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Facts & figures - Peer Review programme Cycles

Cycle 1 (UK, Finland)
Cycle 2 (Bulgaria, Türkiye, Georgia, Poland, Estonia, Malta)
Cycle 3 (North Macedonia, Tunisia, Cyprus, Algeria, Portugal, Republic of Serbia)
Cycle 4 (Romania, Republic of Moldova, Greece, Italy, Land Brandenburg)

Source: CMCC, 2024



Facts & figures - Characteristics



Facts & figures - Participants

NCP/RCP (10)
PEERS (22)
DG ECHO (7)
CMCC/UniNA (8)

Source: CMCC, 2024



Comparative analysis – Key focus areas covered

ROMANIA 2023 REPUBLIC of
MOLDOVA 2023

GREECE 2024 ITALY 2024 - waiting for 
the official publication!

LAND 
BRANDENBURG 2025
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Evaluation results

Process Frameworks Peers’ preparation Support to NCPs

On-site 
mission

Final report 
drafting phase Final report Follow-up phase

Collaborations Evaluation of CMCC Overall comments

This survey was completed by 23 participants.
Some responses were outside the scope of certain participants' roles; therefore, answers
were pre-processed and numbers adjusted before being presented in the charts.



Evaluation results

Process Frameworks Peers’ preparation Support to NCPs
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 Peer Review Phases are clear

 Roles & Responsibilities (Peers, DG ECHO,
NCP, CMCC) are clear

Effort Required (Before, During, After
Mission) is clear

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Peer review process

“A precisely defined sub-process
plan for the organization of the review
would have been advantageous
before the review began”

"Everything is well organized, with roles
and responsibilities clearly assigned
and a good support by the facilitator”

“The amount of work that goes into
the review/ mission preparation is
not so clear until one is in the
process involved. Perhaps there is
some possibility to make the workload
clearer in advance.”

The overall process is considered as a major strength, making the “peer review process the strongest 
tool to improve DRM systems”. However, some respondents complain that the effort required during 
the overall review process is not clear from the beginning.
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which structure do you prefer?

PRAF  Wildfire PRAF

14 8 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

 PRAF and  Wildfire PRAF Structure
(Hexagons & Wedges) are clear
Flexible, and Comprehensive

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Frameworks

“I would suggest a periodic update (min 3 - max 5 years)
of the documents”

“In some cases, more situational
examples would simplify the very
formal language of the PRAF”

“The WPRAF yes, it's very useful. The
general PRAF is a bit more difficult to
use as such, because it's not as
focused as the other one.”

All respondents greatly appreciate the PRAF/Wildfire PRAF, highlighting as key strengths their 
structure, flexibility, comprehensiveness, and clarity  a powerful tool, not only for peer reviews!
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CMCC provided effective support in preparing
peers for the on-site mission

The desk research was comprehensive and
helpful

The Google Drive was well structured and a good
IT tool.

The online refresher meeting before the on-site
mission was useful.

The briefing ahead of stakeholder meetings was
useful in organising the team.

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Peers’ preparation

“During the entire preparatory
phase I always felt backed-up
by the comprehensive work done
by the facilitator, which made my
work as a peer much easier”

“On a national level we had
difficulties with accessing the
Google Drive due to security
restrictions.”

All respondents express high appreciation for the support provided during the preparatory phase, the 
overall organization, and the tools made available.



the online preparatory
meetings were valuable, not
only because of the
immediacy of communication
but also for helping to create
familiarity between those
involved.
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The selection by DG ECHO was effective in having
a good team of experts for the specific review.

CMCC's overall support in preparing the NCP
team for the review was good and achieved its

main objectives.

The online preparatory meetings were well-
organised and useful to support the preparation

of the review step by step.

The Google Drive was well structured and a good
IT tool both as a repository and as a common

working environment.

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Support to NCPs

Google Drive was an
excellent repository tool, easy
to use.

If stakeholders had to use
Google Drive, it was difficult
to explain how to use it.

Overall, NCPs appreciate the good support provided during the entire process.
Contradictory opinions on the Google Drive. Some complaints in DG ECHO’s peer selection.
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The duration of the on-site mission was
adequate.

The overall on-site mission structure was
effective (meeting with stakeholders,

debriefing with the peer review team every
day, debriefing before leaving).

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - On-site mission

“The daily debriefing could be a little shorter.”

“The mission was a bit short (5 days).”

“The debriefing before leaving... not so sure
about the usefulness.”

“One week mission is very short where the
entire Wildfire management system needs to
be examined and cannot be the standard
practice for all peer-review mission”

“Sometimes I felt a bit overwhelmed with the
amount of information received during the
stakeholder's meeting..”

Peers expressed overall appreciation, though some found the frequent debriefings tiring and suggested 
they be shortened, with the final debriefing potentially cancelled.
There was also feedback that the mission may have been too brief.
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The overall support of CMCC in
preparing the final report was good.

The timeline set by DG ECHO for the
drafting phase was adequate.

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Final report drafting phase

the problem with time and returning to everyday
chores. Would have loved to participate more
extensively but…

“Participation in this phase is voluntary, so the task mainly
conducted by the facilitators, but having each peer submit a
brief report summarizing their main conclusions and
experiences would be valuable.”

