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1. Executive Summary 

 

Following discussions at the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Network on 

Development Evaluation meeting in Paris in February 2010, a suggestion was made that OECD DAC 

Evaluation Network, UNEG and ALNAP host a meeting to bring together the key players involved in on-

going and planned evaluation efforts to avoid the risk that the international system would suffer from 

lack of co-ordination and too many evaluators would descend on Haiti with overlapping objectives. 

The meeting was held in London and attended by representatives of over fifty international NGOs, 

donors, UN agencies, the Red Cross/ Red Crescent movement and humanitarian networks.  

Day One of the meeting established a shared understanding of the context in Haiti.  A message from 

the Haitian Government opened the meeting, reflecting the determination from the outset to bring 

Haitian voices to the forefront of the discussions. Speakers on the first morning included Tatiana Wah, 

senior advisor to the Haiti Government and Ross Mountain, Executive Director of DARA, who was 

deployed to Haiti within days of the earthquake. Both opening speakers were able to bring unique 

insights into current situation in Haiti and the challenges that lie ahead. 

The operational context for aid agencies was illustrated with a presentation of the initial findings of 

the Inter Agency Real Time Evaluation. This included a short film that aimed to give a voice to the 

affected populations in Haiti. Representatives of NGOs, donors, UN agencies and the Red Cross 

movement also presented their experiences of operating in Haiti in the aftermath of the earthquake. 

Day Two focused on evaluating the response, and in particular, the need for a more strategic 

approach to collaboration in the ongoing efforts. Michael Quinn Patton, a world-leading expert on 

evaluation and organisational development asked the delegates to consider where they could 

realistically bring their agencies to in ‘working together in evaluating their response to the Haiti 

disaster’ and the majority of respondents concluded ‘Collaboration’ was possible. Michael went on to 

consider the key issues in a collaborative approach to evaluation. Susanne Frueh, former chair of the 

Tsunami Evaluation Coalition, and Niels Dabelstein, Head of Secretariat for the Evaluation of the Paris 

Declaration, outlined what could be learnt from previous system-wide evaluative efforts.  

Brainstorming workshops and a final panel considered a number of key questions for improving 

system-wide evaluation collaboration in Haiti and proposed some suggestions for a way forward.  

Nick York, Chair of OECD DAC Evaluation Network, and Director of Evaluation at DFID, outlined the key 

messages and next steps based on the consensus emerging from the meeting. These included a 

determination to keep up the momentum by establishing a taskforce to help coordinate ongoing 

efforts, with representation from all three networks. Delegates also agreed to share information about 

ongoing and planned evaluations, to facilitate improved collaboration. 
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2. Setting the Context (Day One) 

2.1      The importance of coordination and collaboration 

The meeting was formally opened by Nick York, Chair of OECD DAC Evaluation Network, and Director 

of Evaluation at DFID. Nick stated the objectives of the meeting, and outlined the importance of a 

collaborative approach to evaluation. Nick also chaired the opening session which focused on the 

overall response and the need for greater coordination and collaboration. 

The first part of the session was a statement from Fritzner Gaspard, the Haitian Charge d’Affaires en 

France, which was read in the original French by Hans Lundgren of the OECD DAC, with an English 

summary presented by Megan Kennedy-Chouane of the OECD DAC. The statement started with an 

apology for Mr Gaspard not being able to join the meeting due to the timing with a Haitian national 

holiday, and went on as follows: 

“...In 48 seconds, life went out in Haiti. The afternoon of 12 January 2010 took with it 300,000 

lives, left one million homeless and destroyed nearly all of the buildings in the capital, Port-au-

Prince, including the Presidential Palace, the Legislative Palace and the Palace of Justice. Other 

cities, including Léogane, Jacmel et Petit-Goâve, were also severally affected. The total losses 

have been estimated at around 8 billion dollars, which represents, according to experts, 120% 

of the GNP of Haiti in 2009.” 

The vision of the Government was summarized in “four strategic axes”, as follows:  

o Territorial rebuilding- which requires identification, planning and management of new 

development poles, stimulation of local development, reconstruction of affected areas, 

putting in place infrastructure needed for growth, financial management which will ensure 

protection of property and facilitate advancement of major projects.  

o Economic rebuilding - to support key sectors of the Haitian economy; modernisation of the 

agricultural sector, with the objective of attaining food security; development of a professional 

construction sector with earthquake and hurricane preparedness laws and regulations; pursuit 

of activity in the manufacturing sector and development of tourism  

o Social rebuilding which will ensure: Access to schools for all children, which will offer adequate 

professional and university education; a health system that will ensure wide coverage across 

the whole territory, and social protection for workers and the most vulnerable. 

o Institutional rebuilding which will guarantee making state institutions operational again; 

redefining the legal framework; putting in place structures to manage reconstruction and 

establish a culture of accountability and transparency, an important element in the struggle 

against corruption.  

The importance of coordination and collaboration was put forward clearly: 

“Alone, it will be difficult for us to achieve these goals, to succeed we count on the active 

solidarity of the international community.” (emphasis added) 
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The next speaker was Ross Mountain, Executive Director, DARA and former UN Resident 

Representative in DRC. The starting point of the presentation was that Haiti was already a complex 

long-term emergency before the earthquake hit.  

In terms of what worked, funding was mobilised in a timely manner, and search and rescue was 

effective, if overly expensive and in need of an objective cost-benefit analysis. The cluster frameworks 

were established efficiently and quickly, although not necessarily effectively. Donor Co-ordination was 

another plus – bilateral came together to share experiences and target funding more strategically. 

