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1. Background 

1. The purpose of these Terms of Reference (TOR) is to provide key information to stakeholders 
about the evaluation, to guide the evaluation team and specify expectations during the various phases 
of the evaluation. The TOR are structured as follows: section 1 provides information on the context; 
section 2 presents the rationale, objectives, stakeholders and main users of the evaluation; section 3 
presents the WFP portfolio and defines the scope of the evaluation; section 4 identifies the evaluation 
approach and methodology; section 5 indicates how the evaluation will be organized. The annexes 
provide additional information. 

1.1. Introduction 

2. Country Strategic Plan Evaluations (CSPEs) encompass the entirety of WFP activities during a 
specific period. Their purpose is twofold: 1) to provide evaluation evidence and learning on WFP's 
performance for country-level strategic decisions, specifically for developing the next Country Strategic 
Plan (CSP) and 2) to provide accountability for results to WFP stakeholders. These evaluations are 
mandatory for all CSPs and are carried out in line with the WFP Policy on Country Strategic Plan and 
WFP Evaluation Policy. 

1.2. Country Context 

General Overview 

3. The Republic of Honduras became an independent nation in 1821. The country is situated 
between Guatemala and El Salvador to the west and Nicaragua to the south and east; occupying a total 
area of 112,492 square kilometres (43,433 square miles). It is bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the 
south and to the north by the Caribbean Sea.  

4. Honduras has a total population of 9.6 million, growing at 1.7 per cent per annum (2018)1 with an 
almost equal share of men and women (48.5 and 51.5 percent respectively).2 Population growth has 
been constantly declining and life expectancy rising with the share of people aged 15 and above 
reaching 63.6 percent in 2018, marking a changing demographic pattern.3 Indigenous groups constitute 
8 percent of the population.4 The share of the population living in urban areas reached 54.7 percent in 
2015.5 

5. In 2016, healthy life expectancy at birth was 74.7 years, and overall life expectancy 72.6 years 
for men and 77.2 years for women. 6  

6. In a region with high levels of drug trafficking and gang crimes, Honduras ranks among the 
countries with the highest homicide rates in the world. Homicide rates fell from 90.4 per 100,000 
inhabitants, when Honduras led the global ranking, to still very high levels of 41.7 per 100,000 in 2017.7  

7. Between 2004 and 2018 approximately 247,090 people or 2.7 percent of the population were 
internally displaced. Displacement happened mainly due to gang-related violence and human rights 
violations with households headed by women and those with high numbers of children most affected. 
Displacement is concentrated in areas with high population density and economic development with 
the majority of people displaced within their municipality. 8 

 
1 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/country/honduras (consulted 12 December 2019) 
2 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/country/honduras (consulted 12 December 2019) 
3 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/country/honduras (consulted 12 December 2019) 
4 UNDAF Honduras 2017-2021, p.7 
5 UNDP Human Development Report 2016 
6 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/country (consulted 12 December 2019) 
7 UNODC, Global Study on Homicide 2013 and 2019, 
https://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/pdfs/2014_GLOBAL_HOMICIDE_BOOK_web.pdf and  https://www.unodc.org/documents/data-
and-analysis/gsh/Booklet2.pdf  
8 UNHCR. Desplazamiento interno en Honduras 2004-2018,  p.10 

 

https://data.worldbank.org/country
https://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/pdfs/2014_GLOBAL_HOMICIDE_BOOK_web.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/data-and-analysis/gsh/Booklet2.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/data-and-analysis/gsh/Booklet2.pdf


   
 

8. Hondurans affected by violence have also been fleeing Honduras in increasing numbers since 
the early 2010s, to seek asylum outside the country. From 2012-2018 the number of Hondurans leaving 
the country in search of international protection has risen from 2,613 to 18,860 people.9 

9. Honduras is classified as lower middle-income country, ranking 132 out of 189 countries in the 
2018 UNDP Human Development Index. Economic growth over the last decade averaged 3 percent. 
Real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth was 3.7 percent in 2018, down from 4.8 percent in 2017. 
GDP per capita increased from USD 2,343 in 2016 to USD 2,500 in 2018. 10 Inequality (GINI 50.5 in 
2019) has shown some improvement since 2005 (GINI 59.5) but remains among the highest in the 
region and in the world. 11  

10. With a share of 57.1 percent in 2018, the service sector is the main contributor to GDP, followed 
by manufacturing (16.8 percent) and agriculture (11.8 percent).12  

11. Despite economic growth, the poverty incidence remains high with 61.9 percent of Honduran 
households living in poverty in 2018. Poverty rates are higher in rural than in urban areas (55.3 percent 
urban and 70.3 percent rural).13  

12. Honduras is heavily affected by the COVID-19 pandemic, with an overall number of infected 
people of 5,690 and 234 deaths as of early June 2020.14 A nationwide curfew was put in place by the 
Government in mid-March and is currently in force until 7 June 2020.15 

Agriculture  

13. About 28 percent of the country is agricultural land, and the agricultural sector employs about 32 
per cent of the population. 16 Most of the agricultural area is dedicated to the production of low-profit 
crops such as bananas, plantains, rice, maize and beans. Major food crops are rainfed, making 
agricultural livelihoods and food security highly dependent on favourable climatic conditions.17 Overall, 
weather-related events pose significant barriers to agricultural productivity in Honduras. 

14. In the hillside regions, where small-scale farmers produce basic grains, slopes are often steep 
and difficult to cultivate. This type of terrain is also extremely vulnerable to erosion and much of it has 
become severely degraded. Productivity has decreased as a result.18  

15. Subsistence farmers make up about 70 percent of farming families. With little access to land, 
they depend on remittances sent from family members living elsewhere and on finding off-farm 
employment. Small-scale farmers have access to more land and generally produce basic food crops, 
but many are forced to seek off-farm work in order to survive.19 

16. Rural women, young people and indigenous groups are among the poorest and most vulnerable 
in Honduras. Women who are heads of households make up about 9 percent of the country’s 
smallholder farmers. The income of households headed by women in hillside areas is about 30 percent 
less than that of households headed by men.20 

Climate Change and Vulnerability  

17. Honduras is one of the world’s most vulnerable countries to the effects of climate change and it 
has been among the countries most affected by extreme climate events over the past two decades.21  

 
9 UNHCR. Global trends in forced displacemetn 2018. 
10 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/country/honduras (consulted 12 December 2019) 
11 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?locations=HN (consulted 12 December 2019)  
12 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=HN. (consulted 12 December 2019) 
13 EPHPM 2018, Resumen Ejecutivo 

14 WHO, https://covid19.who.int/region/amro/country/hn 

15 http://www.conatel.gob.hn/index.php/2020/06/01/sinager-extiende-toque-de-queda-hasta-el-domingo-7-de-
junio-del-2020/ 
16 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.AGRI.ZS?locations=HN (consulted 8 January 2020) 
17 USAID 2017 Climate Change Risk Profile 
18 IFAD 2011Enabling poor rural people to overcome povery in Honduras 

19 IFAD 2011Enabling poor rural people to overcome povery in Honduras 
20 IFAD 2011 Enabling poor rural people to overcome povery in Honduras 
21 Germanwatch Global Climate Risk Index 2017, 
https://germanwatch.org/sites/germanwatch.org/files/Global%20Climate%20Risk%20Index%202019_2.pdf 

 

https://data.worldbank.org/country/honduras
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?locations=HN
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=HN
https://covid19.who.int/region/amro/country/hn
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.AGRI.ZS?locations=HN
https://germanwatch.org/sites/germanwatch.org/files/Global%20Climate%20Risk%20Index%202019_2.pdf


   
 

18. The country is particularly prone to erosion, hurricanes, and flooding, which can cause 
widespread destruction of basic economic and social infrastructure, as well as crops. The country also 
suffers prolonged droughts on a regular basis. Since 2015, the Government of Honduras has declared 
a state of emergency due to drought every single year, with the exception of 2016, and these 
consecutive droughts have eroded the food and nutritional security for the poorest populations.22 

19. Irregular rainfall is a particular characteristic of the Dry Corridor, stretching across the 
southwestern part of Honduras, which has become one of the most susceptible regions in the world to 
climate change and variability.23 In 2015, erratic rainfall led to the loss of 80 percent of crops, affecting 
1.3 million people. 2019 was the fifth year of consecutive drought in the Dry Corridor leading to bad 
harvests in Honduras and neighbouring countries.24 

20. In urban areas, migration from rural areas and population growth have pushed settlements into 
hazard-prone zones that lack water management systems, resulting in frequent flooding and water 
scarcity in major cities and towns.25 

21. The frequency and intensity of natural disasters is expected to increase as climate change 
intensifies and put additional strain on government capacities to address on-going development 
challenges.  

Food and Nutrition Security 

22. Although food insecurity decreased during the past two decades,26 impaired access to food 
remains closely linked to poverty, especially in rural and indigenous areas such as the Dry Corridor, 
where extreme poverty is highest.  

23. Currently, about 962,000 people, mostly located in the Dry Corridor, are estimated to be in IPC 
Phase 3 (Crisis) or in more severe phases (see figure1). The population most affected consists mainly 
of subsistence farmers who have lost more than 50 percent of their basic grains, due to multiple years 
of irregular rainfall, and who are forced to use crisis and emergency coping strategies to bridge their 
food gaps, such as migration.27 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
22 http://www.foodsecurityportal.org/honduras?print 
23 FAO 2017 Chronology of the Dry Corridor: The impetus for resilience in Central Amercia http://www.fao.org/in-
action/agronoticias/detail/en/c/1024539/ 
24 https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/eye-of-the-storm/fifth-straight-year-of-central-american-drought-helping-drive-migration/ 
25 USAID. 2017. Climate Change Risk Profile Honduras 
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_USAID%20ATLAS_Climate%20Change%20Risk%20Profile_Hondura
s.pdf 
26 FAOSTAT. 2017. Honduras. Food access indicators http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#country/95 
27 IPC Honduras 2019 
http://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/docs/IPC_Honduras_AcuteFoodSec_2019Nov2020June_English.pdf 



   
 

Figure 1: Honduras acute food insecurity situation (Nov 2019 – Feb 2020) 

 

Source: IPC 

24. The prevalence of stunting in children under 5 decreased from 30 percent in 2005 to 23 percent 
in 2012 and has since then remained at that level. Acute malnutrition has remained at one percent since 
2005.28 Despite progress, stunting rates reach 40 percent in the Dry Corridor, where a large proportion 
of the indigenous population lives.29 While the prevalence of anaemia in children under 5 decreased 
from 37 percent in 2005 to 29 percent in 2012, 60 percent of children aged 6–8 months still suffer from 
anaemia. Anaemia in children is correlated with parental wealth and level of education. Among women 
of reproductive age, there are high rates of anaemia at 15 percent, overweight of 51 percent and obesity 
of 22 percent.30 Vitamin A supplementation reached almost 50 percent more children aged 6–59 months 
in 2012 than in 2006.31 Fortification of food remains a challenge, although efforts have been made to 
add iron and folate to wheat flour, vitamin A to sugar and iodine to salt.32 

25. The Honduran population faces a double burden of malnutrition, with persistently high levels of 
stunting and micronutrient deficiencies coexisting with rising levels of overweight and obesity in children, 
adolescents and adults. Lacking awareness of adequate nutrition, people tend to consume high-energy, 
processed foods and sugar, increasing the risk of chronic disease. This nutrition transition is a result of 
rapid urbanization, reduced physical activity and increased consumption of processed foods that are 
high in fat, salt and sugar.33 

26. The government-led Zero Hunger Strategic Review (ZHSR), which was carried out  in 2017 to 
identify key challenges the country would have to overcome to achieve zero hunger and contribute to 
the national strategy towards SDG 2,  identified strong linkages among poor sanitation practices and 
the occurrence of diarrhoea and malnutrition. Poor sanitation practices are correlated with poverty and 
low levels of education among women. Inadequate nutrition education and dietary habits are major 
factors contributing to impaired food utilization. 

 

 
28 UNICEF SOW 2016 and 2019 https://www.unicef.org/sowc/ 
29 ENDESA 2011-12 

30 ENDESA 2011-12  

31 ENDESA 2011-12 

32 Fortification laws include the iron in wheat flour technical rule for Central America (Reglamento Técnico Centroamericano RTCA); law 

no. 385 on sugar enrichment with vitamin A; and law no. 304 on iodization of salt 
33 Popkin, B.m. et al. 1996. Stunting is assiciated with overweight in children of four nations that are undergoing nutrition transition. J. Nutr. 
126 (12): 3009-3016. 

