsibilities under international law as the basis of all humanitarian work

· Merging humanitarian and human rights practice at field level

· Close collaboration with people’s own capacity for self-protection

· Emphasising complementary inter-agency programming within and beyond the immediate humanitarian sector

· Awareness of the risks of counter-protective programming and behaviour.

   (Source: Hugo Slim/Luis Enrique Eguren, Humanitarian protection Alnap booklet – draft)

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 min
	Input
	Outline what work and research is currently being done on

Protection in HA



	
	Discussion
	What kind of protection activities would be evaluated in HA?

What would make this difficult?
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d) Evaluation Report Quality

Key messages

· The process for receipt of the report by the organisation(s) concerned should be built into TOR

· Identify controversial issues and discuss as they arise during the fieldwork stage

· Use referee/arbitration process if there are disagreements

· Ensure it is sent back out to the field and perhaps supported by a further field workshop, run by evaluator (s) and member of organisation

· Consider whether the report needs to be translated

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	
	Main group discussion
	Photocopy a particular part in a chapter from Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from practitioners (i.e. pp183–185 - handout 4.3) to look at problems that arose in writing up and in organisations receiving the report. Ask participants to compare this with their own experience and come up with some strategies to avoid these another time

	
	Individual reflection and group discussion
	Ask participants to consider how the ALNAP Proforma for Use in Assessing the Quality of Evaluation Reports of Humanitarian Action (for use as a checklist of issues that ought to be covered during EHA) compares with their own experience of writing or commissioning evaluation reports?




. 


e)  Follow-up

Key messages

· Make evaluation part of a broader learning process, to promote ownership of the outcome and define a routine follow-up process. 

· Ensure the evaluation process links into other organisational initiatives. Agencies need to consider from the beginning what use will be made of the evaluation. Agencies could make the evaluation process more credible and provide greater support to evaluators by establishing intended use. Key elements for follow up are: - means of dissemination of findings; allocation of responsibility; and a timetable. 

· Backing by formal authority is essential: follow-up is also a top-down process, at least in government organisations. 

· Ensure an active and diversified approach to dissemination of evaluation results. 

Source: van de Putte, B. (2001) Follow-up to Evaluations of Humanitarian Programmes. London: ALNAP. 

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	
	Small group work
	In groups write on cards what needs to happen to ensure effective follow up.



	
	Main group discussion
	Put these up on flipchart and then ask what creative things could be done to ensure effective follow up. Encourage/push the group to let go of standardised thinking and be outrageous. Review their creative ideas and consider if they are so outrageous. What elements of their ideas are usable and would draw attention to evaluation findings.
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Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from practitioners. London: Zed Press/ALNAP.

Appendix 2. Further Suggested resources

Tools and Sources for EHA

This listing is intended to indicate those tools and sources which are considered to be most relevant to participants. It is not intended to be exhaustive. 


Guides & Guidance

· ALNAP (2002) ALNAP Quality Proforma: The Evaluation Of Humanitarian Action (EHA) Process As Revealed By Evaluation Reports (see ALNAP Annual Review Series or www.alnap.org for latest version)

· Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and NGOs in Disaster Relief, (1994)

· OECD DAC (1999) Guidance for Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance in Complex Emergencies. Paris: Working Party on Aid Evaluation.

· Hallam, A. (1998) Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance Programmes in Complex Emergencies Relief and Rehabilitation Network (RRN) Good Practice Review No 7. London: Overseas Development Institute.
· DFID (2001) Evaluation Guidelines London: Department for International Development. <http://www.dfid.gov.uk/> (Search for Evaluation Guidelines)

· ECHO (1999) Manual for the Evaluation of Humanitarian Aid. Brussels: ECHO 
· The Sphere Project (2000) Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response. Geneva: The Sphere Project www.sphereproject.org

· Humanitarian Policy Group www.odi.org.uk/hpg/publications
· Humanitarian Practice Network www.odihpn.org.uk
· CDC – Center for Disease Control and Prevention (1999) Framework For Program Evaluation In Public Health, Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report (MMWR) 17th September 1999, Vol. 48, No RR-11. http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/PDF/RR/RR4811.pdf
· MSF (1989) Mission Exploratoire, missione d'evaluation. Situations sans deplacement de populations. France: MSF. 

· OFDA / USAID (1998) Field Operations Guide (FOG) for Disaster Assessment and Response. http://www.info.usaid.gov/ofda/fog/

· OXFAM (2000) Public Health Assessment Tool. Available from: Emergencies Department of Oxfam GB.

