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RCO26 March 2020

UNICEF Madagascar is recruiting:

Title of the consultancy Institutional contract to conduct a country-led formative evaluation of the
integrated social protection programme in the south of Madagascar
(United Nations Joint SDG Fund)

Objective Design and implement the evaluation of the integrated social protection
programme (implemented by UNICEF, WFP, ILO, UNFPA, and funded
by the United Nations Joint SDG Fund)

Location Remote and in country (Antananarivo and Anosy region, Madagascar)
Length of the contract From April 2020 to April 2022 including an approximate 22 weeks of work
Supervision Research and Evaluation Specialist, UNICEF, jointly with the MPSPPW,

WFP, UNFPA and ILO

1. INTRODUCTION

In an effort to promote accountability and enhance learning and documentation, the Ministry of Population,
Social Protection and Promotion of Women (MPSPPW), jointly with UNICEF, WFP, ILO and UNFPA are
commissioning a country-led formative evaluation of the integrated social protection programme (ISPP) in
the south of Madagascar. These Terms of Reference (ToR) set out the purpose and objectives,
methodological options and operational modalities for an institutional contract with a team of at least two
evaluation consultants. Findings and recommendations from this formative evaluation will inform the
replication and scale-up of integrated social protection programmes in Madagascar. Implementation of this
model programme will begin in January 2020 and continue into 2021. The evaluation is expected to be
conducted from April 2020 to April 2022 for a total duration of approximately 18 working weeks (90 days).
It will be supervised by the UNICEF Research and Evaluation Specialist in Madagascar, in collaboration
with a focal point from MPSPPW, WFP, UNFPA and ILO, and in coordination with a social protection
technical working group and the UNICEF Regional Office for Eastern and Southern Africa (ESARO).

2. BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

The current structure of social protection spending in Madagascar is highly inegalitarian with allocations
and benefits concentrated on a small fraction of the urban population working in the formal economy. In
fact, 40 per cent of the total social protection spending is allocated to the coverage of civil servants and
their families, representing less than 1 per cent of the population.

The Government has a strong political commitment to re-focus the social protection system and spending
toward the poorest households, in particular by expanding the coverage of the national social safety nets
(SSN) programme (pillar 1 of the National Social Protection Strategy, NSPS) and developing a more
integrated model. Beside the SSN programme, the Government of Madagascar made also a strong
commitment to reaching universal health coverage (UHC) and developed a national strategy to extend
social health protection to all. The Government adopted a national strategy, which foresees the extension
of health protection coverage through both contributory and non-contributory mechanisms. The ISPP
program will build on this renewed political commitment for social protection and will support the
Government in establishing a more efficient, integrated and inclusive social protection model.

Four UN agencies (UNICEF, WFP, ILO and UNFPA) under the leadership of UNICEF have developed a
joint programme for social protection in Madagascar. The programme is initiated under the United Nations
Sustainable Development Goal Fund (Joint SDG Fund) and it will be implemented between January 2020
and December 2021 in the Anosy region (South of Madagascar). It has a total budget of USD 4,238,423.00
including the following contributions: Joint SDG Fund: USD 1,999,723.00; UNICEF: USD 998,000.00; WFP:
USD 840,700.00; ILO: USD 70,000.00; and UNFPA: USD 330,000.00.
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The main objective of the joint programme is to develop and implement an integrated package of social
protection interventions tailored to the needs of vulnerable households living in extreme poverty, especially
people living with disabilities. The integrated package will include a combination of SSN, social health
protection and gender-based violence (GBV) protection schemes, agricultural insurance and livelihood
promotion activities. The ultimate objective of the programme is twofold: i) to promote social and economic
inclusion of households living in extreme poverty in Madagascar, including persons with disabilities, by
providing them with complementary social protection interventions aimed at supporting consumption,
managing socio-economic risks and promoting human and productive investments; and ii) to reinforce the
national social protection institutional framework by supporting the Government in developing an efficient
integrated social protection model that could be scaled-up nationally. The programme is fully aligned with
the NSPS for the period 2019-2023, approved by the Government in 2019.1

So far social protection programmes in Madagascar have been isolated and fragmented, separately
addressing various type of risks and vulnerabilities with no geographic convergence nor a common
administrative framework. For example, households covered by the national safety nets programme
(Conditional Cash Transfer) benefit from increased income stability and reduced liquidity constraints,
however, without complementary interventions aimed at supporting productive activities and managing
risks, they remain extremely vulnerable. This situation undermines the long-term poverty reduction potential
of the safety net programme. The joint programme will link beneficiaries of the existing national safety net
programme (financed by UNICEF and the World Bank), to insurance mechanisms and productive activities
to reduce their long-term vulnerability and increase their resilience. This approach will simultaneously
support households to ease their consumption, manage socio-economic and environmental risks, access
basic services and invest in productive activities. This combined approach will lay the foundation for their
progressive graduation out of poverty. In addition, by focusing on an integrated and coordinated approach,
the programme will allow for social protection schemes that are at an early stage of development and
implementation, such as the social health insurance scheme, to benefit from existing eligibility assessment,
affiliation and referral mechanisms. This will foster synergies and economies of scale that will be key to the
financial viability of newly implemented schemes, such as the social health insurance scheme. The Theory
of Change of the joint programme is available in Annex | of these ToR.

