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Introduction to ALNAP’s Modules for Evaluation of Humanitarian Action

ALNAP has developed these training modules on Evaluation of Humanitarian Action (EHA) as a way of sharing knowledge and good practice identified through its research activities. 

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  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 and project manages the process.

Course providers can mix and match the sessions from the three 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, their learning needs and the length of course.

Once these have been established then  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. The handouts are included as sources of information for inputs by trainers and as specific handouts that can be given 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) – ALNAP would appreciate any feedback on their content and utility (alnap@odi.org.uk).

Trainer Tips

· Do not be too ambitious in what you aim to cover during your programme. You can always have backup activities and presentation 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) 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. Ensure that the case study you choose will draw out lessons relevant to your audience.

· 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 - liaising with the venue staff etc.

· At the end of each day ask the participants for feedback about the day and what could help to improve the next day's learning. This helps participants to own the course as it progresses. Trainers, on learning and responding to that feedback, can then demonstrate their responsiveness and flexibility. This may require letting go of some of the prepared programme agenda and it being redesigned to fit the 'in the moment' needs of those attending.

· Get participant feedback about the course before they leave through the completion of evaluation forms. It is rare that people have the time to send in evaluations once they have left a course. An example of an evaluation form can be found as an Appendix.


Introduction to Module 2: Evaluation of Humanitarian Action – The Evaluator’s Role

This module provides trainers and facilitators with guidance for running training sessions or a training course in the 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 users 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?

People who carry out evaluations of humanitarian action i.e., field evaluation officers, independent consultants and evaluation department personnel who undertake internal evaluations, or who accompany consultants during the evaluation process.

Learning Outcomes

By the end of the course participants will have

· An overall understanding of the nature of evaluation of humanitarian action (EHA) and the evaluator's  responsibilities and associated competencies within it.

· A practical approach to design, implementation and follow through which is consistent with the delivery of a valued report and increases the likelihood of follow-up.

· An understanding of the complexities involved in the evaluation process and the means to identify and address specific dilemmas, difficulties and challenges frequently associated with undertaking EHA.

Key headings per session

Each session is presented in a common format as follows:

· Session Objectives 
· Key messages
· Additional information
· Activities – Suggestions with approximate timings and instructions for facilitators
· Handouts
· Presentation slides
· Case examples
· Suggested Resources
All handouts and presentation slides are available in the second section of the modules and can be downloaded electronically in pdf or Microsoft word document format from the ALNAP website (www.alnap.org)

Disclaimer 

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

Authors

This module was developed by Sara Swords, independent consultant on behalf of ALNAP, with significant input and constructive feedback from Sheila Reed of  InterWorks. During the last 18 months both Sheila and Sara have run courses on EHA, based on the original training modules, and the experience of these courses has helped to  enhance the quality of the materials appearing here.. 

Sara Swords

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.. Since leaving Oxfam, Sara has worked on  consultancy projects and as a management development trainer in the Humanitarian and NGO sector. She is also a Sphere lead trainer.

Sheila Reed

Sheila Reed has 17 years of experience in international humanitarian and development assistance. She has worked worldwide, particularly in the Horn of Africa. She worked for 3 years for USAID and 2 years for the Harvard Institute for International Development. Since 1991 she has undertaken consultancy projects, particularly in training, assessment, evaluation and strategic planning for complex crises and frequently in association with InterWorks and the University of Wisconsin Disaster Management Center. She has designed training programmes and materials in a wide variety of topics including evaluation, governance, internal displacement, refugee emergency management, and rehabilitation and reconstruction.

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. Foundation for Evaluation of Humanitarian Action

· Project cycle management

· Purposes of evaluation of Humanitarian Action

· International Standards and Legal Frameworks

· Types of evaluation used

3. Getting Started

4. Formulating Terms of Reference

· Stakeholders

· Content of the Terms of Reference

· Evaluation criteria

5. Qualities of an Evaluator

· Skills and competencies required

· Team composition

6. Preparations by evaluation team

· Preparatory action

· Documentary research

· Planning country visits and fieldwork

· Staff security

· e) Preparations by evaluation manager

7.Team Maintenance

· Team formation process

· Team Leader

· Effects of stress

· Time management

8. Overview of Evaluation methods

· Methodology

· Use of specific techniques

· Bias

9. Preparation and Writing of Reports

· Purpose of evaluation reports

· Essential elements of evaluation reports

· Allocation of tasks involved

· Drafting

· Differences of opinion

· Sensitive findings

· Recommendations

10. Good Practices in follow up and dissemination

· Dissemination

· Dissemination and methods

· Follow up

Appendices - other useful resources

Appendix 1. References

Appendix 2. Tools and Sources for EHA

Appendix 3. Programme of 2-day course on EHA 

Appendix 4. 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.

Participants can be asked to do any of the activities below: 

· Ask participants to review the “Definition of Terms” (handout i) to see how such terms are used in organisations they have been involved in.

· Participants to write down details of one good experience of evaluation and one that went wrong and reflect on what led to those outcomes and their individual role in them.