In terms of what did not work, there was a serious leadership gap across the sector. In particular, 

coordination needed leadership which was focused not on getting people together but on achieving 

results in a timely manner. Structures alone are not enough - leadership was needed to ensure the 

structures deliver what they are designed to. The clusters, although quickly established, functioned as 

silos. The system was good for arranging meetings but not for actually delivering results for the 

affected population. 

There was very little Haitian involvement, demonstrating a lack of significant movement since the 

Tsunami. There was also a proliferation of actors – which posed additional challenges for co-

ordination. Moreover, many NGOs did not have the capacity and professionalism required for such a 

complex situation. There was also a spate of unfounded security concerns – fuelled by the media. 

Funding was fragmented with around 40% of funding for Haiti response came from private sources. 

Looking ahead, co-ordination needs to be strategic and result orientated and adapted to each context. 

More effort needs to be made to make the lessons from previous emergencies stick – this was still 

very relevant because immediate humanitarian assistance was still needed and would be for some 

months to come.  There are significant challenges of institutional memory and staff turnover to 

address. 

Tatiana Wah – Director Haiti Policy Program, Earth Institute, Columbia University & Policy Advisor to 

Government of Haiti  

The presentation started with the observation: “Context is everything, both in understanding what 

came before and deciding what to do next.” Co-ordination and planning between agencies and with 

the Haitian government had been problematic, even before earthquake. The 2009 Washington 

conference sought to establish a new paradigm of donor co-operation- but less than 20% of pledged 

arrived and no-one in Haiti government knew where the funding was going.  

The earthquake was “a disaster within a disaster”. Certain issues compounded the impacts of the 

earthquake, including the following: 

o International agencies were too frequently focussed on delivering on their agendas. Needs of 

Haitians frequently excluded, whereas previous lessons make it clear that they must be at 

centre of all agendas  

o There was a lack of accountability to Haitian Government- even before the earthquake state 

actors struggled to get answers from donors and agencies working in Haiti about where 

money was being spent 
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o Few agencies were following existing good principles to utilise or include local capacities. Too 

many meetings taking place in English, excluding French and Creole speakers. There were still 

many Haitian doctors without work, not being utilised.  

o The working middle class in Haiti, especially civil servants, have been largely ignored. Their 

main ties to Haiti were the homes they had built, which were in many cases totally destroyed. 

Lack of support was creating a massive skills drain from this segment of the population, with 

clear implications for Haiti’s future: “I can’t see how reconstruction will be possible, without 

stopping the flow of these people out of Haiti.”  

Overall, the effectiveness of the response must be judged by how Haitians have been involved, 

informed and integrated at every stage. Importantly, this needs to be achieved across the country, 

not just in the capital Port au Prince.  

The discussion that followed covered the following key points: 

 This is a repetition of what we hear after every crisis. Trail of evidence exists which could be 

used to learn these lessons- but why aren’t reports and recommendations being used? The 

right people are not getting the information they need. 

 The problem is not information, but incentives to apply that information. What is needed is 

often well understood, but there isn’t the institutional scope to apply the known good 

practices. 

 ALNAP has worked very hard on providing practical accessible tools for use in the field – the 

earthquakes lessons paper was downloaded thousands of times in the days following the 

earthquake and was widely disseminated among operational staff. The challenge is not the 

information but the application. 

 Ross Mountain response: Humanitarian sector is frequently about acting fast, not compatible 

with reports and guidance and lessons learned. Challenge is how do we get these out to a 

least a few people that can pass it on. Getting correct people with correct experience into the 

right place. Need for mobile staff that can go to places and bring their institutional capacity 

with them. Clusters need to be management structures rather than just info sharing exercises. 

 Tatianah Wah response - There has been progress. Frank conversations are beginning to take 

place. A more open dialogue is being established and has become necessary because eyes of 

the world are in them and public money is being spent in large quantities. Baby steps in the 

right direction, but the situation is complex and unpredictable. 

 

2.2    Operational perspectives 

The following session on operational contexts was chaired by Ivan Scott, OXFAM and Chair of ALNAP. 

It started with Scott Green , Chair of the IASC Management Group for the Haiti Real Time Evaluation, 

who set the context of the work. This led into a presentation by François Grünewald, Directeur 

Général, Groupe URD  who led the Real Time Evaluation in Haiti. 



6 

 

It was explained that the RTE team was based in Haiti for three weeks, immediately following the 

earthquake and was totally autonomous from operational agencies. The team tried to reverse the 

normal perspective of evaluations by using consultation of aid recipients and local organisations as the 

starting point.  

Francois presented the short film the team produced to capture the RTE findings. This is available on 

the ALNAP website here:   

Key emerging findings from the evaluation included the following: 

o The context analysis needs to be sufficiently detailed – there was a hard push on needs 

assessments to the neglect of capacity assessment.  

o The mindsets and paradigms were often inappropriate  

  “we arrived with the mindsets of camps, which didn’t work in Port au Prince”;  

 For security issues – these were often over-blown and took no account of local 

political context. 

 For preparedness – especially local capacities for preparedness 

 For coordination – the clusters were basically too many people in a small tent. 