 



   
 

Education 

27. Net primary school enrolment in 2017 was 80 percent, down from 86 percent in 2011. The net 
primary school enrolment rate for boys was 79.3, and slightly higher at 80.9 for girls.34 

28. Overall, 34.2 percent of women and 32.6 percent of men have at least some secondary 
education.35 Only 8 percent women and men have higher education.36 

29. Between 2013 and 2016 illiteracy rates dropped by 3.5 percent (14.5 to 11.0 percent), 
nevertheless, illiteracy remains a serious problem for the country; illiteracy rates being higher in the 
rural than in the urban population.37  

30. Net primary school enrolment in 2017 was 80 percent, down from 86 percent in 2011. The net 
primary school enrolment rate for boys was 79.3, and slightly higher at 80.9 for girls.38 

31. Overall, 34.2 percent of women and 32.6 percent of men have at least some secondary 
education.39 Only 8 percent women and men have higher education.40 

Gender  

32. Honduras ranked 116th out of 162 countries on the Gender Inequality Index for 201841 and 58 out 
of 153 in the Global Gender Gap report.42 Disaggregated data on the Gender Gap Index and the Gender 
Inequality Index shows that Honduras is doing best in closing the gender gap in educational attainment, 
in life expectancy and expected years of schooling. The representation of women in Parliament is 
relatively low (21.1 percent of parliamentary seats are held by women), and women’s labour force 
participation is at 47.2 percent as compared to 83.7 percent for men.43 

33. The percentage of child marriages among girls between 15-19 years of age is 27.3 percent44 and 
the adolescent birth rate is relatively high at 72.9 per 1,000.45, which has adverse effects on girls’ 
economic opportunities and maternal and child health.  

34. Honduras witnesses high levels of gender-based violence, with almost every third Honduran 
woman experiencing physical and/or sexual intimate partner violence in her lifetime.46 

National Policies and the SDGs 

35. The Government of Honduras adopted the 2030 Agenda and Sustainable Development Goals in 
2015.47 The president of Honduras established a Secretariat for the general coordination with the 
government (SCGG) to act as a focal point for the leadership in nationalizing and achieving the SDGs 
and a High Level Comission was formed to take strategic decisions and translate these into national 
policies and plans supported by a Technical Committee to provide advice and follow up on the decisions 
taken. Both bodies are made up of key actors from the public sector, the private sector, workers’ and 
campesinos’ organizations, academia, organized civil society, and municipal governments.48 The 
coordination of the process has been delegated  to the Ministry for General Government Coordination 
because of its role in planning, oversight and assessment, and its links with international cooperation. 
As a result, it has become the primary national and international focal point in the process.49 

36. Honduras completed its first Voluntary National Review in 2017 where it presented the 2030 
National Agenda for SDGs, which was aligned to the  National Planning System (see figure 2) to ensure 

 
34 World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/country/honduras (consulted 13 December 2019) 
35 UNDP Human Development Report 2019 
36 ENDESA 2011-12 
37 Zero Hunger Strategic Review, 2017 
 
 
 
41 UNDP Human Development Report 2019. 
42 World Economic Forum, 2020, page 9 
43 data.worldbank.org/country/honduras (consulted 13 December 2019) 
44 WEF GGGGR, 2020. 
45 UNDP Human Development Report 2019 p. 318 
46 Encuesta Nacional de Salud y Demografía 2011-2012 
47 https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/25553HONDURAS_VNR_PPT_Latest.pdf 
48 Honduras, Voluntary National Review (VNT) 2017. 
49 Honduras, Voluntary National Review (VNT) 2017 

 



   
 

the availability of resources for the Agenda’s implementation.50 An analysis of the  Sustainable 
Development Goals,  targets and  indicators with respect to the four national goals and  targets in the 
Country Vision, 2010-2038,  strategic guidelines and indicators in the National Plan, 2010-2022, as well 
as the  global outcomes of the Government’s Strategic Plan 2014-2018, resulted in the prioritization of 
13 Sustainable Development Goals and 62 indicators for 43 targets.51 The next Voluntary National 
Review is scheduled for 2020 and will be presented in the High-level Political Forum, the United Nations 
central platform for follow-up and review of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the 
SDGs in July 2020. Further analsyis on progress to date will be carried out by the evaluation team 
during the inception phase. 

 

Figure 2. Link between SDGs and government planning - Honduras 

 

Source: Honduras 2017 -Voluntary National Review on the Sustainable Development Goals Initiatives for the Achievement of 
the SDGs.  

37. Regarding SDG 2 the country has identified four areas of intervention: i) food security; ii) land 
development; iii) risk management, and; iv) resilience to climatic shocks. In addition, with support from 
international cooperating partners the government has formed the Alliance for the Dry Corridor (Alianza 
para el Corredor Seco), an intiative that is aimed at reducing chronic malnutrition in this region and the 
National Drought Response Plan (Plan Nacional de Respuesta a Sequía) to allow an integrated 
approach to supporting areas with water deficits.52 

International Development Assistance 

38. During the period 2015-2017, Honduras received a yearly average of USD 464.7 million net 
Official Development Assistance.53 The proportion of net ODA per Gross National Income decreased 
from 2.8 percent in 2015 to 2.1 percent in 2017.54 The average main ODA funding sources between 
2016-2017 were the Inter American Development Bank, the United States, EU Institutions, International 
Development Association, and Canada.55 

 

 

 

 
50 Honduras, Voluntary National Review (VNT) 2017 
51 Honduras, Voluntary National Review (VNT) 2017 
52 Honduras, Voluntary National Review (VNT) 2017 
53 UN OCHA -FTS (see link)  - accessed 27 December 2019 
54 OECD/DAC website (see link) - accessed 27 December 2019 
55 OECD/DAC website (see link) - accessed 27 December 2019 

https://fts.unocha.org/countries/overview
https://public.tableau.com/views/OECDDACAidataglancebyrecipient_new/Recipients?:embed=y&:display_count=yes&:showTabs=y&:toolbar=no?&:showVizHome=no.
https://public.tableau.com/views/OECDDACAidataglancebyrecipient_new/Recipients?:embed=y&:display_count=yes&:showTabs=y&:toolbar=no?&:showVizHome=no.


   
 

Figure 3. International Assistance to Honduras in 2016-2019 

 

No ODA data available for 2018 and 2019 

Source: OECD-DAC and UN OCHA websites (data extracted on 27 December 2019) 

Figure 4. Bilateral ODA over the main aid sectors during the evaluation period 

 

Source: OECD Dac database (consulted December 2019) 

 

Figure 5. Top 5 donors of Gross ODA for Honduras 2016-2017 average USD million 

 

Source: OECD-DAC (consulted December 2019) 

 

United Nations Development Framework 

39. The UNDAF 2017-2021 is aligned to the national objectives as spelled out in the Country Vision 
(2010-2038). It identifies three strategic areas of intervention:  

1. An educated and healthy Honduras free of extreme poverty and a consolidated social welfare 
system; 

2. A safe country developing democratically without violence. A modern, transparent, 
responsible, efficient and competitive state;  



   
 

3. A productive Honduras that generates dignified employment and that uses its natural 
resources sustainably and reduces environmental vulnerability),  

These are aligned with the National Objectives as set out by the Country vision and from these derive 
five results (efectos) (see Figure 6): 

Result 1: The most vulnerable boys, girls and adolescents in targeted areas have access to an inclusive, 
high-quality pre-primary, primary and secondary education. 

Result 2: Populations excluded in targeted municipalities have access to comprehensive and high 
quality health services addressing both determinants of health and progress towards a right to health. 

Result 3: The most vulnerable Hondurans in targeted municipalities can exercise their civil rights vis-à-
vis more efficient and inclusive and transparent institutions; with a wide an effective civil participation 

Result 4: The Honduran population, and in particular the most vulnerable and those living in 
municipalities with high violence and crime rates, has improved living conditions, public safety, access 
to protection mechanisms and wide civil participation. 

Result 5: Poor populations vulnerable to food insecurity in targeted municipalities have increased their 
production and productivity, access to dignified employment, sustainable income and consumption, 
taking into consideration climatic change and the conservation of eco systems. 

 

Figure 6. UNDAF framework Honduras in 2017-2021 

 

40. A joint European Union – UN initiative linked to outcome 3 and 4 called the ‘Spotlight Initiative,’ 
which is focused on eliminating violence against women and girls was launched in 2017. 

2. Reasons for the Evaluation 

2.1. Rationale 

41. Country Strategic Plan Evaluations (CSPEs) have been introduced by the WFP Policy on CSPs 
in 2016, which states: “under the management of the Office of Evaluation, all CSPs, besides Interim 
CSPs, will undergo country portfolio evaluations towards the end of their implementation period, to 
assess progress and results against intended CSP outcomes and objectives, including towards gender 
equity and other cross-cutting corporate results; and to identify lessons for the design of subsequent 
country-level support”. These evaluations are part of a wide body of evidence expected to inform the 
design of CSPs. The evaluation is an opportunity for the CO to benefit from an independent assessment 
of its portfolio of operations. The timing will enable the CO to use the CSPE evidence on past and 



   
 

current performance in the design of the CO’s new CSP – scheduled for Executive Board approval in 
November 2021.  

2.2. Objectives 

42. Evaluations serve the dual objectives of accountability and learning. As such, this evaluation will: 
1) provide evaluation evidence and learning on WFP's performance for country-level strategic 
decisions, specifically for developing WFP’s future engagement in Honduras and 2) provide 
accountability for results to WFP stakeholders.    

2.3. Stakeholders and Users of the Evaluation 

43. The evaluation will seek the views of, and be useful to, a broad range of WFPs internal and 
external stakeholders. It will present an opportunity for national, regional and corporate learning. The 
key standard stakeholders of a CSPE are the WFP country office, the regional bureau Panama (RBP) 
and headquarters technical divisions, followed by the Executive Board (EB), the beneficiaries, the 
Government of Honduras, local and international NGOs, the UN Country Team and WFP Office of 
Evaluation (OEV) for synthesis and feeding into other evaluations. A matrix of stakeholders with their 
respective interests and roles in the CSPE is attached in Annex 4.   

44.  Key national partners comprise the Ministry of Health (SESAL), the Ministry of Social 
Development and Inclusion (SEDIS), the Directorate of Science and Agricultural Technology of the 
Ministry of Agriculture, the General Coordination Ministry, the Permanent Contingency Commission 
(COPECO), the Technical Unit for Food Security and Nutrition (UTSAN), the Institute of Forest 
Conservation of the Ministry of the Environment, the Observatory for Food And Nutritional Security 
(OBSAN), the Office of the First Lady,  district and municipal authorities. This CSPE provides 
opportunities for WFP to ensure that future contributions are attuned to national needs. 

45. Other partners of WFP include donor governments, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 
private sector entities, financial institutions and academic institutions. WFP beneficiaries are the most 
important stakeholder group of all: comprising subgroups including, children under five and pregnant 
and lactating women, pre-school and primary-school-aged children, school staff and parents, 
indigenous populations, rural agricultural labourers and smallholder farmers, . Data disaggregation by 
sex, gender-sensitive stakeholder assessment and understanding of differences in gender roles are 
particularly important for the CSPE.  

3. Subject of the Evaluation 

3.1. WFP’s Country Strategic Plan in Honduras 

46. WFP has been present in Honduras since 1970 and support has focused on emergency, recovery 
and development operations.  

47. The CSP (2018–2021) outlines WFP’s support to the government and partners in achieving five 
strategic outcomes: 

➢ Strategic outcome 1: Preschool- and primary-school-aged children across the country 
have access to safe and nutritious food year-round by 2021 (Strategic Development Goal 
target 2.1). 

➢ Strategic outcome 2: The most nutritionally vulnerable groups in targeted areas have 
reduced levels of stunting and micronutrient deficiencies by 2021 (Strategic Development 
Goal target 2.2). 

➢ Strategic outcome 3: Rural agricultural labourers and smallholder farmers in targeted 
areas, especially in indigenous communities, are more resilient to shocks and stressors, 
contributing to their food and nutrition security throughout the year (Strategic Development 
Goal target 2.3). 

➢ Strategic outcome 4: Targeted households affected by rapid- and slow-onset disasters 
have access to food year-round (Strategic Development Goal target 2.1). 

➢ Strategic outcome 5: Government authorities and partner organizations at the national 
and subnational levels, complemented by strategic alliances, have strengthened capacity 
to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals, particularly goal 2, by 2021 (Strategic 
Development Goal target 17.9). 



   
 

48. The CSP proposes a significant strategic shift in WFP’s support to the Government for attaining 
zero hunger by 2030. It is aligned with the Country Vision (2010–2038), the Nation Plan (2010–2022), 
the Government Strategic Plan (2014–2018), the National Food Security and Nutrition Strategic Plan 
(2010–2022) and the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (2017–2021). Reinforcing 
the WFP Strategic Plan (2017–2021), and linked to Sustainable Development Goals 2 and 17, the 
country strategic plan is designed to support a comprehensive social protection and resilience strategy 
with an emphasis on partnerships and capacity strengthening. 

49. In November 2018 WFP’s Executive Board approved a 59 million USD budget increase for the 
CSP. This revision was requested in response to continued drought an loss of agricultural production 
to increase the coverage of the school meals programme; provide additional equipment and technology 
to smallholder farmer associations, schools and municipalities; increase the coverage of nutrition 
support activities for pregnant and lactating women and girls and for children under 2 years of age; and 
expand the coverage of community resilience-building and capacity strengthening. 

