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ALNAP Quality Proforma

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian

Action (ALNAP) Quality Proforma
The Quality Proforma was developed by ALNAP in 2000–01, through a process of

drawing on contemporary evaluation criteria and what is commonly accepted as
good practice in the evaluation of humanitarian action (e.g., programme/policy/

management/advocacy). Its primary purpose is to underpin the annual meta-
evaluation of evaluation of humanitarian action reports completed and made

available in the preceding year, an activity undertaken as part of ALNAP’s Annual
Review Series. The meta-evaluation seeks to identify trends in respect of the quality

of the EHA process, identifying both good and weak practices. Assessments using

the Quality Proforma are made entirely on the basis of information contained in an

evaluation report. Use of the term ‘Intervention’ should not be seen to limit the
scope of the proforma to programme evaluations alone.

Further Development of the ALNAP Quality Proforma
Following its application in the ALNAP Annual Review 2002, the ALNAP Quality
Proforma has undergone a further process of refinement and strengthening to

ensure increased consistency in interpretation and usage and a continued reflection
of current thinking on what is deemed good practice in evaluation of humanitarian

action. The need for an objective framework has been balanced against the need for
a flexible ‘tool’ that can be used intelligently rather than mechanistically. Although

the development of the Proforma is linked to ALNAP’s definition of EHA, it will
also be of value for other types of evaluative exercises.
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How to use the ALNAP Quality Proforma

• The Quality Proforma splits into seven sections – 1. Assessing TOR,
Recruitment and Timing; 2. Assessing Approach and Methods; 3. Assessing

Contextual Analysis; 4. Assessing Evaluation Analysis; 5. Assessing Evaluation
Practice; 6. Assessing Report Coverage, Legibility and Accessibility; 7. Overall

Comments.

• Each has three sub-headings: i. Area of Enquiry (question being asked); ii.
Guidance Notes (guidance as to what is deemed ‘satisfactory’ - i.e., a ‘B’

rating – practice to ensure a degree of consistency of interpretation); iii.
Comments (to include a brief reason for rating).

• The rating system (A = Good; B = Satisfactory; C = Unsatisfactory; D =

Poor) is based loosely on the UNDP (1997) four point scale, deemed more
user-friendly than the World Bank’s six point scale. ‘Z = not applicable’

provides one additional option. Where an area of enquiry is deemed not

applicable, reasons should be given in the ‘Comments’ column. The

proforma users’ judgement remains a central factor in the rating exercise.

Anticipated Users

• Evaluators, as self-checking mechanism.

• Evaluation managers (EM), in the set-up and management of the EHA

process – i.e., to inform drafting of TOR and assessments of drafts and final
evaluation reports. EM notes are provided at the start of most sections.

• ALNAP Annual Review meta-evaluation assessors (2 assessors are used for

the meta-evaluation exercise to mitigate potential assessor bias)

N.B. Within the context of the quality proforma ‘primary stakeholders’ refers to
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries within the affected population, and any

reference to ‘key stakeholders’ includes primary stakeholders as well.
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EVALUATION TITLE

COMMISSIONING AGENCY

DATE OF REPORT

NAME AND POSITION OF ASSESSOR

REASON FOR ASSESSMENT

DATE OF ASSESSMENT

Section 1 Assessing TOR, Timing and Team
1.1 Evaluation TOR

Area of Enquiry
i. Cost of the evaluation?

ii. Quality of TOR statement on the intervention to be evaluated?

iii. Quality of the TOR statement on purpose of evaluation?

iv. Quality of TOR statement on the primary focus of the

evaluation?

v. Quality of TOR statement on expectation of good practice in

approach and method?

Guidance Notes
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 TOR should provide sufficient details (including contextual overview,

intervention objective and key stakeholders) to inform the evaluation’s analysis.

The TOR should explain clearly the primary purpose/motivating factors (e.g.,

donor requirement, accountability, lesson learning, community empowerment).