 Leadership needs to be right. Management of leadership in the NGO communities 

remains a problem 

o Human resource issues are critical, especially in inter-agency positions. For example, “UN 

agencies sent senior people but to manage their own agencies programmes, not to 

coordinate.”  

o The right financing and resources are needed: “when resources are in place amazing things 

can be done even in terrible circumstances.” 

o Civil military relations are unquestionably important, especially how to get the humanitarian 

agenda up the military priority list. 

o LRRD needed to be improved, as does communication – with the media and with beneficiaries  

Key points were that the response probably did not save any lives as the majority would have been 

done by local agencies; the response probably did alleviate suffering, albeit in a superficial way, and 

the response is not prepared for the changes in context - be they rains, cyclones, or a social backlash 

against aid.  
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The discussants on operational perspectives then presented from their own experience / 

institutional standpoint.  

Steve Groff - Deputy Director, OECD Development Co-operation Directorate – started with the issues 

discussed at a special panel on Haiti, held as part of a senior-level meeting of the OECD DAC on 14 

April, which aimed to take stock of the international response to date. The panel demonstrated that 

we collectively know something about what “building back better” means. In particular, donors should 

support the recovery efforts in ways that (i) rebuild social bridges and not only physical ones; (ii) 

promote Haitian leadership and domestic accountability; and (iii) focus on growth and jobs. However, 

we need to focus on how to achieve results and in this respect apply previously agreed good practice 

and international commitments. 

The core guiding principles that must be applied include 

 The Principles of Good Humanitarian Donorship, endorsed by OECD countries, call on the 

international community to “ensure that funding of humanitarian action in new crises does 

not adversely affect the meeting of needs in ongoing crises”.  

 The Principles for Good International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations – as Steve 

put it, “the last thing we want is to undermine the Haitian state’s limited but improving 

accountability and capacity. The right funding modality for recovery and development will be 

the one that effectively manages trade-offs between speed and creating sustainable 

government structures and capacities; and between speed and transparency.”   

 And finally the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action provide 

internationally-agreed principles and objectives for effective aid. Weak government capacity is 

not an excuse for poor coordination.  

Steve concluded: “These principles provide a backdrop for evaluating what has been achieved through 

the collaborative efforts of international partners. The manner in which evaluations are carried out 

should also build upon the basic principles of harmonisation, alignment, ownership, mutual 

accountability and managing for development results.”  

 

Nigel Timmins, Manager, Asia, Middle East & Latin America, Humanitarian Unit, Christian Aid, stated 

that from Christian Aid’s Perspective, the initial response times were slow because of a number of 

compounding factors. However, basic services were re-established first by local actors and then the 

wider community within weeks rather than months. There was also a strong response from civil 

society in the Dominican Republic within 24 hours, and as was already noted, the numerous clusters 

set up efficiently.  

Weaknesses of the response included problems of access to coordination mechanisms for local NGOs 

and actors; competition for space – with agencies and staff flooding in; perceptions and realities in the 

eyes of local residents – the investments in communications were focused on international 

stakeholders rather than Haitians. There was potentially a degree of ‘paralysis by analysis’ - eventually 

you need to take action, agencies were chasing rubble rather than people, and poor application of 

standards.  
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Mike Goodhand - Acting Head of Disaster Management, British Red Cross, had responsibility for 

mobilising resources from BRC to operational implementation. The key challenges from his personal 

perspective were as follows: 

 We should have been better prepared for the urban nature of the disaster, i.e. In a world 

where half the population lives in cities we still don’t have models for urban latrines, or urban 

shelter  

 Challenges by population movements- we did utilize innovative communications tools such as 

texts messages, but often not with the really useful information.  

 We did a reasonable needs assessment. But then the resources we had didn’t match – we 

should have had cash to distribute – we didn’t turn on the cash programme soon enough.  

 Coordination – it should be a means to an end, but people will only engage if they see the 

benefits.  

 Evaluation – Joint evaluation is not either or. They will not be appropriate for all the internal 

issues that organisations face. 

Rudolf Muller - Chief of Emergency Services Branch, UNOCHA  

What was learnt from an UNOCHA perspective: 

 Flash Appeal – issuing something before even going to the field – done on the basis of 

experience, to be adjusted later – but it was OK and to the benefit of everyone. 

  Financing – we did quite well – more un-earmarked donations that with the tsunami, done 

quite well at HQ level.  

 On information management – situation report was done more at HQ level based on pieces 

from the field, through lots of different sources, proved successful.  

 Search and rescue was well coordinated and did go well.  

 Civil Military coordination went reasonably well  

 Deployment of staff – the field was seriously psychologically affected by the disaster and this 

was a big challenge.  

 It took too long to establish a functioning Humanitarian Country Team. 

  Logistics - we need to learn from the military. What can we generalise and what needs to be 

specific. Why was there not more ‘what if’ planning done for Haiti, a country highly 

susceptible to natural disasters? 

 Military was coming to us and asking what to do but we did not have the systems to tell them 

even though we had the requisite knowledge.  
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This was followed by a Q&A session, in which the following points were covered:  

 Questions were asked about the RTE and if, as is intended, the RTE team was able to feed back 

to agencies and programmes to encourage change in real-time. Also questioned was the 

ability of the RTE to move away from the negative nature of evaluation. There was a positive 

response to the film as a new medium to communicate evaluation findings, but some 

wondered whether it would be possible to include broader perspectives.  

