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▪ Fragmented approaches across the sector - some 
prohibit AI entirely, others lack clear guidance

▪ Growing gap between those experimenting 
cautiously and those uncertain where to start

▪ International evidence demonstrates successful 
application in controlled environments (UN 
system, World Bank IEG, UNFPA pilots showing 85-
95% accuracy rates when properly validated)

▪ Practitioners want guidance but need flexibility for 
different contexts



▪ Establish professional principles for evaluation 
practice involving AI

▪ Provide decision-making logic for when and how 
to use AI

▪ Complement existing standards like the Magenta 
Book
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▪ Replace your organisational policies on data 
protection or information security

▪ Provide technical implementation detail (that's 
for companion resources)

▪ Resolve all procurement and commissioning 
questions (those frameworks are still 
developing)
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1. Transparency, accountability and competence

2. Human control and proportionate AI use

3. Active risk management and harm prevention

4. Quality assurance and verification

These work together—you'll see how in the scenarios 
that follow.

Fo
u

r 
C

o
re

 P
ri

n
ci

p
le

s 
(O

ve
rv

ie
w

)



Let's start with a straightforward scenario

The task: Synthesising 150 published evaluation reports on 
education interventions to identify common findings

Key risks identified: Limited—working with publicly available 
documents, human validation possible

Which principles apply most: Human control (evaluator 
structures the synthesis), transparency (document AI role), 
quality assurance (verify against source documents)

Decision logic: Proceed with documentation of approach
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Complex application requiring multiple safeguards

The task: Analysing interview transcripts from service users 
about their experiences with a government programme

Key risks identified: High—personal data, potential for bias in 
sentiment analysis, findings will influence policy decisions

Which principles apply: All four, differently weighted—risk 
management and quality assurance particularly critical

Decision logic: Proceed with multiple safeguards: 
anonymisation, human review of all coding, validation sample, 
transparent documentation, oversight from senior evaluator
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Principles insufficient to manage risk

The task: Using AI to predict individual safeguarding risk 
scores based on case file analysis

Key risks identified: Very high—direct impact on vulnerable 
individuals, no reliable validation method available, potential 
for discriminatory outcomes, high-stakes decision-making

Which principles apply: Human control principle cannot be 
adequately satisfied—no way to provide meaningful oversight 
of individual predictions

Decision logic: Do NOT proceed—principles are insufficient to 
address the risks in this contextSc
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Before using AI in an evaluation task, work through:

1. What specific evaluation task are you considering? 

2. What data will AI process? 

3. Can you validate the outputs? 

4. Can you document the process transparently? 

5. Does your organisation permit this use? 

6. What happens if the AI gets it wrong? 

If you cannot answer these satisfactorily, reconsider 
your use of AI.
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Honest acknowledgment of what remains difficult:

▪ Procurement frameworks for AI tools are still developing 
across government

▪ Organisational capacity for AI use varies enormously—
guidance assumes capabilities not everyone has

▪ Commissioner understanding varies—some struggle to 
assess AI-supported proposals

▪ Tension between transparency requirements and commercial 
confidentiality remains unresolved

▪ Technical literacy requirements for evaluators unclear—how 
much do you need to know?

These are hard questions the profession is still working 
through.
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Which companion resources would help you most?

▪ Detailed implementation guides for specific evaluation 
phases?

▪ Sector-specific examples (health, education, justice, 
international development)?

▪ Commissioner briefing materials to support procurement 
discussions?

▪ Quality assurance checklists for different AI applications?

▪ Technical glossary explaining AI capabilities and limitations?

▪ Training materials on AI literacy for evaluators?

▪ Case studies showing what worked and what failed?

We want to develop resources that address actual practitioner 
needs.
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This is foundational guidance, not a final answer. Professional 
community input will shape next iterations:

▪ Where have you seen AI work well in evaluation? What 
made it successful?

▪ Where has it failed or created problems? What went wrong?

▪ What safeguards have proved practical versus merely 
theoretical?

▪ What questions are commissioners asking that we should 
address?

We're positioning this as collaborative professional 
development, not definitive standards.



Open discussion welcome on:

▪ Practical application challenges

▪ Gaps in the guidance

▪ Unresolved questions

▪ Implementation experiences

▪ Critique of the approach

All resources available at evaluation.org.ukQ
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