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1. Background 
IMPACT Initiatives contracted Okular-Analytics to review the quality of 2020 and 2019 MSNAs using the GPPi 

methodology to evaluate the quality of Coordinated Needs Assessments1. The objectives were to assess good 

practices and lessons learnt for 15 inter-agency multi-sector needs assessment (MSNA) supported by REACH 

and funded by the Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) in both 2020 and 2019. Main findings and 

recommendations are presented below, based on an analysis of MSNA reports as well as the methodological 

documentation provided by REACH, e.g. training materials, Terms of References (ToRs), etc. The review 

contributes to building the evidence base of the applicability of Joint Needs Assessments to inform key HPC 

milestones in the framework of the Grand Bargain workstream five Commitments. 

 

Several limitations should be kept in mind when reading the results of the technical review: 

 

● The GPPi methodology is not entirely adapted to assess the quality of MSNAs. The GPPi methodology was 

designed for standalone Coordinated Needs Assessments, such as MIRA in sudden onset disasters or HNOs. 

Thus, the methodology is not totally adapted to MSNAs, especially when they are part of a much larger data 

collection and collation exercise that feed into the HNO. For instance, humanitarian access constraints are 

generally measured through other mechanisms; Requirements such as the total number of People in Need 

(PIN) disaggregated by severity conditions are sometimes addressed at a later stage by the Assessment 

Working Group and are often not included in the MSNA. Those design choices generally affect the Analytical 

Value of the report, and assessing the quality of MSNAs using the GPPi methodology without considering 

other parts of the overall strategic planning process can be misleading. This should be taken into 

consideration when reviewing the results presented in this document that considered only the MSNA report, 

and not the final HNO they informed.  

 

● Recommendations should apply and be disseminated to all organisations and agencies involved in MSNA’s 

design, collection, analysis and reporting. MSNAs are a collaborative process involving several NGOs 

(national and international) and UN agencies. Design decisions are made collectively and the report is 

generally peer reviewed. The final score provided in this evaluation reflect the work of all those who engage 

into MSNAs, and not only the REACH teams who supported the process. This is especially important as 

several recommendations require consultation and agreement between partners and are not in the exclusive 

control of the facilitating organisation, i.e. REACH. Recommendations should be shared with all stakeholders 

engaged in the design of the MSNA at country level. 

 

● Year-to-year comparisons are possible for three countries (Iraq, Nigeria, Somalia) only where MSNA were 

conducted each year (2018, 2019, 2020). This is important as it reflects trends and evolution of the quality 

of assessments over time. Scores for Burkina Faso, Niger and Sudan are only available for 2020. 

 

● The Afghanistan report accessed by the evaluation team was a draft report only. Scoring should be 

considered preliminary until the final report is published. 

 

 

 
1 Only the criteria related to the evaluation of the quality of Coordinated Needs Assessments (CNAs) were measured. Criteria related to the use of the CNAs were not 

controlled, as per the Terms of Reference. 

https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/ws5_-_quality_criteria_and_eval_methodology_for_msnas_and_hnos.pdf
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2. Methodology  
 

As per the Terms of Reference, the review followed three stages, detailed below: 

 

Preparation. With the support of the REACH HQ focal point, the required information to assess the quality of 

the 15 REACH MSNAs was compiled, including: 

• Final Assessment Report 

• Final anonymized dataset (or an indication of where the dataset can be found on the internet) 

• ToRs of the assessments 

• Questionnaires and enumerators instructions 

• Methodological documents/notes 

• Enumerators training materials and SOPs for assessment teams 

• A list of partners involved in the design and/or implementation of the assessment and a list of organizations 

involved in data gathering and interpretation 

• The assessment registry and/or secondary data sources used as part of the assessment (if not quoted or 

listed in the report) 

• A workplan/timeline of the release of intermediary and results 

• Lessons learnt document, if available 

 

Scoring. Okular-Analytics then proceeded to the scoring of the different MSNAs, using five steps: 

1. Scoring of the assessment reports only, by three independents Okular-Analytics trained raters. All GPPi 

criteria were used (CORE and additional), except those required to measure the use of the assessment 

information. Inconsistencies between raters were addressed with the lead consultant. 

2. Update of previous scoring, taking into account additional documentation. This allowed to determine what 

was available but not included in the final report and should be incorporated in the future. 

3. Review by REACH focal point in country. For each of the 15 MSNAs, a focal point who was in charge or 

actively participated to the MSNA from the beginning to the end was identified and requested to score the 

MSNA, based on his/her knowledge. 

4. Comparison of Okular-Analytics vs REACH focal point’s scoring and identification of discrepancies. All 

discrepancies were addressed by revisiting again the report and the additional documentation, and 

deciding the final score. A criterion was considered met only if clear evidence of implementation or 

achievement was available from the existing documentation. The accompanying dataset is available in 

Annex 2. 

5. Final scoring, including: 

• The score of the assessment report using only core requirements of the GPPi methodology. 

• The score of the assessment report using all criteria (except the ‘use’ criteria) 

• The score of the assessment report using all criteria (except the ‘use’ criteria) considering the extra 

documentation. This is the score that was used to present the results of the technical review. 

 

Technical Review Report 

• The first section of the report presents the main findings and recommendations of the technical review. 

• For each of the reviewed MSNAs, a technical sheet is available, presenting main findings and 

recommendations as well as a detailed scoring for each criteria. 

• In Annex 1, a quality checklist is proposed for the implementation of future MSNAs. 

• In Annex 2, the historical dataset for 2018, 2019 and 2020 scores is available. 
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3. Main Findings and Recommendations 
 

In 2020, all reviewed MSNAs met the minimum thresholds (> 85% of core criteria) and are considered “Best Practice” 

as per GPPi methodology2. This is, undeniably, an important achievement, to the credit of REACH teams in country and 

HQ. Figure 1 details the scores obtained by each country. 

 

      

Figure 2. Score evolution over time, by pillar3 

Significant progress in quality is 

observed over the last two years. 

While the average percentage of 

criteria met in 2018 was 71%, the 

value in 2020 is 84% as shown in 

Figure 2.  

 

With the only exception of Somalia 

and Afghanistan who registered a 

slight decrease in number of criteria 

met compared to last year, all other 

countries had their score improving 

over time.  

 

The most significant improvements 

are reported in the analytical value, 

effective communication and the 

relevance pillar. Only the 

comprehensiveness pillar has 

decreased in value, most likely due 

to the COVID- 19 pandemic and the 

associated restrictions in field 

access. 

 
2 As per GPPi methodology. If assessment score < than 85% of minimum requirements, then the report is considered “Not recommended for use/use only with 

caution”. If assessment score > than 85% of minimum requirements, then the report is considered “recommended for use”. If assessment score > than 85% of 
minimum requirements AND > 75% of all criteria, then it is considered “Best practice”. 
3 GPPi methodology assessed 7 pillars: Comprehensiveness, relevance, ethics, analytical value, effective communication, methodological rigor and timeliness 

Figure 1. Quality evaluation score for each country (2020) 

Country Core Criteria All Criteria 

Afghanistan 93% 87% 

Bangladesh 87% 88% 

Burkina Faso 97% 84% 

CAR 97% 83% 

Iraq 93% 84% 

Libya (migrants) 93% 82% 

Libya (pop) 97% 87% 

Niger 97% 88% 

Nigeria 97% 87% 

Somalia 90% 79% 

Sudan 90% 80% 

Ukraine 97% 84% 
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Figure 3. % of GPPI quality criteria met per country and pillar, 2020 

As shown in figure 3, the timeliness, relevance and 

analytical value pillars score the highest in 2020. Of all 

pillars assessed, those with the most criteria met across 

countries are timeliness and relevance (100%) and 

analytical value (88% of criteria met, an increase of 10 

percentage point since last year).  

 

The effective communication pillar scores the lowest 

(77%) in 2020, mainly due to the lack of translation in 

local language and the lack of dissemination beyond 

humanitarian platforms. However, this pillar still 

registers an eight-percentage point increase since last 

year.  

 

The second pillar with the least number of criteria met 

is the ethics pillar, due mostly to 1) the lack of 

documentation available in the final MSNA reports on 

the participants to the MSNAs and 2) the lack of 

evidence on humanitarian principles trainings for 

MSNA’s enumerators. 

 

Document, document, document. Some gaps persist in reporting and documenting properly methodologies, processes, 

activities and making the MSNA’s documentation readily available. In 2020, Burkina Faso, Somalia, Bangladesh and 

Ukraine would not be considered “best practice” by only reading the report. The same issue was also reported last year. 

While efforts are visible, it is important to address the remaining gaps in future MSNAs and ensure a stand-alone MSNA 

report or public MSNA package is sufficient for rating the full approach, without having to request or refer to any 

additional documents. Figure 4 shows the difference between scoring obtained only by looking at the report vs. the 

scoring obtained taking into consideration additional documentation or answers from REACH field teams. 

 

Figure 4. Quality scores based on report only or report AND additional documentation, by country 
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As mentioned already, discrepancies are smaller in 2020 compared to the previous year. In 2020, the main gaps are 

observed for the timeliness (clarifying if and when intermediary results were shared and used) and ethics pillars (reporting 

on the enumerators training content). Figure 5 shows that in comparison to 2019, documentation efforts are visible on 

the comprehensiveness, methodological rigor and effective communication pillar. 

 

Figure 5. Quality scores based on report only or report AND additional documentation, by pillar 

 

 
 

To strengthen documentation in future MSNAs, we recommend to work at five levels: 

1. Review the MSNA standard ToRs based on the GPPi methodology and ensure the quality requirements are properly 

integrated and planned for, e.g. The MSNA enumerator’s training will include a session on PSEA, managing 

expectations of the population, humanitarian principles, etc. 

2. At the design phase, present the GPPi quality requirements to in country partners and stakeholders and ensure they 

are accounted for in the assessment planning. REACH should act here as a neutral facilitator reminding stakeholders 

of the quality implications of some decisions, e.g. ensuring results are presented back to the population, requesting the 

involvement of protection or gender specialists during the design and analysis phase, etc.  