The joint programme specifically targets extremely vulnerable households with a special focus on people
living with disabilities. It is expected to reach a minimum of 4,000 vulnerable households, mostly households
with young children, including children with disability. A more precise profile of targeted households will be
defined in collaboration with the MPPSPF by May 2020 based on an ongoing review of social protection
programmes. Extremely poor households comprise people facing different types of deprivations: they are
primarily families with a constrained access to the basic socio-economic services namely nutrition, health,
education and productive activities. In addition, because of their restricted capacity to cope with natural
disasters, socio-economic crisis and resulting shocks, they have greater exposures to their negative
impacts. This joint programme is intended to provide an integrated package of social protection
interventions to targeted beneficiaries. The integrated package of programmes comprises interventions that
have been recognized as Government priorities under the NSPS: (i) safety nets programme (social
protection strategy), (ii) health protection (access to basic social service), (iii) agricultural insurance and
livelihood promotion (agriculture), and (iv) gender-based violence protection (national strategy against
gender-based violence). Rather than creating new programmes, it will enhance and build on the existing
ones, making those interventions more sensitive to the needs of vulnerable people. This is a brief outline
of targeted beneficiaries by the programme and the main activities that will be delivered. Full programme
description and results framework, detailing the components of the programme and the responsibility of
each UN agency, is in Annex Il.

The first semester of the joint programme (January 2020 to June 2020) will focus on preparatory activities
in order to have all social protection interventions at the same operational level to deliver an integrated
package of interventions in 2020. A referral system that will liaise all programmes is expected to be

! Ministére de la Population, de la Protection Sociale et de la Promotion de la Femme (2019), Stratégie Nationale de La Protection
Sociale
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developed by June 2020 and will be operational during the second semester of 2020. According to the
current implementation timeline, registration of beneficiaries in the new common system will be done in July
2020 and the integrated package of interventions will be delivered from July/August 2020.

The evaluation plan for this joint programme is also expected to be developed during the first semester of
2020 in order for the evaluation plan to be effectively implemented by July 2020 (when the integrated
package of interventions will be delivered). UNICEF as lead agency for the joint programme is responsible
for commissioning and managing an independent evaluation, in collaboration with the other UN agencies.
To this end, UNICEF, jointly with the MPSPPW, WFP, UNFPA and ILO, is commissioning an evaluation to
assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of the joint programme before future
replication and scale-up. The evaluation is anticipated to be learning-oriented. It will help identify lessons
learned, good practices and innovations to inform the strategic direction of integrated social protection in
Madagascar.

3. PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF WORK

The purpose of this evaluation is knowledge generation and high-quality lessons learned (learning).
As described before, the pilot was designed to test a model of integrated social protection system. In
addition, a formative part of evaluation is planned to reinforce evaluability of the programme.

In that sense the evaluation objective is manifold, first, to determine the overall functioning and finetuning
of the joint programme supported by UNICEF, WFP, UNFPA and ILO to meet the needs of vulnerable
households. The evaluation will also help the MPSPPW and the UN explore ways to further adapt and
improve social protection services in Madagascar. The initial evaluability assessment will provide
programme staff and partners with evidence on the extent to which results can be demonstrated based on
programme documentation and the monitoring systems being established. The evaluability assessment will
provide assurance to stakeholders that the programme is robust, that objectives are adequately defined,
that causal linkages are clarified, that its indicators are validated and measurable, and that systems are in
place to measure and verify results. The subsequent formative component of the evaluation will
examine whether the proposed programme elements are likely to be needed, understood, and
accepted by the population to be reached with a view to allow for modifications of the programme
before full implementation begins.

The primary users of the evaluation include the MPPSPPF, UNICEF, WFP, UNFPA and ILO (duty bearers).
Secondary users include the World Health Organization (WHO), the Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), the World Bank (WB), GIZ, FID, the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Public Health along with
the Couverture de Santé Universelle (CSU) and the Caisse Nationale de Solidarité pour la Santé (CNSS).
And finally, another non-negligible stakeholder is the Groupe Thématique de Protection Sociale (GTPS),
the national platform for coordinating social protection interventions, which include various government
departments involved in social protection programming and financing. This platform is also decentralized
at regional level and it is operational in the area of intervention.

The evaluation will be used to inform the replication of inclusive social protection services in other
districts in Madagascar. It will identify lessons learned, good practices and innovations for scaling up
support that will be provided to the MPSPPW, collaborating ministries, and other implementing partners for
their consideration.

The objectives of the evaluation are as follows:

e To examine the conceptual underpinnings and design of the integrated social protection
programme including its underlying Theory of Change (ToC) integrated(in the course of the
evaluability assessment); and provide an assessment of how developed the services are based on
evidence from programme experiences and approaches that have proven effective in meeting the
needs of vulnerable households, in particular people living with disabilities;
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e To assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and sustainability of the joint
programme from its inception to its completion, with focus on its ability to respond to the needs of
the most vulnerable households, including people with disabilities;

e To assess whether the integrated social protection services are in line with the national social
protection strategy provided by the MPSPPW using the ToC, in terms of: (i) coordination,
collaboration and organisational structures formed for modelling integrated social protection
services; (i) quality of the outreach/communication for development plan in the district; (iii) delivery
of planned integrated services; (iv) the internal M&E system;

e To examine the evolution of the integrated social protection services being provided until 2021, its
relationship with, and the immediate impact in the district, and the possible expansion of services
altogether over time; and

e To document and provide recommendations regarding lessons learned, good practices and
innovations that can be applied to other regions in Madagascar.

The formative evaluation will provide an independent assessment of the joint programme, and it will be
forward-looking by reinforcing good practices, identifying areas for improvement and providing conclusions
and recommendations. It will be conducted to assess and improve programme process, and not to judge
the performance of individual staff members. The evaluation will not focus on identifying impacts and
outcomes of services, instead it will attempt to assess the approach taken by UNICEF, WFP, UNFPA and
ILO, whether the assumptions made in the ToC are appropriate, whether activities and interventions are
indeed contributing to progress within the framework of the ToC, whether the proposed approach is scalable
and to determine why or why not progress is occurring. Of course, where the evaluation does yield evidence
in relation to impact and outcomes, these will be reflected upon in the evaluation report.