50. Prior to the CSP, WFP in Honduras operated under a development focused Country Programme 
(CP) 200240 2012-2016 and a regional Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation (PRRO) 200490 
2014-2016. The CP aimed to: i) enhance children’s opportunities to complete primary education; ii) 
prevent and reduce undernutrition among children under 5, pregnant and lactating women and people 
living with HIV on anti-retroviral therapy; and iii) build communities’ resilience to climate hazards through 
diversification of livelihoods. The PRRO was designed to support national response to and recovery 
from the effects of natural disasters on the food security of vulnerable people in El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras and Nicaragua, as part of a regional approach to food insecurity and disaster management 
in Central America. 

51. The CSP strategic outcomes are aligned with the Country Vision 2010–2038 and the strategic 
areas of the United Nations development assistance framework (UNDAF) for 2017–2021, which were 
established in line with government priorities and plans for the 2030 Agenda. 

52. WFP participates in UNDAF strategic areas 1 and 3, aiming to support work towards “an 
educated and healthy Honduras without extreme poverty with a consolidated social welfare system” 
and “a productive Honduras that generates dignified employment, and that uses its natural resources 
sustainably and reduces environmental vulnerability”. 

53. The CSP was informed by the government-led zero hunger strategic review and its findings. The 
review provides a detailed understanding of the food security and nutrition situation, outlining three 
types of hunger: chronic, seasonal and hidden. It also provides recommendations for improving national 
strategies in the areas of social protection and resilience, humanitarian assistance in emergencies and 
national capacity strengthening. 

54. The planning process was informed by WFP’s policies on gender56 and humanitarian protection57, 
evaluations of these policies58, and the 2016 gender and age analysis carried out by the country office.  

55. Taking into account the recommendations arising from the 2017 evaluation of the WFP policy on 
capacity development59, WFP continues to support national capacity and strengthen government 
ownership of programmes. 

56. Since 2014, the country office has been delivering cash-based transfers (CBTs) through 
government institutions, supermarkets, small retailers, local cooperatives, banks and mobile 
companies. Taking note of a 2015 review of CBTs in Honduras, which confirmed their relevance and 
added value and the Government’s support for them, WFP planned to expand CBT use for emergency 
response, food assistance for assets and transfers to municipalities for school meals. In addition, WFP 
regularly conducts gender and intra-household analyses of the use of CBTs, relies on community-based 
targeting and continues to strengthen its relationships with external partners.60 

 
56 WFP/EB.A/2015/5-A 
57 WFP/EB.1/2012/5-B/Rev.1 
58 WFP/EB.1/2014/5-A* and WFP/EB.A/2018/7-B 
59 WFP/EB.1/2017/6-A/Rev.1 
60 WFP’s School Feeding Policy, WFP 2012. 

 



   
 

57. Based on lessons learned from the evaluation of the nutrition policy61 and the  mid-term evaluation 
of the Country Programme 20024062, the country office has reinforced nutrition sensitive and gender 
transformative approaches in the country strategic plan to increase the impact on food security and 
foster the empowerment and equal participation of women. WFP has also strengthened community 
capacity building and evidence generation and has made explicit the links between its programmes and 
sector-specific government strategies. 

58. Lessons learned from the evaluation of the regional protracted relief and recovery operation 
(PRRO)63 demonstrate that national social protection programmes can be used to build resilience to 
slow-onset emergencies. WFP is linking the provision of food assistance to existing national social 
protection programmes such as the school meals, “Parenting with Love” (Criando con amor) and “Better 
Life” (Vida mejor) programmes, and strengthening the resilience building approaches used in these 
programmes.  

59. The 2016 evaluation of the corporate partnership strategy reported that alliances among the 
private sector, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations 
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), academic institutions and WFP were effective in promoting key messages 
on nutrition and had improved the support provided to the Government.64 Through the CSP, WFP aimed 
to increase its engagement with the private sector and strategic alliances to support the government in 
achieving the SDGs. The drought response platform has strengthened WFP’s linkages and 
collaboration with institutional partners, including the Permanent Contingency Commission (COPECO) 
and the national Food Supply Institution (IHMA/BANASUPRO).65 

Funding 

60. The budget as stated in the CSP for 2018 to 2021 is USD 174,642,970. As of January 2020, total 
funding amounted to USD 65,534,538 which corresponds to 37.52 percent of overall needs. WFP 
Honduras plans to meet its commitment to allocating 15 percent of all project funds to gender activities. 
As can be seen from table 3, the bulk of the CSP resources (78 percent) are foreseen and have been 
received for root causes under strategic outcome 1 (Pre and primary school-aged children across the 
country have access to safe and nutritious food all year round by 2021) and strategic outcome 2 (The 
most nutritionally vulnerable groups in targeted areas have reduced levels of stunting and micronutrient 
deficiencies by 2021); 15 percent of the resources are foreseen for emergency response under strategic 
outcome 4 (Targeted households affected by rapid- and slow-onset disasters in Honduras have access 
to food all year long); and the residual 8 percent are spread across the two remaining strategic outcomes 
addressing resilience building. 

61. Allocations have been received mostly at Strategic Outcome level allowing the country office 
some flexibility for programming funds across activities (table 1). The majority of contributions have 
been received to address root causes (86.7 percent), followed by emergency response and resilience 
building (table 2). 

Table 1. Honduras CPB (2018-2021) summary by donor allocation level 

Donor Earmarking Level 
Contribution Revenue 

(USD) 
% of Total Contribution 

Revenue 

Country Level 692,096 1.2 

Strategic Outcome Level 49,173,922 88.4 

Activity Level 5,768,845 10.4 

Total 55,634,863 100.0 

Source: Data from FACTory 13 January 2020 
 

Table 2. Honduras CPB (2018-2021) summary of allocated contribution by focus area 

Focus Area 
Contribution Revenue 

(USD) 
% of Total Contribution 

Revenue 

 
61 WFP 2015. WFP’s 2012 Nutrition Policy: A Policy Evaluation 
62 WFP 2014. Honduras Country Programme 200240 (2012-2016) A mid-term operation evaluation. 
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/358f5dfc1c0b4efe9d5620baa8fc0a9f/download/ 
63 WFP 2016. Central America PRRO 200490. An Operation Evaluation (OEV/2015/010) 
64 WFP/EB.A/2017/7-B 
65 WFP 2016. Central America PRRO 200490. An Operation Evaluation (OEV/2015/010) 



   
 

CRISIS RESPONSE 4,642,901 8.3 

Not assigned 692,096 1.2 

RESILIENCE BUILDING 2,044,440 3.7 

ROOT CAUSES 48,255,425 86.7 

Total 55,634,863 100.0 

Source: Data from FACTory 13 January 2020 

 

62. The main funder of the CSP is the Government of Honduras that contributed 68 percent of the 
overall funding for the CSP, followed by flexible funding, private donors, the United States and Germany 
(see figure 7).  

 
 
 
Figure 7. Main donors of WFP Operations Honduras 2018-2020 
 

 
Source: Data from FACTory 13 January 2020 

 
 
 
 



   
 

Source: Data from FACTory 24 September  2019 

 
 
 

Staffing. 

63. As of 30 November 2019, the Country Office had 88 staff, 49 percent female and 51 percent 
male. About 83 percent of staff are admin staff and 17 percent are professional staff. The distribution 
between short term and fixed terms staff is 47 and 53 percent respectively. In addition to the Country 
Office in Tegucigalpa, WFP operates with four sub-offices in Cormayagua, Gracias a Dios, La Ceiba 
and San Lorenzo.  Most of staff are based in Tegucigalpa (85 percent), this is followed by staff based 
in Cormayagua (10 percent) and the remaining four staff are split across the remaining offices.  All four 
international staff are based in Tegucigalpa. 

3.2. Scope of the Evaluation 

64. The evaluation will cover all of WFP’s activities (including cross cutting results) for the period 
2016 – mid-2020. The longer time frame (beyond the CSP) enables the evaluation to assess key 
changes in the approach..  Within this timeframe, the evaluation will look at how the CSP builds on or 
departs from the previous activities and assess if the envisaged strategic shift has actually taken place 

Table 3.  Honduras Country Portfolio Budget (2017-2021) Cumulative Financial Overview as at 24 

September 2019 

Strategic Outcome 
Needs 
Based 

Plan (NBP) 

% of SO 
NBP on 

total 

Allocated 
Resources 

% of SO 
allocated 
resources 

on total 

Expenditures 

% of SO 
expenditures 
on total 
allocated 
resources 

Strategic Outcome 1:  Pre and 
primary school-aged children across 
the country have access to safe and 
nutritious food all year round by 2021 

62,720,979 73% 36,016,106 68% 23,946,158 45% 

Strategic Outcome 4: Targeted 
households affected by rapid- and 
slow-onset disasters in Honduras 
have access to food all year long. 

12,645,672 15% 7,249,546 14% 5,354,401 10% 

Strategic Outcome 2: The nutritionally 
most vulnerable  groups in targeted 
areas have reduced levels of stunting 
and micronutrient deficiencies by 
2021. 

3,857,702 5% 4,356,361 8% 1,578,823 3% 

Strategic Outcome 3: Rural 
agricultural labourers and smallholder 
farmers, in targeted areas, especially 
in indigenous communities, are more 
resilient to shocks and stressors to 
ensure their food and nutrition security 
throughout the year. 

5,798,715 7% 4,822,976 9% 4,702,550 9% 

Strategic Outcome 5: Government 
authorities, and partner organizations 
at national and subnational levels, 
complemented by strategic alliances, 
have strengthened capacity to 
achieve the SDGs, and mainly SDG2, 
by 2021.  

664,459 1% 295,350 1% 74,504 0% 

Non SO Specific 0 0% 143,181 0% 0 0% 

Total Direct Operational Cost 85,687,526 100% 52,883,518 100% 35,656,437 67% 
 



   
 

and what are the consequences. The unit of analysis is the CSP understood as the set of strategic 
outcomes, outputs, activities and inputs that were included in the CSP document approved by WFP 
Executive Board, as well as any subsequent approved budget revisions. 

65. In connection to this, the evaluation will focus on assessing WFP contributions to CSP strategic 
outcomes, establishing plausible causal relations between the outputs of WFP activities, the 
implementation process, the operational environment and the changes observed at the outcome level, 
including any unintended consequences, positive or negative. In so doing, the evaluation will also 
analyse the WFP partnership strategy, including WFP strategic positioning in complex, dynamic 
contexts, particularly as relates to relations with national governments and the international community.  

66. The evaluation will adopt standard UNEG and OECD/DAC evaluation criteria, namely: relevance, 
efficiency, effectiveness, coherence and sustainability as well as connectedness and coverage as 
applicable.66 

4. Evaluation Questions, Approach and Methodology 

4.1. Evaluation Questions 

67. The evaluation will address four main questions common to all WFP CSPEs. The evaluation 
team will further develop and tailor them in a detailed Evaluation Matrix during the inception phase, 
considering gender differences in beneficiaries’ roles disaggregated by sex and age. 

EQ1 – To what extent is WFP’s strategic position, role and specific contribution based on 
country priorities and people’s needs as well as WFP’s strengths? 

1.1 To what extent is the CSP relevant to national policies, plans, strategies and goals, including 
achievement of the national Sustainable Development Goals? 

1.2 To what extent did the CSP address the needs of the most vulnerable people in the country to 
ensure that no one is left behind? 

1.3 To what extent has WFP’s strategic positioning remained relevant throughout the 
implementation of the CSP in light of changing context, national capacities and needs? 

1.4 To what extent is the CSP coherent and aligned with the wider UN and include appropriate 
strategic partnerships based on the comparative advantage of WFP in the country?  

EQ2 – What is the extent and quality of WFP’s specific contribution to CSP strategic 
outcomes in Honduras? 

2.1 To what extent did WFP deliver expected outputs and contribute to the expected CSP 
strategic outcomes? 

2.2 To what extent did WFP contribute to achievement of cross-cutting aims (humanitarian 
principles, protection, accountability to affected populations, gender equality and other equity 
considerations)? 

2.3 To what extent are the achievements of the CSP likely to be sustainable? 

2.4 In humanitarian contexts, to what extent did the CSP facilitate more strategic linkages 
between humanitarian, development and, where appropriate, peace work? 

EQ3: To what extent has WFP’s used its resources efficiently in contributing to CSP outputs 
and strategic outcomes? 

3.1 To what extent were outputs delivered within the intended timeframe? 

3.2 To what extent was coverage and targeting of interventions appropriate? 

3.3 To what extent were WFP’s activities cost-efficient in delivery of its assistance? 

3.4 To what extent were alternative, more cost-effective measures considered? 

EQ4 – What are the factors that explain WFP performance and the extent to which it has 
made the strategic shift expected by the CSP? 

4.1 To what extent did WFP analyse or use existing evidence on the hunger challenges, the food 
security and nutrition issues in the country to develop the CSP? 