Where multi-purpose, the evaluation report should outline the relative emphasis

placed on each purpose.

The TOR should clearly outline the primary focus of the evaluation (e.g., partner

performance, programme, project, policy, institutional analysis, sector,

coordination).

The TOR should clarify the commissioning agency’s expectation of good EHA

practice (e.g., application of DAC criteria; reference to international standards

including international law; multi-method approach – i.e., quantitative and

qualitative; consultation with key stakeholders to inform findings, conclusions and

recommendations; and gender analysis).

A satisfactory or higher rating should only be awarded where all the above are

adequately addressed or, in the assessor’s view, correctly argued as irrelevant.

Comments Rating

(NB This section may serve as a checklist for evaluation managers in the drafting of EHA
TOR. It may also help in assessing the evaluability of the initiative under consideration)
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1.2 Evaluation Team

i. Nature, make up and appropriateness of evaluation team? The evaluation report should outline a. the selection process (e.g., competitive

bidding, standing offer), b. the nature (e.g., external or mixed) and make up of

the team (e.g., sectoral expertise) and c. the selection rationale (e.g., impartiality,

promotion of lesson learning). Team composition should allow for specialist input

in areas to be covered, including local knowledge.

A satisfactory or higher rating will only be given if areas a–b are adequately

covered.

1.1 Evaluation TOR continued

Area of Enquiry
vi. Quality of TOR statement on intended use and user(s) of

evaluation output(s)?

vii. Quality of TOR guidance on evaluation report format?

viii. Evaluation Timeframe?

ix. Quality of TOR clarification process?

Guidance Notes
The TOR should outline the intended use and user(s) of the evaluation output(s)

and the individual or department responsible for follow-up.

The TOR should indicate the desired report framework (e.g., Executive summary;

Main text – methodology, context analysis, findings, conclusions,

recommendations; Annexes – bibliography, interviewees, team profiles). A

sample framework is outlined in Annex 2 to the Proforma.

a. Timeliness
The TOR should outline the rationale for the timing of the evaluation. The

evaluation should be carried out within a timeframe that ensures outputs are

useful to key stakeholders and end-users in particular.

b. Sufficiency
Sufficient time should have been allowed to develop methods; review

background/contextual information; carry out fieldwork; undertake analysis at all

stages of the evaluation; and, finalise the report. The ‘Comments’ section should

note instances of TOR overload.

Any clarification process between the commissioning agency and the evaluation

team, in respect of contextual overview, framework, approach, methods etc.

should be outlined in the report and adjustments noted. (See 6ii)

Comments Rating
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Section 2 Assessing Evaluation Approach and Method

Area of Enquiry
i. Appropriateness of the overall evaluation approach?

ii. Appropriateness of the evaluation methods selected?

iii. Appropriateness of planned application of the DAC criteria and

rationale?

iv. Consideration given to constraints?

v. Consideration given to evaluator bias?

vi. Consideration given to confidentiality and dignity?

Guidance Notes
The overall evaluation approach should be clearly outlined and its appropriateness,

relative to the evaluation’s primary purpose, focus and end-users, should be

explained. A satisfactory or higher rating should only be given where the report

refers to the wider evaluation approach on which it has drawn (e.g. accountability-

oriented evaluation, utilization-focused evaluation, empowerment evaluation), and

points out the strengths and weaknesses of this approach.

The evaluation report should provide a clear description of the evaluation methods,

the rationale for their selection relative to the evaluation’s primary purpose, focus

and end-users, and the potential limitations of the selection. A satisfactory or higher

rating should only be given where a qualitative and quantitative multi-method

approach has been used. Application of the DAC criteria; reference to international

standards including international law; consultation with key stakeholders to inform

findings, conclusions and recommendations; triangulation for verification purposes;

and gender analysis should all have been adequately addressed or, in the assessor’s

view, correctly argued as irrelevant.

The evaluation report should provide a clear description of how the DAC criteria will

be applied with supporting rationale. Where one or more of the criteria were

deemed irrelevant, the evaluation report should provide justification as part of the

rationale.