3. Decisions to “not do something” should be documented in the ToR and the final report, e.g. it was decided to not 

translate the report due to lack of funding. 

4. Develop an annotated MSNA report template with placeholders and instructions ensuring all the elements of the GPPi 

methodology are reported on, e.g. In this annex, you should detail the enumerators training content. In this section, 

you should detail the composition of the assessment teams, etc. 

5. When drafting the report, use the quality criteria list as a checklist to ensure all the required documentation is present 

or justify any unachieved criteria. 

 

Main improvement areas for future MSNAs include: 

1. Standardize enumerator training by including mandatory training modules, especially strategies to address and 

prevent sexual harassment, exploitation and abuse during assessment, humanitarian principles and recommendations 

for managing expectations of affected communities. Ensure a detailed training agenda is included in annex of the 

report. 

2. Design a standard approach for inclusion of vulnerable groups and analysis of their unmet needs. Specific 

vulnerabilities should be identified though secondary data review prior to the assessment (e.g. people living in flood 

prone areas, female headed household, etc.). Additional questions can be triggered when such characteristics are 

identified in a household. Demographic vulnerabilities (e.g. are household with a high dependency ratio or people with 

disabilities facing more severe humanitarian conditions?) should also be systematically explored in the report. 

Systematically include questions on self-reported priority needs and preferred intervention’s modalities and show 
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difference or similarities by sex of respondents or vulnerability characteristics. Explore the use of Focus Group 

Discussion with men, women or people with disabilities. 

3. Make better use of past information (secondary data or previous MSNA) to show trends over time, more systematically 

report on alternative explanations, identify communication needs and preferences of the affected communities, 

capacities of local authorities and annex the humanitarian profile to the report. 

4. Ensure the report is posted on government or development websites, translate the report (or the executive summary) 

in local language and present findings to relevant decision making for actors at local level. 

5. Document adequately the stakeholders who intervened for each step of the MSNA, e.g. design, collection, analysis, 

communication and report on the composition of the teams (international and national members) 

 

Figure 6. Quality criteria met by half or less of the 12 MSNAs reviewed in 2020

 

 

Conclusion 

• The quality of REACH MSNAs has significantly improved over the last three years of implementation, all of them 

currently meeting enough quality criteria to be judged “best practices”.  

 

• The main challenge for future MSNAs is to systematically document activities, methods and approaches in the final 

report or in the assessment package as to make proper justice to the work of the field teams. The work is done; 

however, readers can’t be sure until it is properly reported on.  

 

• Beyond the documentation aspects, future improvements will require technical adaptation, especially in distinguishing 

humanitarian issues, priorities and preferences of different population and vulnerable groups (gender, age, disability, 

etc.). There are known limitations in what household level assessments can offer in this regard.  This unit of analysis 

does not allow to disaggregate the data by sex, age or disability status. However, the definition of vulnerability criteria 

on which to report is left to the discretion of country teams, offering opportunities to clearly define them at the 

assessment onset and systematically report on them, without quality implications. 

 

The following section present detailed results for each MSNA country. When possible, trends analysis is provided. 
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MSNA Afghanistan - 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 93% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 87% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  90%  83%  90%  83%  75%  100% 

 

The Afghanistan MSNA exceeded the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi 

methodology. Even though it should be used extensively, the Afghanistan MSNA is one of the only two 2020 MSNAs that 

has seen its overall score decreasing since 2019. The core criteria score lost 7 percentage points (decreasing from 100% 

to 93%) and the overall score lost 2 percentage points (decreasing from 89% to 87%). While most categories have been 

scored the same than the previous year, methodological rigor has increased its score (4 percentage points) and ethics and 

analytical value have lost respectively 9 and 11 percentage points. 

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Afghanistan MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives 

were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral analysis stated in 

the objectives also appears in the report.  

 

90% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis and a proper consultation with subject matter experts. 

Results were given per vulnerable groups and distinction was made within the vulnerable groups covered. However, 

limitations due to COVID-19 constrained the scope of the assessment, preventing all groups potentially affected to be 

covered (only the most vulnerable population being part of the selection). 

 

Include all potentially affected groups in the assessment to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the 

priorities per group.  

 

83% of the ethical criteria were met (10 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and 

expertise was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also 

conducted prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on 

safety and security. The assessment did not include instructions for enumerators on management and referral of extreme 

cases. No evidence was found either in the documents regarding specific trainings or instructions on humanitarian 

principles. 

 

Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, e.g. humanitarian 

principles, referral of cases in need of immediate follow-up, etc. The outline of the training should be available in annex 

of the report. 

 

19 of the 21 criteria (90%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met, demonstrating a robust research method and a 

strong investigative approach. The assessment is transparent about the collection technique, data, sources and 

triangulation methods, gives access to technical documentation and data collection instruments and includes a 

comprehensive participation of the community. However, priorities were not given per vulnerable groups, though REACH 

focal point pointed out that this issue was addressed during the process, suggesting it might be a documentation issue 

rather than a gap. There was no evidence that final results were communicated back to the affected populations. 
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● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups, 

including vulnerable groups (people with disabilities, potentially marginalized and discriminated groups). This is key 

to accountability to affected people and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings with 

authorities.  

 

83% of analytical value criteria were met in Afghanistan MSNA (15 out of 18). The report mentioned the analysis 

framework used for the joint data collection and analysis but did not include any alternative interpretations / 

explanations. While all explanation and interpretation criteria (factors of humanitarian conditions and severity metrics) 

were included, the assessment did not report on how the situation might evolve in the future (likely future events). 

Despite the presence of the 2019 MSNA, no trend analysis was found in the report.  

 

● Map out contrary information, dissenting explanation or interpretation or evidence-based alternative view. 

● Systematize the identification of risks that might change the course of the crisis (anticipation) and dedicate a section 

of the report to anticipation. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented. The report is present on Reliefweb but not on non-humanitarian or 

governmental communication platforms. The assessment report was disseminated to key stakeholders at local and 

national level but was not translated in local languages (Dari, Pachto). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

Figure 7 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Afghanistan MSNA. 
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Figure 7. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Afghanistan Draft MSNA Report 
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MSNA Bangladesh – 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 87% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 88% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  100%  92%  90%  72%  88%  100% 

 

The Bangladesh MSNA met the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi 

methodology. The 2019 scores were lower with 77% for core criteria and 72% for all criteria, making it only recommended 

for use. Corrective measures were taken to ensure that the 2020 assessment did not suffer similar design flaws. Indeed, 

scores have levelled up in all categories with the main increase reported in analytical value (a 33 percentages points 

increase), ethics (a 17 percentage points increase), effective communication (a 13 percentage points increase), 

comprehensiveness (a 10 percentage points increase) and methodological rigor (a 9 percentage points increase).  

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Bangladesh MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives 

were clearly stated, based on a thorough review of information gaps. The assessment was explicitly based on a secondary 

data analysis and included relevant decision makers, data and context experts to define its objectives and scope.   

 

100% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected areas, affected and vulnerable groups 

and a proper consultation with subject matter experts. Relevant cross-cutting issues were also addressed in the analysis 

and distinctions were made within the vulnerable groups covered, e.g. disabilities, gender, etc.  

 

92% of ethical criteria were met (11 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise 

was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted 

prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field, on safety and security 

and on management of referral cases, on strategies to prevent and address sexual harassment, exploitation or abuse, on 

instructions on how to manage communities’ expectations. However, no evidence on the occurrence of trainings on 

humanitarian principles were found in the available documentation.  

 

Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues which are included 

within humanitarian principles. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 

 

90% of methodological rigor criteria were met (19 out of 21), demonstrating a robust research method and a strong 

investigative approach. The assessment is transparent about the collection technique, data, sources and triangulation 

methods, gives access to technical documentation and data collection instruments and includes a comprehensive 

participation of the community. However, no mention of the composition and inclusion of the assessment team was found 

in the available documentation, though REACH focal point pointed out that this issue was addressed during the process, 

suggesting it might be a documentation issue rather than a gap. There was also no evidence that results were 

communicated back to the affected populations. 

 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or other appropriate means. 
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● Ensure that the assessment team is composed of international and national members and is mixed in terms of 

institutional backgrounds, disciplines, and gender. The composition of the team should be underlined in the 

methodological section of the report. 

 

72% of the analytical value criteria (14 out of 18) were met by the Bangladesh MSNA. The report mentioned the plan that 

was adopted for the joint data collection and identified a humanitarian profile, underlining the impacts of the crisis and 

the current humanitarian response. It described extensively the operational environment and identifies potential future 

hazards or risks. However, none of the requirements on interpretation were met by the analysis, the assessment including 

no estimations of the severity of humanitarian conditions nor number of people in need.  

 

● Ensure that the analysis is always accompanied by severity metrics (per sector, per affected groups, per geographical 

area) and that the methodology used to obtain these metrics is fully described. 

 

88% of the Effective Communication requirements (7 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions and visualisations clearly presented. The report was translated in Bengali and is present on 

Reliefweb and various cluster websites. The findings were disseminated at both national and local forums. The assessment 

report couldn’t be found on communication platforms other than humanitarian.  

 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

 

Figure 8 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Bangladesh MSNA. 
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Figure 8. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Bangladesh MSNA 
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MSNA Burkina Faso - 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 97% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 84% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  80%  83%  86%  83%  75%  100% 

 

The 2020 Burkina Faso MSNA exceeded the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per 

GPPi methodology. 

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Burkina Faso MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives 

were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral analysis stated in 

the objectives also appears in the report.  

 

80% of the comprehensiveness requirements (8 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected areas, affected groups and a proper 

consultation with subject matter experts. However, no distinction was made within the vulnerable groups covered. 

Furthermore, the questionnaire did not include open question and the assessment team did not conduct Focus Group 

Discussions that could have allowed the identification of ‘new’ or non-sector specific issues. 

 

● Include distinctions between vulnerable groups. For instance, based on special characteristics of the household 

(number of people with disabilities), an additional module can be prompted focusing on the particular needs of those 

population groups. Alternatively, focus group discussions could be organized for some categories of vulnerable groups, 

based on time and resources available. Ensure findings are disaggregated by the characteristics chosen for vulnerability 

groups.  