4.2 To what extent has WFP been able to mobilize adequate, predictable and flexible resources 
to finance the CSP? 

 
66 http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf  

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.oecd.org%2Fdac%2Fevaluation%2Frevised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf&data=02%7C01%7Cvivien.knips%40wfp.org%7C1b5cef9a9cbf472204ac08d79a9ae75b%7C462ad9aed7d94206b87471b1e079776f%7C0%7C0%7C637147862402742729&sdata=fPXQoOdW8Yf8qAlDZuhe1QyR75krO7Yh7yxWv05c9Iw%3D&reserved=0


   
 

4.3 To what extent did the CSP lead to partnerships and collaborations with other actors that 
positively influenced performance and results? 

4.4 To what extent did the CSP provide greater flexibility in dynamic operational contexts and 
how did it affect results? 

4.5 What are the other factors that can explain WFP performance and the extent to which it has 
made the strategic shift expected by the CSP? 

4.2. Evaluability Assessment 

Evaluability is the extent to which an activity or a programme can be evaluated in a reliable and credible 

fashion. It necessitates that a policy, intervention or operation provides: (a) a clear description of the 

situation before or at its start that can be used as reference point to determine or measure change; (b) 

a clear statement of intended outcomes, i.e. the desired changes that should be observable once 

implementation is under way or completed; (c) a set of clearly defined and appropriate indicators with 

which to measure changes; and (d) a defined timeframe by which outcomes should be occurring. 

68. Several issues could have implications for the conduct of the CSP evaluation. Common 
evaluability challenges may relate to:  

• limitations in physical access to internal and external stakeholders due to the COVID-19 
pandemic in Honduras and related restrictions imposed; 

• relatively vague definitions of the expected outcomes, or outputs;  

• the validity and measurability of indicators;  

• the absence of baselines and or limited availability of monitoring data; 

• the security situation of the country and its implications for the coverage of field visits during 
the main mission; 

• the time frame covered by the evaluation. The CSPE are meant to be final evaluations of a 
five-year or a three-year programme cycle, conducted during the penultimate year of the cycle. 
This has implications for the completeness of results reporting and attainment of expected 
outcomes.   

69. During the inception phase, the evaluation team will be expected to perform an in-depth 
evaluability assessment and critically assess how best to proceed with data collection and stakeholder 
engagement in view of COVID-19 related developments; as well as data availability, quality and gaps 
to inform its choice of evaluation methods. This will include an analysis of the different results 
frameworks and related indicators to validate the pre-assessment made by OEV.  

70. The Honduras CSP includes 44 indicators to be reported on spread over five outcomes and three 
cross cutting results. While the use of some indicators has continued from the Strategic Results 
Framework (SRF) 2014-2017 underlying the preceding projects to the Corporate Results Framework 
(CRF) 2017-2021, on which the CSP is based (e.g. indicators on moderate and acute malnutrition) 
other outcome indicators have changed. Also, some indicators listed in the logical framework of the 
CSP have not been reported on in the Annual Country Report 2018 (e.g. strategic outcome 4 and 5 
referring to emergency response and government capacity strengthening). One of the indicators not 
reported on is on the use of the hunger capacity scorecard which is to be based on a capacity needs 
mapping and user satisfaction rate surveys. This indicates challenges in collecting information on 
capacity development of national partners. 

71. The evaluation team should take the different results frameworks during the evaluation period 
into consideration. While CP 200240 (2012-2016) and PRRO 200490 (2014-2016) were built on the 
Strategic Plan 2014-2017 and the underlying SRF the CSP HN01 is grounded in WFP Strategic Plan 
(2017 -2021) and the CRF.  

72. The evaluation will be able to take lessons and evidence from the Dry Corridor regional evaluation 
completed early in 2019 into consideration. It will further benefit from a parallel decentralized evaluation 
of the national school feeding programme, with which it will have to be well coordinated to allow for 
cross-fertilisation.  

 



   
 

National data 

73. Regarding the monitoring of progress towards the SDGs an overall assessment of data 
availability is not yet available. The Voluntary National Report 2017 calls for a capacity assessment of 
national statistical institutions to provide monitoring data for all SDGs, including an overview of areas 
that need strengthening.  

74. Data for tracking SDG2 indicators are generated periodically through the Honduras Demographic 
Health Survey Data (the most recent survey is from 2011/12).   

75. A rapid review of key national data sources reveals that the latest Population and Housing 
Census was conducted in 2013.  There have been two Demographic and Health Surveys in 2005/06 
and 2011/12. Regular annual Multipurpose Household Surveys were carried out between 2012 and 
2017. 

76. A Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) was carried out in 2019 and data is currently under 
processing. 

4.3. Methodology 

77. The Agenda 2030 mainstreams the notion of sustainable development as a harmonious system 
of relations between nature and human beings, in which individuals are part of an inclusive society with 
peace and prosperity for all. In so doing, it conveys the global commitment to end poverty, hunger and 
inequality, encompassing humanitarian and development initiatives in the broader context of human 
progress. Against this backdrop, the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 
development cannot be addressed in isolation from one another. This calls for a systemic approach to 
development policies and programme design and implementation, as well as for a systemic perspective 
in analysing development change. WFP assumes the conceptual perspective of Agenda 2030 as the 
overarching framework of its Strategic Plan 2017-2021, with a focus on supporting countries to end 
hunger (SDG 2).  

78. In so doing, it places emphasis on strengthening the humanitarian development nexus, which 
implies applying a development lens in humanitarian response and complementing humanitarian action 
with strengthening national institutional capacity. 

79. The achievement of any SDG national target and of WFP’s strategic outcomes is acknowledged 
to be the results of the interaction among multiple variables. In fact, there is an inverse proportional 
relation between the level of ambition at which any expected result is pitched and the degree of control 
over it by any single actor. From this perspective and in the context of the SDGs, the attribution of net 
outcomes to any specific organization, including WFP, may be extremely challenging or sometimes 
impossible.  By the same token, while attribution of results would not be appropriate at the outcome 
level, it should be pursued at the output and activity level, where WFP is meant to be in control of its 
own capacity to deliver.  

80. To operationalize the above-mentioned systemic perspective, the CSPE will adopt a mixed 
methods approach; this should be intended as a methodological design in which data collection and 
analysis is informed by a feedback loop combining a deductive approach, which starts from predefined 
analytical categories, with an inductive approach that leaves space for unforeseen issues or lines of 
inquiry that had not been identified at the inception stage; this would eventually lead to capturing 
unintended outcomes of WFP operations, negative or positive. In line with this approach, data may be 
collected through a mix of primary and secondary sources with different techniques including67: desk 
review68, semi-structured or open-ended interviews, closed answers questionnaires, focus groups and 
direct observation. Systematic data triangulation across different sources and methods should be 
carried out to validate findings and avoid bias in the evaluative judgement.  

81. During the remotely conducted inception phase, the evaluation team will be expected to develop 
a detailed methodological design, adapted to the remote evaluation approach proposed in this ToR, 
given the constraints imposed by the global COVID-19 pandemic. The design will be presented in the 
inception report and informed by a thorough evaluability assessment. The latter should be based on 
desk review of key programming, monitoring and reporting documents and on some scoping interviews 
with the programme managers.   

 
67 There is no sequence or order of priority in the techniques listed.  
68 Annex 10 provides a list of key reference documents to be reviewed, including previous evaluations and studies that could be 
used as a secondary source of evidence.  



   
 

82. A key annex to the inception report will be an evaluation matrix that operationalizes the unit of 
analysis of the evaluation into its different dimensions, operational component, lines of inquiry and 
indicators, where applicable, with corresponding data sources and collection techniques. In so doing, 
the evaluation matrix will constitute the analytical framework of the evaluation. The methodology should 
aim at data disaggregation by sex, age, nationality or ethnicity or other characteristics as relevant to, 
and feasible in specific contexts. Moreover, the selection of informants and site visits, if feasible in the 
context of COVID-19, should ensure to the extent possible that a broad range of voices are heard. 
Options for engaging with key informants and stakeholders remotely should be explored. In this 
connection, it will be very important at the design stage to conduct a detailed and comprehensive 
stakeholder mapping and analysis to inform sampling techniques, either purposeful or statistical. 

83. This evaluation will be carried out in a gender responsive manner. For gender to be successfully 
integrated into an evaluation it is essential to assess: 

• the quality of the gender analysis that was undertaken before the CSP was designed. 

• whether the results of the gender analysis were properly integrated into the CSP 
implementation. 

84. The gender dimensions may vary, depending on the nature of the CSP outcomes and activities 
being evaluated. The CSPE  team should apply OEV’s Technical Note for Gender Integration in WFP 
Evaluations and the UN System-Wide Action Plan 2.0 on mainstreaming Gender Equality and 
Empowerment of Women. The evaluation team is expected to assess the Gender Marker levels for the 
CO. The inception report should incorporate gender in the evaluation design and operation plan, 
including gender sensitive context analysis. Similarly, the draft final report should include gender-
sensitive analysis, findings, results, factors, conclusions, and where appropriate, recommendations; 
and technical annex. 

85. The evaluation will give attention to assessing adherence to humanitarian principles, protection 
issues and accountability for affected populations in relation to WFP’s activities, as appropriate, and on 
differential effects on men, women, girls, boys and other relevant socio-economic groups.  

4.4. Quality Assurance 

86. WFP’s evaluation quality assurance system sets out processes with in-built steps for quality 
assurance and templates for evaluation products based on standardised checklists. The quality 
assurance will be systematically applied during this evaluation and relevant documents will be provided 
to the evaluation team. There will be two levels of quality assurance of the evaluation products, by the 
OEV Evaluation Manager and by the Senior Evaluation Officer, who will conduct the first and second 
level quality assurance respectively. This quality assurance process does not interfere with the views 
and independence of the evaluation team but ensures the report provides the necessary evidence in a 
clear and convincing way and draws its conclusions on that basis.  

87. The evaluation team will be required to ensure the quality of data (validity, consistency and 
accuracy) throughout the analytical and reporting phases.  

88. OEV expects that all deliverables from the evaluation team are subject to a thorough quality 
assurance review by the evaluation company in line with WFP’s evaluation quality assurance system 
prior to submission of the deliverables to OEV. 

4.5. Ethical Considerations 

89. Ethical consideration shall be taken into the methodology. It will define risks and appropriate 
management measures, including issues related to data confidentiality and protection issues, protecting 
vulnerable respondents, and ensuring that the evaluation team avoids causing harm, and sets out 
ethical safeguards that include provisions for the reporting of ethical concerns.  

90. The team will not have been involved in the design, implementation or monitoring of the WFP 
Honduras CSP nor have conflicts of interest. All members of the evaluation team will abide by the 2016 
UNEG norms and Standards, the 2007 UNEG Ethical Guidelines and Code of Conduct as well as the 
principles of ‘do no harm’. The evaluation team will also commit to signing Annex 9 of the Long-Term 
Agreement regarding confidentiality, Internet and Data Security Statement.  



   
 

5. Organization of the Evaluation 

5.1. Phases and Deliverables 

91. The evaluation is structured in five phases summarized in the table below. the evaluation team 
will be involved in phases 2 to 5 of the CSPE. The inception mission is expected to be led remotely over 
a period of one week allowing the evaluation team to engage with WFP Honduras and stakeholders in 
country during this period. Given the remote nature of the evaluation an extended timeline of 15 working 
days spread out over four weeks is envisaged for the fieldwork. Over this period the evaluation team 
will engage in primary data collection in country, allowing stakeholder surveys and interviews to take 
place in a phased manner.   Annex 3 presents a more detailed timeline. The CO and RBP have been 
consulted on the timeframe to ensure good alignment with the CO planning and decision-making so 
that the evidence generated by the CSPE can be used effectively. 

 
Table 4:  Summary Timeline - key evaluation milestones 

Main Phases Timeline Tasks and Deliverables 

1. Preparatory February 2020 

 

June 2020 

 

July 2020 

 

July 2020 

Final TOR 

 

Evaluation Team and/or firm selection & contract 

 

Document review  

 

Remote briefing at HQ 

2. Inception July 2020  

 

August 2020 

 

September 2020 

Remote Inception Mission  

 

Draft Inception Report 

 

Final Inception report  

3. Evaluation, 

including fieldwork 

October 2020 Remote primary data collection (surveys, 

stakeholder interviews, focus group discussions), 

secondary data review and exit debriefing  

4. Reporting November - December 

2020 

 

December - January 

2020 

 

January 2021 

 

March 2021 

 

March 2021 

Report Drafting 

 

 

Comments Process 

 

 

Learning Workshop 

 

Final Evaluation Report  

 

Summary Evaluation Report 

5. Dissemination  

 

April – June 2021  Editing / Evaluation Report Formatting 

Management Response and Executive Board 
Preparation 

5.2. Evaluation Team Composition 

92. The CSPE will be conducted by a gender balanced team of 3 International (including a 
researcher) and 1 national consultant with relevant expertise. The selected evaluation firm is 
responsible for proposing a mix of evaluators with multi-lingual language skills (English and Spanish) 
who can effectively cover the areas of evaluation. The team leader should have excellent synthesis and 
evaluation report writing skills in Spanish. The evaluation team will have strong methodological 



   
 

competencies in designing feasible data capture and analysis, synthesis and reporting skills. In addition, 
the team members should have experience in humanitarian and development contexts, knowledge of 
the WFP food and technical assistance modalities.  