· Participants to read Chapter 1 of ALNAP Annual Review 2001.

· Participants to bring with them an example of a ‘good’ evaluation report.

· Devote some time to “Individual Case Study Preparation”. Participants should use the template from handout (ii) to help analyse an evaluation in which they have participated.  

Once you have selected an appropriate pre course activity then you will need to ensure that reference to it is built into your sessions. Activities 1 – 3 can be referred back to throughout the course. Activity 4 relates to Session 9 (Writing Reports) and Activity 5 needs to have specific slots scheduled into the programme and works best during a longer course (i.e. 5 days). 

Handouts
i) Definition of Terms

ii) Individual Case Study Preparation
Suggested Resources

· ALNAP Annual Review 2001 available from the ALNAP website <www.alnap.org/ar2001/contents.html>

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

Session 1: Experiences of Evaluation


Key messages

· 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. 

Activities

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins
	Brainstorm
	Write the word ‘Evaluation’ on a flipchart and ask participants to write down words they associate with the term

	20 – 25 mins
	Small group work
	In small groups, using the words from the brainstorm session as reference points, ask participants to tell stories of personal experience (also use pre work) as to what constitutes good/bad evaluations. The activity will help establish the learning methods for the course, which will be participative.

	20 mins
	Continued small group work
	Ask participants now to focus specifically on evaluations of humanitarian action.  What factors make evaluations of humanitarian action particularly difficult? Ask the groups to come up with specific examples.

	30 mins
	Main group discussion
	Share these factors as whole group.

This is a good exercise to establish the level of understanding in a group and to give the message that the course is concerned with discussing how to carry out the best possible evaluation within difficult constraints.  Use Handout 1.1 to consolidate the key messages concerning contextual factors.



Session 2. Foundation for Evaluation of Humanitarian Action (EHA)

This session will look at:

a) Project cycle management

b) Purposes of evaluation of humanitarian action

c) International Standards and Legal Frameworks

d) Types of evaluation used

A suggestion for facilitators would be to go fairly quickly through sessions a) and b). The course is aimed rather at the ‘practicalities of doing evaluations’.


a) Project cycle management

Key messages

· Evaluation is part of Project Cycle Management. The project cycle consists of the following phases:


Assessment - Design - Appraisal - Implementation - Monitoring - Completion - Evaluation.

· Assessment, monitoring and evaluation activities are part of the same cycle and the activities of each logically flow one into the other. 

· Assessment is the basis for programming and monitoring, and evaluation analyses the outcomes. Although their objectives are similar, different people with different responsibilities might perform the stages or the scope of activities slightly differently. 

· Program managers and decision-makers should view all of these activities as part of an integrated approach to information collection and processing, which is intended to improve the quality of services offered to members of the affected population.

· As seen in the introductory activities there are important differences between the project cycle adopted in a non-crisis context and the one that develops in crisis / unstable situations.

Activity 

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins
	Introduce project cycle
	Brief input by facilitator on project cycle in crisis situations to provide basis for discussions. Compare this project cycle to what it would look like for a development programme
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b) Purposes of evaluation of humanitarian action

Key messages

· An emphasis on learning in an evaluation will help organisations understand why particular aid activities are more or less successful. The aim is  to improve future performance. Timeliness is an important factor, since the need and willingness exist to pass on lessons now, not in a year’s time when the final report is eventually published.

· An emphasis on accountability is: “the duty to provide an account (by no means a financial account) or reckoning of those actions for which one is held ‘responsible’. Thus accountability involves two responsibilities or duties: the responsibility to undertake certain actions (or forbear from taking actions) and the responsibility to provide an account for those actions” (Gray, 1996). Organisations are often undertaking evaluations to demonstrate their accountability to donors. Traditional virtues of rigour, independence, replicability and efficiency tend to be primary concerns in accountability. 

· Evaluations designed primarily for lesson learning will not necessarily provide sufficient information for accountability and vice versa. The tension and balance between the two need to be explicitly addressed at the evaluation design stage. The two objectives can be incompatible and their target audiences differ.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	
	Introduction
	

	15 mins
	Small group work
	Based on the last 3–5 evaluations that participants have been involved in, individuals  consider– their intended use and key questions that the evaluations were seeking to answer.

It is possible to input these results into a table on PowerPoint so that you can show graphically the purpose of evaluations that the course participants have been involved in.

	20 mins
	Main group discussion
	Identify how clear the evaluation purpose is in practice.

	25 mins
	Alternative activity

Plenary discussion
	Stimulate group discussion by asking what a humanitarian worker does and what is their purpose? Challenge group as to how well we measure what we say is our core purpose.
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c) International Standards and Legal Frameworks

Key Messages

· In the humanitarian sector there are now some major accountability initiatives. They fall into the following categories:

Legislative: International Humanitarian, Human Rights Law, Local and National laws.

Voluntary standards and processes: Sphere, People in Aid, Codes of Conduct and Protocols, the People’s Panel, Evaluations. 