● Include open questions in the questionnaire in order to identify 'new' or non-sector specific issues, for instance. Thanks 

for your time, we appreciate this opportunity to hear about your challenges and difficulties. Is there anything more 

regarding your conditions that were not addressed in our previous questions and you would like to highlight? 

 

83% of the ethical criteria were met (10 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and 

expertise was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also 

conducted prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field, on safety 

and security and on how to manage to communities’ expectations. No evidence was found in the report regarding the 

management and referral of extreme cases. However, REACH focal point stated that this issue had been part of the 

enumerators’ training, even though it was not specifically reported in the assessment. No mention was made on the 

inclusion of representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities in the inter-agency assessment working group 

overseeing the assessment. 

 

● Ensure that representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities are invited to oversee the assessment and to take 

part of the process. Their participation should be mentioned in the methodological section of the report. 

● Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, e.g. referral of cases 

in need of immediate follow-up, etc. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 
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18 of the 21 criteria (86%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met. The report is transparent about the number and 

types of respondents, the sources for secondary data, the limitations of the assessment and the probabilities and 

confidence / uncertainty levels. It provides access to instruments used for data collection and to technical documentation. 

Due to the choice of data collection technique, priorities expressed by men and women couldn’t be sufficiently 

differentiated nor the priorities expressed by different vulnerable groups. There was no evidence that results were 

communicated back to affected people. 

 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such 

as preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings with 

authorities.  

 

83% of analytical value criteria were met in Burkina Faso MSNA (15 out of 18). The report mentioned the analysis 

framework used for the joint data collection and analysis but did not include any alternative interpretations / 

explanations. Though REACH focal point stated that the assumptions were made explicit, it was not clear enough in the 

report. While all explanation and interpretation criteria (factors of humanitarian conditions and severity metrics) were 

included, the assessment did not report on how the situation might evolve in the future (likely future events). In the 

absence of past MSNAs or data, trend analysis was also not possible.  

  

● Map out contrary information, dissenting explanation or interpretation or evidence-based alternative view. 

● Ensure that assumptions are made explicit by using verbal qualifiers (such as “it is likely…”), which allow end users to 

differentiate between facts and assumptions.  

● Systematize the identification of risks that might change the course of the crisis (anticipation) and dedicate a section 

of the report to anticipation. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented. The report is present on Reliefweb but is absent from non-humanitarian and 

governmental communication platforms. The assessment report was disseminated to key stakeholders at local and 

national level. However, the final report was not translated in local languages (Moore, Diola etc.). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

Figure 9 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Burkina Faso MSNA. 
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Figure 9. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Burkina Faso MSNA 
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MSNA Central African Republic – 2020 Results  
Score for 

Core Criteria 
97% 

 Score for All 

Criteria 
83% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  90%  67%  76%  94%  75%  100% 

 

The 2020 Central African Republic MSNA exceeded the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best 

Practice as per GPPi methodology. While the 2019 assessment was only considered to be Recommended for Use, the 

quality of the 2020 assessment improved substantially with a 7 percentage points increase for core criteria and a 9 points 

increase for all criteria. Indeed, scores have levelled up in most of the categories. The highest increase is found for 

analytical value (a 27 percentages points increase), relevance (a 17 percentage points increase), effective communication 

(a 12 percentage points increase), comprehensiveness (a 10 percentage points increase) and methodological rigor (a 5 

percentage points increase). Timeliness was achieved for both MSNAs. The ethics’ score is the only one which has reduced, 

losing 16 percentage points since 2019. 
 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Central African Republic MSNA. The assessment general and 

specific objectives were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral 

analysis stated in the objectives also appears in the report.  

 

90% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected areas, affected and vulnerable groups 

and a proper consultation with subject matter experts. Cross-cutting issues were addressed in the questionnaire and the 

analysis, however there was no open-questions included.  

 

Include open questions in the questionnaire in order to identify 'new' or non-sector specific issues, for instance. Thanks 

for your time, we appreciate this opportunity to hear about your challenges and difficulties. Is there anything more 

regarding your conditions that were not addressed in our previous questions and you would like to highlight? 

 

67% of the ethical criteria were met (8 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise 

was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted 

prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on how to manage 

communities’ expectations. No evidence on strategies to prevent and address sexual harassment, exploitation or abuse 

were found in the available documentation. No evidence of the inclusion in enumerators’ trainings of safety and security, 

humanitarian principles and referral instructions for cases’ follow-up were found in the documentation available. 

However, REACH focal points reported that those issues were addressed during the process, suggesting it might be a 

documentation issue rather than a gap.  

 

Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, e.g. humanitarian 

principles, managing expectations, enumerator behaviour (re abuse of power, sexual harassment, exploitation), referral 

of cases in need of immediate follow-up, etc. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 

 

18 of the 21 criteria (76%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met. The report is transparent about the number and 

types of respondents, the sources for secondary data, the limitations of the assessment and the probabilities and 

confidence / uncertainty levels. It provides access to instruments used for data collection and to technical documentation. 
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Due to the choice of data collection technique, priorities expressed by men and women couldn’t be sufficiently 

differentiated nor the priorities expressed by different vulnerable groups. There was no evidence that results were 

communicated back to affected people. 

 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such 

as preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings with 

authorities.  

 

94% of analytical value criteria were met (17 out of 18), proving a robust analysis and leading this pillar to be the one that 

improved the most since 2019 (score of 67%). The report mentioned the analysis framework adopted to guide data 

collection and analysis and included explicit assumptions when interpreting the results but did not state any alternative 

interpretations / explanations. Explanation, interpretation and anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort 

to calculate severity metrics at geographical, sectoral, multi-sectoral levels and for affected groups. The 2019 MSNA 

enabled the assessment team to conduct trends analysis. Unlike for the 2019 MSNA, the humanitarian profile was drawn 

in the report, likely future events were mentioned and the scope and reach of humanitarian assistance was presented. 

 

Map out contrary information, dissenting explanation or interpretation or evidence-based alternative view. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with visualizations and conclusions clearly presented. The assessment report was posted on Reliefweb, however 

it couldn’t be found on development or governmental platforms and the final report was not translated in local language 

(Haoussa, Igbo or Yorouba). Unlike the 2019 MSNA, evidence was found in the documentation proving that final findings 

were disseminated at both national and local levels.  

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination to national actors. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or country newspapers and development 

platforms 

 

Figure 10 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Central African Republic MSNA. 
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Figure 10. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the C.A.R. MSNA 

 
 

 

 

 

 



MSNA 2020 GPPi Quality Evaluation 

26 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MSNA 2020 GPPi Quality Evaluation 

27 
 

 
 
  



MSNA 2020 GPPi Quality Evaluation 

28 
 

MSNA Iraq - 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 93% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 84% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  90%  83%  76%  89%  75%  100% 

 

The Iraq MSNA met the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi methodology. 

Both scores for core criteria and all criteria have slightly increased since 2019 with respectively 3 percentage points and 

4 points increases. The quality is quite similar to the past year with two pillars increasing their scores compared to 2020. 

The comprehensiveness pillar increased its score from 80% to 90% and the methodological rigor increased its score from 

67% to 76%.  

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Iraq MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives were 

clearly stated, based on a thorough review of information gaps. Compared to the 2018 assessment, the 2019 MSNA was 

explicitly based on a multidisciplinary analysis. Moreover, it included relevant decision makers, data and context experts 

to define its objectives and scope.   

 

90% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage. There is 

also a selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as sectors and sub-sectors, affected areas and 

vulnerable groups. However, the assessment does not include host communities nor refugees and focuses on IDPs in and 

out of camps and returnees. REACH focal point stated that all groups affected by the crisis were included in the 

assessment, which leaves the question of the host communities. Consultations with experts from clusters were conducted 

to identify sectors and sub-sectors questions. In addition, distinctions within the different vulnerable groups were 

identified in the assessment (e.g. different types of disabilities, different age groups within gender groups, different 

gender groups within minority groups, etc). 

 

Include all potentially affected groups in the assessment to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the 

priorities per group.  

 

83% of the ethical criteria were met (10 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and 

expertise was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented. A “do no harm” analysis was 

conducted prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on 

safety and security. In addition to those, a training was conducted on management of referral cases. Strategies were 

validated to prevent and address sexual harassment, exploitation or abuse of the affected communities. Notable efforts 

were made since 2019 as instruction on how to manage communities’ expectations were added in the 2020 MSNA. 

However, similarly to last year, no instruction on humanitarian principles were found in the available documentation. No 

evidence in the documentations indicated that representatives from NGOs, UN agencies, clusters and authorities were 

invited to oversee the assessment. Nevertheless, REACH focal points reported that such organisations were invited and 

included, suggesting it might be a documentation issue rather than a gap.  

 

● Ensure that representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities are invited to oversee the assessment and to take 

part of the process. Their participation should be mentioned in the methodological section of the report. 
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● Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues such as humanitarian 

principles. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 

 

Only 16 of the 21 criteria (76%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met. Most of the categories lacking in the 2019 

assessment are still lacking in 2020. In fact, questions on preferred modalities of interventions (Cash, goods or services) 

are not available in the final report. Moreover, there was no evidence that priorities expressed by the affected people 

were assessed, nor that results were communicated back to affected people. Priorities were also not found disaggregated 

by populations groups (including people marginalized or with disability), whereas REACH focal point stated this issue was 

included in the assessment. Moreover, the methodological section did not specify the inclusion of the assessment team, 

though REACH focal point confirmed that the team was inclusive in terms of nationality and gender, suggesting it might 

be a documentation issue rather than a gap.  

 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such 

as preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens. 

● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups. 

● Consider communicating the executive summary back to the affected population, through radio or TV programs. 

● Ensure that the assessment team is composed of international and national members and is mixed in terms of 

institutional backgrounds, disciplines, and gender. The composition of the team should be underlined in the 

methodological section of the report. 