Within the policy context of integrated social protection services, the evaluation will cover the development
and evolution of the social protection strategy from 2020 onwards, paying particular attention to the policy
framework in relation to people living with disability. Data collection will focus on the district where the joint
programme is being implemented. To the extent possible, the evaluation should be participatory in nature
and include the views of young children with developmental delays and disabilities and their families. District
authorities, social workers, medical social workers, health workers, teachers as well as programme
beneficiaries should be consulted during the data collection.

Formative evaluation evidence will be judged using modified Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development/Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) criteria of relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and sustainability, as well as equity, gender equality and human rights considerations. Key
evaluation questions (and sub-questions) include the following:

Relevance of integrated social protection services provided in the district of Amboasary in relation to the
national social protection priorities and policy and the needs of households in Madagascar:

- How relevant are the integrated social protection services to priorities and policy at the national
level?

o Are the activities and outputs of the joint programme consistent with the national social
protection strategy and the attainment of its objectives?

o Have contextual factors (specific to each of the programme sites) been considered in the
design and implementation and adaptation of integrated social protection services?

- How relevant are the integrated social protection services to the needs of the most vulnerable
households?

o Towhat extent are the integrated social protection services relevant to the most vulnerable
households? Have services been fully adapted to meet the needs of different groups, in
particular people living with disabilities?

o Are the activities and outputs of the joint programme consistent with the intended plan for
service delivery?
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Coherence: The evaluation will assess the coherence of the programme with key international
commitments including gender equality and women’s empowerment, equity for children, and the human
rights-based approach; the comparative advantage of this joint programme over other social protection
programmes to deliver expected results; and added value of coordination and convening roles:

- To what extent is the programme addressing gender and equity? Are the rights of people with
disabilities consistently integrated in all aspects of programming and implementation?

- What are the comparative strengths of the joint programme in comparison to other social protection
programmes?

- What are the comparative strengths of the coordination and convening roles of the joint
programme?

Effectiveness of the integrated social protection services in achieving its programme development
objectives, including:

- How feasible are the social protection services with respect to meeting the needs of vulnerable
households, and what are the major influencing factors?

o To what extent have the programme objectives been achieved in each site? Were they
achieved on time?

o What have been the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the
programme objectives in providing integrated services?

o What have been the main challenges faced during the implementation of the joint
programme?

o To what extent is the responsibility for ensuring adherence to human rights, equity and
gender equality objectives well-articulated in the programme monitoring framework and
implementation plans?

Efficiency of integrated social protection services outputs — both qualitative and quantitative — in relation
to the inputs provided:

- How efficiently have the integrated social protection services been managed, given the human and
financial resources available? What have been the costs, including both funds and in-kind support?
o Are activities low in cost and affordable (yet, of adequate quality to improve the situation of
vulnerable households)?
o Is the current organisational set-up, collaboration and contribution of concerned ministries
and others working effectively to help ensure accountability? What more might be done?
o Have the integrated social protection services been implemented in an effective and
efficient way, both in terms of human and financial resources to other alternatives?

Sustainability of the benefits of the integrated social protection services provided:

- To what extent have the strategies adopted by the joint programme contributed to sustainability of
results, especially equity and gender-related results?
- To what extent is the joint programme supporting long-term buy-in and ownership by duty bearers
and rights holders?
- What is the likelihood of the integrated services objectives to be sustained beyond the duration of
the joint programme?
o What are the lessons learned about the provision of integrated social protection services?
o To what extent are the benefits of the joint programme likely to continue?
o What have been the major factors that influenced the achievement or non-achievement of
sustainability of the joint programme in Amboasary?
o In what ways should the current joint programme approach be revised or modified to
improve the sustainability of the programme services?
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Based on the objectives of the evaluation, this section indicates a possible design, approach, methods and
processes for the evaluation. Methodological rigor will be given significant consideration in the
assessment of proposals. Hence bidders are invited to interrogate the approach and methodology
proffered in the ToR and improve on it or propose an approach they consider more appropriate. In
their proposal, the bidder should refer to triangulation, sampling plan and methodological
limitations and mitigation measures. Bidders must also demonstrate methodological expertise and
considerable experience in evaluating social protection programmes.

The evaluation will employ both a theory-based, iterative (using a developmental approach) and a mixed
methods approach drawing on key background documents and the internal M&E system. The actual M&E
plan includes:

- Abaseline and end line surveys?,

- A regular context/situation monitoring survey? (planned to be monthly) that cover the three
communes treatment and other communes and districts broader,

- Anannual and a final narrative consolidated report,

- A mid-term progress review,

- Aregular updates on financial delivery (frequency to be determined); and

- An annual and a final financial report.

In initial inception phase, the evaluation should undertake an evaluability assessment. The purpose of the
Evaluability Assessment is not to question whether an evaluation is possible; but to inform the evaluation
of evaluability constraints early in the process. This will include the following (i) clarify logic and coherence
of the programme, (ii) assess the adequacy and validity of the indicators, tools and systems for monitoring,
measuring and verifying results, (iii) assess, according to the learning purpose, the adequate availability of
human resources and financial resources to monitor and evaluated the expected results and (iv) provide
guidance on approaches to the evaluation of the programme.

For this last point the evaluator should review the feasibility and adequacy of delivering a quasi-
experimental design for some key quantitative indicators. In addition to this, a refinement or reprioritisation
of initial evaluation questions should be planned within a participatory approach after conducting a
stakeholder mapping.

The timing of this independent evaluation is such that it will take an iterative and utilization-focused
approach, identifying and assessing the feasibility and likely results of the joint programme in terms of inputs
and outputs, as well as service sustainability and potential for replication and scaling-up. The M&E system
should be reviewed, and data used (anonymously) to assess the delivery of social safety nets. The
evaluation should consider throughout issues of equity, gender equality and human rights, in line with the
CRC, the CRPD, the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women
(CEDAW), Revised Evaluation Policy of UNICEF (2018) and the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG)
Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016).