 

 Francois Grunewald and Andrea Binder responded that RTEs should both feed back in the 

short-term and contribute to learning in the longer term. In terms of feedback there were 

three main channels 1) through identifying specific solutions 2) feeding back to specify cluster 

meeting based on analysis of meeting and other information, and 3) facilitated open space 

meetings where people could come together to discuss and suggest recommendations. Scott 

Green noted that the ability to influence assistance had improved since previous RTEs but that 

the lack of engagement with local and national actors was an issue that arose as a result of 

trying to move quickly. 

 

 There was discussion around the problem of rubble, and its removal. Francois Grunewald 

responded that there was a three pronged strategy, with; 1) an attempt to move as quickly as 

possible; 2) to identify areas where waste rubble could be used to stabilise land, or to 

encroach into the sea, while; 3) it could also be used to stop topological erosion. The lack of 

heavy plant equipment was noted, and this had led to most rubble being cleared using hand 

tools, which was inefficient (although labour intensive) in the long term. UNEP’s role in looking 

at environmental issues was seen as a positive one. 

 

 It was noted that in the first phase assessment had focused on needs, but that there should 

also have been an effort made to assess capacity, and triangulate this with vulnerabilities. 

 

 Some suggested the Haiti response was over funded, or that there was too much pressure to 

spend funds in the short term, at the expense of quality programming. If working properly 

clusters could have helped mitigate this. Others noted the levels of poverty in Haiti and 

suggested the problem was not that there was too much money but rather that expectations 

were too high too soon. 
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3. Towards Enhanced Evaluation Collaboration (Day 2) 

3.1 Evaluation Collaboration – challenges and opportunities  

Caroline Heider, Director of Office of Evaluation at World Food Programme and Vice-Chair of UNEG, 

welcomed participants to Day 2, and provided a summary of Day 1. She invited John Mitchell, Director 

of ALNAP to introduce the Haiti Context Analysis that ALNAP has commissioned. This will serve to: 

 Provide basis for a shared understanding of the realities of carrying out evaluations in Haiti 

 Provide basis for meta evaluation if we do one 

 Provide basis for Evaluation synthesis in the future 

 

The meeting continued with a keynote address from Michael Quinn Patton, Independent 

organisational development and evaluation Consultant (via video link).  

Michael started with a presentation of Thomas’ Theorem “What is perceived as real is real in its 

consequences”. He then presented a framework for different degrees of working together, which used 

five categories, as follows. 

1. Networking: sharing information and ideas 

2. Cooperating: helping distinct members accomplish their separate individual goals. 

3. Coordinating: working separately on shared goals. 

  4. Collaborating: working together toward a common goal but maintaining separate 

resources/responsibilities 

5. Partnering: Shared goals, shared decisions and shared resources within a single entity. 

As he put it: ”This group is already a network to an extent and networking is taking place on tools such 

as the ALNAP portal- but what is this group’s vision for degree of working together on evaluations of 

the Haiti response?” 

Meeting participants were asked to write down a response using the ‘Framework for different degrees 

of working together’, for each of the following questions: 

A) What is the current status of working together in humanitarian evaluation- baseline 

assessment? (1-5) 

B) What is the desired level of working together for the Haiti relief effort evaluation following this 

meeting? (1-5) 

C)  At what level of working together are you personally committed on behalf of your 

organisation? (1-5) 

The results were collated and presented at the end of Michael’s speech. They can be seen in figure 1 on 

page 12. 

http://www.alnap.org/current/Haitilearningportal.aspx
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Michael then moved on to consider the key issues in a collaborative approach to evaluation. In 

particular, he focused on the potential to assess the evaluation effort itself in terms of the degree that 

aspirations were met. There was also a crucial need to establish priorities for what the evaluation 

would focus on- “an evaluation can’t be all things to everyone.” 

While accountability was seen as inherently a function of each agency acting alone, being accountable 

for its own funds and  to its own stakeholders, there was scope for working together to establish 

common standards of accountability. ALNAP’s State of the Humanitarian System report was 

highlighted for establishing some common areas that might be considered (drawing form the OECD-

DAC criteria for evaluation). In particular, it is possible to establish some common agreements about 

issues such as what is a reasonable amount to spend on overhead/ administration costs or what is 

timely relief? 

Managing expectations was seen as essential. Controversially, Michael suggested that “it is likely to be 

inappropriate to render an overall judgement about Haitian relief as the way relief has been delivered 

is too complex. It would be too simplistic. It would be possible to say what worked well and what 

didn’t, but that is different from an overall and singular summative judgment. We need to establish 

this understanding at the start.” 

Also important was the issue of speaking truth to power, “this means calling the world to account 

when it does not respond, exposing corruption, what does harm rather than good.  Challenges of 

evaluations are to speak the truth, even when co-operating with governments and international 

organisations. The whole world will be watching what you do – this is not a small, technical activity 

any more. The evaluation world will also be watching what you do. The stakes are clearly very high.” 

Moreover, evaluation processes themselves also have an impact: “how data are conducted has effects 

beyond their findings”. How evaluations are shared, how beneficiaries perceive and access them, how 

evaluation processes build capacity for future evaluations and how they are perceived – these ways of 

going about the work matter and have effects.  

There were two important sets of lessons for consideration by the humanitarian community. The first 

related to utilization-focussed evaluations. In particular: 

 Less is more- dangers of trying to do too much- impossible to do a truly comprehensive 

evaluation, better to do a small number of things really well, rather than many things badly. 

You will be setting benchmarks for future evaluation activities 

 Ask important questions- Don’t let what can be readily measured determine what you look 

for. 