 

89% of analytical value criteria were met (16 out of 18). Similar to 2019, most of the criteria were covered including 

relevant information needs and a deepen description of the humanitarian profile of the crisis. Explanation, interpretation 

and anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort to calculate severity metrics at geographical level and per 

affected group but also at sectoral and multisectoral level which shows an improvement compared to 2019. Coping 

mechanisms used by the affected people to face the crises and chocs were integrated to the report but the capacities of 

affected people and local authorities were not identified. No clear trends analysis based on earlier data could be found in 

the report, though REACH focal point reported that such analysis had been conducted.  

 

● Systematically include an assessment of the capacities of affected people and local authorities, information needs and 

communication preferences of affected communities and humanitarian access constraints. 

● When applicable, use earlier data to compare and analyse trends and evolution of the humanitarian situation. The 

2018, 2019 and 2020 MSNAs should be used to compare future results in order to draw trends analysis. Such analysis 

should be clearly stated in the report.  

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented. Visualization was considered appropriate and respecting best practices. The 

report is present on Reliefweb and the findings were disseminated at both national and local levels. Similar to 2019, the 

assessment report couldn’t be found on communication platforms other than humanitarian and the final report was not 

translated in local language (Arabic, Kurdish etc.). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers.  

 

Figure 11 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Iraq MSNA. 
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Figure 11. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Iraq MSNA 
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MSNA Libya (population)- 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 97% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 87% 
 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  90%  92%  81%  89%  75%  100% 

 

The Libya (population) MSNA met the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi 

methodology. The evaluation of the MSNA quality demonstrates a very robust assessment which follows an adequate 

structure with a proper analysis driven by ethical pathways. The 2020 scores - for both core criteria and all criteria - are 

very similar to the 2019 scores. Indeed, the score for core criteria only lost three percentage points since last year while 

the score for all criteria gained one point. The 2020 assessment improved its quality in regard to two pillars: relevance 

(which gained 17 percentage points) and ethics (which gained 25 percentage points). These increases are followed by the 

decrease of two pillars: methodological rigor (5 percentage points) and analytical value (5 percentage points).  

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Libya (population) MSNA. The assessment general and specific 

objectives were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral analysis 

stated in the objectives also appears in the report.  

 

90% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis and a proper consultation with subject matter experts. 

Results were given per affected groups and vulnerable groups. However, both in 2019 and in 2020, no distinction was 

made within the vulnerable groups covered (types of disabilities or age within gender).  

 

Include distinctions between vulnerable groups. For instance, based on special characteristics of the household (number 

of people with disabilities), an additional module can be prompted focusing on the particular needs of those population 

groups. Alternatively, focus group discussions could be organized for some categories of vulnerable groups, based on time 

and resources available. 

 

92% of the ethical criteria were met (11 out of 12), proving the robust ethical prism of the assessment and an important 

improvement since 2019. Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise was ensured, informed 

consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted prior to the 

assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on safety and security. 

Strategies are in place to prevent and address sexual harassment, exploitation or abuse and instructions on how to 

manage communities’ expectations are given to the enumerators and the team leaders. The assessment did not include 

instructions or evidence of trainings with modules on humanitarian principles.   

 

Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues such as humanitarian 

principles. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 

 

17 of the 21 criteria (81%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met, demonstrating a proper research method and a 

suitable investigative approach. The assessment is transparent about the collection technique, data, sources and 

triangulation methods, gives access to technical documentation and data collection instruments and is proving an 

appropriate involvement regarding context specificity. However, participation of the communities was not fully included 
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in the assessment. Indeed, the report did not mention the preferred response modalities of the affected people and 

priorities were not given per vulnerable groups nor disaggregated by gender. Furthermore, there was no evidence that 

final results were communicated back to the affected populations. However, the 2019 MSNA did include priorities per 

vulnerable groups as well as preferred response modalities, showing therefore a decline in the MSNA methodological 

rigor. 

 

● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups, 

including vulnerable groups (people with disabilities, potentially marginalized and discriminated groups). This is key 

to accountability to affected people and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such 

as preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens. 

● Systematically ask and report on preferred modalities of intervention. This is key to accountability to affected people 

and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings with 

authorities.  

 

89% of analytical value criteria were met in Libya (population) MSNA (16 out of 18), proving a robust analysis. The report 

mentioned the analysis framework adopted to guide data collection and analysis and included explicit assumptions when 

interpreting the results but did not state any alternative interpretations / explanations. Explanation, interpretation and 

anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort to calculate severity metrics at geographical, sectoral, multi-

sectoral levels and per affected group. The 2019 MSNA enabled the assessment team to conduct trends analysis while 

such analysis was not possible the previous year. Unlike for the 2019 MSNA, the report did not mention how the situation 

could evolve in the future and how this would impact the humanitarian conditions. 

 

● Map out contrary information, dissenting explanation or interpretation or evidence-based alternative view. 

● Systematize the identification of risks that might change the course of the crisis (anticipation) and dedicate a section 

of the report to anticipation. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (5 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented, the findings were shared at local level and the assessment report was 

disseminated to key stakeholders at local national level. Similar to 2019, the report is present on Reliefweb but is absent 

from non-humanitarian and relevant governmental communication platforms. The final report was not translated in local 

language (Arabic, Amazigh). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

Figure 12 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Libya (population) MSNA. 
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Figure 12. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Libya (population) MSNA 
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MSNA Libya (migrants and refugees)- 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 93% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 82% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  80%  92%  67%  89%  75%  100% 

 

The Libya (migrants and refugees) MSNA met the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice 

as per GPPi methodology. The evaluation of the MSNA quality demonstrates a very robust assessment which follows an 

adequate structure with a proper analysis driven by ethical pathways. The 2020 scores - for both core criteria and all 

criteria - are very similar to the 2019 scores. Indeed, the score for core criteria has stayed the same while the score for all 

criteria gained 2 points. The 2020 assessment improved its quality in regard to three pillars: analytical value (which gained 

6 percentage points), relevance (which gained 17 percentage points), ethics (which gained 34 percentage points). These 

increases are followed by the decrease of two pillars: methodological rigor registered a loss of 19 percentage points) and 

comprehensiveness 10 percentage points. Effective communication and timeliness scores remained the same. 

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Libya (migrants and refugees) MSNA. The assessment general and 

specific objectives were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, while the 

intersectoral analysis was not stated as an objective in 2019, the 2020 MSNA included it in the objectives and in the report.  

 

80% of the comprehensiveness requirements (8 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected areas and sectors and a proper 

consultation with subject matter experts. However, all affected groups by the crisis were not covered as returnees were 

not part of the assessment. Moreover, no distinction was made within the vulnerable groups covered (e.g. different types 

of disabilities, different age groups within gender groups, different gender groups within minority groups, etc.).  

 

● Include distinctions between vulnerable groups. For instance, based on special characteristics of the household 

(number of people with disabilities), an additional module can be prompted focusing on the particular needs of those 

population groups. Alternatively, focus group discussions could be organized for some categories of vulnerable groups, 

based on time and resources available. 

● Include all potentially affected groups in the assessment to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the 

priorities per group.  

 

92% of the ethical criteria were met (11 out of 12), proving the robust ethical prism of the assessment and an important 

improvement since 2019 (58%). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise was ensured, 

informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted prior to the 

assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on safety and security. Unlike 

2019, evidence showed that strategies are in place to prevent and address sexual harassment, exploitation or abuse and 

that instructions on how to manage communities’ expectations were given to the enumerators and the team leaders. 

Similar to 2019, the assessment did not include instruction or evidence of trainings with modules on humanitarian 

principles.   

 

Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues such as humanitarian 

principles. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 
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15 of the 21 criteria (67%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met. REACH focal points reported that probabilities 

and confidence level were included and that the assessment team included a variety of staff (with different gender, 

nationality and background), though no evidence was found in the documentation available for these two criteria. 

Moreover, the report did not mention the preferred response modalities of the affected people and priorities expressed 

by men and women couldn’t be differentiated, nor the ones expressed by different vulnerable groups. There was no 

evidence that results were communicated back to affected people and that the assessment based the assessment design 

on cultural characteristics. However, REACH focal points stated that the communities’ preferences were taken in 

consideration for the assessment design, suggesting this might be a lack of documentation rather than a gap. 

 

● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups, 

including vulnerable groups (people with disabilities, potentially marginalized and discriminated groups). This is key 

to accountability to affected people and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such 

as preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens. 

● Systematically ask and report on preferred modalities of intervention. This is key to accountability to affected people 

and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings with 

authorities.  

● Justify design choices by taking into account the cultural dimension, e.g. female enumerators to interview women, 

age of enumerators, etc. 

 

89% of analytical value criteria were met in Libya (migrants and refugees) MSNA (16 out of 18), proving a robust analysis. 

The report mentioned the analysis framework adopted to guide data collection and analysis. Unlike the 2019 MSNA, it 

included explicit assumptions when interpreting the results. However, it did not state any alternative interpretations / 

explanations. Explanation, interpretation and anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort to calculate 

severity metrics at geographical, affected group, sectoral and multi-sectoral levels. Both 2019 and 2020 MSNAs conducted 

trends analysis using earlier data. Last but not least, similarly to the previous year, the report did not mention how the 

situation could evolve in the future and how this would impact the humanitarian conditions. 

 

● Map out contrary information, dissenting explanation or interpretation or evidence-based alternative view. 

● Systematize the identification of risks that might change the course of the crisis (anticipation) and dedicate a section 

of the report to anticipation. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (5 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented, the findings were shared at local level and the assessment report was 

disseminated to key stakeholders at local national level. Similar to 2019, the report is present on Reliefweb but is absent 

from non-humanitarian and relevant governmental communication platforms. The final report was not translated in local 

language (Arabic, Amazigh). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

Figure 13 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Libya (migrants and refugees) MSNA. 
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Figure 13. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Libya (migrants and refugees) MSNA 
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MSNA Niger- 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 97% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 88% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  90%  75%  90%  94%  75%  100% 

 

The Niger MSNA met the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi methodology. 