· People in Aid Code of Best Practice. www.peopleinaid.org.uk

· Van der Eyken, W. (1999) Managing Evaluation. London: Charities Evaluation Services www.ces-vol.org.uk

· USAID – Evaluation Tips; A series of pdf files covering topics such as: Establishing Performance Targets; Selecting Performance Indicators; Preparing an Evaluation Scope of Work; Conducting a Participatory Evaluation; Guidelines for Indicator and Data Quality; etc. http://www.dec.org/usaid_eval/#004

· UNICEF (March 2001) Monitoring and Evaluation Training Modules CD-ROM: Managing M&E Activities and M&E in crisis and Unstable Contexts. New York: UNICEF Division of Evaluation, Policy and Planning www.unicef.org

· Details on additional Guides are provided in the Useful Resources Database on the ALNAP website: www.alnap.org/usefulresources.html

Professional Societies

It is highly desirable that all those involved in carrying out evaluations of humanitarian action should become a member of at least one professional evaluation society in order to support their own professional development. All evaluation societies organise conferences and meetings and keep their members informed of publications and upcoming events. Some evaluation societies sponsor evaluation journals and members are offered reduced subscription rates. Increased membership of such societies by those involved in the evaluation of humanitarian action will help encourage the wider evaluation community to engage with the issues faced in the evaluation of humanitarian action.

African Evaluation Association (AfrEA)

Umbrella association of 20 plus national evaluation networks and associations. UNICEF has been very active in supporting the formation and development of these networks and the African Evaluation Association Contact: Mahesh Patel mpatel@unicef.org
The AfrEA website is at http://www.afrea.org/index.htm
American Evaluation Association TIGs

The AEA and its members maintain more than 30 Topical Interest Groups (TIGs) covering areas such as: Collaborative, Participatory and Empowerment Evaluation; Evaluation Managers and Supervisors; Human Services Evaluation, International and Cross Cultural Evaluation; Human Services Evaluation. Most TIGs have their own officers, means of communicating with members, and special events. All TIGs co-ordinate their efforts through the AEA and participate actively in AEA's annual conference. Each TIG receives conference paper proposals in their area of interest and sets up a series of paper sessions and panels for the conference. Members of AEA may join up to five Topical Interest Groups. 

http://www.eval.org/TIGs/tig.html

Associazone Italiana di Valutazione

www.valutazione.it/

Australasian Evaluation Society

http://www.aes.asn.au/

Canadian Evaluation Society

www.evaluationcanada.ca/

European Evaluation Society

www.europeanevaluation.org/

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Evaluation

http://www.degeval.de/

Inter-American Roundtable on Evaluation and Performance Measurement

A network of government departments, universities and professional associations in Latin America and the Caribbean involved in evaluations. Members include a Central American Evaluation Association 

http://www.iadb.org/evo/roundtable/about.htm#

International Development Evaluation Association

The International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS) is currently being formed. Sponsored jointly by the UNDP Evaluation Office and the World Bank Operations Evaluation Department it will seek to represent evaluators and development practitioners, mostly from the developing world. A launch event is planned for 2002.

Malaysian Evaluation Society

http://www.angelfire.com/ab/mes/

Société Française de l’Évaluation

http://www.sfe.asso.fr/

Sri Lanka Evaluation Association (SLEvA)

http://www.naresa.ac.lk/sleva/profile.htm

Société Suisse de l’Évaluation

http://www.seval.ch/

UK Evaluation Society (UKES)

http://www.evaluation.org.uk/

Books

· Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (eds) (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners London: Zed Books/ALNAP.

· Patton, M. (1997) Utilization-Focused Evaluation: The New Century Text. Edition 3. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

· Shadish, W., Cook, T., and L. Leviton (1991) Foundations of Program Evaluation: Theories of Practice. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

· Valadez, J. and M. Bamberger (1994) Monitoring and Evaluating Social Programs in Developing Countries: A Handbook for Policymakers, Managers, and Researchers. Washington: World Bank Institute Development Studies.

· Weiss, C. (1998) Evaluation. 2nd Edition. Saddle Hall, NJ: Prentice Hall.

· ALNAP Annual Review Series. These are published every April and include:

· a synthesis of the findings, conclusions and recommendations of EHA evaluations placed on ALNAP’s Evaluative Reports Database during the preceding year

· a meta-evaluation using the ALNAP Quality Proforma: The Evaluation Of Humanitarian Action (EHA) Process As Revealed By Evaluation Reports

· the latest published version of the Quality Proforma

· a chapter on a selected quality, accountability or learning theme. 