 Stay focussed on use – it is easy to design evaluations without focus on utilisation. 

 

The second related to the factors important to effective evaluation collaborations derived from 

studies of effective evaluation collaborations: 

 Strong leadership and substantial funding throughout a multi-year development period. 
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 Broad engagement in the design process by many organizations in the field, with clear 

expectations about confidentiality or transparency 

 Voluntary participation open to all relevant organizations 

 Effective use of web-based technology 

 Independence from funders in devising indicators and managing the system 

 Ongoing staffing to provide training, facilitation, and to review the accuracy of all data 

 Testing and continually improving the system through user feedback 

 A facilitated process for participants to gather periodically to share results, learn from each 

other, and coordinate their efforts 

The closing challenge about vision was succinct: “Is the collaborative system to be designed only for 

the Haitian relief or is it to be the foundation for future evaluations of disaster relief?” 

Figure 1: Survey responses on working together in Haiti 

 

Michael also reflected on the survey results and suggested that there was reasonable consensus on 

where the sector was (networking / coordination) and where it needed to move to (collaboration).  

He put forward the idea that a shared vision was the critical area to develop, echoing the Thomas 

quote used at the start of the presentation. 

Panel Discussion 1: Susanne Frueh – Former Chair of the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition and currently 

Executive Secretary, UN Joint Inspection Unit 

The base line has moved since we gathered 5 years ago to agree to co-operate in evaluating the 

Tsunami response. The system has become stronger, ALNAP has become more effective. 
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TEC fell apart in the utilisation. We never planned what we would do with the report- we had run out 

of money, interest had also waned. But I am reassured to see that it is still being referenced and 

therefore has relevance. 

We may have moved on and may not want to emulate them but with TEC and Rwanda evaluation we 

have two useful models. But many lessons have not been learnt for example, the sheer number of 

people descending on the field, auditors, evaluators, etc. Accountability vs. learning: “not sure we can 

ever solve that” 

Lessons we can learn from the TEC include the fact that there should have been a well-established 

evaluation framework from the outset. The lack of that came to haunt us when it came to the 

synthesis report. 

Success criteria include leadership- within agencies and within evaluation community; funding; strong 

Secretariat and capacity; the need to leave institutional baggage at the door; the need for effective 

outreach to stakeholders to keep people informed; the need for national participation- absent in TEC 

(making same mistake we accused agencies of); Too many cooks- TEC was nightmare to manage 5 

teams of multiple people; the need for local presence/ counterpart and to have the whole process  

anchored in a local institution. 

Suggestions for building blocks come from close involvement with the TEC process: 

 ALNAP is a shared platform, institutional knowledge that can serve the community. What support 

can they provide to any future collaboration efforts? 

 The RTE has the IASC as an audience and have better potential for utilisation than something not 

connected to this structure. 

 The clusters provide a potential for multiple joint sectoral evaluations, rather than a single system 

wide evaluation 

 Efforts are still too HQ driven: “How can we build national capacity and our agencies capacities in-

country?” 

 There is very good potential for a synthesis of the overall efforts. 

“This is above all an opportunity for us and the system to move the goal posts forward.” 

Panel Discussion 2: Niels Dabelstein – Head of Secretariat for the Evaluation of the Paris Declaration, 

Danish Institute for International Studies   

 Possible to be on different points on the working together continuum at different times. Each 

circumstance of working together should be judged on its context. 

 Common problem for them all is trying to do too much- trying to answer all the questions to 

satisfy all the stakeholders. 

 Impossible to stop agencies carrying out their own accountability evaluations. 

 Focus of our working together should be: 
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o  Needs assessment  

o Co-ordination- the structures are there but not fulfilling their potential  

o NGO proliferation- one source of the bad reputation of NGOs- certification? Quality 

assurance of any agency operating in the field. Mechanisms to guarantee quality of 

humanitarian assistance.  

 

Selected questions from the floor to Michael: 

 Q: How does a shared evaluation deal with unknowns? What experience do we have of questions 

that change over time but retain credible framework. A: Don’t over design the structures of 

evaluation, so no space for emergence, following leads and changing context of the field. Tradition 

is to have tight upfront designs which donors like to fund- Understandable but restricts ability to 

respond to complexity. 

 Q: The Lessons from previous collaborative evaluations have not been learnt- what are the 

incentives for getting lessons to be taken up? A: Meta-evaluations, shedding light on what 

happened on previous evaluation recommendations. Should be part of evaluations- to find out if 

the project could have been delivered better if previous lessons had been learnt 

 Q: Trust- How do you deal with issue of time it takes for institutions and individuals to build trust? 

How do you allow for new entrants into the process? A: This is part of complexity thinking. The 

first step is to acknowledge it as an issue and as evaluators begin to monitor it. Survey of members 

to degree they are building confidence in each other and perceptions of how partners are meeting 

their commitments.  Needs to be ongoing as trust is not constant. 

 

3.2    How to achieve greater evaluation collaboration? 

The meeting then divided into group discussions which considered how agencies might work together 

in moving humanitarian evaluation from the current state (networking, as illustrated in the figure 1 on 

page 12) to the hoped-for state (coordination / collaboration). Common questions and issues 

discussed included:  

 Are there lessons we can learn from the TEC? Management and methodology? (received via e-

mail) 

 Single agency evaluations will inevitably happen to fulfil upward accountability to their 

stakeholders. 

