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1 Transition grants were initially part of the delivery grant category, but later were distinguished 

separately. 

Inception

•Proposal 
assessment

•Due diligence

•Approval Award

Implementation

•Quarterly/Biannual reporting

•Monitoring and Risk 
Management

•Amendments

Close Out

•Grant Close Out

•Final Narrative and 
Final data reports

•Audits

Figure 1 
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2 Humanitarian Assistance and Resilience Programme Facility (HARP-F) COVID-19 Response Evaluation 

Very 

Good

29%

Good

50%

Average

8%

Poor

13%

How would you rate the appropriateness of the 

decisions made by HARP-F in views of your 

requests? 

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 2 
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Very 

Good

26%

Good

60%

Average

11%

Poor

3%

How would you rate the clarity in which the 

decisions made by HARP-F were 

communicated?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 3 
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3 Humanitarian Assistance and Resilience Programme Facility (HARP-F) COVID-19 Response Evaluation 
4 FCDO Myanmar HARP-F Mid-Term Review, October 2020 
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5 Kachin and Rakhine HARP-F suboffices  
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Very Good

23%

Good

63%

Average

11%

Poor

3%

In the event that you are aware of 

circumstances in which HARP-F had to adapt its 

ways of working, how would you rate the 

effectiveness of these adaptions? 

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 4 
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Very Good

14%

Good

57%

Average

26%

Poor

3%

How would you rate the influence of HARP-F initiatives 

in supporting/creating/contributing to better 

humanitarian information systems?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 5 

Very Good

17%

Good

51%

Average

26%

Poor

6%

How would you rate the importance of 

the influence of HARP-F 

initiatives in bettering humanitarian information 

systems?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 6 
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6 Humanitarian Assistance and Resilience Programme Facility (HARP-F) COVID-19 Response Evaluation  
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7 The Power Structure of Localisation: Recommendations From HARP-F Partner Consultations In October 

2021 

Very 

Good

24%

Good

48%

Average

28%

How effective are the HARP-F processes in 

mitigating risks for partners and FCDO?

Very Good

Good

Average

Figure 7 
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Very Good

28%

Good

52%

Average

16%

Poor

4%

How effective are HARP-F processes in enabling 

humanitarian response?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 8 

Very Good

20%

Good

63%

Average

17%

How would rate the level of benefit provided by the 

HARP-F in regards to the capacity enhancement 

activities delivered to the partners?

Very Good

Good

Average

Figure 9 
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8 The HARP-F Multi-year WASH Funding Strategic Review 

Very 

Good

33%

Good

57%

Average

7%

Poor

3%

How would you rate the level of benefit 

provided by the HARP-F in regards to the level 

of grant delivered to the partners?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 10 
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Very Good

27%

Good

50%

Average

20%

Poor

3%

How would rate the level of benefit provided by 

the HARP-F in regards to the training activities 

delivered to the partners?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 11 

Very 

Good

21%

Good

58%

Average

21%

How would rate the efficiency of the HARP-F 

grant management system in supporting 

partners to deliver better humanitarian 

response?

Very Good

Good

Average

Figure 12 
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9 Humanitarian Assistance and Resilience Programme Facility (HARP-F) COVID-19 Response Evaluation, 

September 2021 
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Figure 13 



 

Page | 25                                                   

25

5

17

2 4

5
144

0

10

20

30

40

50

International NGO Local NGO

Grant type analysis per partners type

Delivery Enabling Innovation

RRF Transition

Figure 14 

Very 

Good

30%

Good

43%

Average

23%

Poor

4%

How effective were HARP-F's actions in 

supporting national and international partners, 

in particular in the areas of risk management, 

capacity development and grant 

management?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 15 
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10 Community Analysis Support System Review, February 2022 

Very 

Good

27%

Good

43%

Average

27%

Poor

3%

How would you rate the level of which HARP-F 

initatives contributed to national partners 

taking the lead in coordination or in a specific 

geographical area or a sector of intervention?

Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Figure 16 



 

Page | 27                                                   

                                                      
11 HARP-F Approach to Remote Partnership in Myanmar, August 2021 
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Figure 17 
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