  



   
 

Table 5: Summary of evaluation team and areas of expertise required 

Areas of CSPE Expertise required 

Team Leadership 
• Team leadership, coordination, planning and management including the 

ability to resolve problems. 

• Strong experience in evaluating implementation of strategic plans and CO 
positioning related to capacity strengthening activities and of evaluation in 
humanitarian and development contexts. 

• Strong experience in evaluating interventions in middle-income countries, 
including in the area of government capacity strengthening. 

• Relevant knowledge and experience in middle income countries, preferably 
in Central and Latin America and key players within and outside the UN 
System; strong, experience in of evaluating country programmes , 
monitoring and evaluation, synthesis, reporting, and strong presentation 
skills and ability to deliver on time. 

• Fluency in Spanish 

School Feeding  • Strong technical expertise in school feeding programs and proven track 
record of evaluation of school feeding activities in the context of 
development and government capacity strenghtening in a similar context.  

• Fluency in Spanish 

Government 

capacity 

strengthening/ 

school feeding/ 

Nutrition/ 

Livelihoods and 

resilience 

• Strong technical expertise in resilience, nutrition and social protection. 

• Strong familiarity with the humanitarian, development and peace nexus 
discourse.  

• Proven track record of evaluation of food assistance activities in the 
context of development and humanitarian interventions and through a 
variety of activities in similar country context.  

• Fluency in Spanish 

Research 

Assistance 

• Relevant understanding of evaluation and research and knowledge of food 

assistance, ability to provide qualitative and quantitative research support 

to evaluation teams, analyse and assess M&E data, data cleaning and 

analysis; writing and presentation skills, proofreading, and note taking.  

Other technical 

expertise needed 

by the team 

• The additional areas of expertise requested are:  
o Programme efficiency calculations  
o Gender  
o Humanitarian Principles and Protection 
o Accountability to Affected Populations  

 

• Note: all activities and modalities will have to be assessed for their 

efficiency and effectiveness and their approach to gender. For activities 

where there is emphasis on humanitarian actions the extent to which 

humanitarian principles, protection and access are being applied in line 

with WFP corporate policies will be assessed.  

5.3. Roles and Responsibilities 

93. This evaluation is managed by the WFP Office of Evaluation (OEV). Vivien Knips has been 
appointed as Evaluation Manager (EM). The EM has not worked on issues associated with the subject 
of evaluation. She is responsible for drafting the TOR; selecting and contracting the evaluation team; 
preparing and managing the budget; setting up the review group; organizing the team briefing and the 
stakeholders learning in-country workshop; supporting the preparation of the field mission; drafting 
Summary Evaluation Report; conducting the 1st level quality assurance of the evaluation products and 
soliciting WFP stakeholders’ feedback on draft products. The EM will be the main interlocutor between 
the team, represented by the team leader, and WFP counterparts to ensure a smooth implementation 
process. Sergio Lenci, Senior Evaluation Officer, will provide second level quality assurance. Andrea 
Cook, Director of Evaluation, will approve the final evaluation products and present the CSPE to the 
WFP Executive Board for consideration in November 2021. 



   
 

94. An internal reference group composed of selected WFP stakeholders at CO, RBP and HQ levels 
will be expected to review and comment on draft evaluation reports, provide feedback during evaluation 
briefings; be available for interviews with the evaluation team. The CO will facilitate the evaluation 
team’s contacts with stakeholders in Honduras; provide logistic support during the fieldwork and 
organize an in-country stakeholder learning workshop. Etienne Labande, Deputy Country Director, has 
been nominated the WFP CO focal point and will assist in communicating with the EM and CSPE team, 
and to set up meetings and coordinate field visits.  To ensure the independence of the evaluation, WFP 
staff will not be part of the evaluation team or participate in meetings where their presence could bias 
the responses of the stakeholders.  

95. The contracted firm will be responsible for ensuring the security of the evaluation team, and 
adequate arrangements for evacuation for medical or insecurity reasons. The evaluation team must 
observe applicable United Nations Department of Safety and Security rules including taking security 
training and attending in-country briefings.  

5.4. Communication 

It is important that Evaluation Reports are accessible to a wide audience, as foreseen in the Evaluation 

Policy, to ensure the credibility of WFP – through transparent reporting – and the usefulness of 

evaluations. The dissemination strategy will consider from the stakeholder analysis who to disseminate 

to, involve and identify the users of the evaluation, duty bearers, implementers, beneficiaries, including 

gender perspectives. 

96. All evaluation products will be produced in English. Should translators be required for fieldwork, 
the evaluation firm will make arrangements and include the cost in the budget proposal. A 
communication plan (see Annex 9) will be refined by the EM in consultation with the evaluation team 
during the inception phase. The summary evaluation report along with the management response to 
the evaluation recommendations will be presented to the WFP Executive Board in November 2021.  
The final evaluation report will be posted on the public WFP website and OEV will ensure dissemination 
of lessons through the annual evaluation report. 

5.5. Budget 

97. The evaluation will be financed through the CSP budget.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



   
 

Annexes 

Annex 1:  Map of Honduras 

 Source: Honduras ACR 2018 

  



   
 

Annex 2: Honduras Fact Sheet  

  Parameter/(source) 2016 2019 Data source 

  General       

1 Human Development Index (1) 0.625 0.623 
UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

2 
Asylum-seekers (pending cases) 
(5)  

10 55 (2018) UNHCR  

3 
Refugees (incl. refugee-like 
situations)  

16 23 (2018) UNHCR  

4 Returned refugees  (5)  0 0 (2018) UNHCR  

5 Internally displaced persons (IDPs)        174,000  
174,000 
(2018) 

UNHCR  

6 Returned IDPs  (5)  0 0 (2018) UNHCR  

  Demography       

7 Population total (millions)  (2)   9,270,795  
9,587,522 

(2018) 
World Bank 

8 
Population, female (% of total 
population) (2)  

50.07  
51.47 
(2018) 

World Bank 

9 % of urban population (1)  54.7 (2015) not reported 
UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

10 
Total population by age  (1-4) 
(millions) (6)  

971,015 (2013) 
964 030 

(2018, est.) 
UNSD  

11 
Total population by age  (5-9) 
(millions) (6)  

958,543 (2013) 
972 839 

(2018, est.) 
UNSD  

12 
Total population by age  (10-14) 
(millions) (6)  

1,020,406 
(2013) 

983 394 
(2018, est.) 

UNSD  

13 Total Fertility rate, per women (10) 2.41 2.41 UNFPA 

14 
Adolescent birth rate (per 1000 
females aged between 15-19 years 
(9) 

101 (2012) 
72.9 (2015-

2020) 
WHO, UNDP 

  Economy        

15 GDP per capita (current USD) (2)  2,343 
 2,500 
(2018)  

World Bank 

16 Income Gini Coefficient (1)  50.6 50.5 
UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

17 
Foreign direct investment net 
inflows (% of GDP) (2)  

5.28 5.68 (2018) World Bank 

18 
Net official development assistance 
received (% of GNI) (4) 

2.0 2.1 (2017) OECD/DAC  



   
 

19 
SDG 17: Volume of remittances as 
a proportion of total GDP (percent) 
(9) 

17.8 18.8 (2017) SDG Country Profile 

20 
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing, 
value added (% of GDP) (2)  

12.05 
11.79 
(2018) 

World Bank 

  Poverty       

21 
Population vulnerable to/Population 
near multidimensional poverty (%) 
(1)  

28.6 22.3 
UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

22 
Population in severe 
multidimensional poverty (%) (1)  

7.2 6.5 
UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

  Health       

23 
Maternal Mortality ratio (%) 
(lifetime risk of maternal death: 1 
in:) (3) 

73 (reported) 
129  (adjusted) 

65 
UNICEF SOW 2016 
and 2019 

24 
Healthy life expectancy at birth 
(total years) (2)  

74.7 no data World Bank 

25 
Prevalence of HIV, total (% of 
population ages 15-49) (2)  

0.40 0.30 (2018) World Bank 

26 
Current health expenditure (% of 
GDP) (2)  

8.4 no data World Bank 

  Gender       

27 Gender Inequality Index (rank)  (1)  0.461 0.479 
UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

28 
Proportion of seats held by women 
in national parliaments (%) (2)  

25.8 
21.09 
(2018) 

World Bank 

29 
Labour force participation rate, total 
(% of total population ages 15+) 
(modelled ILO estimate) (2)  

64.9 65.2 World Bank 

30 
Employment in agriculture, female 
(% of female employment) 
(modelled ILO estimate) (2)  

7.8 9.3 World Bank 

  Nutrition        

31 
Prevalence of moderate or severe 
food insecurity in the total 
population (%) (7)   

52.4 (2014–16) 
49.3 (2016–

18) 

The State of Food 
Security and Nutrition 
report 2015 and 19 

32 
Weight-for-height (Wasting  - 
moderate and severe), (0–4 years 
of age (%) (3) 

1 (2010–2015) 1 
UNICEF SOW 2016 
and 2019 

33 
Height-for-age (Stunting - 
moderate and severe),  (0–4 years 
of age) (%) (3) 

23 (2010–
2015) 

23 
UNICEF SOW 2016 
and 2019 

34 
Weight-for-age (Overweight - 
moderate and severe),  (0–4 years 
of age) (%) (3) 

5 (2010–2015) 5 
UNICEF SOW 2016 
and 2019 

35 
Mortality rate, under-5  (per 1,000 
live births) (2)  

18.8 17.6 (2018) World Bank 

  Education       

36 
Adult literacy rate (% ages 15 and 
older) (1)  

88.5 
87.21 
(2018) 

UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & UNESCO 



   
 

37 
Population with at least some 
secondary education (% ages 25 
and older) (1)  

32.3 
Female: 

34.2 
Male: 32.6 

UNDP Human 
Development Report 
2016 & 2019 

38 
Current education expenditure, 
total (% of total expenditure in 
public institutions) (2)  

no data no data World Bank 

39 
School enrolment, primary (% net)) 
(2)  

79.58265 no data World Bank 

40 
Attendance in early childhood 
education - female (%) (3) 

19 19 
UNICEF SOW 2016 
and 2019 

41 
Gender parity index (secondary 
enrollment) (2) 

1.14  (2017) no data UNFPA 

  



   
 

Annex 3: Detailed Evaluation Timeline 

 Honduras Country Strategic Plan 
Evaluation 

By Whom  
Key Dates 
(deadlines) 

Phase 1  - Preparation  

 

Draft TOR cleared by Director of Evaluation DOE 
21 February 
2020 

Draft TOR circulated to LTA Firms for 
Proposals  

EM/LTA 
21 February 
2020 

Proposal Deadline based on the Draft TOR LTA 13 March 2020 

LTA Proposal Review EM  
16-20 March 
2020 

Final TOR sent to WFP Stakeholders EM 15 June 2020 

Contracting evaluation team/firm EM 30 June 2020 

Phase 2  - Inception  

  

Team preparation, literature review prior to 
HQ briefing  

Team 1-15 July 2020 

HQ & RB Inception Briefing  EM & Team 20-22 July 2020 

Remote inception mission  EM + TL 27-31 July 2020 

Submit draft Inception Report (IR) TL 13 August 2020 

OEV quality assurance and feedback EM 
17-18 August 
2020 

Submit revised IR TL 25 August 2020 

IR Review  EM 
 26 August 2020 
– 1 September 

IR Clearance  OEV/DOE 
2-9 September 
2020 

EM circulates final IR to WFP key 
Stakeholders for their information + post a 
copy on intranet. 

EM 
10 September 
2020 

Phase 3 - Evaluation Phase, including Fieldwork  

  

Remote data collection (surveys, and 
interviews) facilitated by Honduras CO  

Team 
1-28 October 
2020 

Exit Debriefing sessions for CO and partners 
and government 

TL 
29 & 30 October 
2020 

Phase 4  - Reporting  

 Draft 0 
  

Submit high quality draft ER to OEV (after the 
company’s quality check) 

TL 
1 December 
2020 

OEV quality feedback sent to TL EM 
8 December 
2020 

Draft 1 

Submit revised draft ER to OEV TL 18 December  

OEV quality check EM 
21 Dec -7 Jan 
2021 

Seek OEV/D clearance prior to circulating the 
ER to WFP Stakeholders.  

OEV/DOE 
8-15 January 
2021 

OEV shares draft evaluation report with WFP 
stakeholders for their feedback.  

EM/Stakehol
ders 

17- 31 January 
2021 

Stakeholders Learning workshop – 
(Tegucigalpa or remote); share comments 
w/TL 

TL/EM 
28-29 January 
2021 

Consolidate WFP’s comments and share 
them with Evaluation Team.  