 Need for a synthesis piece looking at lessons learned in previous context and capturing where 

we are up to now on Haiti. Is there a need for a Haiti Evaluation Coalition? Would the 

management structure of the TEC be useful if this was seen as necessary?  

 Need for an evaluation mapping exercise to understand what is taking place in Haiti 
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 Concern about pressure on beneficiaries and evaluation fatigue 

 Is there is interest in formulating a set of standardized evaluation criteria for humanitarian 

aid?  What has been the collective experience in applying existing criteria? Has this helped 

bring coherence? (received via e-mail) 

 What is the purpose of this collaborative effort? 

 Should there be an office to facilitate evaluations in Haiti? – what would this look like, how 

would this be legitimised 

 Proposal for ALNAP at least to do a synthesis of evaluation findings in the future 

 If appropriate, a taskforce should be established to take leadership and resourcing of process 

 Are there big questions that might drop out through collaboration because uncomfortable for 

one or all (i.e. proliferation of NGOs/comparisons between agencies/efficiency) 

 How do we institutionalise lessons learnt from this experience? 

 

3.3    Key ideas to take forward 

Following this open discussion there was a series of focused workshops in the final afternoon, all of 

which started with the underlying question: What is our shared sense of purpose, value-added and 

legitimacy for greater evaluation collaboration, and how can we clarify this going forward?  

The main aim of the workshops was to focus on the key ideas emerging from the previous session, and 

work out ways of taking these ideas forward. Brief summaries are provided below. 

Workshop 1: How to effectively manage & coordinate ongoing and planned single agency 

evaluations? Have a framework for taking the evaluation forward 

1. Remember the core principles that things that are planned and implemented jointly should be 

evaluated collectively 

2. Minimise disruption on the ground by having resources available on the ground (possibly ALNAP) 

to focus on facilitation and reduction of duplication – interviews data etc. Sharing core questions. 

Find innovative ways of delivering. 

3. Virtual community in addition to office in Port-au-Prince 

4. Should be an encouragement coming out of this meeting throughout the three networks – OECD-

DAC/UNEG/ALNAP - towards greater collaboration 

5. Come up with tangible arguments for why agencies should engage collaboration 

Workshop 2: What would a common evaluation framework look like and how would it be used? 

(questions, theories of change, stakeholders, uses, etc) 
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1. What is the purpose for a common framework and who is it for? Accountability (up/down) versus 

learning 

2. Suggested frameworks – adopt RTE approach, looking a logical order through the programme 

cycle + add beneficiary feedback. Other was thematic  - not using cluster, but i.e. Urban nature. 

OECD-DAC – but with added emphasis on the more challenging areas such as effectiveness and 

efficiency but problematic. Another idea was that it would be useful to have a flexible framework 

that other agencies could then be adapted. Paris Declaration – but time problems. Should there be 

different sets of criteria for different phases since the mission during the phase first (save lives, 

mitigate suffering) will be different from follow-on phases?  Could we use Sphere indicators for 

minimum disaster response requirements? (received via e-mail) 

3. Before looking at framework build up date along lines of context analysis.  

4. Timescale: we should be looking at the long term.  

5. Need to be specific about effectiveness and efficiency 

6. Could we formulate a set of standardized evaluation criteria for humanitarian aid (using the EC 

model as a starting point)?  Should there be different sets of criteria for different phases since the 

mission during the phase first (save lives, mitigate suffering) will be different from follow-on 

phases?  For example, consider using the international standardized indicators for minimal 

disaster response requirements outlined by the Sphere Project. 

Workshop 3: What features of the Haiti response could be better addressed through a joint 

evaluation?   

1. Impact easier to address at a system level because of problem of attribution 

o Did the TEC evaluate impact on beneficiaries?  If not, why not? (received via email) 

2. Clusters might prove good basis for impact evaluation, plus synergistic cross cluster approaches, 

plus links with agency for utilisation 

3. Going through clusters might be useful at getting around accountability issues 

4. Question of role of media in Haitian response- important to explore  

5. Role of military raised as particularly important to cover at a system-wide level 

Workshop 4 / 5: What would an Evaluation Support Office in Port-Au Prince do, and how?  (data 

sharing, missions, clearing house)/ How to engage Haitian government; civil society; affected 

populations? 

1. Understanding Political context is crucial first 

2. Should be agreed principles on approach of evaluators, to promote best practice – ensure working 

language etc 

3. Support office: strong consensus that it should exist and that it should be in Haiti. To build capacity 

and share resources etc.  
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4. Question around how to engage with government – who, their capacities 

5. Support office can help Haitian evaluation capacities.  

6. Issue of independence  

Workshop 5: How to engage leaders and decision makers in our own organisations, beyond the 

evaluation, learning and accountability groups? 

1. Challenges: Truth to power, in particular in this case as the community is under pressure to show 

success. 

2. Variety of feedback loops that agencies  have how can we work with these 

3. Need for transparency – open information to all parties 

4. Need for open and extended for open collaborative from senior management from the start 

5. Series of high level presentations of findings and recommendation 

6. Synthesis for leadership 

7. Savvy use of media. 

7. As a community, we are still learning how to institutionalize lessons learned.  What are the 

impediments?  What can each organization do  – UN, NGOs, donors, etc. – to contribute to ensure 

lessons learned from each disaster experience are not repeated? (received via e-mail) 

 

 

4.   Next Steps (end of Day 2) 

The Final Panel had four speakers each of whom was asked to reflect back on the meeting and suggest 

next steps for the three networks and the meeting participants as a whole to take forward. 