Contractual agreements: Memorandum of Understanding, Joint Policy Agreements, Partnerships. 

· Cross cutting themes underpin HA programming and therefore need to be considered during the evaluation process. Cross cutting themes include:

· encouraging gender specific analysis and targeting of programmes in consideration of gender differences

· promoting co-ordination among stakeholders; 

· providing opportunities for participation of stakeholders, particularly beneficiaries; and

· attention to rights based approaches, such as protection.

The manner in which a programme addresses these themes is critical. If a programme was not designed with these in mind, it is appropriate for an evaluation to ask why. 

Additional Information

Background to Sphere

Sphere offers a model set of minimum standards and embodies international human rights and humanitarian law. The Humanitarian Charter and accompanying minimum standards provide the humanitarian community with a practical tool for more effective and accountable inter-agency collaboration. 

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	20 mins
	Plenary discussion
	Facilitator to inquire into how participants use the major accountability initiatives mentioned above.  

	10 mins
	Introduction to Sphere
	Spend about 10 minutes discussing the Sphere standards, using the Sphere-generated overheads if desired. Describe how the Sphere standards, the Code of Conduct and Humanitarian Charter, and the contents of the Sphere manual are useful for assessment and evaluation. Describe the weaknesses in the standard setting process. 



	
	
	


Suggested Resources

· Sphere training materials and further information are available to download from www.sphereproject.org
d) Types of Evaluation

Key messages

· There are a number of different types of evaluation, which vary, in their primary objective, orientation (independent/self), themes and timing. Different types of evaluation are carried out at different stages of the project cycle.

· The traditional project-based approach is giving way to broader country programmes with thematic initiatives and sector-wide 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.

Additional Information

On-going (real time) evaluations are commissioned during project implementation. These are also referred to as interim evaluations. Ex-post evaluations take place after implementation has been completed.

A major difference is between independent evaluation and self-evaluation. Independent evaluation involves evaluators who have had no responsibility or involvement in the activity being evaluated. Operational staff may well be involved in the process, but the primary purpose is to achieve an independent assessment. Self-evaluation involves operational staff and beneficiaries evaluating their own activities.

The direction of the interactions in an evaluation is also important. Traditional evaluations are more typical and tend to be initiated by the top management with their objectives and use independent outside judgement and technical expertise. They may or may not involve beneficiaries. Participatory evaluations include the stakeholders and have a more bottom-up approach. These stakeholders may participate fully in all or in some phases of the evaluation. 

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins
	Introduction by facilitator
	Brief input by facilitator on different types of evaluation, especially newer types being undertaken currently. The facilitator can display each type of evaluation and ask participants what characteristics define each one.

	15 mins
	Group discussion
	Using handout 2.3 participants to place dots against the types of evaluation they have conducted to date. Allow for sufficient time to discuss differences in findings that each type elicits and appropriateness.
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Session 3 Getting Started

This session is particularly designed to help ‘external’ consultants.


Key Messages

· When evaluation briefs are broad and not everything can be done, there is a clear need to discuss with an organisation what its priorities are.
· To decide on a realistic allocation of time tasks involved should be broken down into: amount of preparation and desk study time/time in field/time in writing up.
· Initial contact with an organisation gives external consultants insight into how an organisation works.  Notice the language used, how people are treating insiders/outsiders, their willingness to discuss ‘real’ issues etc.
Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	45 mins
	Small group work
	Using a ‘request for consultants’ brief in the public domain, participants work in small groups to complete a proposal. (see handout 3.1 for an example request from an ALNAP Full Member)

	30 mins
	Plenary discussion
	Share findings and difficulties in submitting realistic proposals i.e. How to estimate realistic time schedules, appropriate fee structure etc. 

Discuss as part of plenary the specifics of ‘getting started’ as an internal evaluator; and when the right time is to negotiate a TOR – before you submit a proposal and therefore risk not getting the work, or to win the work and then negotiate. 
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Session 4. Formulating Terms of Reference 

This session will look at:

a) Stakeholders

b) Content of the Terms of Reference

c) Evaluation criteria
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a) Stakeholders

Key Messages

· The planning process is a time for gaining cooperation from all stakeholders. Priority however should be given to primary stakeholders. 

· Stakeholders’ interests power the evaluation. In addition to the decision-makers most directly involved there is often a long list of persons with an interest in the evaluation such as policy makers, donors, operational partners, beneficiaries and various parts of the host government. The extent to which these groups may seek involvement in the evaluation is not always clear. Such aspects however should be given consideration in consultations and planning. 

Additional Information

What is a user-focused evaluation? No matter what the type or purpose, the evaluation should aim to be useful to the stakeholders. Refer to the presentation slide in the accompanying materials for this module. It shows how the philosophy of evaluation, in general, is moving from “evaluate to evolve” instead of “evaluate to control”. 