At a minimum, the evaluation will draw on the following methods:

- Literature review and desk review of background documents and other relevant data, including
review and analysis of secondary quantitative data;

- Key Informant Interviews (KIlIs) with the following stakeholders: the main duty bearers MPPSPPF,
UNICEF, WFP, UNFPA and ILO, the implementing technical partners including the WHO, the FAO,

2 Data collection for this M&E system in the Amboasary district will be done by a local firm that will be recruited directly by the Evaluation
team.
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the WB, GIZ, FID, the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Public Health along with the CSU and
the CNSS, and the national platform coordinating social protection interventions, GTPS.

- Review of programme documentation in each site;

- Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with relevant stakeholders at the national and sub-national level,
including children and their families, community members and frontline workers;

- Case studies (in-depth interviews) of each core social protection services;

- Cost analysis of the implementation of the joint programme;

- Collation of existing statistical data, where available, and quantitative data relevant to the evaluation
guestions; and

- Aguantitative survey to selected households to gather data on the effectiveness of integrated social
protection services (in addition to providing data on other criteria).

Data collected should be disaggregated by age, gender, disability status, site, etc. where relevant. Sampling
for conducting Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussions should be done in consultation with
the MPSPPW, UNICEF, WFP, UNFPA and ILO. Baseline data will be secured and/or provided based on
the project document. Additionally, secondary data sources can be used, where relevant.

The proposed methodology should be based on continuous collection and analysis of key process and
impact indicators during project implementation (ex: monthly surveys and administrative data collection),
periodic reports (ex: every two/three months) to draw recommendations to improve the programme design.
Availability/quality and access to administrative data could be a major limitation of the evaluation, other
data collection tools developed (monthly surveys, Kll, FGD) should integrate essential information needed
for the evaluation.

Likewise, conventional ethical guidelines are to be followed during the evaluation. Specific reference is
made to the UNEG Ethical Guidelines, as well as to the UNEG Guidance on Integrating Human Rights and
Gender Equality in Evaluation, the UN SWAP Evaluation Performance Indicator, and the UNICEF
Procedure for Ethical Standards in Research, Evaluation and Data Collection and Analysis and UNICEF’s
Evaluation Reporting Standards. Good practices not covered therein are also to be followed. Any sensitive
issues or concerns should be raised with the Evaluation Management Team as soon as they are identified.

5. MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION

The evaluation will be conducted by an independent Evaluation Team to be recruited by UNICEF
Madagascar. The Evaluation Team will operate under the supervision of the Research and Evaluation
Specialist at UNICEF Madagascar, in collaboration with the MPSPPW, WFP, UNFPA and ILO. They will
act as Evaluation Management Team and therefore be responsible for the day-to-day oversight and
management of the evaluation and for the management of the evaluation budget. The Evaluation
Management Team will assure the quality and independence of the evaluation and guarantee its alignment
with the UNICEF’s Evaluation Policy and Procedure, UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation and other
relevant procedures, provide quality assurance checking that the evaluation findings and conclusions are
relevant, and recommendations are implementable, and contribute to the dissemination of the evaluation
findings and follow-up on the management response. An additional layer of quality assurance will be
provided by the Regional Office of UNICEF (UNICEF Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office) that will
be assess the quality of all evaluation deliverables against key standards outlined in the regional quality
assurance checklists that are in Annexes Ill and IV. Evaluation deliverables will only be accepted by
UNICEF and considered final when they receive a satisfactory rating or above.

A Reference Group will be established, bringing together representatives of the MPSPPW, UNICEF, WFP,
UNFPA, ILO among others. The Reference Group will have the following role: contributing to the
preparation and design of the evaluation (including providing feedback and comments on the inception
report and on the quality of the work of the evaluation team); providing comments and substantive feedback
to ensure the quality — from a technical point of view — of the draft and final evaluation reports; assisting in
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identifying internal and external stakeholders to be consulted during the evaluation process; participating
in review meetings organized by the Evaluation Management Team, as required; playing a key role in
learning and knowledge sharing from the evaluation results; and contributing to disseminating the findings
of the evaluation and follow-up on the implementation of the management response.

6. EVALUATION TEAM PROFILE

The evaluation will be conducted through an institutional contract with an evaluation firm. The proposed
evaluation team will consist of at minimum one (1) senior-level consultant (Team Leader) to conduct the
evaluation that will be supported by at least one (1) additional consultant (Team Member/Technical Expert).
Additional researchers/enumerators can be considered by the bidders to conduct the data collection.

The Team Leader should bring the following competences:

e Having extensive evaluation experience (at least 10 years) with an excellent understanding of
evaluation principles and methodologies, including evaluability, capacity in an array of qualitative
and quantitative evaluation methods, and UNEG Norms and Standards.

e Having extensive experience on social protection interventions — planning, implementing,
managing or M&E.

¢ Holding an advanced university degree (Master or higher) in economics, social policy, international
development, public policy, public administration, or similar, including sound knowledge of social
protection; familiarity with human rights.

e Bringing a strong commitment to delivering timely and high-quality results, i.e., credible evaluations
that are used for improving strategic decisions.

e Having in-depth knowledge of the UN’s human rights, gender equality and equity agendas.

¢ Having a strong team leadership and management track record, as well as excellent interpersonal
and communication skills to help ensure that the evaluation is understood and used.

e Specific evaluation experience of social protection is essential, as well as a strong mixed-method
evaluation background; previous experience in conducting developmental evaluation is considered
an asset.

e Previous work experience in Africa is desirable, together with an understanding of the Madagascar
context and cultural dynamics.

e The Team Leader must be committed and willing to work independently, with limited regular
supervision; s/he must demonstrate adaptability and flexibility, client orientation, proven ethical
practice, initiative, concern for accuracy and quality.

e S/he must have the ability to concisely and clearly express ideas and concepts in written and oral
form as well as the ability to communicate with various stakeholders in English and French.