 Tatiana Wah: Concerned about teams of evaluators arriving with preconceptions of who they 

will speak to, meeting them then leaving. Haiti is a society suspicious of outsiders, and this is 

an historic opportunity to redefine relationship with international community. Entering a very 

fluid, and flammable context. International system in Haiti context includes regional players 

not traditionally involved in Aid world- Venezuela, Mexico, Uruguay. 

By the time this evaluation gets underway, it will be a new context- supposedly we will be in a 

development stage by then? Election time also. Whoever the teams are, they have to 

understand the contexts. Otherwise the evaluations will not reflect what you need them to 

reflect. 

 John Mitchell Five practical elements towards better collaboration. Online needs- ALNAP will 

be able to expand portal and improve online communications for any evaluative response to 

Haiti. Only as good as each agencies commitment to providing information to it. Shared 
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Framework- Need something flexible, adaptable. Need to define scope- just questions, 

indicators, or also theories of change etc. Necessity of engagement from Haitian government - 

But ALNAP will continue to take it forward. Shared Data Collection- definitely desirable and 

possibly feasible, but will require resources that are not currently available. Sharing will add 

time. Evaluation Support Office- Innovative, positive idea. People on ground to welcome in 

and direct evaluation teams to facilitate process on ground. ALNAP has some experience of 

this is Malawi- Is this priority for resources or should we be rebuilding Haitian structures. 

ALNAP happy to support establishment of Evaluation Support Office. Joint Evaluations - Need 

to be careful. Remind ourselves that there is no evidence that joint evaluations lead to better 

performance, just that it leads to better reports. OCHA’s work on impact assessment is more 

innovative approach to addressing complexity of Haitian context. Joint impact assessment may 

be the way forward. 

 Alison Buttenheim- 3IE Pakistan experience- We knew a lot about how many bridges built, 

wells drilled etc, but not so much on how households were doing. How would we have built in 

evaluation criteria in humanitarian response, to be able to track welfare of these households? 

I would suggest a nationwide sample, would begin around 6-9 months, basic household 

welfare measurements, Track every few months for few years, then every year after that. 

Would provide impact data, and the sample would provide quantitative data and some degree 

of community level data. “Disagree that it is more worthwhile gathering bad data on 

important questions than good data on unimportant questions – let’s gather good quality data 

on important questions!” 

 Ted Kliest Collaboration was ambition of this group. But what does it take to collaborate? We 

should be able to establish task force – UN agencies, NGOs ALNAP, Donors, Haitians. This 

should work towards a shared work plan; objectives; securing funding. Results of today should 

be communicated within the networks but also more widely- we can stem the tide of 

uncoordinated response that is beginning to get underway in Haiti. 

 

Nick York, in summary, outlined key messages and next steps based on the consensus emerging from 

the group:  

1.   Keep up the momentum - this was a successful collaborative event on a vital set of issues.  It has 

created a momentum which we should now keep up, through creation of task force to help coordinate 

evaluation efforts and with representation from all three networks.  Needs to have links into other 

stakeholders not able to attend the conference (not many Haitians could be there for example). 

2.  Develop good practice principles - Drawing on existing principles of good humanitarian donorship 

and evaluation standards from our networks, we should identify some common aims and principles in 

relation to evaluations in Haiti and get a strong support from our members for them. Such as 

- engage with Haitian government and people throughout, and consider their needs as paramount 

- make effective use of their time and input, and minimise burdens on them 

- use local language and expertise, cultural sensitivity  
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- understanding of political context for evaluation in Haiti and take account of timing 

- strong feedback into decision making 

 

3. Engagement and dialogue with Haitians - Taking advice from Tatiana, Francois and others with local 

expertise, early engagement with Haiti Planning Commission/Ministry but do this through a personal 

level in listening mode first rather than an a formal letter with a fully developed proposal.  Also work 

with statistics institute, evaluators and NGOs locally. 

 

4. Evaluation support office - Subject to views from Planning Commission and local evaluators, 

develop proposals for an Evaluation Support Office/Clearing House in Haiti, drawing on lessons from 

Chad/Afghanistan observatories.  Key role would be to help join up evaluation missions and teams so 

that they do not repeat the same questions to the same people but can build on what has already 

been gathered. 

5. Shared evaluation framework and questions - Take up ALNAP offer to develop the Haiti portal 

further and produce a shared evaluation framework, with a solid contextual analysis (now about to be 

peer reviewed). 

 

6. Possible joint evaluation - A key issue for the task force is how to respond to the need for 

evaluation of the global/system response to the earthquake, as well as managing the risks of 

proliferation of uncoordinated single agency evaluations.  Suggest start by looking at the impact 

evaluation suggestion, the ongoing real-time evaluation, the population survey proposal from UNICEF 

and look also at Norway's proposal for a full narrative ‘joint evaluation’ of what happened in Haiti after 

the earthquake.   

 

7. Feedback to decision making - Some tough messages that we have seen things in Haiti which 

should not have happened given our previous lessons in the Tsunami. A key issue from the conference 

is achieving effective feedback from evaluation into decision making and changing behaviours - not 

enough to identify lessons and disseminate them, also need to assess what incentives/constraints 

there are to the system moving to a better response. 

 

8. Communication - Media interest in Haiti is still high.  Need to communicate outcomes from the 

conference to relevant stakeholders, especially at senior level.  First priority is to share with Haitian 

Ambassador what came out of the meeting. 

