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Foreword

The Centralized Evaluation Quality Assurance System (CEQAS) is one of the building blocks for implementation of
the World Food Programme (WFP) 2022 Evaluation Policy. As such, it is the WFP Office of Evaluation’s primary
means of safeguarding the international evaluation principles of:

¢ Independence: by setting standards that increase impartiality of the evaluation process and reporting on
findings

e Credibility: by setting standards that ensure evaluations are evidence based and follow transparent and
systematic processes

e Utility: by building milestones into evaluation processes for timeliness and reporting standards to ensure
accessibility.

The CEQAS guides all evaluations undertaken by the WFP Office of Evaluation and its consultants.

The CEQAS is a comprehensive system covering all types of evaluations: strategic, policy, country strategic plan,
corporate emergency and synthesis.

The CEQAS is a working tool for WFP evaluation cadre and evaluation teams covering all stages of the evaluation
cycle. It is not a comprehensive handbook on evaluation and does not replace the rich range of evaluation
literature.

The CEQAS builds on the norms and standards of the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development's Development Assistance Committee’s (OECD-DAC) Evaluation
Network, related tools from the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance (ALNAP), and the
wider evaluation literature and community of practice.

The CEQAS package for each evaluation type consists of:

I. Guidance for process and content
Il. Templates
Ill. Quality checklists
IV. Technical notes and other reference material

Initiated in 2007, the evaluation quality assurance system (EQAS) is subject to periodic and systematic updates in line
with the Office of Evaluation’s evolving needs and international best practice. CEQAS was comprehensively reviewed
and updated in 2013. In 2017, the guidance was further updated to strengthen the integration of gender equality
and women’s empowerment (GEWE) and to take account of the start of implementation of the “Integrated Road
Map”. In 2019, further revision was made to CEQAS for country portfolio evaluations in order to transform them into
country strategic plan evaluations. Between 2020 and 2023, the Office of Evaluation reviewed its EQAS across all
types of evaluations to ensure closer alignment where required and reflect recent UNEG guidance, such as the 2020
Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and the 2023 UNEG Guidance on Integrating Disability Inclusion in evaluations. In
2025, it has been reviewed to align it with the new organizational structure. Further updates and new materials will
continue to be added as needed to ensure the EQAS continues to reflect emergent best practice and management
requirements.

Anne-Claire Luzot, Director of Evaluation, November 2025
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Introduction

1. Strategic evaluations (SEs) are forward-looking and assess strategic, systemic or emerging corporate
issues, programmes and initiatives with global or regional coverage that are selected for their relevance to
World Food Programme’s (WFP's) strategic direction.

2. Overview of the guidance. These guidance materials apply to the management and conduct of SEs.
They are structured following the five phases of an evaluation, focusing on processes, outputs and quality
standards that will be used for each of them. The five phases are:

1. Preparation
Inception
Data collection

Reporting

vk N

Follow-up and dissemination

3. The process guidance shows the roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder: evaluation managers
(EMs); research analysts (RAs); evaluation team leaders and team members; WFP stakeholders, including
global headquarters focal points and other relevant Divisions (Global HQ including), regional offices,
regional evaluation technical teams (RETTs) and country offices; other stakeholders; and the Director of
Evaluation (DoE) or Deputy Director of Evaluation (DDoE) whenever responsible for clearance of the SE. The
Global, Synthesis & System-wide Unit is responsible for updating this Process Guide and coordinating
strategic evaluation conduct.

4. The content guides and quality standards are provided for the outputs produced during each of the
evaluation phases. This guidance provides a brief introduction with general principles. Templates and a
quality checklist for each product are used by the EM, the second-level quality assurer, the RA, evaluation
team leaders and evaluation teams.

5. Links are provided to other Office of Evaluation (OEV) guidance, such as cross-cutting technical
notes.

6. Key UNEG guidance such as UNEG norms and standards, 2020 UNEG ethical guidelines for evaluation,
UNEG guidance for integrating human rights and gender equality in evaluation, and 2022 UNEG Guidance
on Disability Inclusion in Evaluations are also referenced where relevant.

7. Overview of time taken to conduct an SE. The time for conducting an SE is approximately 17 months
from the initial preparation of the concept note to the follow-up and dissemination phase, when the reports
are presented to the Executive Board. However, the core of the process, which includes inception,
evaluation and reporting, would normally last up to ten months. The table below illustrates the duration of
each phase.

Phase Average time (months)

" Reporting I

Total 17




8. The timeframe aims to balance the necessary requirements for quality and feedback while also
ensuring timeliness and utility with regard to organizational processes in the area being evaluated. The
preparation phase, including the preparation of the concept note, terms of reference (ToR) and selection of
an evaluation team from among the list of companies with the long-term agreement (LTA) with the OEV,’
may be completed well in advance of the start of the inception phase. The follow-up and dissemination
phase is related to the timing of Executive Board sessions in terms of completion.

9. Quality assurance (QA): WFP's evaluation quality assurance system (EQAS) sets out processes with
steps for QA and templates for evaluation products based on standardized checklists. QA will be
systematically applied during the evaluation and relevant documents will be provided to the evaluation
team. This QA process does not interfere with the views or independence of the evaluation team but
ensures that the report provides credible evidence and analysis in a clear and convincing way and draws its
conclusions on that basis. The evaluation team will be required to ensure the quality of data (reliability,
consistency and accuracy) throughout the data collection, synthesis, analysis and reporting phases. OEV
expects that all deliverables from the evaluation team are subject to a thorough QA review by the
evaluation company in line with WFP's EQAS prior to submission of the deliverables to OEV. All final
evaluation reports will be subjected to a post hoc quality assessment by an independent entity through a
process that is managed by OEV. The overall rating category of the reports will be made public alongside
the evaluation reports.

10. For the preparation phase, the EM has primary responsibility for developing the ToR in line with
CEQAS standards. The EM is also responsible for drafting the summary evaluation report (SER) in the
reporting phase in consultation with the evaluation team leader. As strategic evaluations are managed by
Senior Evaluation Officers, the second-level QA and final approver are one and the same - either the DDoE
or DoE.

11. For the inception and reporting phases, the evaluation team leader and the consultancy company
that hired them (when this is the case) have primary responsibility for timely delivery of evaluation products
that meet the centralized evaluation quality standards. In addition, there are two levels of QA within the
OEV for products developed by evaluation teams:

1. First-level quality assurance (QA1) is undertaken by the EM with the support of the RA, as
relevant, for the outputs to be produced by the evaluation team at each stage of the process: each
draft of the inception and evaluation reports. The EM should complete the QA checklists for each
product submitted by the evaluation team prior to submission to the QA2.

2. Second-level quality assurance (QA2)/final approval is undertaken by the DoE or DDoE if
clearance of all deliverables has been delegated to them. When satisfied with the quality, the EM
will submit the final draft deliverable for clearance to the DoE or DDoE. Documents should be
submitted for approval through the electronic approval system after having anticipated the date of
submission in the OEV calendar of deliverables.

1 Should no evaluation firms present viable proposals, individual evaluators can be hired by OEV to make up an
evaluation team.



Figure 1: Overview
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Phase 1: Preparation

The principles of independence, impartiality, credibility and utility, as well as ethics, have a number of
specific implications at preparation phase as follows.

Independence: The EM ensures that the selected independent evaluators have not had prior
involvement with the subject to be evaluated and have no vested interest.

Impartiality: The EM prepares the concept note and ToR following this process guide to ensure an
absence of bias in terms of scope and design. An internal reference group (IRG), which includes key WFP
stakeholders, is formed to help steer the evaluation and reduce risk of bias. Impartiality is critical to the
usefulness and credibility of the evaluation. An external advisory group (EAG) may be formed to provide
inputs to the evaluation process and substance.

The credibility of an evaluation is determined by its independence, impartiality, transparency and
methodological appropriateness and rigour. The selected evaluation team should have recognized

expertise in the relevant fields and a track record of producing high-quality evaluations.

Utility: An explicit discussion on the intended use of the evaluation takes place with internal and
external stakeholders, when relevant. The evaluation questions should be focused, appropriate and
relevant to the users’ needs and linked to the evaluation’s objective(s) (accountability and/or learning). A
concept note may be developed to propose an initial scope, methodology, approach and evaluation
questions. The evaluation ToR then set out the evaluation’s purpose, scope and intended use(s) by
various stakeholders. The EM effectively steers the evaluation process to ensure adherence to the
planned timeline and timely completion of the evaluation.

Ethics: The UNEG ethical guidelines include a pledge of ethical conduct in evaluation that has to be
followed by all evaluation commissioners and evaluators contracted by WFP as well as a checklist of
ethical issues that the EM and evaluation teams should consider at each phase of the process.

12. Astrategic evaluation begins with an email from the DoE to launch the evaluation and request
meetings to define the scope. The EM reaches out to key stakeholders for initial consultations and to gather
documentation to inform the development of a concept note.

13. Given that many evaluands in strategic evaluation are broad and complex, a concept note is usually
prepared to begin scoping and inform consultations with key stakeholders. The concept note is intended to
inform discussions with key stakeholders at an early stage in the preparation phase on the evaluation
scope, possible methodological approaches, potential evaluation questions and an appropriate analytical
framework. The concept note should follow the template and be brief. Sufficient time should be allocated
for consultations with stakeholders based on the concept note prior to development of the full ToR. The
concept note is submitted for approval prior to being shared with stakeholders.

14. The terms of reference (ToR) are the major output of the preparation phase and they provide the
first substantive overview of the evaluation. They constitute the EM's main instrument to inform key
stakeholders of the evaluation approach and to obtain their feedback, as well as to instruct potential
evaluators on the assignment as the basis of their proposals. The ToR are annexed to the contract of the
selected consultancy firm or to the contract of individual members of the evaluation team when hired as
individual consultants. A description of the ToR preparation process is available in Section 1.2.

15. The ToR should include a clear description of the scope, methodology, evaluation questions, evaluability
assessment, sampling and proposed country-level engagement, including clarity on the selection criteria for
country engagement.

16. A country selection matrix including information on all countries where WFP has activities is
maintained by the Global, Synthesis & System-wide Unit. Some of the data captured for the benefit of
global evaluations includes data on income classification, country strategic plan timeframe, needs-based
plan, and recently completed, ongoing or planned evaluations and audits by country. Country selection for
missions or desk reviews is a fundamental part of all global evaluations and data from country studies is



expected to inform global analysis. The final approval of country selection rests with the DoE/DDoE. The EM
should consult the most recent version of the country selection matrix and adapt it to include data specific
to the subject of the evaluation. This will enable an examination of data across countries and regions and
will facilitate the identification of a long list of countries? included in the TOR.

17. Once the ToR are cleared, a two-page summary ToR is prepared as a communication tool to be used
throughout the evaluation.

18. In addition to developing a concept note and the full ToR, there are other steps in the preparation
phase for strategic evaluations:

19. Internal reference group (IRG). During the preparation phase, the EM is responsible for identifying key
units/Divisions/departments and drafting the request for nominations for IRG membership, which is issued
by the DoE/DDoE, informing potential members of their roles in the evaluation process and formalizing the
IRG. The overall purpose of the IRG is to contribute to the credibility, utility and impartiality of the evaluation
by providing feedback on key deliverables. For this purpose, its composition and role are guided by the
following principles:

e Accuracy: Feedback from stakeholders at key steps of the preparatory, data collection and reporting
phases contributes to accuracy of the facts and figures reported in the evaluation and of its analysis.

e Transparency: Keeping relevant stakeholders engaged and informed during key steps ensures
transparency throughout the evaluation process.

e Ownership and use: Stakeholders’ participation enhances ownership of the evaluation process and
products, which in turn may positively impact its use.

20. The IRG should be composed of representatives of the relevant global HQ-based units/Divisions,
including Regional Offices where relevant.

21. External advisory group (EAG). It has proven beneficial on occasion to identify external experts who
can provide advice to the EM on the subject of the evaluation. Where an EAG is identified as beneficial, the
EM should identify a maximum of three to five experts in consultation with the DoE/DDoE (depending on
who is clearing the evaluation deliverables). This should be done during the ToR preparation phase and
should include relevant subject-matter experts. Advice may be sought on draft ToR, if the EAG is established
in time, draft inception and evaluation report.

22. The EM should ask for suggestions from key IRG members and also identify names drawing from the
research carried out to develop the evaluation ToR. Once a list of potential EAG members has been compiled,
the EM will discuss it with the QA2 and DoE/DDoE. Following that discussion, the EM will draft an email to be
sent from the DoE account to reach out to the individuals identified to request their engagement.

23. As no honorarium is typically offered, emphasis should be placed on the value to be gained by the EAG
member through their association with an evaluation of a WFP thematic area. An acknowledgement can be
added to the evaluation report as follows: The contribution of EAG members will be acknowledged including their
name and affiliation in the inside cover page of the final evaluation report that will be uploaded on the WFP
evaluation portal page and disseminated widely internally and externally to WFP.

24. Identification and contracting of an evaluation team. Finally, the preparation phase also includes
the identification and contracting of an evaluation team to undertake the evaluation. The EM should check
the LTA tracking sheet to identify the firms that expressed an interest in conducting the evaluation.
Assuming that there were a sufficient number of firms that responded positively, brief information on the
expected timeline of the evaluation, the scope and team requirements can be shared with the firms that
expressed interest ahead of sharing the full ToR. Once the ToR have been finalized, these are shared with
the shortlisted companies with a clear deadline for submission of a technical and financial proposal
according to the relevant template. The link to the scoring table to be used for the assessment of the
proposals is listed as key reference material under Section 1.3. Once the appropriate team has been
selected, the EM will draft a decision memo to be submitted electronically to the DoE/DDoE for approval.

2 Country selection for each evaluation is based upon criteria designed to derive maximum learning and insight
from across WFP's work, and practical considerations of timing and evaluation coverage to ensuring that no
country office is overexposed.



The decision memo should include a recommendation to justify the selected company and evaluation team,
the budget for the whole evaluation, including the cost for the evaluation conduct and any costs to be
incurred by the EM, the ToR, scoring grid with the results of the assessment and list of all team members
with the roles and daily rates.

25. Gender and women’s empowerment (GEWE), as well as equity, disability and inclusion approaches,
should inform evaluation thinking from the start of the preparation phase throughout the evaluation. The
templates and quality checklists signal clearly when this should be done, starting with the concept note, ToR
templates, Technical Note on i) Integrating Gender in WFP Evaluations, and ii) Integration Disability
Inclusion in WFP Evaluations.

26. The purpose of the process guide is to provide a step-by-step description of the process leading to the
finalization of the ToR and the summary ToR, and the selection of the evaluation team, highlighting the
roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder.

27. The steps, including the roles, responsibilities and actions, are provided in Figure 2.



Figure 2: Process map for preparation and finalization of the terms of reference
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Evaluation

Collects and reviews key documents

Following consultation with the QA2, prepares a concept note according to the template. The
concept note serves to initiate scoping, stakeholder identification, methodology and approach, as
well as to draft potential evaluation questions. The concept note is used to facilitate discussion with
key stakeholders to this end. The EM submits the concept note for approval prior to sharing with
internal stakeholders to facilitate discussions on the evaluation

Conducts a stakeholder analysis to identify key stakeholders (internal (WFP) and external
(governments, institutions, partners)), and establishes an IRG and potential members of an EAG

Undertakes preliminary consultations with key stakeholders to get an overview of: priorities and
concerns; the dimensions of the evaluand; data availability and quality; political dimensions

Under supervision of the EM:

Builds an E-library

Collects relevant documents (corporate, global)

Liaises with evaluand focal point for additional documentation

Drafts text on data quality and availability

Oversees the development of a list of stakeholders, including for the IRG

Inputs basic information on the evaluation into the management information system

O O O O ©

Following initial consultation based on the concept note, if prepared, consults with the QA2 and
agrees on the preparation of draft ToR (including IRG composition)

Submits draft ToR to the QA2/approver

Review draft concept note prior to sharing with stakeholders and reviews the DO ToR. Gives
feedback to EM, either:

o Approval
o  Request for revision

If cleared, prepares draft email, draft ToR and comments matrix to be issued to relevant DED/AED,
Division Directors, RDs and subject-matter focal points, requesting comments and nominations of
IRG members from the DoE account and signed off by either the DoE or DDoE, or

Revises draft ToR, if necessary; repeat previous step

Sends out renewed call for an expression of interest or shares draft ToR with LTA
organisations/individuals that have expressed interest, requesting them to prepare a proposal

The identified stakeholders will have a minimum of two weeks to comment on the ToR

Reviews the comments and revises the ToR accordingly
Adds replies to the comments matrix to explain action taken

Reviews proposals from evaluation firms, assessing them using the standard template and
preparing an online decision memo to be submitted to the DoE/DDoE for approval [add link to LTA
guidance on SharePoint. Refer to Annex 1 for LTA scoring table]

Approves the final ToR

Approves the budget and selection of the LTA by signing off on the decision memo (add link to
template)

Shares final ToR with Policy Committee, external auditor and Director of Internal Audit (as per the
communication protocol)

Sends out email to any potential EAG members, where relevant, requesting participation

Approves email sharing final ToR with the Policy Committee (PC) and Risk Committee (RC) (only if the
topic is relevant), external auditor, and Director of Internal Audit (cc as per Communication Protocol)



« Drafts email with final ToR along with the full comments matrix, including feedback on the points
raised, to be shared by DoE/DDoE.

» Sends the ToR to Use and Comms Unit for posting on the WFP websites (internal and external)
« Follows up with the Admin team to ensure the creation of the PO

« Collects ethical and confidentiality pledges from all evaluation team members

» Follows up with potential EAG members once the email from the DDoE/DoE has been sent out

Evaluation
manager

N

1.2 PREPARATION PHASE CONTENT GUIDE AND QUALITY STANDARDS

28. The purpose of this section of the guidance is to assist EMs in drafting the concept note and ToR for
SEs. The concept note and ToR should each follow the structure and standard content described in the
respective templates below. The ToR should cover the minimum requirements as per the quality checklist
and not exceed 10,000 words, excluding annexes.

29. QA2 aims to ensure that enough background research has been undertaken to set out ToR that will
adequately guide the conduct of the evaluation. The quality checklist will be used by the EM when the QA2
is also the approver (DoE/DDoE) to assure quality, providing systematic and constructive feedback as
needed. The quality checklist includes:

a. Criteria concerning the content (accuracy, adequate level of detail to understand the issues without
being too detailed, well-substantiated choices, for instance, when narrowing down the scope, etc.)

b. Checking whether the required content has been included in the ToR

c. Process (for instance, timeline).

1.3 REFERENCE MATERIAL FOR THE PREPARATION PHASE

Templates and quality checklists Technical notes Other reference material

. v LTA Tracki h
v Concept Note Template v' Technical Note on racking Sheet
Principles, Norms and v OEV Communication Protocol
v’ ToR Template Stand'ards
v Decision Memo (Admin Portal)
v" Summary ToR Template )
' v" Technical Note on v LTAScoring Matri
v" Quality Checklist for ToR Evaluation Criteria and caring Matrix
v Internal Reference Group Juestions

ToR v" Technical Note on
Stakeholder Analysis

v' External Advisory Group
ToR v" Technical Note on Gender
integration, Quick Guide
and Checklist



https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ET9HUL501UVKtG-zyg2G2fABeqep6C_yDSEClvUO0_Hzmw?e=ySkmlU
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ET9HUL501UVKtG-zyg2G2fABeqep6C_yDSEClvUO0_Hzmw?e=ySkmlU
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000136780/download/
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000136780/download/
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/Efnz4_jOkpRFiupmcoUUMwQBndND-idleEBZwvFdDYiW6g?e=c2Lk5I
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/Efnz4_jOkpRFiupmcoUUMwQBndND-idleEBZwvFdDYiW6g?e=c2Lk5I
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EazV4XJd9NxAs-VDTFqPipwBl19nnO8NK7yqhlPSRbrNfQ?e=yzZ3mA
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EazV4XJd9NxAs-VDTFqPipwBl19nnO8NK7yqhlPSRbrNfQ?e=yzZ3mA
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EffP0oKIh09Ag9ldkUn2kp4BBr2Nv3-pmnq7z0JgaXEBwQ?e=XJ6wZq
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EffP0oKIh09Ag9ldkUn2kp4BBr2Nv3-pmnq7z0JgaXEBwQ?e=XJ6wZq
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/Ee4BoKYQschFtoEChEV-iJYBNWeOB2hl0XhjYZ-PuNXpQQ?e=5FQZbo
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/Ee4BoKYQschFtoEChEV-iJYBNWeOB2hl0XhjYZ-PuNXpQQ?e=5FQZbo
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003179/download/?_ga=2.135578481.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003179/download/?_ga=2.135578481.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003179/download/?_ga=2.135578481.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003173/download/?_ga=2.135578481.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003173/download/?_ga=2.135578481.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003173/download/?_ga=2.135578481.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000002694/download/?_ga=2.127388365.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000002694/download/?_ga=2.127388365.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000002691/download/?_ga=2.121965643.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000002691/download/?_ga=2.121965643.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000023365/download/?_ga=2.127388365.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000023366/download/?_ga=2.127388365.114026865.1760358428-1874378565.1756796446
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/Efe3j7mabXBEoNO1-MmyE_4BzwyUEQdy21htbcrY7sp5zw
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ERluZ02_hltHurHeK94Nmv0BFfX82GF_3_2cScxGWjJMbQ?e=Xa0747
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ERluZ02_hltHurHeK94Nmv0BFfX82GF_3_2cScxGWjJMbQ?e=Xa0747
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/sites/OEV-Adminteam/SitePages/OEV-Admin.aspx?&siteid=%7b70C89D96-DE94-4C59-87B3-8BCC8DCE86AA%7d&webid=%7b0573C609-4A4C-4E4E-9D5B-43B9B6D69A08%7d&uniqueid=%7bBE2CFDB0-6222-4894-BD6B-DF44F2C39E07%7d
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EUEjOpiFJNdCrmHVbDBRgOYB54cgDHf_A3UMl_zHOdfOMw?e=ArPMtk
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EUEjOpiFJNdCrmHVbDBRgOYB54cgDHf_A3UMl_zHOdfOMw?e=ArPMtk

Phase 2: Inception

The principles of independence, impartiality, credibility and utility, as well as ethics, have a number of
specific implications at inception phase as follows.

Independence: To ensure the adequate implementation of evaluation standards and principles, the EM
and stakeholders should provide the evaluation team access to key informants and all available data at
the start of the inception phase.

Credibility: The evaluation approach and methodology should be appropriate to respond to the
evaluation questions, and the methods for data collection, analysis and interpretation should be
transparently documented in the inception report. The sites and stakeholders should be selected

according to explicit criteria. The inception report should benefit from inputs from key stakeholders and
a rigorous QA process.

Utility: The evaluation team, with the support of the EM, should ensure an efficient evaluation process
that is useful to key stakeholders’ evidence and learning needs.

Ethics: Evaluators should behave ethically in all interaction with stakeholders. Adequate ethical
safeguards and data collection methods should be clearly indicated in the inception report and assessed
by the EM.

30. The inception phase serves to ensure that the evaluation team (leader and members) develop an in-
depth understanding of the subject of the evaluation and other requirements indicated in the ToR and can
translate them into a workplan according to which the evaluation will be carried out. The inception report
describes the proposed evaluation approach and methodology including the data collection and analysis
methods selected to answer the evaluation questions, evaluability assessment, stakeholder mapping,
process steps, and if and how the evaluation team intends to use Artificial Intelligence in the evaluation.3

31. The inception phase involves an initial analysis of background materials* and discussions with key
stakeholders that will give the evaluation team a greater understanding of issues and concerns related to
the subject being evaluated and its implementation. The evaluation team is also expected to further expand
some elements of the ToR, notably ensuring that the evaluation subject, context and scope are correct,
relevant, up-to-date, appropriately nuanced and politically sensitive. The inception report is meant to clearly
confirm the evaluation scope, how the work is to be performed, who is to do what, what is to be produced
and when deliverables are expected.

32. Within this framework, the main objectives of the inception phase are to:

+  Refine the context analysis within and external to WFP, with a focus on the areas the evaluand is
seeking to address

+  (Re)construct a theory of change or logic model, as appropriate, related to the evaluand Deepen
and finalize the evaluability assessment, and state how this will be used in implementing the
evaluation

+  Fine-tune the evaluation scope and sub-questions, as relevant and appropriate, also in view of the
evaluability assessment

+  Deepen and finalize the stakeholder mapping and analysis

+  Building upon all the above, define the evaluation methodology giving due consideration to ethical
issues, risks and mitigation strategies

3 As per OEV Info Brief on Ethical Use of Artificial Intelligence in WFP Evaluations.

4The evaluation team should refer to the most recent WFP policy compendium to identify WFP policies that are relevant
to the scope of the evaluation. For WFP circulars, given that they are not in the public domain, the Evaluation Manager
and RA are responsible for sharing relevant circulars and directives.
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+ Develop a detailed evaluation matrix, bringing together the evaluation questions and sub-
questions, lines of enquiry and indicators, information sources and data collection tools

+  Consider the modalities to be applied in the data collection phase - virtual, in person or a
combination of the two (e.g. full country mission, desk review ‘plus’ or desk review)

+ Clearly define the criteria applied for country selection, and list the selection of countries to be
included in the evaluation, based on the application of the sampling criteria, and set out the
planned field visit schedule®

+ Develop data collection tools and test them as appropriate and feasible

* Clearly identify approaches to data protection, storage and treatment

+ Develop a detailed workplan with roles and responsibilities for the team and deadlines for each
deliverable.

33. Section 2.1 explains the activities that should be conducted during the inception phase; Section 2.2
provides guidance on the expected content and quality standards of the inception report; and Section 2.3
includes links to all relevant reference documents for this phase.

2.1 INCEPTION PHASE PROCESS GUIDE

34. The inception phase requires that the ToR are final. The evaluation team should also have been
identified and hired. The following will have been completed and provided to the evaluation team:

+ ToR
+ Library of relevant documents on a file-sharing platform
+  Preliminary stakeholder analysis and list of stakeholders.

35. The process guide clarifies roles, responsibilities and participation during the inception phase and
provides a step-by-step description of tasks, particularly those leading to the finalization of the inception
report for the evaluation.

36. Aglobal headquarters briefing should be held early in the inception phase to ensure the team is fully
apprised of the OEV's requirements for SEs and that it has the opportunity to interact with WFP global HQ-
based stakeholders. This will be virtual or in person, depending on the circumstances, but the physical
presence of the team leader and selected team members in Rome/a Regional Office for a briefing will add
value in terms of team-building with the EM and preparation of the inception mission. The briefing is not
generic but requires the evaluation team to have conducted an initial literature review and begun
preparations so that the briefing is also structured around their specific questions. The headquarters
briefing will include an introductory meeting with the DDoE and/or DoE.

® Primarily desk review with a select number of interviews.
6 The evaluation firm is expected to make the necessary arrangements for the evaluation team to travel in the
country(ies) as per the evaluation ToRs

11



Figure 3: Overview of roles and responsibilities for the global headquarters briefing

Evaluation manager Evaluation team

- Organizes and participates in inception * Reviews the documentation provided including
WEFP policies that are relevant to the scope of
* Introduces WFP and the evaluation subject e evalu§tlon . o
i * Prepares interview protocols and clarifies the
* Explains the ToR and EQAS . ..
role of evaluation team members; is
* Presents key datasets and any evaluability responsible for any note-taking
concerns (with RA support) « Confirms understanding of EQAS requirements
+ Raises any issues pertinent to the evaluation
conduct

meetings

Inception phase -
Stakeholders HQ briefing Director of Evaluation/Deputy
* Meet the evaluation team and EM Director of Evaluation
* Share information on the subject of the + Greets the evaluation team at the start of
evaluation and particular expectations from the global HQ briefing
the evaluation, and respond to questions + Receives a debriefing at the end of the
* Provide additional documentation, as global HQ briefing
required

Country-based inception missions can provide the evaluation team with an ability to refine the evaluation
questions, and explore the subject of the evaluation from a different vantage point. They are also helpful to
ensure that the evaluation process commences on an appropriate tone, to ensure stakeholder buy-in and
engagement, and to identify data sources which may not be available at Global HQ. Depending on the
subject of the evaluation, a country-based inception mission may or may not take place. Where it does take
place, the main objectives of the inception mission are to:

37. Meet stakeholders to establish rapport and buy-in for the evaluation, and to understand their
perspectives and any concerns related to the subject under evaluation and its implementation

e Finalize the evaluability assessment, including data availability/quality and utility

e Engage with a range of stakeholders in an effort to refine the evaluation sub-questions and
methodology.

38. For SEs, any country-based inception mission is conducted by the evaluation team leader, together
with the EM. The RA may also attend the inception mission(s), subject to approval by the DoE/DDoE and the
Head of Analysis and Research Unit (ARU). The decision will be made taking account of (i) data needs (where
the RA can add most value); and (ii) logistics and budget availability.

39. In-person inception missions usually last five working days in country but can vary depending on the
agreed evaluation approach.

40. Preparation of the inception report. The inception report is the operational plan for the evaluation
and provides transparency to key stakeholders on what the evaluation will cover and how it will be carried
out. Therefore, the draft inception report should focus on issues that affect the evaluation scope, validation
of the theory of change, methodology and fieldwork.

41. Allissues should be resolved before the inception report is considered final. The data collection phase
cannot start until the inception report has been approved by the DDoE.
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Figure 4: Overview of roles and responsibilities for the inception phase

« Provides the team with relevant documents (background materials on the subject of the evaluation
and EQAS documents) for preparation prior to the inception phase

« Organizes and participates in the global HQ briefing interviews and inception mission(s)
« Shares data for the purposes of country mission selection

« Discusses possible methodological approaches to enhance utility

v « Discusses the role of the EM in the analysis of the data prior to report writing

+  Prepares emails to send to relevant Country Directors from the DoE account to request participation
in inception and, eventually, data collection missions

Evaluation
Manager

» Provides the evaluation team with access to the E-library; supports the EM in identifying and
highlighting key reading material

« Supports the preparation of (i) the global HQ briefing; and (ii) the inception mission(s)

« Prepares PowerPoint presentation on datasets and delivers presentation to the evaluation team

+  Follows up with stakeholders on documents mentioned during the briefings

v « Participates in the inception mission (if approved) to support data collection and analysis

« Updates management information system once the inception report has been approved by the
DoE/DDoE

+ Analyses data for the data collection missions

Research
Analyst

« Reviews ToR and other relevant documentation in preparation for the inception briefings

« Coordinates the evaluation team engagement in the global HQ briefing, leads the inception mission
and the development of the inception report in line with the process guide

« Shares ideas on approaches to data collection and sampling

Evaluation
Team
Leader
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Figure 5: Process map for inception report preparation
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Drafts the inception report according to the template and ensures internal QA is carried out
Submits the quality-assured draft to the EM by the agreed deadline

Reviews and comments on the draft inception report, with support of the RA
Provides feedback to the evaluation team using the quality checklist

Shares DO or D1 inception report with the EAG, where relevant, for comment. The choice of which
version to share to be made following an initial review and QA

Reviews revised inception report prior to submission to the approver

Reviews and provides comments on the draft inception report, specifically on data accuracy and
consistency, and on other topics as requested by the EM and in keeping with the RA role

Reviews the draft inception report
Shares comments with the EM for communication to the team leader

If required, revises the draft inception report based on comments received and submits it to the EM

Reviews the revised draft inception report and submits it to the DoE/DDoE for approval to be shared
for comments

Prepares email to issue the draft inception report and comments matrix to the IRG and relevant CDs
for comment within a two-week timeframe

Once cleared, issues draft inception report to the IRG and CDs of countries where inception
mission(s) took place for comments based on a draft email prepared by the EM

Reviews consolidated comments received and provides written guidance to the evaluation team, as
relevant

Shares the consolidated comments with the team leader with a request that they be addressed in
the matrix and by revising the inception report

Once this is done, submits the final inception report and the completed comments matrix to
DoE/DDoE through the approval system

Reviews all comments received, provides responses to each of them and revises the inception
report accordingly

Submits revised and final draft inception report to the EM

Quality assures final draft inception report and the response to the comments
Submits a quality-assured final inception report to the DoE/DDoE for approval

Drafts email and submits to DoE/DDoE for approval to share final inception report from the DoE
account (signed by whomever is the final approver)
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« Approves final inception report
« Reviews and gives approval for email to be issued with final inception report

« Circulates final inception report and completed comments matrix WFP stakeholders for their
information

+ Liaises with OEV Use and Comms Unit for wider dissemination
« Updates management information system milestone: inception report approved and includes
v information on team members

Evaluation
Manager

2.2 INCEPTION PHASE CONTENT GUIDE AND QUALITY STANDARDS

42. The purpose of this guidance material is to assist the evaluation team and the evaluation team leader
in drafting the inception report. The inception report should follow the structure described in the OEV
template. The content should cover the minimum requirements as per the quality checklist and be adapted
to the specific subject under evaluation. It should not exceed 12,000 words, excluding annexes.

43. Quality assurance aims to ensure that sufficient research, stakeholder consultation and analysis have
been undertaken to inform the methodology of the evaluation and to guide its conduct. The SE inception
report quality checklist includes:

44. Expected content and assessment criteria for each section of the inception report, including evaluation
features, context, description of the subject of the evaluation, including theory of change/logic model,
scope, stakeholder analysis, evaluation approach, methodology and ethical considerations, evaluation
matrix, data collection methods and sampling criteria

e Criteria concerning the workplan, its feasibility and likelihood of generating a credible evaluation
e Acontentoutline
e Process steps and minimum standards.

45. The EM, with the support of the RA, carries out first-level QA of the inception report, using the quality
checklist to provide systematic and constructive feedback. The EM then submits the draft inception report
to the DoE/DDoE for QA2 review and eventual approval.

15



2.3 REFERENCE MATERIAL FOR THE INCEPTION PHASE

Templates and quality checklists Technical notes Other reference material

Inception Report Template | v Technical Note on Principles, = v* OEV Communication

Quality Checklist for the
Inception Report

Comments Matrix Template

Norms and Standards

Technical Note on
Stakeholder Analysis

Technical Note on Gender
Integration, Quick Guide and
Checklist

Technical Note on Evaluation

Matrix

Protocol

Centralized Evaluation
Formatting and Editorial
Guidelines (Inception report
template for SEs)

WEFP Guide to Personal Data
Protection and Privacy’ and
WEFP Circular No.
OED2024/002 re. Personal
Data Protection and Privacy
Framework

71t should be noted that in the final evaluation deliverables, sources of quotations of interviews, focus group
discussions and events should not allow for personal identification. Names of the reviewers could be displayed
only on the comment matrixes used internally by OEV evaluation managers, but they should not be shared
with the evaluation teams. In addition, comments should not quote individuals.
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https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000136776/download/
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https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/Ed0x8pWGQ5hLpqtt0EzyG3kBWuGJyfanm7MXPYl0hCks7w?e=kq2xcw
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003179/download/?_ga=2.176406885.1701510255.1761555729-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000003179/download/?_ga=2.176406885.1701510255.1761555729-1874378565.1756796446
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https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000002691/download/?_ga=2.153665912.1701510255.1761555729-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000002691/download/?_ga=2.153665912.1701510255.1761555729-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000023365/download/?_ga=2.153665912.1701510255.1761555729-1874378565.1756796446
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000023366/download/?_ga=2.153665912.1701510255.1761555729-1874378565.1756796446
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Phase 3: Data collection

The principles of independence, impartiality, credibility and utility, as well as ethics, have a number of
specific implications at data collection phase as follows.

Independence: Ensuring independence and impartiality implies that WFP employees should not be present
during the evaluation team'’s data collection activities with external stakeholders. The EM and the team
leader are responsible for anticipating different interests and counteracting attempts to avoid focus on
particular issues or with particular sub-groups, or to influence the evaluation in any way. The EM ensures
that evaluators have full access to available information and data as per the WFP Directive on information
disclosure. Evaluators have full freedom to conduct their evaluative work without interference or fear for
their career. Any challenges should be reported to the DoE/DDoE in a timely manner to facilitate resolution.

Credibility: The EM and team leader ensure that the evaluation is implemented as per design. If challenges

arise during the field mission, adjustments are made ensuring that those do not undermine impartiality.

Utility: The evaluation team organizes a debrief at the end of the evaluation mission with the support of
the EM and the participation of country office/relevant parts of Global HQ including regional offices as
appropriate. The EM organizes a data collection debrief at the end of the data collection phase where the
team leader presents preliminary findings and analysis from all lines of evidence.

Ethics: The evaluators behave ethically in all interactions with stakeholders and beneficiaries. They ensure
informed consent, protecting the privacy, confidentiality and anonymity of participants, and exercising
cultural sensitivity. They respect the autonomy of participants. They ensure the participants’ fair
recruitment and that evaluation results do not harm them or their communities. They have an obligation to
report any noted incidents of fraud, corruption, prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse (PSEA) or other
wrongdoing.®

46. The data collection phase is the phase when the evaluation team collects, synthesizes and starts
analysing information and data from primary and secondary sources as indicated in the inception report. It
is the time when the evaluation team pulls together the evidence on which it will report.

47. The details of the data collection phase are determined by the methodology chosen for a given
evaluation. Therefore, it may differ for each evaluation. The principles provided here apply to all SEs.

3.1 DATA COLLECTION PHASE PROCESS GUIDE

48. The data collection phase requires that the inception report is approved. In this phase the operational
plan found in the inception report is implemented.

49. The data collection phase is conducted by the evaluation team and consists, in general, of the following
steps, some of which should be carried out simultaneously: team briefings, desk review, surveys, in-country
activities and other data collection methods.

50. Team briefing(s). The team leader will brief all team members to ensure they have understood the
requirements of the evaluation and the operational plan in the inception report. The team briefing(s)
should also serve to generate clear agreements on the data collection, analysis and reporting requirements
for each team member.

51. Desk review. A thorough review and analysis of existing data and documentation concerning the
evaluand and associated relevant literature should start at the inception phase. During the data collection
phase this will be expanded as needed and each evaluation team member should have a complete
understanding of the documented evidence/information relevant to their part in the SE. This level of
preparation is essential to ensure best use of the time in the field when additional information and data
should be collected.

8 See guidance here: Where to seek support and report wrongdoing in WFP | WFPgo.
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52. Interviews. The evaluation team should conduct interviews with all relevant internal and external
stakeholders/key informants, including WFP employees at global HQ including regional offices, as well as
country offices and any other WFP offices, as relevant. External stakeholders may include government and
NGO representative, other partner agencies, representatives of related UN organizations, technical experts,
private sector partners, academics or others.

53. Missions. Data collection may take place to Global HQ, including Regional Offices, and/or to WFP
Country Offices. The evaluation methodology may also include tdesk reviews, desk review ‘plus’ aas well as
missions. The former will not involve interviews but will focus solely on a review of existing documentation.
Desk review ‘plus’ focuses primarily on the review of documentation with a few select interviews carried out
remotely (up to a maximum of ten). Full missions include document review and (in-person or virtual)
interviews and site visits. Where missions are to Country offices, they will include:

54. Security briefing

e Briefing with senior management to introduce the evaluation team and present the goals of the
mission; any concerns or issues of relevance are to be raised by senior management

e  Briefing with focal point for the evaluation, during which:

v' The evaluation team explains to stakeholders the purpose and conduct of the evaluation
and why the country has been selected for the particular evaluation.

v" The country office presents the agenda for the mission and clarifies any final points
necessary to ensure the smooth conduct of the mission.

e Interaction with WFP and other stakeholders through interviews, focus group discussions and
participatory evaluation methods, and collection of additional documentation and data, depending
on the evaluation design

e Exit debrief with senior management and all relevant staff (together or separately) - see details in
paragraph 61.

55. In-country meetings with government counterparts will be facilitated by the country office, including
attending the meeting to introduce the team leader and team members. Once introductions have been
made, country office colleagues should leave the evaluation team to carry out the interview independently.

56. All costs for fieldwork should be included in the budget approved along with the proposal from the LTA
firm. Should unforeseen costs arise, OEV will make arrangements to cover these, conditional on DoE
approval.

57. Other data collection methods may be used as relevant to ensure the successful conduct of the
evaluation as agreed in the inception report. Use of field-based data collection methods (e.g. surveys,
participatory stakeholder engagement) can complement other data collection methods but should be
designed and conducted with minimal burden on WFP staff and partners.

58. Data protection and confidentiality. The evaluation team must ensure confidentiality and the
protection of data when processing, storing and/or transferring personal data throughout data collection
activities, and must seek the consent of respondents. More specifically, when seeking personal data
through surveys, focus group discussions and interviews, the evaluators should disclose the purpose of the
evaluation and with whom the data may be shared. They should also provide contact details of the
person/entity to refer to for any concern on the use of their personal data. In the course of the evaluation,
personal data on beneficiaries should be encrypted and stored to restrict their accessibility. The evaluation
team should establish in advance the data retention plan, that is, how long the personal data collected
should be available for use by the evaluation. Any use of Artificial Intelligence (Al) should take place in
accordance with the OEV Guidance Note on the topic.®

59. Team meetings. The evaluation team should organize regular internal meetings to discuss progress
and issues arising during the data collection phase. The EM and team leader should regularly communicate
on progress, so that the EM can provide timely support when needed.

% OEV Info Brief on Ethical Use of Artificial Intelligence in WFP Evaluations.
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60. Analytical workshop(s). The team should also organize one or more workshops to jointly analyse
data and discuss emerging findings based on the evidence gathered, which should have been budgeted for
at proposal stage.lIt is generally advisable for the EM and where feasible the RA to participate in such
meetings, as agreed with the evaluation team leader. This should be confirmed in the Inception Report.

3.2 DATA COLLECTION PHASE CONTENT GUIDE AND QUALITY STANDARDS

61. Exit debrief. At the end of each mission, the evaluation team should organize an exit debrief (usually
delivering a PowerPoint presentation) to formally thank the hosting unit of WFP; report back on the
process; share key themes arising from the mission and any concerns arising; clarify any information gaps
and highlight next steps. Whereas the PowerPoint presentation is not a formal evaluation deliverable,
debriefing to the country office is mandatory in order that they are apprised of the key themes emerging
from the mission. A PowerPoint presentation is useful here.. . The exit may include as relevant:

e Purpose (evaluation objectives and uses)

e Context and reason for country selection, brief overview of mission coverage

e Preliminary themes emerging from the country study of relevance to the evaluation
e Any remaining gaps in data collection and where help is required

e Next steps, including feedback loops and opportunities for engagement in the wider evaluation
exercise.

62. Data collection debrief. 2-3 weeks after the country missions are complete, the evaluation team
leader may provide a debrief presentation to key stakeholders. This should occur at the end of the data
collection phase and prior to report writing. This may be conducted in person at global HQ but can also be
done remotely. As a global evaluation engages with colleagues from all regions, care should be taken to
organize this meeting using a modality and timing that enables the highest level of participation. The
debrief presentation should be shared with the EM at least three days prior to the presentation for review.
It should be reviewed by the QA2/approver, and not take longer than 25-30 minutes to deliver. Feedback
provided by key stakeholders on the preliminary findings should be used to inform data analysis,
triangulation and the formulation of findings for the evaluation report.

63. When a data collection debrief takes place, the content of the presentation should include, at a
minimum:

e Background to the evaluation and its rationale
e Brief overview of evaluation approach and methodology

e Preliminary themes emerging in response to the global evaluation questions
e Next steps, including feedback loops and opportunities for engagement.

The presentation should be followed by a discussion between participants and the evaluation team on the
preliminary findings from the evaluation.
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3.3 REFERENCE MATERIAL FOR THE DATA COLLECTION PHASE

Technical notes Other reference material

v OEV Communication Protocol

v" Technical Note on Evaluation Principles, Norms and

Standards .
Technical | i . « v WEFP Gui P | Data Protect

v Technical Note on Gender Integration, Quick Guide Guide to Personal Data Protection
and Checklist and Privacy and WFP Circular No.

OED2024/002 re. Personal Data
Protection and Privacy Framework
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Phase 4: Reporting

The principles of independence, impartiality, credibility and utility, as well as ethics, have a number of
specific implications at reporting phase as follows.

Independence: The evaluation team must be free from pressure to alter findings, conclusions and
recommendations in any way that is not supported by the evidence gathered by the evaluation.

Impartiality: The evaluation team should analyse data and present findings transparently and reflect
where different stakeholders held different views, while ensuring confidentiality. The evaluation team must
provide explicit rationale when they do not incorporate stakeholder feedback.

Credibility requires that findings are based on triangulated evidence and that clear connections are made
between findings, conclusions and recommendations. Findings and conclusions must be fair and

acknowledge the existence of differing views. The evaluation report explains the methodology and any
limitations, and presents evidence, findings, conclusions and recommendations in a complete and balanced
way.

Utility: A stakeholder workshop should be organized to present initial findings, conclusions and
recommendations to internal stakeholders. Recommendations - both strategic and operational - should be
drafted to ensure utility. The SER should be crafted to ensure that it will be useful to a wide range of
stakeholders, including Executive Board members.

Ethics: The evaluation team leader should inform the EM and the DoE of any allegations of wrongdoing and
misconduct without breaking confidentiality.

64. The reporting phase brings together the findings of the evaluation team in a concise analytical
evaluation report. The main outputs of the reporting phase are the evaluation report and the SER.

4.1 REPORTING PHASE PROCESS GUIDE

65. The reporting phase is undertaken after the data collection phase in order to synthesize, analyse, and
interpret all data collected. The evaluation team leader has primary responsibility for timely delivery of the
evaluation report that has been quality assured internally prior to submission and that meets OEV quality
standards. In addition, there are various levels of QA by the OEV depending on the EM of the SE. As
strategic evaluations are managed by senior evaluation officers, the QA2 and final approver is the DoE or
DDoE.

66. Figure 6 details the necessary steps to be followed to review and finalize the evaluation report.
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Figure 6: Process map for evaluation report review and finalization

+ Organizes analytical meeting/workshop with relevant evaluation team members before report
writing. The EM shoud be be invited to some or all of this meeting as agreed with the team leader

» Prepares the draft evaluation report in line with EQAS standards and quality assured internally

« Submits the complete, internally quality-assured, draft evaluation report to the EM by the agreed
deadline

Evaluation
Team
Leader

{

BERLLLL . Reviews draft evaluation report and completes quality checklist, including inputs from the RA

« Shares draft evaluation report with the EAG with a request for their feedback, where relevant
Provides comments to the team leader

Manager

{

Research
Analyst « Reviews and provides comments on the accuracy and consistency of quantitative data use and on

other topics as agreed with the EM and in keeping with the RA's role

{

AZEIWEW) - Following team leader revisions, reviews the revised report prior to submission to the DoE/DDoE for

approval to issue to stakeholders for comment

« Prepares the email for the DoE/DDoE to send out the draft report to the IRG for comment according
to the Communication Protocol

Manager

g

DoE/DDoE

N

« Circulates draft evaluation report and comments matrix to the IRG members with a minimum two-
week deadline

Internal
Reference

Group « Review and comment on the draft evaluation report by the deadline provider

{

» Reviews comments received and discusses any critical issues with approver
« Shares comments received with the team leader for revision

« Organizes the stakeholder workshop to follow the deadline for comments on the draft evaluation
report

Evaluation
Manager

{

Research

JE— « Organizes the comments received into 'general' and 'specific' (by paragraph) in the evaluation matrix
nalys

and shares it with the EM
« Supports the organization and conduct of the stakeholder workshop

{

« Leadership and engagement in the stakeholder workshop along with relevant team members
+ Reviews/discusses comments with the EM

» Revises draft evaluation report

« Returns comments matrix with replies to each comment

Submits a revised and final draft evaluation report

Evaluation
Team
Leader

(

+ Reviews and quality assures the final draft evaluation report
+  Submits the report to the DoE/DDoE for final approval

« Drafts email for final evaluation report to be shared with PC, RC (only if the topic is relevant) and IRG
from the DoE account

Evaluation
Manager

N
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» Reviews and approves the final evaluation report
« Shares final evaluation report, including the SER, with relevant stakeholders

67. A stakeholder workshop will be held either in person in Rome (one and a half to two days) or virtually
(spread over two to three sessions) during the finalization of the report. Prior to the workshop, a draft
report should be shared with a request for comments to be submitted, ideally, prior to the workshop. The
EM, RA and team leader should participate in the stakeholder workshop, at a minimum. The DoE/DDoE may
participate for some or all of the workshop, with the DoE/DDoE invited to formally open and close the
workshop. Facilitation can be carried out by the EM or be externally recruited.

68. The purpose of the workshop is to present and discuss the approach, findings, conclusions and draft
recommendations with a broad range of users. The workshop should be participatory and inclusive with
the aim of providing feedback on the evidence and sharpening the recommendations to ensure a high
degree of utility. Time should also be given for consideration of the management response to the draft
recommendations. The draft agenda and presentation could be shared with the QA2/approver for feedback
but does not need to be submitted for formal approval.

69. Summary evaluation report (SER). Once the full report has been cleared by the DoE/DDoE, the EM
prepares the SER, keeping it fully aligned with the evaluation report, but placing emphasis on specific areas
identified in consultation with the evaluation team leader and as important for stakeholders. The SER
should follow the agreed template and meet quality standards as defined in the quality checklist. Once
drafted, the EM should share it with the team leader for their review and validation. The draft SER is then
submitted to the DoE/DDoE for final approval.
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Figure7: Process map for summary evaluation report review and finalization

Evaluation

» Prepares the draft SER following approval of the evaluation report
» Follows template and quality checklist

Manager

DOE/BDOE Feedback is provided to the EM

If needed, the SER is revised prior to resubmission to the DDoE/DoE

® ¢

» Revises SER according to comments received from approver
« Shares revised draft SER with the team leader for review and validation

» Prepares the email for the draft SER to be shared with the PC and RC (only if the topic is relevant) for
comment

Evaluation

Manager

Reviews and clears the draft SER to be issued to the PC and RC (only if the topic is relevant) for their
comments

Circulates the draft SER to the PC and RC (only if the topic is relevant), using the email prepared by
the EM

Organizes meeting with the Leadership Group to discuss evaluation findings and recommendations,
as relevant

DoE/DDoE

@ ¢

Policy

T « PCand RC (only if the topic is relevant) provides comments on the draft SER (two weeks for

comments)
« Unitresponsible for management response coordinates its preparation

{

« Revises the SER based on comments received

« Discusses any further changes with the team leader following comments from the PC and RC (only if
the topic is relevant)

» Any areas of disagreement with the team leader will be discussed with the DoE/DDoE

» Finalizes the SER for DoE/DDoE review ahead of formal submission to the EB Secretariat by the OEV
Use and Comms Unit EB Focal Point

* Reviews and comments on the draft management response

Evaluation

Manager

DoE/DDoE
Reviews and approves the final version of SER

® ¢

« Edits the SER and shares proposed edits with the EM for review/agreement

Reviews edits and provides feedback to the EB Secretariat editors

®
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4.2 REPORTING PHASE CONTENT GUIDE AND QUALITY STANDARDS

70. The purpose of this guidance is to assist the evaluation team and the evaluation team leader in
drafting the evaluation report. The latter conveys the results of the evaluation in a way that corresponds to
the information needs of intended users and answers the three evaluation questions and related sub-
questions. Evaluation teams have final responsibility for the content of the evaluation report. OEV has the
final authority to approve and publish the report.

71. Data should be presented in a clear and concise manner (in tables, diagrams, etc.) as appropriate for
effective communication. They should be systematically analysed and interpreted. Findings should be clear,
analytically sound, evidence-based and relevant to the evaluation questions under review. The evaluators
should make a clear distinction between facts borne out by evidence and assumptions or plausible
associations they draw from the evidence. Conclusions should follow logically from the analysis of data and
findings. The report should be balanced and impartial and use constructive language.’® Recommendations
should be no more than an absolute maximum of six (ideally not more than four) and should focus on the
priority actions which WFP needs to undertake. They should be relevant, realistic (implementable), and
prioritized.

72. The evaluation report should specifically consider gender and inclusion dimensions. This implies in
particular ensuring that the analysis, findings, conclusions and recommendations adequately cover these
issues. In addition, a number of ethical considerations should be reviewed at the reporting stage (see
Annex 3 of UNEG Ethical Guidance).

73. The evaluation report should follow the OEV template and should cover the minimum requirements as
per the quality checklist.

74. The evaluation report, excluding the SER, should not exceed 30,000 words (approximately 55 pages),
and the annexes should not exceed 40,000 words. In order to minimize formatting issues, the evaluation
team should adhere to the template and content guide. The team leader is responsible for providing a
report and annexes in compliance with the OEV's editorial and formatting guidelines. The report should
focus on clarity and conciseness.

75. The SER should not exceed 7,500 words, including 1,500 for the recommendations, and is expected to
meet the standards set out in the quality checklist and to follow the template, providing high-quality
information in each section. The EM is responsible for providing a report in compliance with the OEV's
editorial and formatting guidelines. The draft SER is shared with the team leader for review and validation
prior to sharing with the Policy Committee (PC) and Risk Committee (only if the topic is relevant) and prior
to submission for final approval and publication.

76. The timelines for submission of the draft SER to the PC and RC have been agreed with the PC
Secretariat. They require that PC and RC members are given two weeks to review draft SERs.

77. Following comments submitted by members of the PC and RC (if relevant), the EM will finalize the SER.
The steps to be taken are summarized in Figure 8.

1011 line with WFP 2022 Voice, Tone and Terminology Guidance.
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Figure 8: Process map for summary evaluation report submission and EB session

Evaluation
Manager

(o] AAVELET )
Comms
Officer/EB

Evaluation
Manager

Evaluation
Manager

N

DoE/DDoE

N

Evaluation
Manager

N

DoE/DDoE

{

Submits final SER and fully amendable and legible versions of figures and charts included in the
report to the OEV Use and Comms Unit for sharing with the EB for editing and translation, as per EB
deadline, i.e. 12 weeks before the EB session

Submits the final SER to the EB Secretariat
Copies RMD in the transmission email to enable work on the management response

Edits the SER
Clears edits with the EM, who consults with the DoE
Sends the final SER for translation

Reviews the edited SER and discusses any revisions with the evaluation team leader, if necessary
Discusses any necessary changes with the DoE, as needed
Clears the edited SER for translation

Uploads final EB SER on the EB website

Prepares talking points and PowerPoint presentation for the informal consultation with the EB and
drafts the Executive Director memorandum

Revises talking points and PowerPoint presentation and prepares memo to the Executive Director
prior to the formal EB session

Approves talking points and PowerPoint presentation (normally ten working days before PC and RC
(if relevant) meeting, five working days before the EB informal and formal sessions)

Oversees and coordinates the management response to the recommendations

Following the informal consultation with the EB, revises talking points and PowerPoint in
accordance with reduced word/slide limits and a finalizes the Executive Director memo for
submission to DDoE/DoE for approval ahead of the EB session

Reviews and approves revised communications pack ahead of the EB session
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4.3 REFERENCE MATERIAL FOR THE REPORTING PHASE

Templates and quality checklists Technical notes Other reference material

v Evaluation Report v' Technical Note on v' OEV Communication
Template Evaluation Principles, Protocol
v" Quality Checklist for Norms and Standards v'  Centralized Evaluation
Evaluation Report v' Technical Note on Formatting and Editorial
SER Ternplate Gender Integration, Guidelines (SE ER
SER Template ) .
Quick Guide and template)
Quality Checklist for SER Checklist
Comments Matrix v" Technical Note on
Template Quality of Evaluation

Recommendations
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Phase 5: Follow-up and
dissemination

The principles of independence, impartiality, credibility and utility, as well as ethics, have a number of
specific implications at the follow-up and dissemination phase as follows.

Independence: All final evaluation reports, management response and post hoc quality assessment
results are published on WFP websites and disseminated through various channels

Utility: A management response is prepared for all evaluations, detailing how the evaluation
recommendations will be addressed. The implementation of follow-up actions is monitored. Opportunities
for wider organizational learning are pursued, including taking key discussions on evaluation results in key
workshops and contribution to the internal programme review and approval process.

78. Itis important that evaluation reports are accessible to a wide audience, as foreseen in the WFP
Evaluation Policy, to ensure the credibility and utility of evaluations through transparency. Dissemination
of the reports and evidence should follow the communication and dissemination plan designed at the
preparatory stage and revised if needed during the inception phase of the evaluation.

79. This section provides an overview of the final steps in the evaluation process to ensure that
evaluations are accessible to the audience of WFP. This section covers some of the final administrative
issues that have to be addressed by the EM. Specifically, this phase consists of the following components:

e Editing and design of full evaluation report

e Preparation of the management response

e Tagging of recommendations by theme for inclusion in the R2 system
e Executive Board preparation and presentation

e Dissemination of evaluation products

e Archiving of closed evaluations

e Administrative completion.
5.1 FOLLOW-UP AND DISSEMINATION PHASE PROCESS GUIDE

80. The submission of the SER to the Executive Board Secretariat and preparation for the discussion with
the Executive Board signals the final steps in the evaluation process to ensure that evaluations are
accessible to WFP.

81. This section also covers some of the final administrative issues that must be addressed by the EM.

82. Report editing, formatting and web publishing. The evaluation policy specifies that full evaluation
reports are public documents available on WFPgo and WFP.org Evaluation websites. In order to publish
the full evaluation report on the website ahead of the informal round table and Executive Board session
and facilitate access to it, the EM is responsible for:

Summary evaluation report
e Reviewing the edited SER and eventually clearing revisions with the team leader if/as necessary

e Sending the SER to the OEV Use and Comms Unit to share with the Executive Board Secretariat
for editing and translation (submission to Secretariat 12 weeks before the Executive Board
session)

e Ensuring that the final edited SER (i.e. after editing and final approval) is copied into the full
evaluation report as the executive summary.

83. The timeline for submission of the SER has been agreed with the Executive Board Secretariat. It is
summarized in Figure 8 along with various related process steps.

28



EM shares the approved SER with the OEV Use and Comms Unit to share

session

1 . . L . . 12 weeks
with EB Secretariat for editing, including RMD in copy
. EM clears edited SER for translation and consults DoE/DDoE in case of : "
weeks
major revisions or unresolved issues with EB Secretariat editor
EM prepares communication package for round table (PowerPoint 57 K
-7 weeks
3 | presentation and talking points and evaluation brief) and submits to
(3-5 weeks before round table)
DoE/DDoE for approval
4 EM requests OEV Use and Comms Unit to review and publish the 4-6 weeks
evaluation brief on WFPgo and the WFP.org Evaluation websites (2 weeks before round table)
5 EM drafts an email to be sent out by the DoE/DDoE to share the final 4-6 weeks
version of the report with WFP colleagues (2 weeks before round table)
. ) . 3-5 weeks
6 Last date for EB Secretariat to post final SER on EB website
(7-10 days before round table)
2 Submission of PowerPoint presentation and talking points for round table 3-5 weeks
to EB Secretariat for quality check (5-7 days before round table)
EM arranges meeting with key stakeholders and DoE/DDaE, prior to 3¢ K
-5 weeks
8 informal consultation, if issues need to be discussed prior to EB
] (5-7 days before round table)
presentation
9 | EM prepares shortened version of communication package for EB session 2-4 weeks
10 DoE/DDoE approves shortened version of communication package for EB 1-3 weeks

(1 week after round table)

Evaluation report

Sending the full evaluation report to the OEV Use and Comms Unit for editing and final formatting
as per corporate/OEV standards as soon as the evaluation report has been approved by the
DDoE/DoE, no later than two months before the Executive Board session

Coordinating with the OEV Use and Comms Unit for final editing and formatting of the full

evaluation report, prior to posting on the internet and intranet

Submitting the edited and formatted evaluation report, including the SER, for ‘final approval’ of

the DDoE/DoE

Alerting the post hoc quality assessment (PHQA) coordinator that the report is ready for PHQA

Drafting and clearing with the DDoE/DoE an introductory paragraph to the evaluation report for
the WFP.org Evaluation webpage. This paragraph should not exceed 600 characters and should
include a breakdown and categorization of main findings (which should not exceed seven

categories)

Reviewing the final edited and formatted version of the evaluation report and, when satisfactory,
sharing it with the OEV Use and Comms Unit to review and publish the report and the
introduction on the WFPgo and WFP.org Evaluation website and create the required links to

topics and countries

Checking that the full evaluation report and the SER have been published on WFPgo and the
WEFP.org Evaluation website at least two weeks before the Executive Board session and before the

informal round table.

84. Preparation of the management response. The evaluation policy specifies that a management
response to each evaluation will be submitted to the Executive Board at the same time as the SER.
Therefore, it is important to submit the SER on time so as to allow for timely preparation of the
management response.
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85. The Risk Management Division (RMD) is responsible for requesting and overseeing the preparation
and finalization of the management response for all centralized evaluations. The preparation can begin
based on the draft SER but should be updated in case there are any changes to the recommendations
during the finalization of the SER.

Note: Early submission to RMD is necessary to allow for the consultation, drafting and review by
concerned stakeholders of the management response, which, as an Executive Board document, is also
subject to the Executive Board Secretariat deadline for editing and translation (seven weeks before the
Executive Board session). To save time in the process, the EM can advise RMD of the draft
recommendations, especially if only minor revisions are expected as a result of the review process.

86. Tagging of recommendations by theme for inclusion in the R2 system. Once the SER has been
received by the Executive Board Secretariat and the management response completed, RMD will contact
the EM with the template to tag the evaluation recommendations according to relevant themes. This
information is included in the R2 system to facilitate searching and analysis.

87. Executive Board preparation, presentation and reporting. In preparation for the Executive Board
session, the EM will:

e Prepare talking points, PowerPoint slides, a draft two-page brief and a draft Executive Director
memo for the DDoE/DoE's review ahead of the round table/informal consultation with the
Executive Board. Talking points and PowerPoint should follow the word limits and templates
established for informal consultations (e.g. evaluation description, context, key findings (mix of
positive and negative), overall conclusions, lessons/key messages and summary of
recommendations)

e Following the informal consultation, revise the talking points and PowerPoint to reduce their
length in accordance with the standards established for the formal Executive Board sessions and
finalize the Executive Director memo with content related to the feedback received from member
states during the informal consultation with the Executive Board

e Check with the Executive Board Secretariat whether they have received any advance
statements/questions from Executive Board members (to be done from around one week before
the Executive Board session). If queries have been received from Executive Board members, draft
a response and clear it with the DoE/DDoE.

88. During the Executive Board session, the DDoE/DoE introduces the evaluation report. Attendance by
the evaluation team leader may be considered by the DDoE/DoE on an exceptional basis, consistent with
the budget and communications process planned for the evaluation in the ToR.

89. The EM will:

e Attend the specific informal round table and Executive Board session and know the report well
enough to respond to detailed questions, if required

e Take notes of the discussion during the session and pass responses to detailed questions to the
DDoE/DoE as required

e Within two days of receipt, review the summary highlights (five to ten lines) of the session
prepared by the Executive Board Secretariat and amend or clear them through the DDoE/DoE

e Review the summary record of the session prepared by the Executive Board Secretariat and clear
the revised version with the DDoE/DoE

e Discuss with the DDoE/DoE and Head of the Use and Comms Unit possible follow-up to the
Executive Board through communication or meetings with WFP stakeholders.

90. The DoE will request for a meeting of the Leadership Group or PC and RC (only if the topic is
relevant) to be convened to discuss an individual evaluation report or all reports being submitted for
consideration to a given Executive Board session. The communication package prepared for the round
table/informal consultation is used to inform this discussion. Additional information may be required if an
analysis of themes across evaluations is requested.
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91. Dissemination of evaluation reports and products. The evaluation report should be disseminated
actively, including briefs to be shared with stakeholders throughout the organization, in addition to the
evaluation report and the SER.

92. The EM, supported by the RA, is responsible for:

e Requesting that the OEV Use and Comms Unit review and publish the evaluation brief on WFPgo
and the WFP.org Evaluation websites and ensure it is published at least four to six weeks before
the Executive Board session

e Drafting an email to be sent out by the DoE to share the final version of the report with the IRG,
EAG, where relevant, and other key stakeholders, four to six weeks before the Executive Board
session

93. Archiving of closed evaluations. Through the evaluation process, a wide range of formal and
informal outputs are created, including documents, data, communications, etc. Such products are an
integral part of the evaluation process and should therefore be retained for future reference - for
transparency, accountability and internal learning purposes. The OEV's Evaluation Management
Information System on SharePoint facilitates this.

94. The EM, with support from the RA, is responsible for:

e Selecting files for inclusion in the system (the Word versions of the final SER and evaluation report
should be uploaded)

o Delivering a fully archived evaluation, including the reference library, at the end of the evaluation
cycle.

95. The OEV's evaluation information management system guidelines give details on the filing/archiving
process, file structures, and roles and responsibilities.

96. Finalization of administrative matters. Within one month of the finalization of the evaluation
report, the EM should:

e In cases where individual consultants have been hired to carry out the evaluation (not an LTA
firm), finalize with the OEV's business support associate any outstanding payments by reviewing
the status of travel expense claims and payments (to consultants as per attendance sheet or
firms as per invoices), etc.

e Advise the Head of Global, Synthesis & System-wide Unit to release uncommitted funds (if any)

e In cases where individual consultants have been hired to carry out the evaluation (not an LTA
firm), finalize the performance assessment requirements in the Performance and Competency
Enhancement (PACE) system for each consultant hired directly by the OEV

e Complete/update management information system requirements.
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5.2 REFERENCE MATERIAL FOR THE FOLLOW-UP AND DISSEMINATION PHASE

Templates and quality checklists Other reference material

v’ Executive Board Informal Consultation PowerPoint v" SOP for Management
Template Response to Centralized

) . ) . Evaluations
v’ Executive Board Informal Consultation Talking Points

Template v' Office of Evaluation
Communication Protocol

Executive Board PowerPoint Template

Executive Board Talking Points

Template for Evaluation Brief
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https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:p:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EcDqARsOB2FIuEKsACaart8Ba-l1Jg1BGiwcaj56-TTxoQ?e=yrUpw3
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:p:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EcDqARsOB2FIuEKsACaart8Ba-l1Jg1BGiwcaj56-TTxoQ?e=yrUpw3
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EQiNUSMccMNOj0XTpKDMiyYBcStfJZS35RILLOY7m4RtOw?e=joIu9q
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EQiNUSMccMNOj0XTpKDMiyYBcStfJZS35RILLOY7m4RtOw?e=joIu9q
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:p:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EcDqARsOB2FIuEKsACaart8Ba-l1Jg1BGiwcaj56-TTxoQ?e=yrUpw3
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/EQiNUSMccMNOj0XTpKDMiyYBcStfJZS35RILLOY7m4RtOw?e=joIu9q
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ETiRcWHG4pRAl5UpKhwQI_YBwXjBupADZk8Z7BcWI5QO1g?e=rDJtI7
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/sites/OfficeofEvaluation/WS%2012%20Quality%20Assurance/Cross-cutting%20Technical%20Notes/SOPs%20for%20CE%20Management%20Responses/SOP%20on%20Management%20Response%20to%20Centralized%20Evaluations.pdf
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/sites/OfficeofEvaluation/WS%2012%20Quality%20Assurance/Cross-cutting%20Technical%20Notes/SOPs%20for%20CE%20Management%20Responses/SOP%20on%20Management%20Response%20to%20Centralized%20Evaluations.pdf
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/sites/OfficeofEvaluation/WS%2012%20Quality%20Assurance/Cross-cutting%20Technical%20Notes/SOPs%20for%20CE%20Management%20Responses/SOP%20on%20Management%20Response%20to%20Centralized%20Evaluations.pdf
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ERluZ02_hltHurHeK94Nmv0BFfX82GF_3_2cScxGWjJMbQ?e=a92kJ0
https://wfp.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/OfficeofEvaluation/ERluZ02_hltHurHeK94Nmv0BFfX82GF_3_2cScxGWjJMbQ?e=a92kJ0