The evaluation report should outline key constraints to carrying out the evaluation

(eg, 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 outline the evaluator(s)’ values or biases that might

have affected the evaluation.

The evaluation report should detail how the overall approach and methods will

protect confidentiality and promote respect for stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.

Comments Rating

(NB This section may serve as a checklist for EMs in finalising
approach/methods with the team)
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Section 3 Assessing Contextual Analysis

Area of Enquiry
i. Quality of the evaluation’s analysis of context?

ii. Quality of the evaluation’s analysis of past involvement of the

agency and its local partners?

iii. Quality of the evaluation’s analysis of the crisis to which the

intervention is responding?

Guidance Notes
The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the affected area and

population (e.g., historical; social; economic; political; cultural) to inform the

evaluation. A satisfactory or higher rating should be awarded on the basis of degree

of relevance of the context analysis to the intervention.

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the past involvement and

main areas of work of the implementing agency and its local partner(s), going back

far enough to provide a sense of how well positioned the agency was (i.e., 3 years

min.) .

The evaluation report should provide a clear chronology and analysis of key events

(e.g., separate timeline with details of the natural disaster or ongoing emergency to

which the intervention is responding). A satisfactory or higher rating should only be

awarded where a clear chronology has either been included in the report or

appended as an annex.

Comments Rating

(NB: This section may serve as a checklist for EMs when collating internal documentation and outlining internal
policies, practices and procedures for use as primary and secondary sources by the evaluation team)

Section 4 Assessing Analysis of Intervention
4.1 Institutional Considerations

i. Quality of the evaluation of agency guiding policies and

principles?

ii. Quality of the evaluation of agency’s management and human

resource practices?

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the extent to which agency

policies and principles were applied, and their relevance to and effect on

intervention results.

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the extent to which agency

human resource procedures and practices (e.g., level of experience/expertise of

field staff; recruitment procedures; staff turnover; field/HQ relations; management

and development of national staff; briefing and debriefing procedures; training and

learning practices; security) were applied, and their relevance and impact on

intervention results.

(NB This section may serve as a checklist for clarifying good practice and reviewing drafts)
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4.2 Needs Assessment, Objectives, Planning and Implementation

Area of Enquiry
i. Needs and livelihoods assessment(s) that informed the

intervention?

ii. Intervention objective(s)?

iii. Intervention planning processes (including design)?

iv. Intervention implementation processes?

v. Monitoring and/or real-time evaluation mechanisms?

Guidance Notes
The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the needs and livelihoods

assessment practices that informed the intervention (e.g., consideration of local and

national capacities; primary stakeholders consultation/ participation) and their

effect on intervention results.

The evaluation report should provide an assessment of intervention objective(s) with

reference to the contextual analysis and needs/livelihoods assessment(s).

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the intervention planning

processes (eg, consideration given to local capacities; local and national partnerships

[selection criteria, policy coherence, financial arrangements etc]; primary

stakeholder consultation and participation) and their effect on intervention results.

A satisfactory or higher rating should only be awarded where all the above are

adequately addressed or, in the assessor’s view, correctly argued as irrelevant.

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the intervention

implementation processes (e.g., engagement with local and national capacities; local

and national partnerships [communication disbursement of funds etc]; primary

stakeholder consultation and participation) and their effect on intervention results.

A satisfactory or higher rating should only be awarded where all the above are

adequately addressed or, in the assessor’s view, correctly argued as irrelevant.

a. The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the intervention’s

monitoring and/or real-time evaluative mechanisms and the effect on intervention

objective(s) and results.

b. The evaluation report should provide an assessment of the indicators used. Where

the intervention activities span relief, rehabilitation and/or development, indicators

should be evaluated in terms of their appropriateness to each type of activity. In

cases where inappropriate indicators have been used, a satisfactory or higher rating

should only be given where the evaluation clearly notes this lack.