 

9. Taskforce should take these outcomes and make them as specific and actionable as possible.  

Challenge ourselves to hit the level of ambition which is implied by moving to Michael Quinn Patton's 

level 4 in working together- collaboration. 
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Selected interventions from the floor: 

 Ross Mountain, DARA: Please let’s use the clusters- developed over time as an approach to 

humanitarian response- time to hold their/ our feet to the fire. This is how we are now meant 

to be responding, so necessary to evaluate how they achieved that. 

 Francois Grunewald, Groupe URD: Affected people don’t want to just answer questions, they 

want to be able to express themselves. People don’t want to be measured, they want a voice. 

Need to outreach to local structures- Not creating mechanisms that only serve our own 

purposes. 

 Nigel Timmins, Christian Aid: Necessity of building in a communication strategy to ensure the 

learning from this process is communicated back to Haitian people, and also to home 

audiences. Getting NGO marketing departments to be honest based on findings of 

evaluations. 

 Submission from USAID was provided via e-mail, which has been incorporated into this 

meeting report 

 
 
 
Annex 1: Agenda 

 
Evaluating the Haiti Response:  

Encouraging Improved System-wide Collaboration  
 

A joint OECD/DAC Evalnet-UNEG-ALNAP Roundtable Meeting 
 

 

Chair:    Nick York, Chair of OECD/DAC Evaluation Network 
 
Co-Chairs:  Caroline Heider, Vice-Chair of UNEG; Ivan Scott, Chair of ALNAP  

 
Day One Tuesday 18th May 

 
 
1345-1400  Welcome and opening remarks from the Chair/ Co-chairs 
 
1400-1530  The Haiti Earthquake Response – coordination, effectiveness and the importance of 

a collaborative approach to evaluation  
 
Keynote Speakers: 

 Statement from the Government of Haiti 
Perspective from Haitian government read to the plenary – on the major challenges in 
co-ordinating and implementing the relief and recovery programme 
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  Ross Mountain – Former RC-HC, UNOCHA; Executive Director, DARA  
 Overview of humanitarian coordination, and the need for collaboration across 
initiatives by the international community, forces for and against such collaboration in 
response, and how this plays out in performance, learning and accountability. How 
these issues have been solved in humanitarian operations beyond Haiti.  
 
Tatiana Wah – Director Haiti Policy Program, Earth Institute, Columbia University & 
Policy Advisor to Government of Haiti  
 Perspective based on her work as advisor to the Haiti government, how they are 
approaching aid effectiveness issues, how this applies to evaluation in the context of 
the earthquake, the practical steps they are taking and Haitian capacities for 
engagement in future evaluation work.  
 

 
1550-1620   Presentation of the Inter-agency Real Time Evaluation   

 
Presenting the emerging findings of the ongoing Inter-agency Real-Time Evaluation of 
the response in Haiti.  To also include a short film 
 

Presenters 
Scott Green - Chair of the IASC Management Group for the Haiti RTE 
 François Grünewald - Directeur Général, Groupe URD  

 
 
1620-1700 Operational Perspectives on the International Response 
 

 This Panel Session will offer initial responses to the RTE presentation as well as 
perspectives from different parts of the international system, clarifying key challenges 
around the implementation and co-ordination of the Haiti earthquake response, and 
the potential for learning and accountability. 

 
Presenters: 

 Steve Groff - Deputy Director, OECD Development Co-operation Directorate 
Nigel Timmins - Manager, Asia, Middle East & Latin America, Humanitarian Unit, 
Christian Aid  

 Mike Goodhand - Acting Head of Disaster Management, British Red Cross   
 Rudolf Muller - Chief of Emergency Services Branch, UNOCHA  
 
 

1700-1750  Plenary discussion  
 

 François Grünewald and the panel will take questions from the floor. A chance for 
plenary members to share their experiences of operating in Haiti. 

 
 
1750-1800 Close of Day One 
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Day Two Wednesday 19th May 
 

0915-0930     Opening remarks from Chairs   
 
0930-1100     Keynote presentation on System-wide Evaluation Collaboration –Opportunities and 

Challenges  
  

 Michael Quinn Patton (by video-conference) 
 A big picture overview of system-wide evaluation collaboration and coherence; how to 
make it happen, the opportunities, challenges and key questions 

 
Discussants : 

Niels Dabelstein – Head of Secretariat for the Evaluation of the Paris Declaration, 
Danish Institute for International Studies   
Susanne Frueh – Former Chair of the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition and currently 
Executive Secretary, UN Joint Inspection Unit 

 
1130-1300 Ideas for improving system-wide evaluation collaboration in Haiti 
 

 Brainstorming and discussion in small groups (5 groups of 12 participants) 
 
 Identification of the best ideas to be discussed in more detail by groups in the 
afternoon 

 
 
1400-1530  Workshops, focusing on the best ideas from the morning session: how can we make 

them happen?  
 

 Developing key suggestions for consideration in final panel 
 
 Workshop leaders to report back at end of session 
 
 

1600-1700  Closing Session: Towards improved collaboration - next steps 
 

Panel:  

 John Mitchell – Director, ALNAP 
 Tatiana Wah – Director Haiti Policy Program, Columbia University 
 Alison Buttenheim – University of Pennsylvania 
 Ted Kliest – Policy and Operations Evaluation Department, MFA Netherlands 

 
 
1700-1715  Wrap up and closing remarks 
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Ministry 
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