Most projects involve at least four categories of stakeholders. Stakeholders are defined as those who have an interest in the outcome of the project and consequently in the orientation and interpretation of the evaluation e.g., International organisations (donors, NGOs and research foundations); national and sectoral organisations (central government ministries, financial ministries, line ministries local NGOs and national consulting and research groups); project implementing agencies; and, intended beneficiaries. Some or all will affect the fate of the evaluation. Refer to the stakeholder roles matrix (Handout 4.1). Evaluators should be able to fill all or part of it in before the evaluation based on the recruitment TOR and the discussions. 

 Evaluators and evaluation managers will often find that many parties will be involved in the use of evaluation results and they need to recognise the value in exploring interests and needs underlying positions. Potential reactions to the findings should be borne in mind and  cooperation sought. Evaluation managers need to appreciate what will make an EHA ‘relevant’ from a range of perspectives. They need to create a strategic plan to reach the stakeholders. 

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 mins
	Input from facilitator
	The key message is that an evaluation should be driven by what its intended use will be once conducted and who the intended users will be. Differentiating primary stakeholders as opposed to everyone who has an interest is of huge importance.

	20 mins
	In pairs 
	Use handout 4.1 and 4.2 and discuss the questions below the matrix in 4.1. 
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b) Content of TOR

Key messages

·  TORs provide a formal record of agreement as to what will be done and should outline all obligations of all participants in the evaluation.

· The TOR should provide sufficient details (including contextual overview, intervention objective and key stakeholders) to inform the evaluation’s analysis.
· The TOR should, for the purpose of transparency, outline the evaluation budget, preferably as a percentage of the cost of the intervention being evaluated.

· 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.

· Whether evaluators take part in the core planning activities or not, insight into the planning process is essential. The key components in planning include the identification of stakeholder interests, the budget and resources, feasibility and timing, development of the TOR and formation of the team.

· Expending adequate time and effort in preparing a good TOR has big payoffs in terms of resulting quality, relevance and usefulness. 

· The budget and other resources available influence the scope and methods of the evaluation.

· ALNAP recommends an initial reconnaissance mission before the TOR is finalised.

· Poorly planned evaluations often delegate the more detailed TOR to the consultant/evaluator. In this role they are seldom in a position to interpret the aims and issues to be addressed by the evaluation and the work can easily follow the interests of the consultant rather than the needs of the decision makers.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	20 mins
	Group work followed by discussion
	Compare the handout 4.3 with participant experiences cited in Session 1. 

What information is frequently missing or ambiguous in TOR and why? What can be done to influence TOR content?

	15 mins
	Finalise group discussion
	Share Alnap proforma comments on TOR quality as cross reference for discussion and introduction to proforma
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c) Evaluation Criteria

Key message

· Evaluation criteria provide a functional tool and checklist. Its use establishes priorities for the evaluation. 

· There are five main criteria: efficiency, effectiveness, impact, relevance/appropriateness, and connectedness (for short-term project impact on long term processes).

Additional Information

Evaluation criteria form the framework or logical approach to examination of the activities to be evaluated. Criteria developed by OECD DAC for development evaluation can be appropriate for humanitarian action.  

There are  other frameworks. A simple framework may be: What is right, wrong; Why and what needs to be done? Projects evaluated by a 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. 

Trainers need to spend sufficient time on the definitions and key messages of the evaluation criteria. Handout XX contains this information.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 mins 
	Individual preparation 
	Terms of Reference Analysis: facilitators to select and copy recent TOR - these are available from the ALNAP Evaluative Reports Database (ERD) <www.alnap.org/database.html>. Participants to read TOR and consider individually.

	30 mins
	Small group discussions
	Use handout 4.4 to organise group discussion work.

	
	Main group summary
	Compare group responses with Alnap proforma. Handout 9.2 
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Activity

For many participants the evaluation criteria is a new area. The following activity is suitable to consolidate understanding and to get participants to use the criteria for themselves. The activity can be used later the same day or later in the course.

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	30 mins
	Small group work
	Using an evaluation report, small groups

see how certain evaluation criteria translate into evaluation findings. Photocopy paragraphs of the completed report which cover specific criteria. Choose those which the group struggled with during the input session. 

	20 mins
	Main group discussion
	Check understanding and inquire how the evaluation criteria have improved the overall evaluation quality. Re-iterate how the criteria are complementary. Using the DAC criteria in combination will ensure that all areas of the intervention are covered by the evaluation.


Session 5. Qualities of an Evaluator

This session will cover:

a) Evaluator skills and competencies 

b) Team characteristics
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a) Skills and competencies required

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	10 mins
	Group Brainstorm
	Ask each participant to identify 5 essential competencies or skills that an evaluator must possess. Put these on flipchart, eliminating duplications.

	15 mins
	Small Group work
	In small groups decide on critical top five. During the exercise ask participants to observe behaviours that helped and hindered the decision making process and feed these into main group discussion and draw parallels with ‘evaluation team’ discussions.

	10 mins
	Plenary discussion
	Get participants to discuss how their top five compare with handout 5.1. 