EM 
3-7 February 
2021 

Submit revised draft ER to OEV based on the 
WFP’s comments, with team’s responses on 
the matrix of comments. 

TL 
14 February 
2021 



   
 

Draft 2  

Review D2 EM 
17-21 February  
2021 

Submit final draft ER to OEV TL 
26 February 
2021 

 Draft 3 
Review D3 EM 

27 February – 3 
March 2021 

Seek final approval by OEV/D  OEV/DOE 4-11 March 2021 

 SER 

Draft Summary Evaluation Report (SER) EM 20 March 2021 

Seek DOE clearance to send the Summary 
Evaluation Report (SER) to Executive 
Management. 

EM March 2021 

OEV circulates the SER to WFP’s Executive 
Management for comments (upon clearance 
from OEV’s Director) 

EM April 2021 

OEV consolidates the comments on draft 
SER 

EM April 2021 

Seek final approval by OEV/D OEV/DOE April 2021 

Phase 5  Executive Board (EB) and follow-up  

  

Submit SER/recommendations to RMP for 
management response + SER to EB 
Secretariat for editing and translation 

EM May 2021 

Tail end actions, OEV websites posting, EB 
Round Table Etc. 

EM Oct/Nov 2021 

Presentation of Summary Evaluation Report 
to the EB 

D/OEV November 2021 

Presentation of management response to the 
EB 

D/RMP November 2021 

            

Note: TL=Team Leader; EM=Evaluation Manager; OEV=Office of Evaluation. RMP=Performance and 
Accountability Management   

            

 

 



   
 

Annex 4: Preliminary Stakeholder Analysis Matrix 

 Interest in the evaluation Participation in the evaluation 

Internal (WFP) stakeholders 

Country Office 

Primary stakeholder and responsible for country level 
planning and implementation of the current CSP, it 
has a direct stake in the evaluation and will be a 
primary user of its results in the development and 
implementation of the next CSP.  

CO staff will be involved in planning, briefing, feedback 
sessions, as key informants will be interviewed during the main 
mission, and they will have an opportunity to review and 
comment on the draft ER, and management response to the 
CSPE.  

WFP Senior Management and Regional 
Bureau  

WFP Senior Management and the Regional Bureau 
in Panama (RBP) have an interest in learning from 
the evaluation results because of the strategic and 
technical importance of Honduras in the WFP 
corporate and regional plans and strategies. 

RBP staff will be key informants and interviewed during the 
inception and main mission. They will provide comments on 
the Evaluation Report and will participate in the debriefing at 
the end of the evaluation mission. It will have the opportunity to 
comment on SER and management responses to the CSPE.  

WFP Divisions 

WFP technical units such as programme policy, 
EPR, school feeding, nutrition, gender, vulnerability 
analysis, performance monitoring and reporting, 
gender, capacity strengthening, resilience, safety 
nets and social protection, partnerships, supply 
chain, and governance have an interest in lessons 
relevant to their mandates. 

The CSPE will seek information on WFP approaches, 
standards and success criteria from these units linked to main 
themes of the evaluation (extensively involved in initial virtual 
briefing of the evaluation team) with interest in improved 
reporting on results. They will have an opportunity to review 
and comment on the draft ER, and management response to 
the CSPE. 

WFP Executive Board 
Accountability role, but also an interest in potential 
wider lessons from Honduras’ evolving contexts and 
about WFP roles, strategy and performance. 

Presentation of the evaluation results at the November 2021 
session to inform Board members about the performance and 
results of WFP activities in Honduras. 

External stakeholders 

Affected population / Beneficiary Groups 

As the ultimate recipients of food/ cash and other 
types of assistance, such as capacity development, 
beneficiaries have a stake in WFP determining 
whether its assistance is relevant, appropriate and 
effective. 

They will be interviewed and consulted during the field 
missions. Special arrangements may have to be made to meet 
children.  

disaggregated by gender and age groups 
(women, men, boys and girls), ethnicity, 
status groups, smallholder farmers, training 
activity participants, other vulnerable groups 
such as people with disabilities, targeted by 
the government and partner programmes 
assisted by WFP 
 
SO 1. Preschool- and primary-school-aged 
children across the country have access to safe 
and nutritious food all year round 



   
 

 
SO2 The most nutritionally vulnerable groups in 
targeted areas have reduced levels of stunting and 
micronutrient deficiencies by 2021 
 
SO3 Rural agricultural labourers and smallholder 
farmers in targeted areas, especially in indigenous 
communities, are more resilient to shocks and 
stressors, contributing to their food and nutrition 
security throughout the year 
 
SO4 Targeted households affected by rapid- and 
slow-onset disasters have access to food all year 
round 

UN Country Team and Other International 
Organizations: (Resident Agencies) 
UNICEF, UNHCR, UNFPA, UNDP, FAO, ILO, 
UNHCHR, UNWOMEN, WHO, UNESCO, 
IFAD, UNAIDS, IOM, UNOPS 
 
(Non-resident Agencies) UNEP, UNODC, UN 
Volunteers, UNCTAD, UN HABITAT, IAEA, 
International Trade Centre 

UN agencies and other partners in Honduras have a 
stake in this evaluation in terms of partnerships, 
performance, future strategic orientation, as well as 
issues pertaining to UN coordination.  
 
UN Resident Coordinator and agencies have an 
interest in ensuring that WFP activities are effective 
and aligned with their programmes.  This includes 
the various coordination mechanisms such as the 
(protection, food security, nutrition etc.) 
 
The CSPE can be used as inputs to improve 
collaboration, co-ordination and increase synergies 
within the UN system and its partners. 
  

The evaluation team will seek key informant interviews with the 
UN and other partner agencies involved in nutrition and 
national capacity development.  
 
The CO will keep UN partners, other international 
organizations informed of the evaluation’s progress. 

Donors 
Canada, European Comission, Germany, 
Honduras, Italy, Peru, Saudi Arabia, UN 
CERF, 
USA 

WFP activities are supported by several donors who 
have an interest in knowing whether their funds have 
been spent efficiently and if WFP’s work is effective 
in alleviating food insecurity of the most vulnerable.  

Involvement in interviews, feedback sessions, report 
dissemination. 

National Partners 

National government: 
Ministry of Health (SESAL), Ministry of 
Education, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of 
Social Development and Inclusion (SEDIS), 
the Directorate of Science and Agricultural 

In Honduras the evaluation is expected to enhance 
collaboration and synergies with WFP, clarifying 
mandates and roles, and accelerating progress 
towards replication, hand-over and sustainability.  

They will be interviewed and consulted during the inception 
mission and the field missions, at central and field level. 
Interviews will cover policy and technical issues and they will 
be involved in the feedback sessions. 



   
 

Technology of the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Livestock, the General Coordination Ministry, 
the Permanent Contingency Commission 
(COPECO), the Technical Unit for Food 
Security and Nutrition (UTSAN), the Institute 
of Forest Conservation of the Ministry of the 
Environment, the Observatory for Food And 
Nutritional Security (OBSAN), the Office of 
the First Lady, and municipal authorities. 

Regional and local government institutions, 
including associations of municipalities 
(mancomunidades) and local municipal 
governments  

The evaluation is expected to help enhance and 
improve collaboration with WFP, especially in areas 
of joint implementation.  

They will be interviewed and consulted during the inception 
mission and the fieldwork. 
Interviews will cover policy and technical issues and they will 
be involved in the feedback sessions. 

Cooperating partners and NGOs (Asociación 

de desarollo triunfeno (ADETRIUNF), 

Asociación de Comités Ecologicos del Sur de 

Honduras (ACESH)), local farmer 
organisations 

WFP’s cooperating partners in implementing food for 
asset activities 

Interviews with CP staff  

Private and public sector partners (Fundación 
Grupo Terra, Cargill) 

WFP partners in the commercial and private sectors   

Academics (Zamora Pan-American 
Agricultural School, The National 
Autonomous University of Honduras) 

WFP partners to support government initiatives such 
as research  

Interviews with a focal point in academic organizations 

Source: OEV    

Annex 5: Evaluability Assessment 

 
Table1: CSP Honduras 2017-2019 logframe analysis 

Logframe version 
Outcome 
indicators 

Cross-
cutting 

indicators 

Output 
indicators 

v 1.0 
20/6/17 

Total nr. of 
indicators 

23 7 44 

v 2.0 
28/5/18 

New 
indicators 

- - - 



   
 

Discontinued 
indicators 

- - - 

Total nr. of 
indicators 

23 7 44 

v 3.0 
26/4/19 

New 
indicators 

10 3 39 

Discontinued 
indicators 

- - - 

Total nr. of 
indicators 

33 10 83 

Total nr. of indicators 
that were included in all 
versions of the logframe 

23 7 44 

Source: COMET report CM-L010 (accessed 17.12.2019) 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 2: Analysis of results reporting in Honduras Annual Country Reports 2018 and 2019 
 

  
ACR 
2018 

ACR 
2019 

Outcome indicators 

  Total number of indicators in applicable logframe 23 33 

Baselines 
Nr. of indicators with any baselines reported 12 8 

Total nr. of baselines reported 32 28 

Year-end 
targets 

Nr. of indicators with any year-end targets reported 12 5 

Total nr. of year-end targets reported 32 17 

CSP-end 
targets 

Nr. of indicators with any CSP-end targets reported 0 0 

Total nr. of CSP-end targets reported 0 0 

Follow-up 
Nr. of indicators with any follow-up values reported  12 8 

Total nr. of follow-up values reported 32 26 

Cross-cutting indicators 



   
 

  Total number of indicators in applicable logframe 7 10 

Baselines 
Nr. of indicators with any baselines reported 6 2 

Total nr. of baselines reported 14 4 

Year-end 
targets 

Nr. of indicators with any year-end targets reported 6 2 

Total nr. of year-end targets reported 14 4 

CSP-end 
targets 

Nr. of indicators with any CSP-end targets reported 0 0 

Total nr. of CSP-end targets reported 0 0 

Follow-up 
Nr. of indicators with any follow-up values reported  6 2 

Total nr. of follow-up values reported 14 4 

Output indicators 

  Total number of indicators in applicable logframe 44 83 

Targets 
Nr. of indicators with any targets reported 28 27 

Total nr. of targets reported 96 68 

Actual 
values 

Nr. of indicators with any actual values reported 26 26 

Total nr. of actual values reported 92 51 

Source: COMET report CM-L010 (accessed 17.12.2019.), ACR Honduras 2018 & 2019  
 
 
 



   
 

Annex 6: Honduras Portfolio Overview 2016-2019 

    2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Honduras relevant events 
 

El Niño - 
droughts, 
July: State 
of 
emergency  

El Niño - 
heavy 
rainfall 

Drought, 
June: 
State of 
emergency  

Drought, 
August: 
State of 
emergency  

Drought, 
September: 
State of 
emergency 

WFP interventions CP 200240 2012-2016 1. School Feeding 
2. Nutritional Support to Vulnerable 
Groups 
3. Agro-Forestry and Watershed Mgmt 

    

  

Req.: USD 49,876,974 
Rec.: USD 33,849,448 
Funded: 67.9% 

    

 PRRO 200490 2014-2016 
(El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Nicaragua) 

1. Relief 
2. Recovery 

    

 
Req.: USD 189,475,546 
Rec.: USD 106,527,993 
Funded: 56.22% 

    

 

CSP 2018-2021       1. CSI 
2. SMP 
3. URT 
4. NPA 
5. ACL 

 
      Req.: USD 174,642,970 

Rec.: USD 61,372,596 
Funded: 35.1% 

Outputs at CO level Food distributed (MT) 4,679 6,412 1,989     

908 550 0 
 

  

5,587 6,962 1,989 12,221   

Cash distributed (USD) - 410,519 1,061,792     

7,163,768 10,270,863 5,749,730 
 

  

7,163,768 10,681,382 6,811,522 6,435,555   

Actual beneficiaries  157,379 189,699 109,137     

206,360 235,190 131,561 
 

  

363,739 424,889 240,698 1,367,739   

Actual beneficiaries for CP 2015 are from the SPR historical dataset, output show 
separate values for CP and PRRO, followed by the total   

  

2012 

2021 

2014 

2014 



   
 

Annex 7: Honduras Line of Sight  

 

Source: WFP Honduras COMP 2019 

 

 



   
 
 

Annex 8: Key information on beneficiaries and transfers 

Table 1: Actual beneficiaries versus planned 2015-2019 by year, strategic outcome, activity category and gender 

  2016 2017 2018 2019 

  Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual 

Strategic Outcome/Activity 
category 

Femal
e 

Mal
e 

Femal
e 

Male Fema
le 

Male Fema
le 

Male Femal
e 

Male Femal
e 

Male Femal
e 

Male Fema
le 

Mal
e 

SO 1: Save lives and protect livelihoods in emergencies 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets 

        41,63
5 

34,06
5 

                    

GD: General Distribution     1,100 900 28,16
0 

23,04
0 

                    

SO 2: Support or restore food security and nutrition and establish or rebuild livelihoods in fragile settings and following emergencies 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets 

    128,2
55 

104,9
36 

    72,35
8 

59,20
2 

                

SO 3: Reduce risk and enable people, communities and countries to meet their own food and nutrition needs 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets 

        6,375 6,125 6,434 6,182                 

FFA_FOR: Food-Assistance-
for-Assets (Agroforestry) 

    4,200 3,300                         

SO 4: Reduce undernutrition and break the intergenerational cycle of hunger 

GD: General Distribution     28,75
0 

22,58
9 

                        

HIV/TB:_C&T: HIV/TB: 
Care&Treatment 

    1,279 1,006                         

NUT_STUN: Nutrition: 
Prevention of Stunting 

    9,750 5,032 20,38
4 

9,016 15,26
5 

6,693                 

SF_ON: School Feeding (on-
site) 

    58,03
4 

55,75
8 

55,49
8 

53,32
1 

38,02
9 

36,53
9 

                

Strategic Outcome 1:  Pre and primary school-aged children across the country have access to safe and nutritious food all year round by 2021 

SMP: School meal activities                 158,1
00 

151,9
00 

647,1
34 

621,7
57 

142,8
00 

137,2
00 

    

Strategic Outcome 2: The nutritionally most vulnerable  groups in targeted areas have reduced levels of stunting and micronutrient deficiencies by 2021. 