The Team Leader will be responsible for undertaking the formative evaluation from start to finish, for
managing the evaluation, for the bulk of data collection, analysis and consultations, as well as for report
drafting in French and communication of the evaluation results.

One (1) national Team Member/Technical Expert:

e Holding advanced university degrees (Masters-level) in statistics, economics, international
development, public policy, public administration, or similar coursework.

e Strong training and experience in social protection.

e Hands-on experience in collecting and analyzing quantitative and qualitative data, especially in
relation to socio-economic interventions.

e Strong expertise in equity, gender equality and human rights-based approaches to evaluation and
expertise in data presentation and visualisation.

8
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e Be committed and willing to work in a complex environment and able to produce quality work under
limited guidance and supervision.

e Having good communication, advocacy and people skills and the ability to communicate with
various stakeholders and to express concisely and clearly ideas and concepts in written and oral
form.

e Excellent French and Malagasy communication and report writing skills.

The Team Member will play a key role in data collection, analysis and presentation, and preparation of the
debriefings, and will make significant contributions to the writing of the main evaluation report.

The Evaluation Team is expected to be balanced with respect to gender to ensure accessibility of both male
and female informants during the data collection process. Back-office support assisting the team with
logistics and other administrative matters is also expected. It is vital that the same individuals that
develop the methodology for the request for proposals for services will be involved in conducting
the evaluation. In the review of the proposals, while adequate consideration will be given to the
technical methodology, significant weighting will be given to the quality, experience (including CVs,
three referees and written samples of previous evaluations) and relevance of individuals who will
be involved in the evaluation.

7. EVALUATION DELIVERABLES

Expected evaluation deliverables are as follows:

1) A stand-alone Evaluability Assessment (in French) of the joint programme that will inform the
evaluation by identifying evaluability constraints early in the process.

2) An Inception Report (in French), including detailed research timeline and design, a summary note
in preparation for data collection and revised data collection tools for the light monthly households’
survey , the Kll and FGD (in French); outlining what questions can be addressed and which cannot
and propose new evaluation questions.

3) A report of the initial evaluation findings from primary data collection (in French), including a
desk review analysis and a PowerPoint presentation to facilitate a stakeholder consultation
exercise; Data collection for the light monthly households’ survey will be done directly by the
Evaluation team by contracting a local firm/association.

4) A semester short analysis of programme implementation based on monthly situation monitoring
data, regular financial consolidated updated data and narrative reports on implementation
advancement.

5) A draft and final Evaluation Report (in French) that will be revised until approved (including a
complete first draft to be reviewed by the Evaluation Management Team and the social protection
technical working group; a second draft to be reviewed by the Reference Group and the Regional
Office of ESARO, and a penultimate draft);

6) A PowerPoint presentation (in both French and Malagasy) to be used to share findings with the
Reference Group and for use in subsequent dissemination events; and

7) A four-page Evaluation Brief (in both English, French and Malagasy) that is distinct from the
executive summary in the evaluation report and it is intended for a broader and non-technical
audience. The executive summary should also be produced both in text and video versions (i.e., 1
or 2-minute video clip). Video and photo materials should be collected as part of the evaluation to
enrich the evaluation dissemination.

Other interim products are:

e Minutes of key meetings with the Evaluation Management Team and the Reference Group;

9
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Monthly progress reports;

Copy of the data collected during the evaluation; and

Presentation materials for the meetings with the Evaluation Management Team and the Reference
Group. These may include PowerPoint summaries of work progress and conclusions to that point.

Outlines and descriptions of each evaluation products are meant to be indicatives, and include:

Evaluability Assessment: The Evaluability Assessment will help validate and reconstruct the ToC
and help identify evaluability constraints early in the process. The report will be 10-15 pages in
length, or maximum 8,000 words, and it will be presented to the Reference Group.

Inception Report: The Inception Report will be key in confirming a common understanding of what
is to be evaluated, including additional insights into executing the evaluation. At this stage,
evaluators will refine and confirm evaluation questions, confirm the scope of the evaluation, further
improve on the methodology proposed in the ToR and their own evaluation proposal to improve its
rigor, as well as develop and validate evaluation instruments. The report will include, among other
elements: i) evaluation purpose and scope, confirmation of objectives of the evaluation; ii)
evaluation criteria and questions; iii) evaluation methodology (i.e., sampling criteria), a description
of data collection methods and data sources (incl. a rationale for their selection), draft data
collection instruments, for example questionnaires, with a data collection toolkit as an annex, an
evaluation matrix that identifies descriptive and normative questions and criteria for evaluating
evidence, a data analysis plan, a discussion on how to enhance the reliability and validity of
evaluation conclusions, the field visit approach, a description of the quality review process and a
discussion on the limitations of the methodology; iv) proposed structure of the final report; v)
evaluation work plan and timeline, including a revised work and travel plan; vi) resources
requirements (i.e., detailed budget allocations, tied to evaluation activities, work plan) deliverables;
vii) annexes (i.e., organizing matrix for evaluation questions, data collection toolkit, data analysis
framework); and viii) a summary of the evaluation (evaluation briefing note) for external
communication purposes. The inception report will be 15-20 pages in length (excluding annexes),
or approximately 10,000 words, and will be presented at a formal meeting of the Reference Group.
Initial evaluation findings: This report will present the initial evaluation findings from primary data
collection, comprising the desk-based document review and analysis of the technical support
project. The report developed prior to the first drafts of the final report should be 10 pages, or about
8,000 words in length (excluding annexes, if any), and should be accompanied by a PowerPoint
presentation that can be used for validation with key stakeholders.