Update handout during course to reflect discussions and then give back as questionnaire as to how they rate themselves against those competencies.
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b) ‘Team’ Composition

Key messages

· The following are important to consider when putting together an evaluation team: origin of team members – internal/external/mixed; size of team variations – is it a team or a pair; Structure of team variations – single consultant or team, core team, groups.
· 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, however, 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

- A good team leader

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins
	Introduction to the topic
	Brief input by facilitator on the mix of skills and experience that evaluation teams need. 

Relate back to Session 1 discussion and where things went wrong. 

Look at gender balance implications in more detail.
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Session 6. Preparations by evaluation team


[image: image12]
Key messages

Preparatory action 

Building in adequate preparation time into TOR enables evaluation team to build relations with the centre and helps to test the TOR. In practice, never enough time allowed.

Briefing of team members before fieldwork as to their roles, expectations and ways of working leads to more effective use of time.
Key aspects of preparation include:

· Document review

· Planning country visits and fieldwork

· Staff Security
Gaining cooperation and foreseeing follow up
The evaluator should know:

· What actions did the evaluation manager undertake prior to the team’s arrival on the scene? What decisions were made as to the timing and content of the evaluation? 

· What political realities and contextual issues affect the process?

· Was cooperation gained from all stakeholders?

· Are stakeholders aware of how the evaluation will benefit them? Was the exercise painted as a contribution to dialogue and not a judgement? 

· Were the stakeholders involved in planning – discussing goals, building consensus, planning the evaluation approach – and to what degree? 

· Was the TOR submitted to stakeholders for their approval to help in gaining commitment to the evaluation?

· Were the constraints (security, lack of data, etc.) to the evaluation made clear to the stakeholders? Logistical constraints regarding access and security are often underestimated. There are many examples of evaluators going to the field for a month and only being able to gain access to operational programmes for short period of times within that.

Activity 

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	20 mins
	 Divide the participants into 2 groups.
	1 group are evaluators. The other are the field team about to receive the evaluators in 3 days time. Consider what preparation is needed by the different groups. 

	20 mins
	Main group discussion
	Go through the 2 lists and explore why sometimes the evaluation team is seen as a threat. What preparations can be done to lessen the defensiveness that evaluations sometimes provoke? Consider what preparations happen in practice and why. Ensure discussion is relevant to external and internal evaluators.
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Session 7. Team maintenance

This session will cover:

a) Team formation process

b) Team Leader 

c) Effects of stress 

d) Time management
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a) Team formation process 

Key messages

· People entering new situations experience anxiety relating to – acceptance, performance, orientation (Heron, 1997).

· Groups go through different stages of development as they become more familiar with each other and the task  (Tannenbaum – Forming, Storming, Norming, Performing). 

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins per scenario. 
	Small group work
	Teambuilding exercise – can divide into 4 groups and take a scenario each. See handout 7.1 for details

	40 mins
	Report back to plenary and discussion
	Again refer back to earlier discussions and pre course work.


b) Team Leader

Key messages

· The appointment of a quality team leader is critical; especially where larger teams are involved and team and general management skills are required. 

· Team leaders need strong evaluation backgrounds and experience of evaluating, or operating in emergency programmes. 

· Team leaders also need to be confident communicators in order to manage the team, to participate in negotiations over terms of reference, to interview senior level key informants and to present the findings once the study has been completed. Writing abilities are also important.

· He/she will ultimately be responsible for an evaluation, which meets the required quality standards, and for the production of an acceptable report.
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c) Effects of stress 

Key messages

· The impact of stress in an unstable environment is different to that in more ordinary circumstances. Evaluators are often working in stressful situations and under difficult constraints. 

· Factors that need to be considered and discussed early on by an evaluation team are: What causes stress in evaluation? What do they as evaluators have control over? How to maintain their physical and mental well-being during evaluation. The team can then agree strategies for working through these.

· Evaluation teams will be working with be working with beneficiaries and staff who remain traumatised after the emergency. 
Suggested resources

· Tannenbaum, S. I. (1992) Teambuilding and its influence on team effectiveness Issues, Theory and Research in Industrial/Organisational Psychology, London: North Holland.

· Heron, J. (1977) Dimensions of Facilitator Style Guildford: University of Surrey. 

· Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (eds) (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners London: Zed Press pp400-401

d) Time Management

Key messages

· The degree of autonomy that an evaluation team has will determine how much it can alter the TOR in light of changing circumstances on the ground.

· Continued contact  with the evaluation manager is needed to work through changes fast and with the best outcome for the evaluation.

· Participatory techniques require more time to be built into the evaluation process.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	25 mins 
	Main group discussion
	Building on session c) show how the pressure of time can cause problems in an evaluation, particularly picking up on time needed for participatory evaluations. Explore participants’ experiences of time slipping during the process and why.




Session 8. Overview of Evaluation methods

This session will look at:

a) Methodology

b) Use of specific techniques

c) Bias
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a) Methodology

Key messages

· Selecting methods needs to be guided and informed by the evaluation purpose. 

· Most evaluations are not viewed as scientific research but rather as an aide to decision-making and management.. Evaluation design and the methods employed require a trade-off between the time and resources available; the validity and reliability of the information required; the objectives of the evaluation and the breadth and depth of the study. These trade-offs need to be recognised at the outset and expectations tailored accordingly. The credibility of some evaluation reports is questioned due to inadequate methodologies.

· Valid and reliable information is needed. One solution is to use multiple information sources and several different methods to generate information about the same topic or issue, which then substantiates or disproves an assessment or conclusion. This is triangulation.

· There is a need to ensure that the methods used provide a credible basis for conclusions, and that the description of methods fully reflects what the evaluation team has done – in particular in relation to triangulation of data and consultation with primary stakeholders. (Alnap annual Review 03)

Activity 

Note to facilitators – an ’expert' in the different methodologies and their usage’ may be needed if the participants require this session to be done in more depth than represented here.

It is sometimes appropriate to ask the group the day before to stipulate what they want to cover during the session on methods. This is to decide whether they want an overview or to go into detail on two specific methods and their intended results.

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	25 mins
	Group Brainstorm 
	Brainstorm methods that those in the room use. Each person to place dots against 2 most common. Explore why those are used and how they fit with the evaluation’s intended purpose. Explore what happens when no methodology is decided upon.

	75 mins
	Follow on activity
	Look at good interviewing techniques. The skill is to focus the questioning to suit the audience. The activity is a role-play, which enables participants to prepare, questions using evaluation criteria and think of how to tailor questions to particular groups. 

Instructions for activity in Handout XX

Feedback to group

General points for group feedback

· Observe the interviewee

· Watch for clues

· Start off with broad questions and then funnel down.

· Ask several different questions about a similar issue to test the response

· You will collect a lot of information, which is surplus to what you need for your evaluation. What to do with it?

· Issues of working through translators

· Sampling – level of rigour required and sought. Careful selection of key informants

· Awareness of potential biases. How do you manage these?

· Interviewing groups where one person holds all the authority – what to do? 



	20 mins
	Alternative activity

Group discussion
	Follow up activity to handout 8.5: discuss feasibility of practical application of these criteria.

- How in practice can you maintain these standards while also producing a worthwhile evaluation in a short time?

- How in practice do you respect the place and treatment of women in many societies, while also raising deep questions on whether such treatment is appropriate and ethically correct?
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b) Use of specific techniques

Key messages 

· Lack of methodological rigour results in impressionistic findings that are hard to defend 
· Failure to agree on a methodology can make it impossible for a team to come to a common view and agree on a single set of conclusions
Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	30 mins
	Group work
	Working in small groups participants should use a TOR to discuss on possible methodologies and their impact. TOR are available from the ALNAP ERD at www.alnap.org/database.html
Groups could also use the TOR that they have looked at in session 4 c)


c) Bias

Key messages 

· However objective evaluators try to be, there will always be some bias in the way they conduct the research and themselves during the evaluation process. 

· Evaluators may have preconceived ideas and views. There is always a danger of reaching conclusions too soon. Because of these biases, many outside experts and evaluators may miss the true dimensions of the problems or not perceive how adequately programs are meeting objectives. In fact, the objectives may never have been adequately formulated because of these same biases.
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Session 9. Preparation and Writing of Reports 


Key messages

Purpose of Evaluation reports
· A tool to communicate – inspire action

· A tool to guide follow up

· A record for the future

Essential elements of an evaluation report
· Evaluation reports need to be short, clear and easy to read if they are to be accessible and effective. Authors should write for a general audience and should bear in mind that English will not be the first language for many of the readers.

· Technical and academic jargon should be avoided. 

· ALNAP has developed a proforma for assessing the quality of evaluation reports.

· Ask at briefing stage to see an evaluation report that was well received in the organisation. Discuss with the evaluation manager as to the best way to present the findings.

Allocation of tasks in writing

· The evaluation team has collective responsibility for the report. 

· It is the responsibility of the team leader to allocate reporting tasks within the team; to ensure that team contributions are delivered on schedule; to edit the contributions into final report form; and to deliver a report of acceptable quality within the agreed timetable.

Drafting 

· A draft report should always be prepared and circulated for comment to all those organisations and individuals involved in the evaluation. It is vital for the credibility and competence of the process that a draft is shared widely, that adequate time is allowed for it to be considered and for comments to be received. 

Differences of opinion
· An important principle is that whilst evaluators should try to resolve differences of judgement they should not be required to change their judgements on the basis of the comments received. Differences can be included in footnotes or annexes. The preservation of the independence of the evaluation team is an important principle to be maintained.

Presenting sensitive findings

· Emphasis during the evaluation process needs to be on learning rather than absolute judgements, which result in winners and losers. 
· Activities by team to ensure report is accepted.  

· Wording is very important. People often take the written news badly when they see it in black and white even if they have been told it orally before.

(Quinn Patton, p335)

Recommendations

· Recommendations vs. findings: whose role is it to decide on recommendations – the organisation or the evaluator? Decide this early on in the evaluation process and how best to present recommendations so that they will be more readily received. In Utilisation-focused Evaluations Quinn Patton gives ideas as to how to organise recommendations for best effect (pp 324–327).

· Sometimes it is better for evaluation teams to present options rather than recommendations, together with an analysis of expected consequences. In dealing with broader issues it may be useful to deliver the analysis to a workshop of decision-makers and evaluators, which negotiates follow-up action.

· In any large-scale evaluation conflict over the nature of the recommendations is probably inevitable. There needs to be a clear link between the recommendations and the evidence in the body of the report to support them. 

Additional Information

Evaluation reports require careful drafting and quality should not be compromised in the interests of speed. However, for the reports to be useful and relevant they must be delivered according to the timetable. 

The production of a preliminary report before the evaluation team leaves the country where the fieldwork was undertaken and before it splits up, is important. 

A useful rule of thumb is to allow 50% of the time spent in the field by each member of the team. (Sometimes difficult to get a draft written – pressure on team to get home and need for some breathing space to reflect. A workshop to present key findings and get feedback is very important before leaving).

Some managers suggest that 4 weeks is an appropriate time to allow for comments on a draft report. Sharing of the draft may ‘smoke out’ additional information that had not been shared earlier in the process due to the agencies’ perceptions of the sensitivity of the information.

The evaluation report should outline key constraints to carrying out the evaluation (e.g., lack of time, difficult travelling conditions, lack of baseline data, poor agency monitoring systems, lack of access to key information sources, difficulties setting up control groups, use of translators), and the effect on these constraints.
The evaluation report should detail how the overall approach and methods will protect confidentiality and promote respect for stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.
The ALNAP Proforma provides other pointers for creating a quality evaluation report.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins 
	Individual work 
	Use the extract from Evaluating International Humanitarian Action (Handout 9.1) to look at problems that arise in writing up and in organisations receiving the report. 

	30 mins
	Main group discussion
	Compare with participants’ own experience and come up with some strategies to avoid these another time.

	20 mins
	In pairs
	Ask participants to look at the ‘good’ evaluation reports they had brought with them (pre work). What had made them select these ones? How do these compare with the ALNAP proforma?
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Session 10. Good Practices in follow up and dissemination

Session Objectives 

· Summary of good practices in follow up and dissemination.

 Key messages

Dissemination

· Dissemination needs to be planned from the beginning and the process included in the evaluation TOR.

· Evaluation reports (or at least summaries) need to be translated into local languages where necessary.

· Evaluation findings need to be openly and widely disseminated throughout the evaluation process, not just at the end.

· The evaluation budget needs to contain sufficient resources for effective dissemination.

Dissemination methods

· Dissemination methods need to be directed at and tailored for specific groups. It is not about making multiple copies of reports and circulating them. 

· Dissemination should be audience led and not product-led.

Follow up

· Key factor is building rapport between evaluation team and commissioning agency or evaluation unit and rest of organisation.

· Active follow up requires more than just a publication of a report. Need to be aware of other ways that agencies do this.

Activity

	Time
	Activity
	Notes for facilitators

	15 mins
	In groups of 3
	Using yellow post-its, participants place factors of good practice on flipchart paper on 2 different walls – one signifies dissemination, one follow up. Then themes and patterns are pulled together. Encourage them to be creative – what would get the evaluation reports noticed and read and lessons learned?



	15 mins
	Main group
	Discussion using handout 10.3 

Facilitators - Challenge the group as to what ‘senior management backing means’ – what behaviours are needed?
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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 (2003) ADD IN TITLE OF 2003 AR

· 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. Potential Programme

This is intended as an example only and is based on a course run by InterWorks and ALNAP in London in March 2002. Facilitators and training providers can add to the above from materials on this site or elsewhere to tailor it to the needs of the participants and length of the course.

2-day course

How to Evaluate Humanitarian Action

By the end of the 2 days participants will have 

· a clearer understanding of the nature of evaluation of humanitarian action (EHA) and the evaluator's role and responsibilities therein, including associated competencies

· EHA normative frameworks - e.g. international standards, legal frameworks and evaluation of humanitarian action criteria and how and when to incorporate them as evaluators.

· an understanding of relational and contextual issues arising and the means to identify and address specific dilemmas, difficulties and challenges frequently associated with undertaking EHA.

· practical guidance in evaluation design, implementation and reporting back to ensure the delivery of a valued report and increase the likelihood of follow-up
	SESSION AND TIME
	TOPICS

	1st day – Focusing the Evaluation   (Case studies will be incorporated during sessions)

	1
	0900 - 1030
	Introductions: the participants and the course

Highlighting Humanitarian Principles through Evaluations

Organization of Case Study Review Exercise  



	2
	1030 - 1230
	Confounding factors – Politics and Context

Emphasis on Accountability - International Standards and Legal Frameworks 

Purposes and Types of Evaluation

The Utilisation Focused Evaluation



	3
	1330 - 1540
	Management Structure and Planning Process

Clarifying and Focusing the TOR



	4
	1600 - 1730
	Evaluation Team membership and Development 

	2nd day – Evaluation Methods and Methodology

	5
	0900 - 1040
	Implementation Strategy

Selecting Data Collection Methods - overview

Briefings and Documentation Review



	6
	1100 - 1230
	Undertaking Fieldwork 

Overview of Participatory Techniques

Managing Bias



	7
	1330 - 1500
	Employing measurements, standards and judgements 



	8
	15.20 – 16.30
	Use of Evaluation Information

Handling the Report Writing Process

Creating Acceptable evaluation reports

Best Practices in Dissemination and Follow-up



	9
	1630 - 1700
	Course Evaluation and Closing

	


Appendix 4. 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
Session Objectives





By the end of this activity participants will have a shared understanding as to what contributes to effective evaluations and have articulated individual experiences relating to evaluations.