Comments Rating
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4.2 Needs Assessment, Objectives, Planning and Implementation continued

Area of Enquiry
vi. Quality of the evaluation of the intervention expenditure?

Guidance Notes
The evaluation report should provide a clear description of the intervention

expenditure, with percentage splits across relief, rehabilitation and/or preparedness

activities as applicable.

Where intervention activities span relief, rehabilitation and/or preparedness, the

evaluation report should assess the relevance of the expenditure split across these

types of activities relative to the intervention funding sources.

Comments Rating

4.3 Consideration Given to Cross-cutting Themes

i. Intervention’s adherence to international standards?

ii. Consideration given to coordination activities?

iii. Consideration given to protection?

iv. Consideration given to gender equality?

The evaluation report should provide an assessment of the extent to which

international standards were used in the planning, implementation and monitoring

of the intervention (e.g., international humanitarian and human rights law; the Red

Cross/ NGO Code of Conduct) as well as to  developing standards such as Sphere.

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the agency’s coordination

activities throughout the intervention cycle and the effect on intervention results.

A satisfactory or higher rating should only be awarded where there has been a clear

analysis of coordination with national government, NGOs (international, national

and local) and other relevant agencies, such as donors and the UN system.

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of the consideration given to

protection throughout the intervention cycle and the effect on intervention results.

(The term protection incorporates programmatic issues that are the concern of all, as

well as the activities of agencies with a  protection mandate)

The evaluation report should provide clear analysis of consideration given to gender

equality throughout the intervention cycle (e.g., was gender equality taken into

consideration in all relevant areas? did the intervention conform with the

implementing organisation’s gender equality policy?) and the effect on intervention

results. In cases where there is no gender equality policy, a satisfactory or higher

rating should only be given where the evaluation clearly notes the lack.
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4.3 Consideration Given to Cross-cutting Issues continued

Area of Enquiry
v. Quality of the evaluation of consideration given to

vulnerable/marginalised groups?

Guidance Notes
The evaluation report should provide a clear analysis of consideration given to

vulnerable and marginalised groups (e.g., elderly, disabled, children, HIV sufferers)

and the effect on intervention results.

Comments Rating

Section 5 Assessing Evaluation Practice
5.1 Use Made of Contextual Information and Analysis

i. Quality of the use made by the evaluation of contextual

information?

ii. Quality of the use made of secondary sources?

The evaluation report should integrate contextual information to support the

analysis of the intervention. Where contextual information is as a whole weak, a

lower rating should be given even where the limited contextual information is well

integrated.

The evaluation report should use and refer to relevant secondary sources to support

its findings, conclusions and recommendations (e.g., relevant evaluations, agency

and government publications, monitoring reports, other agency assessments and

academic literature).

A satisfactory or higher rating should only be awarded where a reference list of

secondary sources is included as part of the report.

(NB: This section may serve as a checklist for clarifying good practice and reviewing drafts)

5.2 Consultation and Participation During the Evaluation Process

i. Quality of consultation with and participation by primary

stakeholders (beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries within the

affected population) during the evaluation?

The evaluation report should outline the nature (e.g., 1:1 meetings, PRA, focus

groups, questionnaire used, feedback workshops) and scope of consultation with,

and participation by, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries within the affected

population in the evaluation process (e.g., how sampling was carried out; numbers

consulted; numbers participating; breakdown by relevant characteristics such as sex,

ethnic background). A satisfactory or higher rating should only be given where

evidence is presented of adequate consultation and participation of primary

stakeholders in the evaluation process or where, in the assessor’s view, it has been

successfully argued as inappropriate due to security or other reasons.
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5.2 Consultation and Participation During the Evaluation Process continued

Area of Enquiry
ii. Quality of consultation with, and participation by, other key

stakeholders in the evaluation process?