Final Evaluation Report: The report will not exceed 45 pages, or 25,000 words, excluding the
executive summary and annexes.® The structure of the report will be agreed with UNICEF and
other stakeholders at the beginning of the assignment.

PowerPoint presentation: Initially prepared and used by the Evaluation Team in their presentation
to the Reference Group, a standalone PowerPoint will be submitted to the Evaluation Management
Team as part of the evaluation deliverables.

An Evaluation Brief, data and a four-page executive summary (with infographics) for external users
will be submitted to the Evaluation Management Team as part of the evaluation deliverables.

Reports will be prepared according to the UNICEF Style Guide and UNICEF Brand Toolkit (to be shared
with the winning bidder) and UNICEF-adapted UNEG Evaluation Reports Standards as per GEROS

3 UNICEF has instituted the Global Evaluation Report Oversight System (GEROS), a system where final evaluation reports are quality
assessed by an external company against UNICEF/UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation reports. The Evaluation Team is
expected to reflect on and conform to these standards as they write their report. The team may choose to share a self-assessment
based on the GEROS with the Evaluation Management Team.

10
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guidelines (referenced before). All deliverables must be in professional level standard French and they must
be language-edited/proof-read by a native speaker.

The first draft of the final report will be received by the Evaluation Management Team and UNICEF who
will work with the team leader on necessary revisions. The second draft will be sent to the Reference Group
for comments. The Evaluation Management Team will consolidate all comments on a response matrix and
request the Evaluation Team to indicate actions taken against each comment in the production of the
penultimate draft.

Bidders are invited to reflect on each outline and effect the necessary modification to enhance their
coverage and clarity. Having said so, products are expected to conform to the stipulated number of
pages where that applies.

An estimated budget has been allocated for this evaluation. As reflected in Table 1, the evaluation has a
timeline of 25 months from April 2020 to April 2022. Adequate effort should be allocated to the evaluation
to ensure timely submission of all deliverables, approximately 18 weeks on the part of the Evaluation Team.

Table 1: Proposed Evaluation Timeline*

1. INCEPTION, EVALUABILITY, DOCUMENT 6 weeks
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS (April to May
2019)
1. Inception meeting by Skype with the Meeting minutes Week 1 Evaluation Team,
Evaluation Management Team Evaluation
Management Team
2. Inception visit (incl. initial data collection Meeting minutes Weeks 2-3 Evaluation Team
and desk review; stakeholder analysis; and
evaluability assessment)
3. Present Evaluability Assessment to the PowerPoint Week 4 Evaluation Team,
Reference Group presentation Evaluation
Management
Team, Reference
Group
4. Prepare Inception Report Draft Inception Week 5 Evaluation Team
Report
5. Present draft Inception Report to the PowerPoint Week 6 Evaluation Team,
Reference Group presentation Evaluation
Management
Team, Reference
Group
6. Revise Inception Report, confirm planning Final Inception Week 6 Evaluation Team,
for field visit Report Evaluation
Management
Team, Reference
Group
2. DATA COLLECTION 8 working weeks
(June 2020 to
December 2021)
1. Pilot data collection tools and conduct field- = - Weeks 9-15 Evaluation Team
based data collection (multiple rounds of
data collection can be conducted over time
using a developmental approach)
2. Implement additional data collection - KII, Week 94 - 96

4 Please note that the timing of the data collection may change depending on the possibility of carrying out Klls and FGDs and other
contextual factors.
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case studies ...

3. ANALYSIS, REPORTING AND
COMMUNICATION OF RESULTS

9 working weeks
(January to April

2022)

1. Prepare baseline findings report and Baseline findings Week 16 Evaluation Team,
prepare presentation for validation report (incl. desk Evaluation
workshop to validate data collection results = review), Management

PowerPoint Team, Reference
presentation, Group
meeting minutes

2. Prepare semester short analysis #1 - Week 40 - 41 Evaluation Team

3. Prepare semester short analysis #2 - Week 62 - 63 Evaluation Team

4. Prepare semester short analysis #3 - Week 92 - 93 Evaluation Team

5. Prepare and submit first draft of Evaluation = Draft Evaluation Week 98 - 99 Evaluation Team
Report Report

6. Receive first draft and provide feedback to Evaluation Week 100-101 Evaluation
Evaluation Team commenting matrix Management Team

7. Prepare and submit second draft of Draft Evaluation Week 102 Evaluation Team
Evaluation Report and present conclusions = Report,
and recommendation in a workshop (incl. PowerPoint
prioritization of recommendations) presentation,

meeting minutes

8. Receive second draft and provide feedback = Evaluation Weeks 102-103 Evaluation

to Evaluation Team commenting matrix Management
Team, Reference
Group

9. Prepare and submit penultimate draft of Draft Evaluation Week 104 Evaluation Team
Evaluation Report Report

10. Submit and present final Evaluation Report | Final Evaluation Week 105 Evaluation Team,
to Reference Group and prepare Report, Evaluation Evaluation
presentation and other materials Brief, PowerPoint Management

presentation,
meeting minutes

Team, Reference
Group

8. PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Unless bidders propose an alternative payment schedule, payments will be as follows:

e Approved Evaluability Assessment and Inception Report: 3 months after signing the contract; (15%
of payment);

e Approved initial evaluation findings report: 18 months after signing the contract; (25% of payment);

e Approved final Evaluation Report: 23 months after signing the contract; and (35% of payment); and

e Approved final presentation and other materials: 24 months after signing the contract (25% of
payment).

9. APPLICATION PROCESS

Each proposal will be assessed first on its technical merits and subsequently on its price. In making the
final decision, UNICEF considers both Technical and Financial Proposals. The Evaluation Team first
reviews the Technical Proposals followed by review of the Financial Proposals of the technically compliant
firms. The proposal obtaining the highest overall score after adding the scores for the Technical and
Financial Proposals together, that offers the best value for money, will be recommended for award of the
contract.

The Technical Proposal should include but not be limited to the following:
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a)
b)

c)

d)

e)

9)

h)

Request for Proposals for Services Form (provided above).
Presentation of the Bidding Institution or institutions if a consortium (maximum two institutions
will be accepted as part of the consortium), including:

e Name of the institution;

e Date and country of registration/incorporation;

e Summary of corporate structure and business areas;

e Corporate directions and experience;

e Location of offices or agents relevant to this proposal;

e Number and type of employees;

e Incase of a consortium of institutions, the above listed elements shall be provided for each
consortium members in addition to the signed consortium agreement; and

¢ Incase of a consortium, one only must be identified as the organization lead in dealing with
UNICEF.

Narrative Description of the Bidding Institution's Experience and Capacity in the following
areas:

e Evaluation of social protection interventions;

e Formative evaluation of social protection interventions, ideally implemented by government
institutions and partner NGOs; previous experience in conducting developmental
evaluation is considered an asset;

e Previous assignments in developing countries in general, and related to social protection
programmes, preferably in Africa; and

¢ Previous and current assignments using UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation.

Relevant References of the proposer (past and on-going assignments) in the past five years.
UNICEF may contact references persons for feedback on services provided by the proposers.
Samples or Links to Samples of Previous Relevant Work listed as reference of the proposer
(at least three), on which the proposed key personnel directly and actively contributed or authored.
Methodology. It should minimize repeating what is stated in the ToR. There is no minimum or
maximum length. If in doubt, ensure sufficient detail.

Work Plan, which will include as a minimum requirement the following:

e General work plan based on the one proposed in the ToR, with comments and proposed
adjustments, if any; and

o Detailed timetable by activity (it must be consistent with the general work plan and the
Financial Proposal).

Evaluation Team:

e Summary presentation of proposed experts;

o Description of support staff (number and profile of research and administrative assistants
etc.);

o Level of effort of proposed experts by activity (it must be consistent with the Financial
Proposal); and

e CV and three referees of each expert proposed to carry out the evaluation.

The Technical Proposal will be submitted in hard copy and electronic (PDF) format.

Please note that the duration of the assignment will be from April 2020 to April 2022 and it is foreseen that
the Evaluation Team will devote roughly 18 weeks of their time to the evaluation. The presence of a conflict
of interest of any kind will automatically disqualify prospective candidates from consideration.

The Financial Proposal should include but not be limited to the following:

13
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Bidders are required to estimate travel costs in the Financial Proposal. Please note that: i) travel costs shall
be calculated based on economy class fare regardless of the length of travel; and ii) costs for

Resource Costs: Daily rate multiplied by number of days of the experts involved in the evaluation

including the cost for monthly data collection for the light household’s survey.

Conference or Workshop Costs (if any): Indicate nature and breakdown if possible.
Travel Costs: All travel costs should be included as a lump sum fixed cost. For all travel costs,
UNICEF will pay as per the lump sum fixed costs provided in the proposal. A breakdown of the

lump sum travel costs should be provided in the Financial Proposal.
Any Other Costs (if any): Indicate nature and breakdown.

Recent Financial Audit Report: Report should have been carried out in the past two years and

be certified by a reputable audit organization.

accommodation, meals and incidentals.

The Financial Proposal must be fully separated from the Technical Proposal. The Financial Proposal will

be submitted in hard copy. Costs will be formulated in US$ and free of all taxes.

10. EVALUATION WEIGHTING CRITERIA

Proposals will be evaluated against two elements: technical and financial. The ratio between the technical
and financial criteria depends on the relative importance of one component to the other. Cumulative
Analysis will be used to evaluate and award proposals. The evaluation criteria associated with this ToR is

split between technical and financial as follows:

Weightage for Technical Proposal = 70%
Weightage for Financial Proposal = 30%
Total Score = 100%

a. Technical Proposal:

The Technical Proposal should address all aspects and criteria outlined in this Request for Proposal.

Table 2: Evaluation of Technical Proposal

The Technical Proposals will be evaluated against the following:

REF CATEGORY POINTS
1 Overall response:
e Completeness of response 2
e  Overall concord between the ToR requirements and proposal 3
2 Company/key personnel/individual consultant:
e Range and depth of experience with similar projects 8
e  Samples of previous work 5
e References 5
e Key personnel: relevant experience and qualifications of the proposed team for the 14
assignment
3 Proposed methodology and approach:
e Detailed proposal with main tasks, including sound methodology to achieve key | 20
outputs
e Proposal presents a realistic implementation timeline 13
Total Technical 70

Only proposals which receive a minimum of 60 points will be considered further.

b. Financial Proposal

14
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The total amount of points allocated for the price component is 30. The maximum number of points will be
allotted to the lowest price proposal that is opened and compared among those invited firms/institutions
which obtain the threshold points in the evaluation of the technical component.

All other price proposals will receive points in inverse proportion to the lowest price, e.g.,

Max. score for price proposal * Price of lowest priced proposal

Score for price proposal X =

Price of proposal X

L'UNICEF est un environnement libre de toute discrimination. L'UNICEF est engagé pour la diversité et
l'inclusion et invite les candidats compétents de toutes les origines nationales, ethniques et religieuses a
postuler pour faire partie de notre organisation. Les candidatures féminines qualifiées ainsi que celles de
personnes qualifiées en situation de handicap sont vivement encouragées.

Annex |: Theory of Change

15
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Annex Il: Joint programme full description with the implications of each participating agency

The programme is structured around two pillars, each of them with expected outcomes and outputs, as

follows:

1. Pillar 1 (downstream): an integrated package of social protection interventions to protect
households from risks and promote human and productive investments, tailored to the
needs of poorest people, including people with disabilities is operationalized and modelled
in selected locations.