NPA: Malnutrition prevention 
activities 

                8,711 5,167 14,23
2 

6,801 8,711 5,167     

Strategic Outcome 3: Rural agricultural labourers and smallholder farmers, in targeted areas, especially in indigenous communities, are more resilient to shocks and 
stressors to ensure their food and nutrition security throughout the year. 



   
 

ACL: Asset creation and 
livelihood support activities 

                14,00
0 

11,00
0 

12,56
4 

9,872 14,00
0 

11,00
0 

    

Strategic Outcome 4: Targeted households affected by rapid- and slow-onset disasters in Honduras have access to food all year long. 

URT: Unconditional resource 
transfers to support access to 
food 

                77,05
5 

60,54
4 

31,01
3 

24,36
7 

77,05
5 

60,54
4 

    

Source: COMET report CM-R020, accessed on 06.01.2020 

Figure 1: Actual versus planned beneficiaries by gender, Honduras 2015-2018 

 

Source: ACR Honduras 2018, SPR CP 200240 2016-2017, SPR PRRO 200490 2016-2017. Figures for 2016 and 2017 combine beneficiaries from the CP and the PRRO 

 

 

 

306,209

192,093

279,834

229,896

152,424

132,146

257,865

683,869

256,197

171,646

231,664

194,993

125,195

108,552

228,610

683,870

Planned

Actual

Planned

Actual

Planned

Actual

Planned

Actual

2
0
1
5

2
0
1
6

2
0
1
7

2
0
1
8

Female Male



   
 
Table 2: Actual beneficiaries by transfer modality in Honduras 2018-2019, by strategic outcome 

HN01 CSP 2018-2021  2018 2019 

  Food CBT Food CBT 

Strategic Outcome/Activity 
category 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Strategic Outcome 1:  Pre and primary school-aged children across the country have access to safe and nutritious food all year 
round by 2021 

SMP: School meal activities 1,268,891 409.3%   0.0%         

Strategic Outcome 2: The nutritionally most vulnerable  groups in targeted areas have reduced levels of stunting and 
micronutrient deficiencies by 2021. 

NPA: Malnutrition prevention 
activities 21,033 151.6% - - 

        

Strategic Outcome 3: Rural agricultural labourers and smallholder farmers, in targeted areas, especially in indigenous 
communities, are more resilient to shocks and stressors to ensure their food and nutrition security throughout the year. 

ACL: Asset creation and 
livelihood support activities - - 22,435 89.7% 

        

Strategic Outcome 4: Targeted households affected by rapid- and slow-onset disasters in Honduras have access to food all year 
long. 

URT: Unconditional resource 
transfers to support access to 
food 

15,105 31.7% 40,275 44.8% 

        

Source: ACR Honduras 2018



   
 

CP 200240 2016 2017 

  Food CBT Food CBT 

Strategic Outcome/Activity 
category 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

SO 1: Save lives and protect livelihoods in emergencies 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets                 

GD: General Distribution                 

SO 2: Support or restore food security and nutrition and establish or rebuild livelihoods in fragile settings and following 
emergencies 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets                 

SO 3: Reduce risk and enable people, communities and countries to meet their own food and nutrition needs 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets                 

FFA_FOR: Food-Assistance-
for-Assets (Agroforestry) 7,500 39.1% 4,775 46.2%     12,615 100.9% 

SO 4: Reduce undernutrition and break the intergenerational cycle of hunger 

GD: General Distribution 51,340 46.5%             

HIV/TB:_C&T: HIV/TB: 
Care&Treatment 2,285 36.0%             

NUT_STUN: Nutrition: 
Prevention of Stunting 14,782 74.3%     21,958 74.7% - - 

SF_ON: School Feeding (on-
site) 113,792 100.7% 2,854 28.9% 74,568 68.5%   0.0% 

Source: SPR CP 200240 2016-2017 

 
 PRRO 200490 2016 2017 

  Food CBT Food CBT 

Strategic Outcome/Activity 
category 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

Total Actual 
vs. 

planned 
(%) 

GD: General Distribution 2,000 19.5% - 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0% 

FFA: Food-Assistance-for-
Assets 11,750 23.2% 221,440 143.9% - 0.0% 131,561 217.2% 

Source: SPR PRRO 200490 2016-2017 

 



   
 

Annex 9: Communication and Learning Plan 

 

Internal Communications             

When What To whom    What level From whom How 

When 

Why 

Evaluation  phase  
Communication 

product/ 
information 

Target 
group or 
individual 

Organizational level 
of communication  

e.g. strategic, 
operational 

Lead OEV staff 
with name/position 
+ other OEV staff 

views 

Communication  
means 

Purpose of 
communication 

Preparation   
CO, RB, 
HQ 

Consultation Vivien Knips EM 
Consultations,  
meetings, email 

Jan-Feb 
2020 

Review/feedback 

For information 

TOR and 
contracting 

Draft ToR 
CO, RB, 
HQ Operational & 

Strategic 

Vivien Knips EM+ 
Sergio Lenci 2nd 
level QA 

Emails 
Jan-June 

2020 

Review / feedback 

Final ToR 
CO, RB, 
HQ 

Web For information 

Remote HQ briefing Draft IR 
CO, RB, 
HQ 

Operational 

Vivien Knips EM email July 2020 

Review/feedback 

Inception briefing Final IR 
Operational & 
informative 

For information 

Remote in-country - 
Field work and 
debriefing 

Aide-
memoire/PPT 

CO, RB, 
HQ 

Operational Vivien Knips EM 

Email, Meeting 
at  HQ + 
teleconference  
w/ CO, RB  

October 
2020 

Sharing preliminary 
findings.   

Opportunity for 
verbal clarification  
w/ evaluation team 

Evaluation Report D1 ER 
CO, RB, 
HQ 

Operational & 
Strategic 

Vivien Knips EM + 
Sergio Lenci 2nd 
level QA 

Email 
December 

2021 
Review / feedback 

Learning Workshop  
in Tegucigalpa or 
remote 

D1 ER CO, RB 
Operational & 
Strategic 

Vivien Knips EM  Workshop 
January 

2021 

Enable/facilitate a 
process of review 
and discussion of 
D1 ER 

Evaluation Report D2 ER + SER  
CO, RB, 
HQ 

Strategic 
Vivien Knips EM + 
Sergio Lenci 2nd 
level QA 

Email Feb 2021 
Review / feedback 
(EMG on SER) 



   
 

Post-report/EB 
2-page 
evaluation brief 

CO, RB, 
HQ 

Informative 
Vivien Knips EM +  
Sergio Lenci 2nd 
level QA 

Email 
March 
2021 

Dissemination of 
evaluation  findings 
and conclusions 

Throughout  

Sections in 
brief/PPT  or 
other briefing 
materials, videos, 
webinars, 
posters for 
affected 
populations 

CO, RB, 
HQ 

Informative & 
Strategic 

Sergio Lenci 2nd 
level QA 

Email, 
interactions 

As 
needed 

Information about 
linkage to CSPE  
Series 

 

External Communication 

When 
Evaluation phase 

What 
Communication 

product/ information 

To whom 
Target group 
or individual 

From whom 
Lead OEV staff with 

name/position + other 
OEV staff views 

How 
Communication  means 

Why 
Purpose of 

communication 

TOR June 2020 Final ToR Public OEV Website Public information 

June-July 2021 
Final report (SER 
included) and Mgt 
Response 

Public OEV and RMP Website Public information 

Oct-Nov 2021 
2-page evaluation 
brief 

Board 
members and 
wider Public 

OEV Website Public information 

EB Annual Session, 
November 2021 

SER 
Board 
members 

OEV & RMP Formal presentation For EB consideration 



   
 

Annex 10: Basic Bibliography 

Key documents relating to context, WFP Honduras and WFP global 

The table below includes the list of key documents that were consulted during the preparation of these TORs a more extensive e-library will be made 

available for the inception mission.  

1 WFP policy and strategic documents 

1.1 WFP Strategic Plan (2014-2017) and related docs 

Fit for Purpose Organizational Design WFP 2012 

WFP Strategic Plan 2014-2017 WFP 2013 

SRF 2014-2017 Indicator Compendium WFP 2015 

Evaluability Assessment of SP 2014-2017 WFP 2016 

Mid-Term Review WFP Strategic Plan 2014–2017 WFP 2016 

WFP's Contribution to Improving the Prospects for Peace SIPRI 2019 

Management Results Framework (2014-2017) WFP   

Strategic Results Framework 2014-2017 WFP   

1.2 WFP Strategic Plan (2017-2021) (IRM) and related docs 

Corporate Results Framework 2017-2021 WFP 2016 

Financial Framework Review 2017-2021 WFP 2016 

Policy on Country Strategic Plans WFP 2016 

WFP Advocacy Framework WFP 2016 

WFP Strategic Plan 2017-2021 WFP 2016 

IRM CO Organisational Readiness toolkit WFP 2017 

Corporate Results Framework 2017–2021 Revised WFP 2018 

CRF Indicator Compendium WFP 2018 

CRF Indicator Compendium Revised WFP 2019 

Review of methodologies for linking resources to results WFP 2019 

WFP's Contribution to Improving the Prospects for Peace SIPRI 2019 

IRM Narrative WFP 2016 



   
 

IRM Summary WFP 2016 

IRM Talk Track WFP 2016 

Understanding IRM WFP 2016 

IRM in brief WFP 2017 

Understanding IRM details WFP 2017 

CSP Guidance WFP   

Examples of CSP WFP   

1.3  WFP Management Plans 

WFP Management Plan 2016-2018 WFP 2015 

WFP Management Plan 2017-2019 WFP 2016 

WFP Management Plan 2018-2020 WFP 2017 

WFP Management Plan 2019–2021 WFP 2018 

1.4 Annual Performance Reports 

Annual Performance Report WFP 
2015-
2018 

1.5 Monitoring & Third-Party Monitoring 

Guidance Note on Beneficiary Definition and Counting WFP 2002 

SOPs for ME Final WFP 2013 

Third Party Monitoring Guidelines WFP 2014 

Corporate Monitoring Strategy 2015-2017 WFP 2015 

Minimum Monitoring Requirements WFP 2016 

Corporate monitoring strategy 2017-2021 WFP 2018 

Guidance Note on Estimating and Counting Beneficiaries WFP 2019 

Beneficiaries Targeting and Distribution Guidance WFP   

Beneficiary counting in COMET WFP   

Comet and Integrated Road Map Notes WFP   

Comet and Integrated Road Map PPT WFP   

COMET Design Modules - logframes design & results WFP   



   
 

COMET Map and integration with other systems WFP   

Monitoring and Evaluation Guidance WFP   

COVID-19 Guidance Monitoring WFP 2020 

1.6 Nutrition 

Management Response to Policy Evaluation WFP Nutrition Policy WFP 2014 

Policy Evaluation WFP Nutrition Policy (SER) WFP 2014 

Policy Evaluation WFP Nutrition Policy WFP 2014 

Evaluation of REACH Initiative 2011-2015 (SER) WFP 2015 

Management Response of the Evaluation of REACH Initiative 2011-2015 WFP 2015 

Food and Nutrition Handbook WFP 2005 

Guidelines for selective feeding WFP 2011 

Programming for nutrition specific interventions 2012 WFP 2012 

Measuring Nutrition Indicators in the SRF WFP 2014 

Fill the Nutrient Gap Tool WFP 2016 

Guidance for nutrition-sensitive programming WFP 2017 

Increasing the nutrition sensitivity of FFA Programmes WFP 2017 

Moderate Acute malnutrition - A decision Tool for Emergencies WFP 2017 

Nutrition-Sensitive short presentation WFP 2017 

Food and Nutrition Handbook WFP 2018 

Actue Malnutrition Exploring Simplified Protocols WFP 2019 

Guidance Substitution of SNF in situations of temporary commodity shortfalls WFP 2019 