· ALNAP (2002) Humanitarian Action: Improving performance through improved learning. ALNAP Annual Review 2002. London: ALNAP.

· ALNAP (2001) Humanitarian Action: Learning from evaluation. ALNAP Annual Review 2001. London: ALNAP.

· Details on additional books are provided in the Useful Resources Database on the ALNAP website – www.alnap.org/usefulresources.html

Appendix 3. Example Course Evaluation Form

How To Evaluate Humanitarian Action 

Course Evaluation Form
Surname: ____________________________

First Name: _______________________

Organisation: ___________________________

Position: ___________________________

Thank you for your comments and participation

PLEASE CIRCLE TO WHAT EXTENT YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS:

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. Subject matter was adequately covered
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	2. Content was suitable for my background and experience
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	3. Programme was well-paced
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	4. Handouts were relevant
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	5. Participants were encouraged to take an active part
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	6. The course met my individual objectives
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	7. The course was relevant to my job
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	8. I would recommend this programme to my colleagues
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1


PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING, AS APPLICABLE

	9.Facilitation 
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	1. 10.Group exercises
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	2. 11. Case Study exercise
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	3.  12.Meeting space
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	4. 13. Meals/refreshments
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	5.  14. Overall organisation
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	


 15.Was the course length:
correct?
too short?
too long ?

 16. Were there:  just enough participants?
too few?
too many ?

 17. If more than one subject was covered, which received too much or too little time?

	

	

	

	

	


 18.  Do you have any suggestions that you feel could improve this course?

	

	

	

	

	


 19.  Any other comments?

	

	

	

	

	


 20.   What is your overall rating of this course?

Excellent

Very good

Good

Fair

Poor
Handout 





4.2 Evaluating Protection





Handout 





4.1 A Sample Terms of Reference (TOR)





 Notes to facilitators: either obtain 2 or 3 Terms of References for evaluations of HA from the organisations of the participants who will be attending the course OR take a recent one from the ALNAP evaluations database available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.alnap.org" ��www.alnap.org�. Ensure as far as possible that they include evaluation criteria.








This TOR (handout 4.1) is included here as an example. It would be more beneficial for participants if a more up-to-date one is used. The DEC TORs are useful for courses on EHA as on the whole they do cover most aspects in their terms of reference. 


Facilitators will need to make the point that all the aspects of good practice included in a TOR for an umbrella organisation like the DEC are equally applicable to smaller NGOs. Facilitators will often use an example from the DEC because they openly publish their materials.





Session Objective





To clarify what contributes to good practice during the evaluation process and how this can lead to more successful fieldwork, reporting and follow-up.





Handouts 


3.8 Advantages and disadvantages of internal and external evaluators 





Handout 





3.7 Evaluation Types





Handouts 





3.3 Hierarchy of assessment, monitoring and evaluation questions


3.4 Evaluation criteria





Source: Alnap guidance booklet on evaluation criteria.





Presentation slide 





Utilisation-focused evaluation





Suggested resources





Quinn Patton, M. (1997) Utilization-Focused Evaluation: The New Century Text. 3rd Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.





Handouts





2.1 Principal accountability initiatives in the humanitarian system over the last decade


2.2 Evaluation standards





Handouts





3.5 ‘Evaluation of Tajikistan Programme’ case example. 


3.6 Timing of an Evaluation – Practical considerations (also a possible presentation slide)





Handouts 





3.2 Comparison of Evaluation Efforts in Humanitarian Crises and Development Projects





Handouts





3.1 Actor Mapping – What we might want to know





Session Objective





Understanding of the key components of planning an effective evaluation and responsibilities within the process.





Handouts 





2.3 Purposes of Evaluation


2.4 Accountability and Evaluations





Session Objective





An understanding of how EHA has developed during the last decade which will build on the group’s understanding of contextual factors looked at in Session 1. A description of the key purposes for carrying out evaluations and how these link into intended use. 




















































































































































































































Handouts 





4.3 Extract from Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from practitioners


4.4 ALNAP Quality Proforma


4.5 Extract from ALNAP Annual Review 2001









































Handouts 





1.1 Contextual Factors affecting Evaluations of Humanitarian Action 





Presentation slides 





Definition of Evaluation 





Session Objective





By the end of this session participants will have a clear understanding of factors that contribute to effective evaluations and potential pitfalls, and will have articulated individual experiences relating to evaluations.�








