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Annex 1. Terms of Reference for the evaluation  

Revised in the inception phase 
 

1 Background and context  

1. These TORs have been developed to guide the final evaluation of the Integrated Food 

Security Phase Classification (IPC) Global Strategic Programme (GSP, 2014-2018).  

2. The IPC is a global, multi-partner initiative to facilitate improved decision-making 

through consensus-based food security analysis. It is founded on a complementary 

set of analytical tools and protocols for analysing and classifying the severity and 

nature of food insecurity and nutrition to inform multi-agency response. The IPC 

analytical approach draws on a convergence of available evidence to classify the 

severity and causes of acute food insecurity and malnutrition with the view to enable 

clear communication for decision making.  

3. The purpose of the IPC is to promote more appropriate and effective policies and 

responses to food insecurity and malnutrition by providing decision makers with 

timely, reliable and accessible information about the food security and nutrition 

situation based upon the consensus of multiple stakeholders at national, regional and 

global levels. It provides:  

• a common technical approach to the analysis of pre-existing food security and 

nutrition information;  

• an institutional process for maximizing consensus between stakeholders about 

the current and likely food security and nutrition situation and minimizing 

political bias; 

• the basis for response analysis and decision making about appropriate policies, 

programmes and resource allocation.  

4. The IPC global initiative is led by an IPC Global Partnership including 13 major global 

agencies committed to eradicating food insecurity: FAO, UNICEF, WFP and the EC Joint 

Research Centre (JRC), along with Action Against Hunger International (ACF), CARE, 

Oxfam, Save the Children, the Global Food Security Cluster, FEWS NET and three 

Regional Inter-Governmental Agencies: CILSS (West Africa), IGAD (East and Central 

Africa) and SICA (Central America).  

5. The IPC Steering Committee is composed of senior management and technical 

representatives from these 13 IPC partner agencies and is responsible for strategic 

management of the Global IPC initiative. It is the governing body of the IPC. 

The IPC Global Strategic Programme 

6. The IPC Global Steering Committee (SC) gathered in October 2013 with the purpose 

of reaching consensus on an IPC Global Strategic Programme. Incorporating feedback 

from partner and donor consultations at the global, regional and country levels, the 

IPC Global Strategic Programme was launched in early 2014, with the intention of 

supporting the adoption of the IPC as a standard in the food security field. Initially 
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conceived as a three-year programme (2014-2016), the GSP has since been extended 

for two additional years to the end of 2018.  

7. The overall strategic objective of the GSP is that: “decision-makers at the global, 

regional and country level use the IPC for decision-making and this is providing the 

evidence and standards for better decisions that improve emergency and development 

policy and programming”. The programme has four outcomes, listed below and 

detailed in figure 2: 

• Outcome 1- Institutionalization  

• Outcome 2- Technical Capacity 

• Outcome 3- Relevant and high quality products 

• Outcome 4- Improved Access to IPC analysis for use in emergency and 

development policy and programming 

 

Figure 1: IPC GSP logic model 

IPC Strategic Objective

Decision maker’s at the global, regional and country level use the IPC for decision making and this is providing the evidence and 
standards for better decisions that improve emergency and development  policy  and programming 

Provision of timely /relevant informationHigh quality, standardized analysisSustainable IPC Governance Structures

Outcome 2: IPC food security analysis is 
professionalized and IPC global, regional and 
country level partners have decentralized 
capacity to apply IPC effectively

Output 2.1: IPC technical capacity enhanced and 
decentralized according to certification standards

Output 2.2:  IPC tools , training and learning 
materials are high standard, accessible, and widely 
applied

Output 2.3:  IPC is integrated into university / 
center of excellence curricula and programs

Outcome 1: Multi-partner ownership is governing the IPC effectively at the global, regional and country levels and the IPC is 
institutionalized within global, regional and national structures, frameworks and strategies

Output 1.1: IPC Global Steering Committee and Regional, National Technical working groups effectively own and lead roll-out of the IPC

Output 1.2: IPC is institutionalized and integrated into the policies and strategies of Regional Inter-governmental bodies and National Governments

Output 1.3:  IPC is institutionalized and integrated into the policies, frameworks and strategies of IPC Global partner agencies

Outcome 3: IPC products are of high quality 
and relevant for decision makers through 
continuous application, learning and technical 
development of the tools

Output 3.1: IPC regional and country analysis 
adheres to standards of quality and compliance 

Output 3.2:  IPC Acute and Chronic Food Insecurity 
analysis tools  continue to be relevant through 
technical development and application of lessons 
learned 

Output 4.3:  IPC Acute Nutrition Classification 
tools are developed and piloted

Output 4.4: Applied research partnerships formed 
to improve linkages between IPC and emerging 
priorities (climate change, resilience, gender)

Outcome 4: Global, Regional and Country-
level decision makers have access to timely 
and relevant IPC analysis to inform 
programming in emergency and development 

Output 4.1: Awareness and understanding of the 
IPC among decision makers

Output 4.2:  Provision of appropriate and timely 
IPC analysis

Output 4.3:  Effective strategic engagement of the 
IPC at global, regional and national levels

 
Source: GCP/GLO/691/USA Project document 

 

8. According to the GSP brochure, the IPC vision 2014-2018 is based around four pillars, 

in line with the GSP outcomes:  

• Institutionalization of IPC within Global, Regional and National structures, 

frameworks and strategies. To ensure effective multi-partner and government 

ownership and use of IPC processes and results.  

• Professionalized IPC food security analysis training & capacity. To establish 

increased, decentralized and sustainable IPC technical capacity at the regional and 

country levels.  

• High quality IPC Acute and Chronic Food Insecurity products. To strengthen the 

relevance and rigor of the IPC as its use and application grows throughout the 

world.  
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• Improved access to IPC analysis for use in emergency and development policy and 

programming. To promote increased demand for and use of the IPC by decision 

makers at the global, regional and country levels.  

9. The GSP was launched with a funding request of USD 17.25 million, corresponding to 

an average cost per year of USD 5.75 million. In 2014, no funding was received in 

response to the launch, but the Global Strategic Unit (GSU) was able to implement 

some activities of the programme in its first year, using existing sources of funding 

which were aligned with the programme and supposed to end in early 20151. These 

resources covered 25% of the initial funding request.  

10. At the end of 2014, two donors (UK and EC-DEVCO) indicated their interest in funding 

the programme with 3-year grants, which were received in the second quarter of 2015. 

The GSP was then extended from 3 to 5 years, hence to cover 2014-2018. The cost of 

the extended IPC GSP was revised to reflect USD 25.3 million.  

11. An additional grant was provided by USAID in October 2016, thereby bringing the 

funding level of the GSP 2014-2018 (incl. the sources of funding used in 2014) to USD 

24.8 million, corresponding to 98% of the overall funding request for the IPC GSP 

2014-2018. 

12. The GSP is therefore funded by three resource partners: the UK’s Department for 

International Development (DFID), the European Union (EU) and the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID) through three different projects, 

briefly described in Box 1 below. Each project has its own logframe (see Annex 1).

                                                   
1 This funding refers to the three-year grant provided by DFID from 2012 to 2015. This grant was later 

extended for three years (2015-2018). See table below for further explanations on the sequencing of the 

grants. 
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Table 1: Projects composing the IPC GSP 

Project Donor Budget OED-NTE 

Number of 

countries 

supported2 

Objective 

The Integrated Food Security Phase 

Classification (IPC) Project – 

GCP/GLO/416/UK 

 

DFID 

 
USD 9,881,915 

March 2012 

June 20183  
14 

The expected outcome of the project is: “Improved shared understanding 

of the food security situation through standardized food insecurity scales, 

enhanced food security analysis capacity at national and regional levels, 

and increased technical consensus to support coordinated decision making”. 

Strengthening food and nutrition 

security analysis and decision-

making through support to the 

Integrated Food and Nutrition 

Security Phase Classification (IPC) 

System – GCP/GLO/691/USA 

 

USAID 

 
USD 3,600,000 

August 2016 

July 2019 
6 

The expected impact of the project is: “Improved evidence-based 

decision-making at country, regional, and global levels to respond to 

chronic and acute food and nutrition security” and the expected outcome 

is: “improved shared understanding of the food and nutrition security 

situation, enhanced analysis capacity at national and regional level, and 

coordinated decision-making for integrated food and nutrition 

programming and policy”.  

INFORMED - Information for 

Nutrition, Food Security and 

Resilience Decision Making” 

(GCP/INT/245/EC) Programme 

Output 2 (GCP/INT/245/EC Baby 

02): The Integrated Food Security 

Phase Classification (IPC) process is 

strengthened and applied at 

country level. 

 

EC USD 11,061,947 
May 2015 

April 2019 
27 

The INFORMED programme started in. It has 3 outputs, one of which 

(output 2) is dedicated to the IPC process. This Output has three areas of 

work related to: first, the consolidation of the quality of IPC acute food 

security analysis and related products as well as the further technical 

development and roll out of the new tools (chronic, nutrition) in selected 

countries; second, the strengthening of capacities at country and regional 

levels to conduct IPC analysis; and thirdly, the improved uptake of IPC 

methodology by decision makers through development of tools and an 

online portal for countries conducting IPC analysis.  

                                                   
2 6 countries are supported with no specific donor-assignment 
3 The project was initially formulated for 3 years, until March 2015, with a budget of USD 2,656,810. There was a project top up of GPP 1,048,417 (equivalent to USD 1,685,558) in 

November 2013 for additional activities to be completed by the end of 2014, and then an extension. The extension was explicitly developed to support selected activities under 

the four components of the IPC Global Strategic Programme (2014-2018).  
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13. The Global Strategic Programme is implemented by the IPC Global Support Unit, hosted 

within the FAO Agricultural Development Economic Division (ESA). The IPC Global Support Unit 

is mainly based in FAO HQ in Rome, with some members out-posted in field offices in El 

Salvador (1), Nairobi (3), Johannesburg (2), Dakar (1) and Bangkok (2).  

Figure 2: IPC Global Governance Structure and Partner Network 

 
Source: IPC GSU team 

 

IPC beneficiaries and target countries 

14. Primary beneficiaries of the IPC Global Strategic Programme are food security experts and 

analysts in national government departments and regional institutions with a food security 

mandate, relevant UN offices, donor agencies and non-governmental organizations working 

on food security and nutrition. These stakeholder groups vary according to the country context 

and type of IPC scale. Indirect beneficiaries are the food insecure and malnourished 

populations of targeted countries and regions who will benefit from improved decision making 

and programmes with better food security impacts.  

15. The IPC GSP target countries are categorized depending on their degree of IPC implementation 

and adoption, which is measured in terms of IPC institutionalization, levels of IPC technical 

capacity, production of high quality IPC products following global standards, and use of IPC 

by decision makers.  

16. Countries are classified into three categories of IPC implementation: i) Consolidation stage, 

focused on the strengthening of existing capacities, ii) Introduction stage, focused on initial 

capacity building and awareness raising, and iii) Potential countries, for which the GSP is 

exploring interest and planning support. 
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17. The IPC GSP (2014-2018) priority is on countries in the Consolidation and Introduction stages. 

The point at which countries have achieved full consolidation is the exit point for external 

technical assistance through the IPC Global Strategic Programme (2014-2018). To support 

efforts towards IPC Consolidation, the IPC GSU initiated in 2015 a process of IPC Quality 

Reviews to provide a learning opportunity for countries to ensure alignment with IPC global 

standards and best practices. Quality reviews can be retroactive reviews or real-time reviews. 

Further details on the functioning of Quality Reviews are provided in Annex 4. 

18. A core principle of the IPC GSP is that support is driven by the demand. Indeed, IPC country 

activities are only implemented based on explicit request by the country/region. 

19. Since 2014, the GSP programme provided assistance to 53 countries from Asia, Africa, Central 

America and Near East, on one or more types of analysis (Acute, Chronic, Malnutrition), and 

with funding from one or more donors (see table in Annex 6).  

20. Out of these countries, 21 are at Consolidation stage, 13 are at Introduction stage, 2 at 

Potential stage, and 17 (all West African countries) receive assistance through the CILSS Cadre 

Harmonisé. 

 

IPC analyses and tools 

21. Three IPC scales have been developed to address different needs and are presented in Figure 

3 below. 

Figure 3: The three IPC Scales 

 Acute Food Insecurity Acute Malnutrition Chronic Food Insecurity 

IPC Definitions of 

Food Insecurity and 

Malnutrition 

Food insecurity found in a specified area 

at a specific point in time and of a 

severity that threatens lives or 

livelihoods, or both, regardless of the 

causes, context or duration. 

Global Acute Malnutrition as 

expressed by thinness of individuals. 

Food insecurity that persists over time 

mainly due to structural causes, 

including intra-annual seasonal food 

insecurity. 

Guides Interventions 

Focus  

Short-term objectives to prevent or 

decrease severe food insecurity that 

threatens lives or livelihoods. 

Short and long term objectives to 

prevent or decrease high levels of 

acute malnutrition. 

Medium- and long-term improvement 

of the quality and quantity of food 

consumption for an active and healthy 

life. 

Analytical Focus Identify areas with large proportion of 

households with significant food energy 

gaps or livelihood change strategies that 

can endanger lives and livelihoods.  

Identifying areas with large 

proportion of children acutely 

malnourished. 

Identifying areas with large proportion 

of households with long-term inability 

to meet minimum food requirements 

both in terms of quality and quantity. 

Number of countries 

using the scale  

25 10 144 

 

                                                   
4 Fourteen countries have completed IPC Chronic analysis as of June 2018. A few more are expected to complete their 

analysis by October 2018. 
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22. A Baseline Use and Impact Study was carried out in 2014 in order to enable evaluation of the 

impacts of the IPC GSP (2014-2016). Details related to its scope, findings, and 

recommendations are reported in Annex 2. 

23. Since the IPC GSP is composed of 3 projects, its indicators are present into different logframes. 

The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) framework identifies a range of indicators for each of 

the outcome and intermediate outcome of the programme (details on the functioning of the 

M&E framework are reported in Annex 3). Other indicators are present in each logframe of the 

3 projects funding the GSP, as shown in Annex 1. 

24. The table below shows a list of indicators that will be addressed in this evaluation, by GSP 

outcome: 

Table 2: List of indicators addressed in this evaluation, by GSP outcome 

GSP Result Indicator Project  

Impact (use) Donors and international organizations confirm that IPC is 

helpful to them in making programme funding and design 

decisions (% of representatives interviewed) 

USAID and 

DFID 

 

 

IPC (Chronic and Acute scales) is used for analysis and 

decision making at country level in additional countries and 

regions. (% of countries and regions in which V2.0 has been 

rolled out) 

USAID and 

DFID 

 IPC Chronic Food Insecurity Scale Version 2.0 is rolled out 

and used for analysis and decision making at country level. 

USAID and 

DFID  

 Number of countries where evidence-based decision making 

is informed by the IPC products 

EU 

Outcome 1: 

Institutionalization 
IPC is integrated into partner agencies main food security 

policies, strategies and internal mechanisms to decide on 

food security interventions and resource allocations (% of 

countries in which V2.0 has been rolled out) 

USAID and 

DFID 

 
Increased coordination between IPC technical working 

groups and relevant decision making bodies at regional and 

national levels. 

USAID and 

DFID  

Outcome 2: Technical 

capacity 

IPC Country Technical Working Groups demonstrate 

sufficient technical capacity to conduct IPC analysis (relevant 

scale/s) 

Developed in 

IPC GSP M&E 

framework 

Outcome 3: Relevant and 

high quality products 

Number of countries that improved vulnerability mapping 

and analysis by applying IPC  

EU 

Outcome 4: Decision makers 

access to timely and relevant 

IPC analysis 

Country IPC products are timely and widely disseminated at 

national, regional and global levels 

Developed in 

IPC GSP M&E 

framework 
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The External Mid-Term Review of the IPC Global Strategic Programme (February 2017) 

25. A Mid-Term Review (MTR) was commissioned by the IPC Global Steering Committee in 2016, 

as part of the Monitoring and Evaluation framework of the GSP. The MTR was managed by the 

GSU, with no direct involvement of OED (since it was a review and not a formal evaluation). 

26. Recognizing that there had been some notable changes in the external context since the GSP 

was launched, and also that a number of strategic issues and challenges had arisen during the 

first half of the GSP, the GSP was conducted as a high level strategic review, “to support the 

assessment of progress and lessons learned and to identify whether adjustments or fine tuning 

in the programme implementation and strategies are needed to ensure achievement of results 

and relevance of the overall project”.  

27. The MTR was carried out by a team of four external consultants and took place between the 

end of 2016 and beginning of 2017. The report was published in February 2017. 

28. Although the review included an assessment of the programme implementation and progress 

towards achievement of each of the four outcomes, it rather focused on informing and 

recommending strategic programme adjustments and refinements for the second half of the 

GSP. It was based on the following four strategic themes and related guiding questions: 

Table 3: Strategic themes and related evaluation questions 

Strategic theme Questions 

The relevance of IPC 

technical classification 

tools 

 

Based on feedback received during the MTR, particularly from IPC 

users, about the relevance and utility of the three different tools, how 

should the GSP prioritize between the three tools in the second half of 

the programme, with specific reference to how the GSU allocates its 

resources?  

Supporting IPC quality Learning from the application of GSP’s quality assurance processes to 

date, how should the GSP manage quality assurance 

in the second half of the programme, paying particular attention to:  

- different country contexts and how to approach quality 

assurance in those different contexts (while recognizing the 

value of IPC as a comparative tool of analysis across contexts), 

informed also by feedback from different IPC users about how 

quality affects their take-up of the IPC for particular purposes  

- the implications for institutionalization and national 

ownership at country level  

- the implications of growing demand for the IPC (acute) and 

IPC engagement  

Governance and 

management of the 

IPC at the global level  

Based on the MTR’s overall recommendations about the strategic 

direction of the GSP in the second half of the programme, and taking 

account of the changing external context and expanding demand for 

the IPC and the three tools:  

- What are the implications for the GSU in the second half of 

the programme, particularly in relation to capacity, skills and 

prioritization?  

- What are the implications for governance of the IPC GSP and 

how it can be strengthened at the global level? 
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- How should the independence of the GSP be maintained, and 

how important is that to the future of the IPC?  

 

Institutionalization and 

sustainability  

What can be learned from efforts to institutionalize the IPC at regional 

and country levels; what have been the successes and challenges; how 

can institutionalization be strengthened at country and regional levels, 

with a view to ensuring the sustainability of the IPC?  

 

How has the IPC linked with other relevant networks, systems and 

global initiatives, and how could this be strengthened at all levels, 

global, regional and national, with the overall aim of informing 

decision-making for improved emergency and development policy and 

programming?  

 

29. The MTR provided the following 10 recommendations, in relation to the four strategic themes5: 

1. The acute food insecurity scale should remain the priority focus of the GSP, with 

the GSU continuing to provide technical support and capacity development 

2. The chronic scale should be a secondary priority for the GSU, consolidating work 

already underway 

3. Quality review processes for the IPC acute scales should be adapted to be more 

persuasive, more comprehensive, more inclusive, more accessible and more 

transparent 

4. Where QR processes show persistent evidence of poor data quality over time, 

the GSP should have adequate resources to carry out a strategic review of data 

and provide technical advisory support 

5. The GSP should explore how different categories and expectations of IPC quality, 

according to the context, can best be communicated to users of the IPC 

6. The GSP must review and revise its model and strategy for “institutionalization” 

at national level 

7. The Global Partnership of the GSP should be more proactive at regional and 

national levels, working collaboratively to promote institutionalization of the IPC 

8. Management of the GSU should be strengthened through a clearer distinction 

between global and decentralized functions, expanding the capacity and 

rebalancing the current dominance of technical skills 

9. Funding for the GSP should be simplified and streamlined, as far as possible with 

donors funding the overall programme rather than earmarked slices 

10. Strengthening and elevating the governance of the GSP, to ensure it is 

commensurate with the higher profile and increasing influence of the IPC 

30. In answering the evaluation questions listed under section 3, this final evaluation will assess 

the extent to which these recommendations were successfully implemented.  

                                                   
5 Conclusions and details of the recommendations are provided in Annex 3 of these TORs. 
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31. To provide an overview of the key activities implemented and main results achieved by 

component, at global and country levels, by the GSP, a table was designed with support from 

the programme team and was reported in Annex 8. 

32. The second phase of the GSP has already been formulated: it was endorsed by the IPC Global 

Steering Committee in July 2018 and will be operational till end of 2021. However, the projects 

composing this programme have not all been formulated, and this evaluation will contribute 

to their design, whenever possible. It will also provide guidance to adapt activities of ongoing 

projects when relevant and feasible.  

2 Evaluation purpose 

33. The main purpose of this evaluation is to fulfil the GSP’s commitment to accountability to its 

funders, with an overall focus on utilization of the IPC and what difference it makes to decision-

making in response to food insecurity and malnutrition. However, the evaluation also has a 

strong learning component, to understand the relative contribution of each of the four pillars 

(outcomes) of the GSP to utilization, and to ensure the findings of the evaluation inform 

implementation of the next phase of the GSP. 

34. In line with FAO policy on evaluation, the final evaluation of the DFID and EU projects are 

mandatory objectives and should be carried out under OED’s responsibility. The final 

evaluation of the EU-funded project will be carried out in early 2019 except for the output 2 

(dedicated to the IPC, as shown in Annex 1) which directly feeds into the current evaluation 

and falls under the scope this analysis. 

35. The primary intended users of the IPC evaluation are the Global Steering Committee and the 

IPC GSU. The secondary users are the three IPC resource partners, FAO Members States and 

all actors involved in IPC or food security analysis at global, regional and country levels. 

3 Evaluation scope 

36. The scope of this evaluation is the entire Global Strategic Programme, composed of 3 projects 

as described above. All GSP activities at global, regional and country levels will be part of this 

evaluation. The timeframe is from January 2014 to June 2018, and the geographical scope 

includes all IPC countries mentioned in Annex 6, as well as global/HQ level activities within the 

programme.  

37. This final evaluation is taking place as this is the last year of the GSP. However, only one project 

has ended (the DFID project ended in June 2018), while the USAID project and EU programme 

will continue until March and April 2019 respectively.  

38. Given the very large geographical scope of the GSP, the evaluation will focus more specifically 

on a fewer number of countries and will not cover all countries or all activities of the 

programme (see more details in section 5). The findings should however be related to the GSP 

as a whole, covering all categories of countries (Consolidation, Introduction, Potential), and all 

types of IPC analyses (Acute Food Insecurity, Acute Malnutrition, Chronic Food Insecurity). 
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39. Since this is a programme with four common outputs, and activities in country all contribute 

to the programme, there will be a priori no distinction by funding source, unless this has an 

impact on the evaluation question. 

4 Evaluation objective and key questions 

40. The objective of the evaluation is to provide accountability to the donors who provide funding 

to the GSP for the implementation of the IPC. The evaluation also aims to generate knowledge 

on the implementation of the GSP and inform the future strategic direction of the GSP.  

41. The evaluation will be structured around four main lines of inquiry: Approach/Design; Results; 

Equity/Gender; and Sustainability. The main evaluation questions and sub-questions are 

outlined below. The questions relating to the results of the programme are structured around 

the four programme outcomes, in order to ensure clarity and coverage of all programme 

components. The final evaluation report will be structured around the evaluation questions.  

42. An Evaluation Matrix will be prepared by the evaluation team during the evaluation phase, and 

will include more sub-questions and information needs under each evaluation question, as 

well as data collection methods.  

1. Utilization and utility of the IPC 

1.1) To what extent do decision-makers at the global, regional and country levels use the IPC 

for decision-making, and what factors influence this (positively and negatively)? (Impact level) 

If decision-makers are using the IPC, how and for what purpose, with examples? What difference 

does it make to have the IPC? 

How do decision-makers perceive the ‘value-added’ of the IPC scales, over other information 

sources? 

To what extent do decision-makers at global, regional and country-level have access to timely and 

relevant IPC analysis? (Outcome 4) 

 

How have the actions undertaken by the IPC GSU and IPC Global Partners in the context of the GSP 

implementation contributed to the use of the IPC for decision-making, and how could this be 

strengthened? 

 

1.2) To what extent are the IPC GSP design and objectives relevant to meet the information 

needs of decision-makers for improved emergency and development programming and policy 

at global, regional and country levels? 

To what extent are IPC GSP activities responding to a demand (from food 

security stakeholders and host governments) at country level, and to what 

extent does it meet their information needs? 
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Are the four outcomes in the GSP appropriate to achieve the intended impact? 

Is there any support that has not been provided by the GSP, which could 

significantly contribute to the intended impact? 

1.3) To what extent is the support provided by the GSU to countries relevant, timely and useful, 

and how can it be improved, with the overall aim of facilitating utilisation? 

How effective is the GSU coordination and communication with partners at 

global, regional and country level with regards to support to IPC and vice-

versa? 

To what extent has the GSP contributed to increased coordination between 

IPC technical working groups and relevant decision making bodies at regional 

and national levels? 

1.4) To what extent are IPC products of sufficiently high quality to meet the needs of decision-

makers? (Outcome 3) 

How effectively has the GSP promoted and supported the quality of IPC 

products, for example through increased technical capacity?  

How effective is the strategy of quality assurance in different contexts, and for 

different IPC scales? 

2. Institutionalization 

2.1) How effective and appropriate is the strategy and approach to institutionalization at 

global, regional and country level (Outcome 1)?  

How clear is the strategy and approach to institutionalization at different 

levels (global, regional and national), and how has this been progressed?  

How is the objective of sustainability being addressed within the strategy for 

institutionalization at different levels, and how appropriate is that? 

How effective is the capacity development strategy in terms of achieving 

institutionalization, and how could it be strengthened? (Outcome 2) 

3. Adaptive capacity 

3.1 To what extent has the IPC GSP learned from implementation, from 

internal and external reviews, and from the changing external context 

and adapted its programme activities accordingly, with the overall 

objective of informing and influencing decision-making? 
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To what extent did formal and informal accountability and learning 

mechanisms (eg. MTR, M&E system, case studies, quality reviews) enable the 

programme to adapt and improve? 

What are the implications for the prioritization of the acute versus chronic IPC 

scales in the GSP, and for the linkages between them, drawing on feedback 

from IPC users (ie decision-makers)? 

How appropriate and effective is the governance mechanism for the GSP at 

the global level for learning and adaptation? 

4. Equity/Gender 

1.1 To what extent has the GSP addressed differential vulnerability in the technical 

development of the IPC, by gender and other factors? To what extent has the GSP been gender 

sensitive? 

How has the GSP promoted disaggregation of different vulnerable groups in 

the IPC analysis? 

To what extent is this meeting the needs of decision-makers? 

5 Methodology 

43. The key evaluation questions above will guide the overall assessment. Sub-questions and 

specific methodological approaches will be further developed by the evaluation team during 

an inception mission in FAO HQ in Rome in September 2018. A workshop will be held at HQ 

with the GSU during the inception phase in order to elaborate the Theory of Change of the 

programme. The theory of change may be further developed by the evaluation team during 

the course of the evaluation.  

44. An inception report will complement the ToR and contributes to guide the evaluation. It will 

provide parties involved in the evaluation with a mutual understanding of the organization of 

the work. It will encompass a draft ToC, a stakeholder analysis, detailed information on the 

evaluation approach and methodology, the evaluation matrix, information and justifications 

for the site mapping and sampling, and an update of the limitations and risks, timeline and 

deliverables of the evaluation. 

45. The evaluation will adopt a consultative and transparent approach with internal and external 

stakeholders throughout the process. Triangulation of evidence will underpin its validation and 

analysis and will support conclusions and recommendations.  

46. In answering all evaluation questions, the evaluation will benefit from a desk review of existing 

documents and other secondary data. It will make use of primary data sources including semi-

structured key informant interviews with GSU and other FAO staff (at HQ, regional and country-

level), donor representatives, government officials, food security and nutrition stakeholders 

(IPC partners, practitioners and others, including technical experts and senior management in 



Final Evaluation of the Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) Global Strategic Programme (GSP) - Annexes 

14 

 

relevant UN agencies, NGOs, technical agencies, academia etc.) at global, regional and national 

levels. Protocols for interviews will be developed by the evaluation team prior to the evaluation 

data collection phase. 

47. Relevant documents for the evaluation should notably include those presented in annexes, as 

the IPC Baseline Use and Impact Study, commissioned by the SC in 2014, and which focused 

on the use and impact of the Acute Food Insecurity Analysis (Annex 2). It will be used as basis 

together with the MTR (Annex 5). Documentation from the M&E framework will also be used 

(Annex 3). 

48. As mentioned above, the evaluation will focus on a select number of IPC countries, in which 

missions will be carried out, to gather region and country-level evidence and provide an in-

depth assessment of outcomes and achievements. These countries will be selected by the 

evaluation team in consultation with the GSU. In these countries, the evaluation will analyze all 

IPC-related activities, independently of the source of funding. This will also include IPC activities 

not funded by the GSP. 

49. In order to maximize the opportunities to learn and ensure this evaluation provides 

accountability to donors and partners, the following aspects will be taken into consideration 

to select focus countries for this evaluation: 

▪ Include countries with successes and failures (as assessed through interviews and desk 

review during the inception phase) 

▪ Countries where Acute and Chronic Food Insecurity and Malnutrition analyses have been 

implemented – include countries with all of them, and only one or two of them 

▪ Different contexts, eg ranging contexts of stable governance to conflict-affected/ fragile 

states 

▪ Include some countries of the baseline study in order to allow comparison 

▪ Include countries that both were and were not included in the MTR  

50. Accordingly, the following countries were selected in three different continents for visits by the 

evaluation team: 
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Table 4: Countries selected for visits by the evaluation team 

Country 
IPC scales 
implemented 

Phase of 
institutionalisation 

Governance 
context 

Included in 
the MTR 

Included in 
the baseline 

Mozambique All 3 scales Introduction stage Stable No No 

South Sudan 

Acute food 
insecurity 
Acute 
malnutrition 

Consolidation 
stage 

Conflict 
affected 

Yes No 

Pakistan All 3 scales 
Consolidation 
stage 

Stable 
Yes (remote 
interviews) 

No 

Honduras 

Acute food 
insecurity 
Chronic food 
insecurity 

Consolidation 
stage 

Stable 
Yes (remote 
interviews) 

Yes 

El Salvador 

Acute food 
insecurity 
Chronic food 
insecurity 

Introduction stage Stable No No 

51. Countries where FAO’s OED is conducting concurrent country programme evaluations, such as 

Burundi and Uganda, will feed into this evaluation, in order to create synergies and optimize 

the use of resources. These CPEs will each include a short case study on the IPC, which will feed 

into this evaluation. 

52. In relation to the other IPC countries, desks reviews, skype interviews and/or online surveys will 

be conducted. The analysis of the survey results will add an additional layer for triangulation 

of the evaluation findings. In particular, it will enable the evaluation team to triangulate the 

primary data collected in the apparently more “successful” countries with information from 

countries where less results have been achieved, and better understand the potentially 

contributing factors.  

Table 5: IPC countries by data collection method 

Skype 

interviews 

(provisional) 

Country visits Online 

survey 

Case studies as 

part of a CPE 

Afghanistan Pakistan All Burundi 

Haiti South Sudan  Uganda 

DRC Mozambique   

Madagascar Honduras   

Somalia El Salvador   
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53. Given the importance of the context in the IPC implementation, the evaluation will use the 

information collected to apply a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA)6 at country level, in 

order to better understand the different combinations of factors that are critical to achieving 

the expected outcome of improved governance frameworks. QCA is useful as a means to test 

theories of change, and helps to answer the question “what works best, why and under what 

circumstances”. The application of this method will require the elaboration of a precise and 

measurable definition of key impact level terms, as well as the elaboration of conditions, or 

factors, that can have an influence on the achievement of the outcome.   

54. Particular attention will be devoted to ensure that women and other under-privileged groups 

will be consulted in an adequate manner. The evaluation will adhere to UNEG Norms & 

Standards.7 The evaluation will draw specific conclusions and formulate recommendations for 

any necessary further action by FAO and/or other parties to refine the focus and strengthen 

the coordination of the programme and to ensure long term sustainability of the programme 

outcomes.  

6 Roles and responsibilities 

55. The Office of Evaluation (OED) takes the lead in drafting the ToR, in the identification of the 

consultants and in the organization of the team’s work; it is responsible for the finalization of 

the ToR and of the team composition; it shall brief the evaluation team on the evaluation 

methodology and process and will review the final draft report for Quality Assurance purposes 

in terms of presentation, compliance with the ToR and timely delivery, quality, clarity and 

soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting conclusions and 

recommendations. OED is also responsible for following up with the budget holder (BH) for 

the timely preparation of the Management Response (MR) and the follow-up to the MR.  

56. The OED Evaluation Manager (EM) guides and coordinates the evaluation team members in 

their specific work, discusses their findings, conclusions and recommendations and 

coordinates the production of the final draft and the final report, consolidating the inputs from 

the team members with his/her own; The EM is responsible for the finalization of the ToR and 

of the identification of the evaluation team members. The EM is not leading the evaluation 

since an independent expert is hired to this end (see Evaluation Team). 

57. The Project Task Force (PTF), which includes the FAO Budget Holder (BH), the Lead Technical 

Officer (LTO) and the Team of the program to be evaluated (defined as the evaluand), are 

responsible for initiating the evaluation process, providing inputs to the Terms of Reference, 

and supporting the evaluation team during its work. They are required to participate in 

meetings with the evaluation team, make information and documentation available as 

necessary, and comment on the draft report. The BH is also responsible for leading and 

coordinating the preparation of the FAO Management Response and the Follow-up Report to 

the evaluation, fully supported in this task by the LTO and others members of the PTF. OED 

                                                   
6See http://betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Qualitative-Comparative-Analysis-June-2015%20%281%29.pdf  
7 United Nations Evaluation Group, http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914  

http://betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Qualitative-Comparative-Analysis-June-2015%20%281%29.pdf
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914
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guidelines for the Management Response and the Follow-up Report provide necessary details 

on this process. 

58. The Evaluation Team (ET) is composed of a Team Leader, who is leading the evaluation, and 

of Team members. The ET is responsible for further developing and applying the evaluation 

methodology, for conducting the evaluation, for drafting an inception report including a 

revised version of the evaluation matrix and a stakeholder assessment and for producing the 

evaluation report. All team members will participate in briefing and debriefing meetings, 

discussions, field visits, and will contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the final 

draft and final report. The evaluation team will agree on the outline of the report early in the 

evaluation process, based on the template provided in Annex 7 of this ToR. The ET will also be 

free to expand the scope, criteria, questions and issues listed above, as well as develop its own 

evaluation tools and framework, within time and resources available and based on discussions 

with the EM and consultations with the BH and PTF. The ET is fully responsible for its report 

which may not reflect the views of FAO. An evaluation report is not subject to technical 

clearance by FAO although OED is responsible for Quality Assurance of all evaluation reports.  

7 Evaluation team composition and profile 

59. The evaluation team will consist of two external international consultants, and one national 

consultant for each country mission. The team will work under the guidance and with 

participation of the OED Evaluation Manager.  

60. The international consultants will have experience and expertise in two or more of the following 

areas: food security, information systems, policy development, early warning systems, nutrition, 

gender, monitoring and evaluation. The national consultants will have some experience in 

evaluation, and a good knowledge of the policy and institutional framework related to the 

food security and nutrition analysis. 

61. The evaluation team members and national consultants should be independent from any 

organizations that have been involved in designing, executing or advising any aspect of the 

IPC programme. 

8 Evaluation products (deliverables) and timeline 

62. This section describes the key evaluation products the evaluation team will be accountable for 

producing. These products include: 

• These evaluation TORs  

• An inception report, including an evaluation matrix and a stakeholder analysis  

• The evaluation matrix will show how each evaluation question will be answered by way 

of: proposed methods, proposed sources of data and data collection procedures, and 

interview guides for relevant country-level stakeholders.  
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• Four country reports (not for publication, but for the evaluation team’s internal use, to 

feed into the final analysis 

• Draft evaluation report: the project team and key stakeholders in the evaluation should 

review the draft evaluation report to ensure that the evaluation meets the required 

quality criteria. The draft report should illustrate the evidence found that responds to 

the evaluation questions listed in the ToR. 

• Final evaluation report: the final evaluation report should include an executive 

summary. The report will be prepared in English with numbered paragraphs, following 

the OED template for report writing. Supporting data and analysis should be annexed 

to the report when considered important to complement the main report. Translations 

in other languages of the Organization, if required, will be FAO’s responsibility.  

• Evaluation brief and other knowledge products or participation in knowledge sharing 

events, if relevant. 

Table 6: Indicative timeline of the evaluation 

Task Dates Responsibility 

ToR finalization Early August 2018 EM with BH and PTF  

Team identification and 

recruitment  

June-July 2018 EM  

Inception report September 2018 Team Leader 

Briefing of evaluation team in 

Rome 

September 2018 EM 

Travel arrangements  July – August 2018 EM and ET 

Country missions September – 

October 2018 

EM and ET 

Debriefing mission to Rome October/ early 

November 2018 

EM and ET 

First draft for circulation November 2018 EM and ET 

Final draft for circulation January 2019 EM and ET 

Validation of the 

recommendations and publication 

January 2019 EM and ET 



Final Evaluation of the Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) Global Strategic Programme (GSP) - Annexes 

 19 

 

 

Annex 2. Evaluation Matrix 

Evaluation Questions Sub-Questions 
How judgement will be 

formed 
Information sources and methods 

1. Utilization and utility of the IPC 

1.1 To what extent do decision-

makers at the global, regional 

and country levels use the IPC 

for decision-making, and what 

factors influence this (positively 

and negatively)? (Impact level) 

If decision-makers are using the IPC, how and 

for what purpose, with examples? What 

difference does it make to have the IPC? 

If they are not using it, why not? 

Evidence of use (or not) of IPC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Feedback from decision-makers 

 

 

 

 

 

Timeliness of release of IPC 

analysis (acute and chronic) 

relative to key decision-making 

points 

KIIS with decision-makers8 

 

Online survey 

 

Reference to IPC and/ or other 

information sources in key food 

security and humanitarian documents 

(eg HNOs; food security analyses 

 

Review of calendar of release of IPC 

How do decision-makers perceive the ‘value-

added’ of the IPC scales, over other information 

sources? 

 

To what extent do decision-makers at global, 

regional and country-level have access to timely 

and relevant IPC analysis? 

(Outcome 4) 

                                                   
8 See Inception Note for description of different categories of stakeholders. 
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Evaluation Questions Sub-Questions 
How judgement will be 

formed 
Information sources and methods 

How have the actions undertaken by the IPC 

GSU and IPC Global Partners in the context of 

the GSP implementation contributed to the use 

of the IPC for decision-making, and how could 

this be strengthened? 

Evidence of how GSP has 

contributed to promoting the 

uptake and use of IPC for 

decision-making  

Documentation review 

KIIs with GSU staff at global and 

regional levels, with SC members, and 

with IPC focal points at country level 

KIIs with decision-makers 

Triangulation between sources 

 

1.2 To what extent are the IPC GSP 

design and objectives relevant 

to meet the information needs 

of decision-makers for 

improved emergency and 

development programming and 

policy at global, regional and 

country levels? 

To what extent are IPC GSP activities responding 

to a demand (from food security stakeholders 

and host governments) at country level, and to 

what extent does it meet their information 

needs? 

Evidence of GSP responsiveness 

to key stakeholders at country 

level 

KIIs with GSU staff, with food security 

stakeholders at country level, and with 

decision-makers 

Are the four outcomes in the GSP appropriate to 

achieve the intended impact? 

Review of GSP design and theory 

of change against evaluation 

findings 

Review of GSP project documents 

 

KIIs with GSU staff and with SC 

members 

 

Evaluation team analysis workshop 

Is there any support that has not been provided 

by the GSP, which could significantly contribute 

to the intended impact? 

Evaluation team’s analysis of 

findings on utilization, and 

identification of gaps 

Evaluation team analysis workshop, 

based on triangulation of information 

from different sources 
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Evaluation Questions Sub-Questions 
How judgement will be 

formed 
Information sources and methods 

1.3 To what extent is the support 

provided by the GSU to 

countries relevant, timely and 

useful, and how can it be 

improved, with the overall aim 

of facilitating utilisation? 

How effective is the GSU coordination and 

communication with partners at global, 

regional and country level with regards to 

support to IPC and vice-versa? 

 
Feedback from partners and 

other evidence of relevance, 

timeliness and consequences of 

GSP support 

 

 

KIIs with IPC stakeholders (partners, 

TWGs, decision-makers) at global, 

regional and country levels 

 

Documentation review eg of 

timeliness of support against need, of 

‘Back to Office Reports’ 

To what extent has the GSP contributed to 

increased coordination between IPC technical 

working groups and relevant decision making 

bodies at regional and national levels? 

 

1.4 To what extent are IPC products 

of sufficiently high quality to 

meet the needs of decision-

makers? (Outcome 3) 

How effectively has the GSP promoted and 

supported the quality of IPC products, for 

example through increased technical capacity? 

Feedback from decision-makers 

and technical analysts on quality 

in different contexts, and on 

effectiveness of GSP efforts to 

promote quality 

 

Review of quality review/ 

assurance strategies, how these 

have changed/ evolved, and 

evidence of consequences/ 

impact 

 

  

KIIs with decision-makers at all levels 

 

KIIs with IPC analysts at country level 

 

Documentation review eg of quality 

assurance strategies and of quality 

review and assurance processes 

How effective is the strategy of quality 

assurance in different contexts, and for different 

IPC scales? 

2. Institutionalization   

2.1 How effective and appropriate 

is the strategy and approach to 

institutionalization at global, 

How clear is the strategy and approach to 

institutionalization at different levels (global, 

regional and national), and how has this been 

progressed?  

Evidence of clarity of strategy 

and approach, and how it has 

evolved during GSP 1 and since 

MTR 

Documentation review 

 

KIIs with GSU staff and Steering 

Committee members 
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Evaluation Questions Sub-Questions 
How judgement will be 

formed 
Information sources and methods 

regional and country level 

(Outcome 1)?  

  

Evidence of progress made in 

pursuing institutionalization 

 

Identification of factors 

facilitating and constraining 

institutionalisation 

 

Triangulation of evidence of how 

sustainability is being addressed 

 

Evidence of how capacity 

development strategy is 

contributing to 

institutionalisation 

 

KIIs with key stakeholders during 

country and regional missions, 

including government officers, TWG 

members and regional officers 

 

 

How is the objective of sustainability being 

addressed within the strategy for 

institutionalization at different levels, and how 

appropriate is that? 

How effective is the capacity development 

strategy in terms of achieving 

institutionalization, and how could it be 

strengthened? (Outcome 2) 

3. Adaptive capacity 

3.1 To what extent has the 

IPC GSP learned from 

implementation, from 

internal and external 

reviews, and from the 

changing external context 

and adapted its 

programme activities 

accordingly, with the 

overall objective of 

To what extent did formal and informal 

accountability and learning mechanisms 

(eg. MTR, M&E system, case studies, 

quality reviews) enable the programme to 

adapt and improve? 

Evidence of change and 

adaptation in the GSP in 

response to learning and 

recommendations from 

different processes and 

inputs 

 

 

Documentation review (eg of 

lessons learned workshops, of 

work plans, of SC meeting 

minutes) 

 

 

KIIs with GSU staff 

 

 

What are the implications for the 

prioritization of the acute versus chronic 

IPC scales in the GSP, and for the linkages 

between them, drawing on feedback from 

IPC users (ie decision-makers)? 

Review of how priorities 

have been set, and evidence 

on which this has been 

based 
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Evaluation Questions Sub-Questions 
How judgement will be 

formed 
Information sources and methods 

informing and influencing 

decision-making? 
How appropriate and effective is the 

governance mechanism for the GSP at the 

global level for learning and adaptation? 

Evidence of governance 

mechanisms providing 

strategic guidance in 

response to changing 

external context and other 

sources of learning 

KIIs with Steering Committee 

members 

 

As above 

 

4. Equity/ gender 

4.1 To what extent has the 

GSP addressed 

differential 

vulnerability in the 

technical development 

of the IPC, by gender 

and other factors? To 

what extent has the GSP 

been gender sensitive? 

How has the GSP promoted 

disaggregation of different vulnerable 

groups in the IPC analysis? 

Review of IPC analysis 

processes and of IPC 

technical guidance 

IPC analysis in countries visited, 

and covered remotely 

 

IPC Manual (and other relevant 

technical documents) 

To what extent is this meeting the needs 

of decision-makers? 

Feedback from decision-

makers 

 

KIIs with decision-makers at all 

level 
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