This is the first year that the Niger MSNA is being reviewed with the GPPi methodology and therefore it has not received 

recommendations to improve its quality before. Yet, it stands out as the MSNA that is getting the combination of highest 

scores for both core and all criteria.  

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Niger MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives were 

clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral analysis stated in the 

objectives also appears in the report.  

 

90% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected areas, affected groups and a proper 

consultation with subject matter experts. However, the assessment did not include open question that would have 

enabled the identification of new or non-sector specific issues.  

 

Include open questions in the questionnaire in order to identify 'new' or non-sector specific issues, for instance. Thanks 

for your time, we appreciate this opportunity to hear about your challenges and difficulties. Is there anything more 

regarding your conditions that were not addressed in our previous questions and you would like to highlight? 

 

75% of the ethical criteria were met (9 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise 

was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted 

prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on safety and 

security. No instruction on how to manage communities’ expectations nor evidence of a training led on humanitarian 

principles were found in the available documentation. Furthermore, no evidence in the documentations indicated that 

representatives from NGOs, UN agencies, clusters and authorities were invited to oversee the assessment. 

 

● Ensure that representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities are invited to oversee the assessment and to take 

part of the process. Their participation should be mentioned in the methodological section of the report. 

● Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues such as humanitarian 

principles. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 

 

19 of the 21 criteria (90%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met, demonstrating a robust research method and a 

strong investigative approach. The assessment is transparent about the collection technique, data, sources and 

triangulation methods, gives access to technical documentation and data collection instruments and includes a 

comprehensive participation of the community. However, no evidence was found in the available documentation 

regarding the inclusion in the assessment design of the cultural and communication preferences of the affected people, 

though REACH focal point pointed out that this issue was addressed during the process, suggesting it might be a 
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documentation issue rather than a gap. There was also no evidence that results were communicated back to the affected 

populations. 

 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or other appropriate means. 

● Justify design choices by taking into account the cultural dimension, e.g. female enumerators to interview women, age 

of enumerators, etc. 

 

94% of analytical value criteria were met in Niger MSNA (17 out of 18), indicating an in-depth and comprehensive analysis. 

The report mentioned the analysis framework adopted to guide data collection and analysis, included explicit assumptions 

when interpreting the results and stated alternative interpretations / explanations. Explanation, interpretation and 

anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort to calculate severity metrics at geographical, sectoral, multi-

sectoral levels and per affected group. The only gap noticed in this pillar has to do with likely future events that were not 

covered. Indeed, the report did not mention how the situation could evolve in the future and how this would impact the 

humanitarian conditions. 

 

● Systematize the identification of risks that might change the course of the crisis (anticipation) and dedicate a section 

of the report to anticipation. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented, the findings were shared at local level and the assessment report was 

disseminated to key stakeholders at local national level. The report is present on Reliefweb but is absent from non-

humanitarian and relevant governmental communication platforms. The final report was not translated in local language 

(Hausa, Songhai etc.). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

Figure 14 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Niger MSNA. 
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Figure 14. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Niger MSNA 
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MSNA Nigeria - 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 97% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 87% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  80%  92%  86%  89%  75%  100% 

 

While it already obtained very high scores both in 2018 and in 2019, the Nigeria MSNA exceeded the minimum threshold 

for requirements in 2020 and is considered Best Practice as per the GPPi methodology. The evaluation of the MSNA 

quality demonstrates a very robust assessment which follows an adequate structure with a proper analysis driven by 

ethical pathways. The 2020 scores - for both core criteria and all criteria - are very similar to the 2019 scores. Indeed, the 

score for core criteria has stayed the same while the score for all criteria gained 7 points. The 2020 assessment improved 

its quality in regard to three pillars: analytical value (which gained 6 percentage points), effective communication (which 

gained 12 percentage points) and methodological rigor (which gained 15 percentage points). All the other pillars have 

kept the same scores compared to 2019.  

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Nigeria MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives 

were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. The intersectoral analysis mentioned in the 

objectives also appears in the assessment report.  

 

80% of the comprehensiveness requirements (8 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected and vulnerable groups and a proper 

consultation with subject matter experts. Unlike 2019, a distinction of needs was made within the vulnerable groups 

covered and an analysis of cross cutting issues was included in the report. However, new gaps that were covered in 2019 

appeared in 2020. Indeed, because of COVID-19 restrictions and the chosen sampling strategy (snowball sampling), the 

sample of assessed areas did not include all types of geographical areas relevant for the strategic planning exercise. 

Furthermore, the questionnaire did not include open question and the assessment team did not conduct Focus Group 

Discussions that could have allowed the identification of ‘new’ or non-sector specific issues. 

 

● Include open questions in the questionnaire in order to identify 'new' or non-sector specific issues, for instance. Thanks 

for your time, we appreciate this opportunity to hear about your challenges and difficulties. Is there anything more 

regarding your conditions that were not addressed in our previous questions and you would like to highlight 

● When feasible (regarding security and sanitary contexts), include all relevant types of geographical areas for the 

sampling in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the priorities (administrative levels 1 and 

2 (province, district) for strategic planning, administrative levels 3 or 4 (sub district, commune or village) for operational 

planning). 

 

92% of ethical criteria were met (11 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise 

was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented, and trainings were conducted for 

enumerators on safety and security and on management of referral cases. A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted 

prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on management 

of affected communities’ expectations. Strategies were validated to prevent and address sexual harassment, exploitation 

or abuse of the affected communities. The contribution of partners and stakeholders was clearly presented in the report. 
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However, the same gap underlined in 2019 was identified as no evidence of training on humanitarian principles was found 

in the available documentation.  

 

Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, including humanitarian 

principles. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the report. 

 

18 of the 21 criteria (86%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met, which is a noticeable improvement compared to 

the 2018 MSNA which only scored 71%. The assessment is transparent on data, sources, limitations and provides access 

to documentation and tools. Similar to 2019, analysis on preferred modalities of interventions (Cash, goods or services) 

were not available in the final report nor were priorities expressed by men and women. Moreover, like the previous 

report, no evidence was found to attest that the results were communicated back to affected people. However, an 

improvement has been undertaken regarding the inclusion of the cultural and communication preferences of the affected 

populations in the assessment design. Likewise, efforts were made in the analysis to operate through different analytical 

lenses (gender, age, disability etc).  

 

● Systematically ask and report on preferred modalities of intervention. This is key to accountability to affected people 

and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such 

as preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens.  

● Consider communicating the executive summary back to the affected population, through radio or TV programs. 

 

89% of analytical value criteria were met (16 out of 18). As the 2019 MSNA, the 2020 report mentioned the analysis 

framework adopted to guide data collection and analysis and included explicit assumptions when interpreting the results 

but did not state any alternative interpretations / explanations. Explanation, interpretation and anticipation criteria were 

also met, with a notable effort to calculate severity metrics at geographical, sectoral, multi-sectoral levels and per affected 

group. Significant efforts were made compared to 2019 in regard to trends analysis with a comparison of data made in 

order to assess the evolution of the humanitarian situation. However, unlike the previous year, the assessment did not 

include the information needs and communication preferences of the affected communities. 

 

● Map out contrary information, dissenting explanation, interpretation or evidence-based alternative view. 

● Systematically ask and report on information needs and communication preferences of the affected communities. 

This is key to the accountability to affected people and facilitation of the communication between humanitarian 

stakeholders and beneficiaries. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented, the findings were shared at local level and the assessment report was 

disseminated to key stakeholders at local national level. The report is present on Reliefweb but is absent from non-

humanitarian and relevant governmental communication platforms. The final report was not translated in local language 

(Haoussa, Yorouba, Igbo etc.). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

 

Figure 15 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Nigeria MSNA. 
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Figure 15. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Nigeria MSNA 
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MSNA Somalia - 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 90% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 79% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  70%  58%  81%  89%  75%  100% 

 

While the Somalia MSNA had known a noticeable improvement of its scores between 2018 and 2019, the 2020 assessment 

met less criteria. Nevertheless, as it did in 2019, it met again the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered 

Best Practice as per GPPi methodology. Though both the scores for core criteria and for all criteria remain higher than in 

2018, they lost respectively 10 percentage points and 8 percentage points since last year. In 2019, the Somalia MSNA 

obtained the highest possible score for core criteria with 100%. The evaluation of the 2020 MSNA quality demonstrates a 

very robust assessment which follows an adequate structure with a proper analysis driven by ethical pathways. The 2020 

assessment improved its quality in regard to two pillars: analytical value (which gained 6 percentage points) and effective 

communication (which gained 12 percentage points). Three pillars’ scores have decreased: methodological rigor (which 

lost 9 percentage points), comprehensiveness (which lost 20 percentage points) and ethics (which lost 25 percentage 

points). Relevance and timeliness remained the same. 

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Somalia MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives 

were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, an intersectoral analysis in the 

objectives also appears in the report.  

 

70% of the comprehensiveness requirements (7 out of 10) were met. Though REACH focal point stated those issues had 

been taken in consideration, the affected areas were not fully included to respond to the strategic exercise the assessment 

was aiming to inform and the groups affected by the crisis were not all covered. Indeed, only 17 regions were assessed 

out of 18 and refugees and returnees were not included in the sampling. Furthermore, the sampling frame was divided 

between IDP and non-IDP sites, which actually differs from the self-reported displacement status of households. A 

detailed vulnerability analysis was undertaken during the assessment, using a pre-existing vulnerability severity score and 

distinctions were made within the vulnerable groups covered.  However, the questionnaire did not include open question 

and the assessment team did not conduct Focus Group Discussions that could have allowed the identification of ‘new’ or 

non-sector specific issues. 

 

● Include all potentially affected groups in the assessment to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the 

priorities per group.  

● When feasible (regarding security and sanitary contexts), include all relevant types of geographical areas for the 

sampling in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the priorities (administrative levels 1 and 

2 (province, district) for strategic planning, administrative levels 3 or 4 (sub district, commune or village) for operational 

planning). 

● Include open questions in the questionnaire in order to identify 'new' or non-sector specific issues, for instance. Thanks 

for your time, we appreciate this opportunity to hear about your challenges and difficulties. Is there anything more 

regarding your conditions that were not addressed in our previous questions and you would like to highlight? 