Nutrition Monitoring and Evaluation Guidance WFP   

Overview of key nutrition supplements WFP   

Technical workshop on nutrition WFP   

Follow-Up to WFP Nutrition Policy WFP 2012 

Nutrition Policy WFP 2012 

Update on the Nutrition Policy WFP 2013 



   
 

Update on the Nutrition Policy WFP 2016 

Implementation Plan of the Nutrition Policy WFP 2017 

Nutrition Policy WFP 2017 

Update on the Implementation Plan of the Nutrition Policy WFP 2017 

Update on the Nutrition Policy WFP 2017 

COVID-19 Nutrition Guidance WFP 2020 

1.7 Country Capacity Strengthening (CCS) 

Building Country and Regional Capacities (Capacity Development Policy) WFP 2004 

Capacity Development Policy - An Update on Implementation WFP 2009 

Operational Guide to Strengthen Capacity of Nations to Reduce Hunger WFP 2010 

National Capacity Index (NCI) WFP 2014 

ARI (Abilities and Readiness Index) WFP 2015 

ARI WFP 2015 

Guidelines on Technical Assistance and Capacity Development WFP 2015 

Capacity Enhancement Catalogue Supply Chain Capacity Enhancement WFP 2016 

Capacity Development Policy 2009 Management Response WFP 2017 

Capacity Development Policy Evaluation Annexes WFP 2017 

Capacity Development Policy Evaluation WFP 2017 

Guidance on Capacity Strengthening of Civil Society WFP 2017 

M&E for CCS - Indicator listing WFP 2018 

Strengthening CCS Strategy Basic Steps WFP 2019 

CCS Framework and Toolkit WFP   

COVID-19: PD Immediate Guidance CCS WFP 2020 

1.8 VAM Monitoring Assessments and Evaluations 

Comprehensive Food Security & Vulnerability Analysis (CFSVA) Guidelines WFP 2009 

VAM factsheet WFP 2011-11 

Market Analysis Framework Tools and Applications for FS Analysis and Decision Making WFP 2011 



   
 

VAM Presentation FS Assessment Team WFP 2016 

Synthesis report of WFP’s country portfolio evaluations in Africa (Management response) WFP 2019 

Synthesis report of WFP’s country portfolio evaluations in Africa 2016–2018 WFP 2019 

COVID-19 Guidance Monitoring WFP 2020 

1.9 Access & Principles 

WFP Humanitarian Principles WFP 2004 

OSZ Advisory Group on Access TOR WFP 2015 

COVID-19 Guidance 
WFP, 
OCHA 2020 

1.10 Emergencies and Transition 

EPRP Package WFP   

WFP's role in Peacebuilding in Transition Settings Policy.pdf WFP 2013 

1.11 Protection & Accountability to Affected Populations 

Accountability to Affected Populations (brief) WFP 2011 

WFP Humanitarian Protection Policy WFP 2012 

Fact Sheet on PSEA WFP 2014 

Update on WFP Humanitarian Protection Policy WFP 2014 

Accountability to Affected Populations Theory of Change WFP 2015 

Guide to Personal Data Protection and Privacy WFP 2015 

Minimum Standards for Implementing a CFM WFP 2015 

OSZPH AAP - WFP Baseline Survey (full report) WFP 2015 

OSZPH Protection Guidance Manual WFP 2016 

WFP's AAP Strategy (brief) WFP 2016 

OSZPH AAP Guidance Manual WFP 2017 

COVID-19 Guidance Protection & AAP  WFP 2020 

1.12 Gender 

Gender Transformation Programme WFP 2017 

WFP Gender Toolkit WFP   



   
 

WFP Gender policy WFP 2015 

GBV Manual WFP 2016 

Gender Action Plan WFP 2016 

I Know Gender Competition winners WFP 2016 

EB Update on Gender Policy WFP 2017 

Gender Action Plan Revised WFP 2017 

WFP Gender Tip Sheet WFP 2018 

COVID-19 PD Immediate Guidance Gender WFP 2020 

1.13 Anti-fraud and anti-corruption 

WFP anti-fraud and anti-corruption policy WFP 2015 

1.14 Cash & Voucher 

Cash and Food Transfers - A Primer WFP 2007 

Vouchers and Cash Transfers as Food Assistance (Cash and Voucher Policy) WFP 2008 

Accounting Procedures on the Use of Vouchers and Cash Transfers WFP 2009 

WFP C&V Manual Edition 1 WFP 2009 

Update on the Implementation of C&V Policy WFP 2011 

WFP Cash for Change Initiative Distribution Models WFP 2012 

Policy Evaluation of Cash and Voucher Policy (evaluation report).pdf WFP 2014 

WFP C&V Manual Edition 2 WFP 2014 

Guide to Personal Data Protection and Privacy WFP 2016 

Interim Guidance for CBT Reconciliation & Transaction Monitoring WFP 2017 

COVID-19 Guidance CBT WFP 2020 

1.15 Partnerships 

How to Work with WFP Handbook WFP 2005 

Field Level Agreements WFP   

Partnerships Yearly Key facts and figures WFP   

COVID-19 Guidance Partnerships and Governments WFP 2020 



   
 

1.16 Risk Management 

Circular on Corporate Risk register WFP 2012 

Paper Linking Risk Register and EPR WFP 2012 

Enterprise Risk Management Policy WFP 2015 

Risk management definitions WFP 2015 

Circular Critical Incident & Crisis management WFP 2016 

Corporate WFP Risk register WFP 2016 

EB Risk appetite statement WFP 2016 

Global Risk Profile report WFP 2016 

Risk appetite statement WFP 2016 

Corporate Risk Register WFP 2017 

EB Informal Consultation on Overseight Matters WFP 2017 

1.17 Security 

Guidelines for Security Reporting WFP 2011 

UN Security Risk Management (SRM) Manual WFP 2015 

Brief - WFP Field Security WFP 2016 

EB Report - WFP Field Security WFP 2017 

1.18 Resilience & Safety Net 

WFP's Social Net Policy- the Role of Food Assis in SProtection-Update WFP 2012 

WFP Policy on Building Resilience for FS & Nutrition WFP 2015 

Food Assistance for Asset Guidance Manual (annexes) WFP 2016 

Food Assistance for Asset Guidance Manual WFP 2016 

Lessons on Better Connecting Humanitarian Assistance and Social Protection WFP 2018 

1.19 Audit 

Internal Audit of WFP's Country Capacity Strengthening WFP 2016 

Desk Review of the Implementation of Agreed Actions from the 2016 Internal Audit WFP 2018 

Internal Audit of the IRM Pilot Phase Management Comments WFP 2018 



   
 

Internal Audit of the IRM Pilot Phase WFP 2018 

Internal Audit of Food procurement in WFP WFP 2019 

1.20 School Feeding 

School Feeding Policy WFP 2009 

Revised School Feeding Policy WFP 2013 

School Feeding Handbook WFP 2017 

School Feeding Strategy (1st draft) WFP 2019 

School Feeding Strategy (final draft for external comments) WFP 2019 

COVID-19 Guidance School Feeding WFP 2020 

2 WFP operations in Honduras 

2.1 Operations and CSP 

PRRO 200490 

CP 200240 

TF 200753 

CSP HN01 2018-2021 

2.2 VAM & Assessment Reports 

Revisión estratégica - Estrategia Hambre Cero Honduras WFP 2017 

Alerta Temprana en Seguridad Alimentaria y Nutricional WFP 2017-02 

Alerta Temprana en Seguridad Alimentaria y Nutricional WFP 2017-03 

ICA Honduras WFP 2017-04 

Boletin de Alerta Temprana WFP 2017-05 

Boletin de Alerta Temprana WFP 2017-11 

Boletin de Alerta Temprana WFP 2018-07 

Evaluación de la Seguridad Alimentaria (FSA) WFP 2018-10 

Dry Corridor Meeting Lessons Learned WFP 
2019-09-
02 

Near Real-time Food Security Monitoring During COVID-19 WFP 2020 

mVAM Bulletin 



   
 

VAM-m Boletin nr 1-10 WFP 
2016-
2019 

2.3 Country briefs, factsheets, reports 

Strenghtening Capacities in Food Security and Nutrition in Latin America and the 
Caribbean WFP 2016 

Strenghtening National Safety Nets School Feeding WFP Evolving Role in LAC WFP 2016 

Smart school meals - A review of 16 countries WFP 2017 

Food Security and Emigration - El Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras WFP 2017-08 

Strengthening School Feeding Programmes 
FAO, 
WFP 2019 

El Nino Response in the Dry Corridor of Central America WFP 2019-01 

Respuesta al fenomeno El Nino en el corredor seco de Centroamerica WFP 2019-01 

2.3.1 Country briefs 

Country briefs WFP 
2016-
2019 

2.4 Evaluations, reviews, audits 

2.4.1 Evaluations 

Evaluacion de la operacion PRRO 200490 (ER) WFP 2016 

Evaluacion de la operacion PRRO 200490 (MR) WFP 2016 

Operation Evaluation Regional Synthesis 2013-2017 LAC (ER) WFP 2017 

DE Proyecto Respuesta al fenomeno de El Nino en el Corredor Seco (ER) WFP 2019 

DE Proyecto Respuesta al fenomeno de El Nino en el Corredor Seco (ES) WFP 2019 

DE Proyecto Respuesta al fenomeno de El Nino en el Corredor Seco (MR) WFP 2019 

DE Evaluacion del modelo de descentralizacion del PNAE 2016-2019 (TOR) WFP 2020 

2.4.2 Reviews 

Honduras CP 200240 Evaluación de Medio Término (informe) WFP 2014 

Honduras CP 200240 Evaluacion de Medio Termino (management response) WFP 2014 

2.4.3 Audits 

Internal Audit of WFP Operations in Honduras WFP 2019-08 

2.5 Maps and datasets 



   
 

Honduras country and CO thematic maps WFP 
2017-
2019 

2.5.1 TOR data inputs 

Datasets, tables and figures: international assistance, budget and funding, country 
factsheet, performance results, beneficiaries  

WFP 
OEV 2019 

3 External documents 

3.1 UN 

UNDAF Honduras 2017-2021 
UN, 
GoRH   

3.2 Government of Honduras 

ENSAN 2010-2022 GoRH 2010 

Vision Pais 2010-2038 y Plan de Nacion 2010-2022 GoRH 2010 

Plan Estrategico de Gobierno 2014-2018 GoRH 2015-12 

Examen Nacional para la Revision Voluntaria (VNR) GoRH 2017-07 

Agenda 2030 Examen Nacional para la Revision Voluntaria GoRH ND 

3.3 National statistics 

Encuesta de Demografia y Salud ENDESA 2005-2006 INE 2006 

Encuesta de Demografia y Salud ENDESA 2011-2012 INE 2013 

ENDESA 2011-2012 Informe Resumen INE 2013 

EPHPM Resumen Ejecutivo INE 2018 

3.4 Other 

Enabling rural poor people to overcome poverty in Honduras IFAD 2011 

Climate Change Risk Profile Honduras USAID 2017-03 

Estudio Caracterizacion Desplazamiento Interno en Honduras 2004-2018 CIPPDV 2019 

IPC Acute Food Insecurity Analysis Nov 2019-Jun 2020 UTSAN  2019-12 
Source: OEV  

 



   
 

Annex 11: Template for Evaluation Matrix 

 
Evaluation Question - text from TORs 

Sub questions Dimensions of 
Analysis 

Operational 
Component 

Lines of 
inquiry and/ 
or indicators 
(as 
appropriate) 

Data source Data collection 
technique 

Evaluation sub-
question – text 
from TORs 

[evaluation team 
to complete] 

[evaluation 
team to 
complete] 

[evaluation 
team to 
complete] 

[evaluation 
team to 
complete] 

[evaluation team 
to complete] 

 

 

  



   
 

Annex 12: Internal reference group members – Honduras CSPE 

 

Honduras Country Office  

Country Director Judith Thiemke 

Deputy Country Director/Evaluation focal point Etienne Labande 

  

Panama Regional Bureau   

Senior Regional Programme Advisor Giorgia Testolin 

Regional Head of RAM Rosella Bottone 

Regional School Feeding Officer Giulia Baldi 

Regional Social Protection Officer Veljko Mikelic 

Regional Livelihoods/Resilience officer Alessandro Dinucci 

Regional Nutrition Adviser Marc Andre Prost 

Regional EPR Officer Adrian Storbeck 

Regional Supply Chain Officer Belkacem Machane 

Regional Gender Adviser Elena Ganan 

Senior Regional Partnership Advisor  Marc Regnault de la Mothe 

HQ  

School Feeding Michele Doura 

 

 



   
 

Annex 13: Honduras CSP (January 2018 – December 2021) 

 

 <<CSP Honduras 2018-2021.pdf>> 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 



   
 

 
 
 
  
 