Peers/NCPs expressed a desire for more time post-mission to work on the final report. It was also suggested 
that each peer submit a brief summary of their key conclusions and insights.

2

1

64

4

How would you rate your contribution as a peer/NCP in 
the drafting/finalisation of the final report?

 I did not participate

 Insufficient

 Adequate

Good

Excellent
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I am satisfied with the final report in terms of
completeness.

The final report meets its objectives.

The structure of the final report is effective
(executive summary, key messages,

conclusions).

The lengths of the final report is adequate.

The hand-over event was useful to disseminate
key results.

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Final report

“In my views, the final report for
Moldova was a bit too long.”

“Perhaps a little shorter, more
concise”

“Lack of knowledge of the follow-up,
and of what will be done with the report
by the host country is frustrating and
argues for a duty of follow-up by DG
ECHO by including peers, in a forum to
be created under the organization of the
facilitator.”

Overall appreciation and satisfaction. However, some noted that the final reports were lengthy and 
lacked follow-up on implementing recommendations. 



Evaluation results - Follow-up phase

“Nothing more than informing the political and
administrative leadership”
“The mission did not take place yet.”

“the initial assessment processes of the
results are set to begin from now on, with the
aim of examining, evaluating, and proposing
the necessary and feasible actions, based on
the suggestions”

What happened after receiving the final report?

No plan 

Evaluating the 
report and 

feasibility of the 
implementation of 
recommendations

(3)

15

6

Do you think it would be needed to 
develop a system for monitoring the 

implementation of recommendations?

Yes No
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The collaboration between me, as a peer, and
CMCC was positive and constructive.

The collaboration between me, as part of the
NCP team, and CMCC was positive and

constructive.

The collaboration between the DG ECHO
team, and CMCC was positive and

constructive. (opinions of the

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Collaborations

“I found CMCC work and approach
to be excellent”

“Excellent collaboration”

“From my side, I consider the support
provided by CMCC highly
professional and largely helpful that
benefited the quality of the report”

Results show a very good opinion on collaboration with CMCC … Thank you 
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CMCC acted as a good facilitator at all phases of the process 
providing continuous support and effective intermediation.

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Evaluation results - Evaluation of CMCC

“The facilitator was always available, was always
neutral, and provided as many details and
information as possible”

“The work of the CMMC team was professional
and facilitated every step of the process. It has
been a crucial support”

Results show a very good opinion on collaboration with CMCC … Thank you 



Evaluation results - Overall comments

Please add a comment on your experience as a peer/NCP/DG ECHO/CMCC in this peer review? 

Extremely positive experience and willingness to participate again!!!

I had the opportunity to participate in two peer reviews. 
I would not recommend multiplying experiences 
because they create a situation of comparison

one of the best experience in my career so far, it 
was very concrete and allowed me to learn a lot

a very good opportunity to learn and establish 
collaborative relationships.

The search for stakeholders led to the creation of new 
meaningful networks. Previously unknown documents (as part 

of the desk research) are also very valuable for further work. a valuable chance to contribute to a meaningful process, 
exchange knowledge, and stay connected with the latest 
developments in the field.

One of the most rewarding experience in a long time. 
It's always good to get out of your comfort zone

the experience was in certain cases 
eye-opening for me. 



Evaluation results - Overall comments

Would you consider it useful to set up a network of UCPM peers for regular contacts and 
contribution to the peer review program?

"I think this should be part of regular UCPM Knowledge
Network exchanges, absolutely."

"Such a system could help to maintain a network of experts
but at the same time it is important to give other people
the opportunity to participate in a peer review"

"Not clear of the added value of such a network. Peers also
change jobs sometimes."

"One possible suggestion could be the publication of a
compendium of identified good practices."

Positive Responses, expressing support (15)

Conditional or reserved support (2)

Neutral/Non-committal or suggesting 
alternative perspectives (3)



Evaluation results - Overall comments

"A package: Review find challenges, and then sort
them out through either advisory missions, grants,
or a combination of these."

"I see a great potential for peer
reviews and advisory missions to
be closer”

How do you see the links between peer reviews and other UCPM capacity building tools (grants, 
exchange of experts, advisory missions, etc)? Is there a scope to bring them closer together? 

All respondents see a strong potential for linking peer 
reviews with other UCPM tools.

“Yes totally. Bringing peer reviews closer 
and other UCPM capacity-building tools 
can enhance the overall effectiveness of 
the mechanism. (…)” 

“There could be a closer link between the 
PR and the exchange of experts 
programme as well as national processes 
on capacity building. (…)”

4 stakeholders believe that grants allocation and the 
development of EoE and advisory missions could be based 
on peer reviews’ recommendations

“Based on the conclusions of the peer review final
report, specific advisory missions, exchange of
experts, etc. can be developed later.”

“Recommendations that often come up can be
mentioned as potential priority topics for grants,
for example.”

“Perhaps grants for countries that were reviewed
could be more thematic and connected to the
recommendations”.



Your impressions in one word



Thank you!
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