 

58% of the ethical criteria were met (7 out of 12), indicating a major decrease compared to 2019 score (83%). While clear 

indications stated that informed consent and protection measures were implemented, the report lacked evidence on 
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trainings of enumerators and team leaders. In fact, no indication was found in the available documentation regarding the 

instructions on sensitive data management, the procedures for identification and referral of cases in need of immediate 

follow-up, the management of expectations of affected communities and on the key humanitarian principles. Some of 

these trainings were already lacking in the 2019 documentation. Moreover, no evidence was found to indicate that 

representatives from NGOs, UN agencies, clusters and authorities were invited to oversee the assessment whereas this 

criterion was fulfilled in 2019. It must be noted that for all those gaps, REACH focal points stated that these issues were 

addressed in the process, suggesting it might be a lack of documentation rather than a gap. 

 

● Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, e.g. managing 

expectations of affected communities, procedure for identification and referral of cases in need of immediate follow-

up, sensitive data management, humanitarian principles etc. The outline of the training should be available in annex 

of the report. 

● Ensure that representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / 

Red Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities are invited to oversee the assessment and 

to take part of the process. Their participation should be mentioned in the methodological section of the report.  

 

17 of the 21 criteria (81%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met, demonstrating an appropriate research method 

and a suitable investigative approach. The assessment is transparent about the collection technique, data, sources and 

triangulation methods and gives access to technical documentation and data collection instruments. The priority needs 

of the affected people and the response modalities they preferred were included in the report, though priorities expressed 

by vulnerable groups were not differentiated. Unlike for the 2019 MSNA, no evidence was found to indicate that the 

assessment team was composed of a variety of staff (with different nationality, gender and background) and that this 

team consulted the affected population beforehand and based the assessment design on cultural characteristics. 

However, REACH focal points reported that these requirements were addressed during the assessment process, 

suggesting it might be a documentation issue rather than a gap. Furthermore, the final results were not disseminated 

back to the affected populations.  

 

● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups, 

including vulnerable groups (people with disabilities, potentially marginalized and discriminated groups). This is key to 

accountability to affected people and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings with 

authorities.  

● Justify design choices by taking into account the cultural dimension, e.g. female enumerators to interview women, age 

of enumerators, etc. 

● Ensure that the assessment team is composed of international and national members and is mixed in terms of 

institutional backgrounds, disciplines, and gender. The composition of the team should be underlined in the 

methodological section of the report. 

 

89% of analytical value criteria were met (16 out of 18). The report mentioned the analysis framework used for the joint 

data collection and analysis and included alternative interpretations / explanations. Explanation, interpretation and 

anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort to calculate severity metrics at geographical, sectoral and multi-

sectoral levels. However, these severity levels could not be found per affected group as the distinction was made for IDPs 

in and out of sites and not per type of displaced groups (returnees, IDPs, refugees etc.). Like the 2018 MSNA and unlike 

the 2019 one, the coping capacities of both the affected population and local authorities were not included in this 

assessment. However, the population’s information needs and communication preferences were assessed and trends 

were drawn out from comparison with previous MSNAs done in Somalia, which are two improvements since last year.   

 

● Systematically include an assessment of the capacities of affected people and local authorities, information needs and 

communication preferences of affected communities and humanitarian access constraints. 
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● Ensure that the analysis is always accompanied by severity metrics (per sector, per affected groups, per geographical 

area) and that the methodology used to obtain these metrics is fully described. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented. The report can be found on Reliefweb but can’t be found on relevant 

governmental platform or non-humanitarian websites. The findings were shared with stakeholders at local and national 

level. The final report was not translated in local language (Somali, Arabic). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on humanitarian platforms as well as government communication platform  

 

Figure 16 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Somalia draft MSNA report. 
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Figure 16. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Somalia MSNA Report 
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MSNA Sudan- 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 90% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 80% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  60%  83%  71%  89%  88%  100% 

 

The Sudan MSNA exceeded the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi 

methodology. 

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Sudan MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives were 

clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral analysis stated in the 

objectives also appears in the report.  

 

60% of the comprehensiveness requirements (6 out of 10) were met. Though REACH focal point stated those issues had 

been taken in consideration, the affected areas were not fully included to respond to the strategic exercise the assessment 

was aiming to inform as some areas could not be covered because of security concerns. Likewise, no characteristics that 

would increase the vulnerability of different groups (e.g. gender, age, disability, minority status, displacement etc.) were 

clearly presented in the methodology of the assessment and no results were found per vulnerable groups. However, 

REACH focal point assured that those criteria were included in the process, suggesting it might be a documentation issue 

rather than a gap. Finally, no distinction was made within the vulnerable groups covered. 

 

● When feasible (regarding security and sanitary contexts), include all relevant types of geographical areas for the 

sampling in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the needs and of the priorities (administrative levels 1 and 

2 (province, district) for strategic planning, administrative levels 3 or 4 (sub district, commune or village) for operational 

planning). 

● Include distinctions between vulnerable groups. For instance, based on special characteristics of the household 

(number of people with disabilities), an additional module can be prompted focusing on the particular needs of those 

population groups. Alternatively, focus group discussions could be organized for some categories of vulnerable groups, 

based on time and resources available. 

● Ensure findings are disaggregated by the characteristics chosen for vulnerability groups.  

 

83% of the ethical criteria were met (10 out of 12). Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and 

expertise was ensured, informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also 

conducted prior to the assessment and enumerators were trained on how to manage sensitive data in the field and on 

safety and security, on how to manage communities’ expectations and on how to manage and refer extreme cases. 

Strategies to prevent and address sexual harassment were included in the process. However, no indication was found in 

the available documentation regarding inclusion of a module on humanitarian principles in the enumerators’ training. 

Moreover, no evidence was found to indicate that representatives from NGOs, UN agencies, clusters and authorities were 

invited to oversee the assessment. 

 

● Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, e.g. managing 

expectations of affected communities, procedure for identification and referral of cases in need of immediate follow-
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up, sensitive data management, humanitarian principles etc. The outline of the training should be available in annex 

of the report. 

● Ensure that representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / 

Red Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities are invited to oversee the assessment and 

to take part of the process. Their participation should be mentioned in the methodological section of the report.  

 

15 of the 21 criteria (71%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met. The assessment is transparent about the 

collection technique, data, sources and triangulation methods and gives access to technical documentation and data 

collection instruments.  Priorities of the affected populations were presented but were not disaggregated by gender nor 

by differentiated by vulnerable groups. Moreover, communities’ preferences for response modalities were not included 

in the report while REACH focal point assured that this issue was taken in consideration in the process. There was no 

evidence that different analytical lenses (gender, age, disability etc) were used in the analysis and that results were 

communicated back to affected. However, REACH focal points stated that the assessment teams were composed of 

members from different background and countries, even though it was not specifically reported in the assessment.  

 

● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups, 

including vulnerable groups (people with disabilities, potentially marginalized and discriminated groups). This is key to 

accountability to affected people and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Organize community group discussions with male and female participants or differentiate priority results obtained by 

male and female respondents. Even if household survey is the main data collection technique, some questions such as 

preference questions could be disaggregated by sex and age, or at least results analysed using a gender lens. 

● Systematically ask and report on preferred modalities of intervention. This is key to accountability to affected people 

and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or local meetings.  

● Apply analytical lenses, such as gender, age, disability, and protection in the analysis of the results in order to give a 

in-depth understanding of these cross-cutting issues. 

● Ensure that the assessment team is composed of international and national members and is mixed in terms of 

institutional backgrounds, disciplines, and gender. The composition of the team should be underlined in the 

methodological section of the report. 

 

89% of analytical value criteria were met in Sudan MSNA (16 out of 18). The report mentioned the analysis framework 

used for the joint data collection and analysis and included alternative interpretations / explanations. Explanation, 

interpretation and anticipation criteria were also met, with a notable effort to calculate severity metrics at geographical, 

sectoral, multi-sectoral levels and per affected group. The coping capacities of both the affected population and local 

authorities were not included in the assessment and the report did not mention how the situation could evolve in the 

future and how this would impact the humanitarian conditions. 

 

● Systematize the identification of risks that might change the course of the crisis (anticipation) and dedicate a section 

of the report to anticipation. 

● Systematically include an assessment of the capacities of affected people and local authorities, information needs and 

communication preferences of affected communities and humanitarian access constraints. 

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented. The report can be found on Reliefweb but can’t be found on relevant 

governmental platform or non-humanitarian websites. The findings were shared with stakeholders at local and national 

level. The final report was not translated in local language (Arabic). 

 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on humanitarian platforms as well as government communication platform  
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Figure 17. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Sudan MSNA  
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MSNA Ukraine - 2020 Results 
Score for 

Core Criteria 97% 
 Score for All 

Criteria 84% 

 

Relevance  Comprehensiveness  Ethics  

Methodological 

rigor  Analytical value  

Effective 

communication  Timeliness 

100%  90%  50%  86%  100%  75%  100% 

 

The Ukraine MSNA exceeded the threshold for minimum requirements and is considered Best Practice as per GPPi 

methodology. The evaluation of the MSNA quality demonstrates a very robust assessment which follows an adequate 

structure with a strong analysis driven by methodological rigor. The 2020 scores - for both core criteria and all criteria - 

have improved significantly since 2019. Indeed, the score for core criteria has gained 7 percentage points while the score 

for all criteria gained 12 points. The 2020 assessment improved its quality in regard to five pillars: comprehensiveness (a 

10 percentage points increase), methodological rigor (a 15 percentage points increase), effective communication (a 25 

percentage points increase) and analytical value (a 33 percentage points increase). The ethic pillar lost 25 percentage 

points. Relevance and timeliness remained the same. 

 

100% of relevance criteria (6 out of 6) were met by the Ukraine MSNA. The assessment general and specific objectives 

were clearly stated and based on a thorough review of information gaps. Moreover, the intersectoral analysis stated in 

the objectives also appears in the report.  