Guidance Notes
The evaluation report should outline the nature (e.g., 1:1 meetings, focus groups,

questionnaire used, feedback workshops) the scope of consultation with other key

stakeholders in the evaluation process (e.g., agency, ex-agency and local or national

partner personnel engaged in the intervention; funders; local authorities; other

agencies). The report should include a list of the other key stakeholders who were

consulted or who participated in the evaluation process.

5.3 Application of Methods, Criteria and Standards

i. Quality of application of the selected evaluation methods?

ii. Quality of application of EHA criteria in assessment of

intervention?

iii. Reference made to international standards?

The application of the methods selected should marry with stated intentions and

adhere to accepted good practice (e.g., multi-method approaches and triangulation;

adequate consultation with key stakeholders including primary stakeholders, gender

sensitivity). Where changes in methods have occurred, the evaluation report should

provide a description and the rationale for those changes.

The evaluation report should provide evidence of an adequate application of

standard evaluation of humanitarian action criteria.

a. efficiency (including cost-effectiveness)

b. effectiveness (including timeliness)

c. impact

d. relevance/appropriateness

e. sustainability/connectedness

f. coverage

g. coherence

The evaluation report should assess the intervention against appropriate

international standards (e.g., international humanitarian and human rights law; the

Red Cross/ NGO Code of Conduct) and developing standards such as Sphere.

Comments Rating
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5.4 Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

Area of Enquiry
i. Quality of the sharing of the evaluation findings?

ii. Quality of conclusions arising from findings?

iii. Quality (including feasibility) of recommendations?

Guidance Notes
a. Preliminary findings should be discussed with key stakeholders, including primary

stakeholders, as the evaluation progresses.

b. The draft evaluation report should be shared with key stakeholders, and feedback

integrated into the final report or included as an Annex. To ensure full consultation

and feedback, the draft report should be translated as necessary prior to circulation.

Conclusions should flow logically from, and reflect, the report’s central findings. The

evaluation report should cite the information that supports each conclusion, and

provide a clear and defensible basis for value judgements and the allotment of

blame or praise.

a. Recommendations should respond to the main conclusions; reflect consultation

with all key stakeholders; an understanding of the commissioning organisation; and

potential constraints to follow-up. They should be clear, relevant and implementable

with each ideally accompanied by implementing options.

b. The evaluation report should suggest a prioritisation (eg, into macro or structural,

micro or easily achievable) and timeframe for follow-up and suggest where

responsibility should lie, if this is not indicated in the TOR.

Comments Rating

Section 6 Quality Report Coverage, Legibility and Accessibility

i. Quality of coverage of the evaluation report?

ii. Quality of the format of the report?

iii. Accessibility of the report?

iv. Quality of Executive Summary?

The evaluation report should adequately cover all areas specified in the TOR and

additional factors likely to effect the performance of the intervention.

The evaluation report format should marry with that outlined in the TOR. This

assumes the TOR including the format were discussed and agreed at the outset.

The evaluation report should cater for a diverse readership/end user (e.g., clear use

of language; clarity of format; different information levels; succinctness; visual

aids).

The Executive Summary should clearly outline key evaluation conclusions and

recommendations and reflect the format of the main text.

(NB: This section may serve as a checklist for clarifying good practice and reviewing drafts)
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Annexes
Sources/
bibliography
TOR
Timetable
Evaluation team
profiles
List of Interviewees
Timeline
Evaluation Material
(questionnaires, etc)
Collated stakeholder
feedback on
findings, conclusions
and
recommendations
Other appendices/
annexes

Where the
implementing agency
partners are
numerous, an annex
to Section 3 could be
introduced to outline
past involvement, i.e.
length of involvement
in country and main
areas of work

Check List
(tick box for components
present in the report;
cross box for those
absent)

Preliminaries
Title page (should
include date of
report)
List of contents with
page numbers
Acronyms
Map(s)
Executive Summary

Main text
Introduction
(including motivation
for commissioning
evaluation, purpose
of study, scope,
approach, methods,
composition of team,
constraints)
Context in which
humanitarian action
took place,
humanitarian
context and
response
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations

Possible Report Format


