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The Evaluation of the Country Strategic Plan Pilots provides a strong assessment of the roll -out of the CSPs within the context
of the wider Integrated Road Map. The findings arewell derived from evidence and are balanced.The conclusions address
appropriately all evaluation questions. Therecommendations are logically derived fromthe analysis and areclearly targeted
to responsibleactors. Overall,itdescribes a very complex and strategic corporate initiative with clarity and accessibility.
However, whilstdata collection and analysis methods seem appropriate, the report lacks a comprehensive description of the
methodology, whichis fragmented in several annexes.

| CRITERION 1: REPORT SUMMARY Category Meets

The executive summary meets expectations: the description of the evaluation subject (the CSP pilots)is clear and adequate
backgroundinformationis provided. In addition, key conclusionsand recommendations are provided and the summary is
clearandaccessible. The summary would have benefited from a more detailed presentation of the stakeholders and users
and of the methodology, includingan explanation of the rationale for the evaluation.

| CRITERION 2: OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION SUBJECT Category Exceeds

The CSP pilotis well described and contextualised, within the broader institutional reforms. A strong body of evidence from
normative documents and WFP reports is included. The theory of change is provided, and the main partners identified. The
information inthe overview is relevantand up to date. The overview could have been strengthened by an analysis of the
resourcing profile over time and the inclusion of a stakeholder analysis.

CRITERION 3: EVALUATION CONTEXT, PURPOSE AND SCOPE Category Exceeds

The context section provides a clear description of the organisational reformthat provides the backdrop for the Pilot of CSPs.
The wider humanitarian and development agenda is described clearly and the rationalefor the timing of the evaluation, and
how itfits within WFP's broader learning objectives, is stated. The intended balanceof learningand accountabilityis also
stated but the main users and time of the evaluation arenot.

| CRITERION 4: METHODOLOGY Category Approaches

The evaluation's methodology has a few weaknesses, the most significantbeingthe undefined application of the evaluation
criteria. Although the report states thatithas drawn upon the evaluation criteria setoutin the TOR, they arenot defined
within the context of the evaluation and they are not usedinthe evaluation matrix. Moreover, despite having segments of
the methodology described invarious annexes, the reportis lackinga solid methodology section. The other key weakness is
that the evaluationreport does not outline the risks or efforts to mitigate them. On the positiveside, the data collection
methods applied were appropriateand allowed for triangulation of data. Evaluation questions are well defined and there is a
solid evaluation matrix. Ethical safeguardsare also referenced.

| CRITERION 5: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS Category Exceeds

Findings make consistent, transparentuse of evidence. The wider effect on WFP's strategy and on the wider UN systemis
discussed clearly, moving the discussion fromoutput to outcome level. Potential risks and challenges areclearly framedinthe
narrativeandfindings arebalanced, presenting achievements and challenges encountered. However, the narrativeis
organised by outcome area, which means that the discussion on constrainingand enablingfactors and unintended
consequences is mainstreamed in the report, rather than being specifically signposted. Finally, efficiency issues arediscussed
inbroad terms, but the findings don't clearly state whether WFP has made the best use of resources inits CSP piloting.

CRITERION 6: CONCLUSIONS Category Exceeds

Conclusionslogically derive from the findings section and provide clear, summary answers, to the six evaluation questions.
The logical link between the findings, conclusions, and recommendations is mapped out and the conclusions providea
balanced description of the variation between the countries included inthe pilot, drawinga balanced picture of the positive
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and negative aspects of the CSP piloting. However, as for the methodology, there is no explicitreference to the evaluation
criteria in the conclusions.

| CRITERION 7: GENDER and EQUITY Category Meets
The evaluation reportincludes a specific outcome area and a sub-question on the progress achieved through the CSPs on
gender and cross-cuttingissues. ltemploys a diverserange of data sources from a wide sample of pilotcountries to guarantee
inclusion, accuracy and credibility. Moreover, the evaluation also provides clear recommendations for how WFP canimprove
the CSP's integration of gender and clearly references ethical standards. However, the report does not fully discussin detail
equity issues and recommendations do not reflect equity dimensions.

| CRITERION 8: RECOMMENDATIONS Category Exceeds

The recommendations are highly relevant, logically derived from the findings, specificand actionable. They are also targeted
to specific divisions within WFP with a clear timeframe for action. To enhance their effectiveness, recommendations could
have been prioritized and could have captured all the contextual factors and constraints facing WFP.

| CRITERION 9: ACCESSIBILITY/CLARITY Category Exceeds

The report is clearly written, uses appropriate language, and meets requirements on length. It also describes a complicated
strategic exercisewith clarity and accessibility. The tone of the report is balanced and references areappropriately cited. The
summary meets WFP length requirements. However, the table of contents and the table of figures are not accurate.
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