 

90% of the comprehensiveness requirements (9 out of 10) were met, demonstrating an appropriate coverage and 

selection of relevant dimensions of humanitarian needs analysis such as affected areas, affected groups and a proper 

consultation with subject matter experts. Since 2019, an effort was made regarding affected and vulnerable groups 

comprehensiveness as results were given per vulnerable groups. However, as for 2019, no distinction was made within 

the vulnerable groups covered. 

 

Include distinctions between vulnerable groups. For instance, based on special characteristics of the household (number 

of people with disabilities), an additional module can be prompted focusing on the particular needs of those population 

groups. Alternatively, focus group discussions could be organized for some categories of vulnerable groups, based on time 

and resources available. 

 

50% of the ethical criteria were met (6 out of 12), suggesting a decline in the quality of this pillar in the 2020 assessment 

compared to the previous year. Technical contribution to the assessment by various actors and expertise was ensured, 

informed consent and protection measures were implemented.  A “do no harm” analysis was also conducted prior to the 

assessment and enumerators were trained on safety and security. Though REACH focal point stated that the following 

issues were addressed in the process, no evidence was found regarding the establishment of a strategy to prevent and 

address sexual harassment, exploitation and abuse, nor regarding the inclusion of sensitive data management, 

management of the communities’ expectations and humanitarian principles in the enumerators’ training. Furthermore, 

the report did not indicate whether instructions were given to enumerators on referral for immediate follow-up nor if 

representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red Crescent 

Movement and appropriate government / local authorities were invited and included in the inter-agency assessment 

working group overseeing the assessment. 
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● Ensure that representatives from local and international NGOs, UN agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Movement and appropriate government / local authorities are invited to oversee the assessment and to take 

part of the process. Their participation should be mentioned in the methodological section of the report. 

● Enumerators and team leaders’ trainings should be strengthened to reflect on core ethical issues, e.g. humanitarian 

principles, managing expectations, enumerator behaviour (re abuse of power, sexual harassment, exploitation), 

referral of cases in need of immediate follow-up, etc. The outline of the training should be available in annex of the 

report. 

 

18 of the 21 criteria (86%) dedicated to methodological rigor were met, demonstrating a robust research method and a 

strong investigative approach. Unlike the 2019 assessment, priority needs of the affected people were clearly assessed 

and presented with a disaggregation by gender. However, priorities were not differentiated by different vulnerable 

groups. While an effort was made on the inclusion of the affected people’s preferences in the assessment design 

compared to 2019, there was still no evidence that results were communicated back to the affected people. Last but not 

least, similarly to 2019, REACH focal points stated that the assessment teams were composed of members from different 

background, gender and countries, even though it was not specifically reported in the assessment.  

 

● Systematically collect and report priority needs and priority issues perceived by the different population groups. This 

is key to accountability to affected people and facilitation of the response analysis. 

● Consider communicating main results (e.g. executive summary) through radio programs or other appropriate means. 

● Ensure that the assessment team is composed of international and national members and is mixed in terms of 

institutional backgrounds, disciplines, and gender. The composition of the team should be underlined in the 

methodological section of the report. 

 

100% of analytical value criteria were met in Ukraine MSNA (18 out of 18), demonstrating not only a major improvement 

in comparison to 2019 but also the strongest analytical pillar of all the MSNAs assessed. The report mentioned the analysis 

framework used for the joint data collection and analysis and included any alternative interpretations / explanations, 

which wasn’t done in 2019. The description of needs was widely covered, including aspects that were not clearly 

presented in the 2019 MSNA such as the capacities to respond of both the affected population and local authorities, the 

humanitarian profile of the crisis, the information needs and communication preferences of affected communities and 

the humanitarian access constraints. Severity metrics appeared again to be appropriate and disaggregated at geographical 

and sectoral level for affected groups.  

 

75% of the Effective Communication requirements (6 out of 8) were achieved. The structure of the report was found 

effective with conclusions clearly presented. The report is present on Reliefweb but is absent from non-humanitarian 

communication platforms and relevant governmental platforms. Findings were shared at local level and the assessment 

report was disseminated to key stakeholders at local and national level. However, the final report was not translated in 

local language (Ukrainian). 

 

● Ensure the report is disseminated on government communication platform or newspapers. 

● Translate executive summary in local language for better dissemination. 

 

Figure 18 below indicates the criteria met or unmet by the Ukraine MSNA. 
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Figure 18. GPPi Criteria Met and Unmet by the Ukraine MSNA 
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Annex 1 

 

To ease the internal quality evaluation process in the future, a checklist is proposed below, recategorizing all the criteria 

by main phase of the assessment and recommending the section of the report where the information should be made 

available. The criteria are distributed as follows4: 

 

GPPi Criteria recategorized by assessment phase 

 

Assessment phase Core requirements Other requirements Total 

Design 9 11 20 

Data collection 7 14 21 

Analysis 10 7 17 

Reporting and Dissemination 6 13 19 

Additional Criteria  6 6 

Total 32 45 83 

 

 

Design Phase – Core requirements 

Pillar Criteria Report section  

Relevance The assessment was triggered by one of the following: 

 - a significant change in the situation; 

 - the need to cover critical information gaps identified 

through a review of secondary data;  

 - the need to inform a major planning exercise; 

 - a request by the affected government. 

Background 

Relevance The report states the assessment's general and specific 

objectives in terms of geographic areas, sectors, thematic 

areas and population groups to be assessed. 

Background/Objectives 

Relevance Relevant decision makers, data experts, subject matter and 

context experts were involved in defining the objectives 

and the scope of the assessment to ensure it meets their 

information needs. 

● Methodology/coordination 

● List of partners 

Comprehensiveness The sample of assessed areas includes all types of 

geographical areas relevant for the planning exercise the 

assessment aims to inform. 

Methodology/Sampling 

Comprehensiveness The assessment covers all sectors (e.g. food security, 

shelter, education etc.) and sub-sectors (e.g. water supply, 

sanitation and hygiene for WASH) relevant for the planning 

exercise the assessment aims to inform. 

Background/Objectives 

 
4 Some criteria are represented in several phases of the assessment, e.g. alternative views are to be considered both during the analysis and the reporting phase. 
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Comprehensiveness The assessment covers all groups potentially affected by 

the crisis (depending on context e.g. refugees, IDPs, host 

communities, affected residents, etc.). 

Background/Objectives 

Comprehensiveness Characteristics that increase the vulnerability of different 

groups in the given context (e.g. gender, age, disability, 

minority status, displacement, etc.) are identified when 

developing the questionnaire. 

Background/objectives 

Ethics The assessment design is based on a "do no harm" analysis, 

identifies potential risks to affected populations and 

enumerators and provides relevant mitigation measures. 

 

● Methodology/safety and 

protection measures 

● Secondary Data Review 

Methodological rigor The assessment uses an appropriate sampling strategy, 

which can involve random or non-random sampling (--> 

2012 Operational guidance on coordinated needs 

assessments).  

 

Methodology/Sampling 

 

Design Phase – Other requirements 

Pillar Criteria Report section 

Relevance The assessment is explicit about which humanitarian 

planning exercise it aims to inform. 

Background/Objectives 

Relevance The assessment objectives and scope take into account 

existing information (e.g. assessment registry, secondary 

data review, lessons learnt from past assessments) and 

limit the burden of the assessment on the affected 

population by minimizing data collected. 

● Background/Objectives 

● Secondary Data Review 

Relevance The assessment's objectives include conducting an inter-

sectoral analysis. 

Background/Objectives 

Comprehensiveness The sample design matches the geographic level of detail 

required by the planning process the assessment aims to 

inform, e.g. administrative levels 1 and 2 (province, district) 

for strategic planning, administrative levels 3 or 4 (sub 

district, commune or village) for operational planning. 

Methodology/Sampling 

Comprehensiveness Sector assessment experts were involved in identifying 

questions for each relevant sector or sub-sector. 

● Methodology/coordination 

● List of partners 

Comprehensiveness Relevant cross-cutting issues (e.g. gender, age, disability, 

environment, and early recovery) are addressed in the 

questionnaire and the analysis. 

● Background/Objectives 

● Questionnaire 
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Comprehensiveness The assessment includes open questions that allow for 

identifying 'new' or non-sector specific issues. 

● Background/Objectives 

● Questionnaire 

Ethics Representatives from local and international NGOs, UN 

agencies, clusters, members of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Movement and where appropriate government / 

local authorities were invited to join the inter-agency 

assessment working group overseeing the assessment. 

● Methodology/coordination 

● List of partners 

Ethics Assessment partners share relevant existing data, 

knowledge and resources to implement the assessment. 

● Methodology/coordination 

● List of partners 

Methodological rigor The assessment team includes international and national 

members and is mixed in terms of institutional 

backgrounds, disciplines, and gender. 

Methodology/Assessment 

team composition 

Methodological rigor The assessment design takes cultural and communication 

preferences of affected people into account, for example 

when choosing survey tools and dissemination methods, 

sampling strategy, sex and age of enumerators, etc. 

Methodology/Cultural 

adaptation 

 

Data Collection Phase – Core requirements 

 

Pillar Criteria Report section  

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Data protection measures are in place to protect the identity of 

respondents, including safe storage, password protection and 

anonymization when sharing data. 

Methodology/safety and 

protection measures 

 

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Respondents are informed on how the data will be used and are 

formally asked if they are willing to participate through informed 

consent (See 

https://rescue.app.box.com/s/pknrxkzjoucjo9kh075fyy4qx476cg9z). 

Methodology/safety and 

protection measures 

 

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Strategies are in place to prevent and address sexual harassment, 

exploitation and abuse during the assessment process (this can 

include for example policies, guidance, briefings, training or 

complaints mechanisms). 

Methodology/safety and 

protection measures 

 

Methodological 

rigor/Participation 

The assessment reports which humanitarian needs affected people 

and/or their representatives consider priority. 

● Background/Objectives 

● Questionnaire 
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Methodological 

Rigor/Context 

Specificity 

Data collection tools are tested in the context before using them. Methodology/Context 

Adaptation 

 

Methodological 

Rigor/Context 

Specificity 

Enumerators are trained on assessment objectives, methodology, 

questionnaire and interview techniques. 