Handouts for participants





1.1 Contextual factors





Presentation slides





Confounding Factors in EHA





Session Objectives





Ensure an understanding that evaluation is an essential component of the project cycle. 





To give participants a description of the key purposes for carrying out evaluations and how these link into intended use.





Identify international instruments and standards relevant to evaluation of HA and  find ways to apply them.





Identify the range of evaluations that can be undertaken, including state of the art and more traditional methods, and how to select between them.





Handouts





2.1 Project Cycle Management in a Crisis Context


2.2 Purposes of Assessment, Monitoring and Evaluation


2.3 Cross cutting themes





Presentation Slides





The Project Cycle





Sources: ALNAP Annual Review 2003





Presentation Slide





The Accountability Cycle





Handouts





2.4 Types of evaluation








Case examples 





UNHCR Participatory TOR. See example in accompanying materials. 





Session Objectives





To provide guidance on gaining entry within an organisation and making proposals realistic.





Handouts





3.1 IFRC invitation to evaluation consultants





Suggested resources





Facilitators can use an organisation’s ‘Framework for Selecting Consultants’ to illustrate the selection process (i.e. UNHCR). 





Session Objectives





An understanding of how primary stakeholders need to influence the formulation of TOR to ensure effective follow up


Understanding the critical components of TOR, which will lead to application and follow through of evaluation findings





Handouts





4.1 Stakeholder Interest Analysis Matrix


4.2 Stakeholder Mapping for EHA





Presentation Slides





Characteristics of Utilisation-focused evaluation





Suggested resources





A further suggested slide would be: ‘Fundamental Premises of the Utilization-Focused Evaluation’ from Quinn Patton (1997). Copyright restrictions on electronic reproduction prevent us from including the 14 premises as indicated on pp 382–383.  





The Quinn Patton book is an excellent source document for anyone running evaluation courses so is to be recommended.





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





His main message is that conversations and input with primary stakeholders need to begin very early on in the evaluation process so that what an evaluation will be used for underpins its design, methodology and presentation of results. Attention therefore needs to be given to who are the primary stakeholders and how best to ensure their participation throughout the evaluation process.





Handouts





4.3 Terms of Reference





Presentation slide


Alnap proforma on TOR quality (also handout 9.2)





Suggested resources





Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (eds) (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners London: Zed Press. Chapter 10, pp282, pp351-364, pp401-402





Handouts 





4.4 Terms of Reference Analysis


4.5 Criteria in evaluating humanitarian  assistance


4.6 Working with DAC Criteria





Sources


ALNAP Guidance Booklet “Evaluating Humanitarian Action”





Session Objectives





Developing the profile of necessary skills and knowledge of an evaluator and the various characteristics required within the team.





Handouts 





5.1 Evaluator Competencies and Qualities





Handout 





5.2 Advantages and disadvantages of internal and external evaluators 





Session Objectives 





Establishing a set of actions to be taken by the evaluation team at the start of an evaluation








Handouts





6.1 Preparation by evaluation team


6.2 Evaluation Stages and Responsibilities: DFID





Case examples and suggested resources





Van Brabant, K. (2000) Operational Security Management in Violent Environments. Good Practice Review No 8. London: ODI. Chapters 1–5.





Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners. London: Zed Press pp 282–283, pp 402.





Session Objectives 





Greater awareness of self and team development during the evaluation process and impact of personal behaviours on team actions. 





Case examples





Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (eds) (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners London: Zed Press pp211-214





Session Objectives 





An increased understanding of some of the differences between the methods and looking beyond ‘favourites’. To be aware of what can hinder those methods. 





Handouts and sources for inputs





8.1 Pointers when deciding on Evaluation Methodology


8.2 Questions to ask about the methods being used


8.3 Variety of Evaluation Methods and Techniques


8.4 Undertaking fieldwork


8.5 Addressing problems in data analysis


8.6 Ethical Considerations





Presentation Slides





Set an example


Humanitarian Action Fundamentals





Suggested resources





Quinn Patton, M. (1997) Utilisation-Focused Evaluation. London: Sage Publications pp247–264.


Wood, A., Apthorpe, R. and J. Borton (eds) (2001) Evaluating International Humanitarian Action: Reflections from Practitioners London: Zed Press p403.





Handouts





8.8 Bias
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