● Enumerator training 

package 

● Training agenda 

Analytical 

value/Analytical 

Standards 

Data collection and analysis are guided by a jointly agreed analytical 

framework, including a theoretical framework, a data collection and 

an analysis plan. 

● Methodology/Analysis 

Framework 

● Methodology/Analysis 

Plan 

● Methodology/Data 

Collection Plan 

● Questionnaire 

● Report structure 

 

 

Data Collection Phase – Other requirements 

 

Pillar Criteria Report section  

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Enumerators are trained in safety and security measures. ● Enumerator training 

package 

● Training agenda 

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Enumerators are trained in sensitive data management, for 

example in how to engage with respondents who are 

minors. 

Enumerator training package 

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Trainings for or instructions to enumerators and team 

leaders include procedures for the identification and 

referral of cases in need of immediate follow-up. 

● Enumerator training 

package 

● Training agenda 

Ethics/Safety and 

Protection 

Trainings for or instructions to enumerators and team 

leaders include recommendations for managing 

expectations of affected communities. 

● Enumerator training 

package 

● Training agenda 

Ethics/Humanitarian 

Principles 

Trainings for or instructions to enumerators and team 

leaders include modules on humanitarian principles. 

● Enumerator training 

package 

● Training agenda 

Methodological 

rigor/Participation 

Affected people are directly consulted for the assessment 

(rather than through their representatives or experts). 

Background/Objectives 

Methodology/Sampling 

Methodological 

Rigor/Context 

Specificity 

Data collection instruments and related instructions for 

enumerators are translated into local language(s) where 

relevant. -> See IASC 2015 MIRA guidance and IMWG 2016 

Humanitarian profile support guidance 

Methodology/Context 

Adaptation 
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Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment establishes the humanitarian profile of the 

crisis (types of affected groups and numbers). -> See IASC 

2011 Humanitarian profile guidance 

Crisis Impact/Humanitarian 

profile 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment identifies what coping mechanisms 

affected people use. 

Humanitarian 

Conditions/Coping 

Mechanisms 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment identifies capacities of affected people and 

local authorities to cope with and respond to the crisis. 

Crisis Impact/Capacities 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment identifies the scope and reach of existing 

humanitarian assistance. 

Response & Capacities 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment identifies the information needs and 

communication preferences of affected communities. 

 

Humanitarian 

Conditions/Living Standards 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment uses earlier data to establish trends or 

evolutions in the humanitarian situation and - where 

applicable - to compare current findings to the situation 

before the crisis. 

All JIAF pillar 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment identifies humanitarian access constraints, 

including obstacles for people in need in accessing 

assistance, constraints for humanitarian actors to access 

people in need and physical constraints. 

Crisis Impact/Humanitarian 

Access 

 

Analysis Phase – Core requirements 

 

Pillar Criteria Report section  

Methodological 

Rigor/Mitigating Bias 

The assessment triangulates information derived from 

different sources (such as secondary data, key informant 

interviews or household surveys). 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

Rigor/Mitigating Bias 

The assessment triangulates information gathered through 

different methods. 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment identifies the most important ways in 

which the crisis affects people, including protection risks. 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Explanations 

The assessment identifies factors that drive and explain 

humanitarian conditions. 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Interpretation 

The assessment estimates and compares the severity of 

humanitarian conditions and the number of people in need 

per sector or thematic area. --> See 2016 IMWG 

Humanitarian population figures 

All findings sections 

https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
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Analytical 

Value/Interpretation 

The assessment estimates and compares the severity of 

humanitarian conditions and the number of people in need 

by geographical area. --> See 2016 IMWG Humanitarian 

population figures 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Interpretation 

The assessment estimates and compares the severity of 

humanitarian conditions and the number of people in need 

by affected group.--> See 2016 IMWG Humanitarian 

population figures 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

rigor/Transparency 

The assessment is transparent on the method used to 

estimate the number of people in need and the severity of 

humanitarian conditions. --> See 2016 IMWG Humanitarian 

population figures 

Methodology/PIN Calculation 

Analytical 

Value/Anticipation 

The assessment identifies certain and likely future events 

that might affect humanitarian conditions. 

Scenario development or risk 

analysis section 

Methodological 

Rigor/Analytical 

Standards 

Data collection and analysis are guided by a jointly agreed 

analytical framework, including a theoretical framework, a 

data collection and an analysis plan. 

● Methodology/Analysis 

Framework 

● Methodology/Analysis Plan 

● Methodology/Data 

Collection Plan 

● Questionnaire 

● Report structure 

Analysis Phase – Other requirements 

 

Pillar Criteria Report section  

Comprehensiveness 

 

Results for relevant indicators are disaggregated by the 

characteristics identified as per the previous criterion. 

All findings sections 

Comprehensiveness 

 

The analysis identifies relevant distinctions within these 

groups (e.g. different types of disabilities, different age 

groups within gender groups, different gender groups 

within minority groups, etc.). 

All findings sections 

Methodological rigor Different analytical lenses, such as gender, age, disability, 

and protection, are applied during the analysis. 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Analytical 

standard 

The assessment states whether there are any evidence-

based alternative views, contrary information or dissenting 

explanations or interpretations. 

All findings sections 

https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/humanitarian-profile-support-guidance-humanitarian-population-figures
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Analytical 

Value/Analytical 

standards 

The assessment makes assumptions explicit. ● All findings sections 

● Methodology/Limitations 

Analytical 

Value/Interpretation 

The assessment estimates the overall severity of 

humanitarian conditions and the overall number of people 

in need (at inter-sector level). --> See 2016 IMWG 

Humanitarian population figures 

Humanitarian 

conditions/intersectoral 

severity and PIN 

Analytical 

Value/Description 

The assessment uses earlier data to establish trends or 

evolutions in the humanitarian situation and - where 

applicable - to compare current findings to the situation 

before the crisis. 

All findings sections 

 

Reporting & Dissemination Phase – Core requirements 

 

Pillar Criteria Report section  

Methodological 

rigor/Transparency 

The assessment is transparent about the number, types 

and location of respondents interviewed. 

Sampling table 

Methodological 

rigor/Transparency 

The assessment indicates sources for secondary data, key 

findings and graphs. 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

rigor/Transparency 

The assessment is transparent about limitations and 

information gaps and their impact on key findings. 

Methodology/Limitations 

Methodological 

rigor/Transparency 

The assessment provides access to the instruments used for 

data collection. 

Methodology/Questionnaires 

Timeliness Preliminary or final results are shared with response 

planners in advance of the response analysis and the 

planning/decision-making process. 

Background/Timeline 

Methodological 

Rigor/Participation 

The assessment reports which humanitarian needs affected 

people and/or their representatives consider priority. 

All findings sections 

 

 

Reporting & Dissemination Phase – Other requirements 

 

Pillar Criteria Report section  
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Ethics/Contribution Unless withheld for security reasons, the assessment 

indicates which organizations were involved in design, data 

collection, analysis and report writing. 

● Methodology/coordination 

● List of partners 

Methodological 

Rigor/Transparency 

Technical documentation that is publicly available or 

available on request (for example definitions of key 

concepts, methodological and processing notes, 

anonymized microdata) allows the reproduction of 

assessment results. 

Methodology/Technical 

Notes 

Methodological 

Rigor/Transparency 

The assessment specifies probabilities, confidence levels 

and uncertainty attached to key findings, humanitarian 

population figures or conclusions. 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

Rigor/Participation 

The assessment reports which response modalities 

affected people would prefer (e.g. goods, services, cash or 

a mix of them). 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

Rigor/Participation 

The assessment makes explicit whether there are 

differences between priorities expressed by men and 

women. 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

Rigor/Participation 

The assessment establishes which issues different 

population groups, including people with disabilities and 

other potentially marginalized and discriminated groups, 

see as priorities. 

All findings sections 

Methodological 

Rigor/Participation 

Relevant findings and results are communicated back to 

affected people, using contextually appropriate means of 

communication. 

Background/Timeline 

Effective 

communication/User-

Friendly Presentation 

The report includes an executive summary that provides a 

good overview of the assessment's findings and 

conclusions. 

Executive summary 

Effective 

communication/User-

Friendly Presentation 

The report has a table of contents, is written in plain 

language and follows a logical structure. 

Table of content 

Effective 

communication/User-

Friendly Presentation 

Conclusions are presented clearly and concisely and 

supported by evidence and well-reasoned arguments. 

All findings sections 

Effective 

communication/User-

Friendly Presentation 

Appropriate and effective visualizations (e.g. charts, maps, 

infographics) are used to illustrate the findings and support 

key conclusions. 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Analytical 

Standards 

The assessment states whether there are any evidence-

based alternative views, contrary information or dissenting 

explanations or interpretations. 

All findings sections 

Analytical 

Value/Analytical 

Standards 

The assessment makes assumptions explicit. All findings sections 
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Additional Criteria  

 

Relevance The stated research objective(s) and research question(s) 

of the assessment have been addressed by way of analysis 

and interpretation of the data 

● All findings sections 

● Conclusion 

Methodological rigor The data cleaning done for the assessment is 

comprehensive, transparent and clearly documented in the 

cleaning logbook (including deletion log where relevant). 

See REACH internal note on data cleaning. 

Methodological section 

Cleaning logbook 

Methodological rigor The data analysis done for the assessment is easily 

reproducible based on publicly available documentation 

(verified by trying to reproduce one key finding from the 

final report with the final cleaned dataset) 

Methodological section / 

notes 

Methodological rigor All secondary data sources used for the assessment have 

been duly referenced, and the report is free of assertions 

that we do not have evidence for, or assumptions that we 

cannot substantiate 

All findings sections 

Ethics Findings presented in the report respect protection 

principles (do not harm, neutrality, impartiality, etc.). See 

REACH internal note on protection principles 

All findings sections 

Ethics The assessment report presents findings in a way where 

context-specific sensitivities have been taken into account. 

See REACH internal note on protection principles 

All findings sections 

 

 

Annex 2 
Dataset used to calculate the quality scores 

210615 REACH 

MSNA review.xlsx  

 

 