This first pillar is expected to produce tangible and transformative results on beneficiary households in
selected locations (expected 4,000 beneficiaries of safety nets and at least 35 percent of them linked with
a package of complementary interventions). It is structured around four main components and one
transversal activity: cash transfer, social health protection, agricultural insurance, livelihood promotion and
C4D activities and GBV protection (transversal). Each activity will translate in immediate outputs (2020-
2021) and medium-term outcomes (2022). Those activities will jointly contribute to longer term outcomes
and final impacts (2023 to 2030) detailed in the ToC graph. More specifically:

@)

Output 1.1 — Cash transfer (under the responsibility of UNICEF): by providing regular
transfers to households under the conditionality of sending their children in school, the short-
term output of cash transfer will be to stabilize consumption of poorest households and ensure
their school age children attend school. The financial support provided will contribute over the
medium term to: i) increase households consumption for both food and other essential
expenditures (health, education, housing, etc.) and ii) increase enrolment rate and reduce drop
out. Over the longer term this will translate in better nutrition and education outcomes,
particularly for children.

Output 1.2 — Social health insurance (under the responsibility of ILO): by facilitating the
enrolment of poorest households in the non-contributory health insurance scheme and by
mobilizing the platforms of informal workers to promote voluntary adhesion in the contributory
scheme (for workers with contributory capacity) the programme will contribute to the
operationalization of the national health insurance system in the targeted district and its
integration in the broader social protection programme (output level). The program will also
implement specific C4D activities to overcome informal and cultural barriers that prevent
household from accessing health. Households in beneficiary communities will be able to better
manage their health risks and will increase their attendance in health facilities. Over the longer
term this will contribute to better health outcomes.

Output 1.3 — Agricultural insurance (under the responsibility of WFP): by providing
sensitization, information and by subsidizing their insurance prime, the programme will enrol
poorest stallholders (or groups of smallholders) in an agricultural insurance scheme (output
level). The insurance will transfer the risks of agriculture loss and will stabilize the revenues of
smallholders. With reduced risks of agricultural production loss, smallholders will be more
inclined to invest in their agricultural production. Over the medium term this will translate in
increased agricultural production.

Output 1.4 - Livelihood promotion (under the responsibility of WFP): the livelihood
promotion approach is based on a twofold strategy: i) support to agricultural production (training
on improved farms techniques, equipment’s, seeds distribution, etc.) supported by the FAO
under own financial resources (no contribution from the JP) and, ii) post-harvest support
(improved storage and transformation techniques and linkages to markets) supported by the
WFP. As immediate output poorest smallholders will receive pre and post-harvest assistance.
This will translate over the medium term in increased agricultural production and increased
revenues from agriculture. The results framework in Annex reports only indicators related to
the WFP activities, as the FAO activities will be entirely financed by own resources without
SDG financial contribution.

Transversal Output 1.5 — C4D activities (under the joint responsibility of the four participating
UN agencies) and GBV protection (under the responsibility of UNFPA): the expected output
of C4D activities is to sensitize local actors on behavioral changes related to the various
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aspects of the programme. They will have, among other, a particular focus on ensuring that
GBYV issues are properly dealt at local level and that women victims of abuse will be properly
assisted, through increased multi-sectoral capacity to prevent and address GBV. Those
activities will contribute to maximize the impacts of the various programme components thus
reinforcing the overall expected results.

Over the long term those activities will contribute to poverty reduction by improving well-being of households
(better education, health and nutrition outcomes) and increased and diversified revenues. Households will
be more resilient to future shocks and this will render the poverty reduction efforts sustainable over the long
term.

2. Pillar 2 (upstream): Strengthen the institutional framework for social protection to ensure
the integrated model is scaled up at national level
This second pillar is expected to have an impact on the national policy framework and will contribute to
have the integrated social protection approach scaled up at national level. The short-term outputs of this
pillar will be reflected in improved administrative, legal and institutional system, that will translate in
increased efficiency at mid-term and increased allocation of resources for social protection over the long
term. More specifically:

e Output 2.1 — Development of a referral system (under the responsibility of UNICEF): the
development of a referral system will contribute to the establishment of a common administrative
tool for social protection (output level) and will improve coordination among various social
protection programmes. Over the medium term this will translate into reduced cost and increased
efficiency of programmes (outcome level).

e Output 2.2 — Revision of the legal and institutional framework to make it more sensitive to
the people living with disabilities and other vulnerable groups, including women victims of
GBYV (under the responsibility of UNFPA and UNICEF): the provision of technical assistance to
strengthen the institutional framework will contribute to the establishment and operationalization of
the national commission for disability and the identification of a package of interventions tailored to
the needs of people living with disabilities (output level). This will ensure that the needs of people
living with disability are properly taken into account in social protection programmes. In addition,
the programme will provide capacity building of duty bearers as magistrates and police officers,
Listening and Legal Advice Centers to guarantee the rights and access to services of vulnerable
households and GBYV survivors including disabled women and youth, and strengthen GBYV referral
pathways, multisectoral GBV coordination platfoms, and youth spaces for GBV prevention and
response.

e Output 2.3 — Institutional strengthening and coordination on social health protection
integrated to the social protection system (under the responsibility of the ILO) The existing
platform of actors involved in the formulation and implementation of the national strategy on health
coverage will benefit from a reinforcement of their capacities to fully partake within social protection
system-wise coordination. Indeed, the health sector currently focusses a lot on service provision
and the JP will support capacity building on financial protection against the cost of care and its full
integration in the social protection agenda. The JP will support the strengthening of existing
coordination mechanisms, will foster operational coordination around eligibility, affiliation and
referral mechanisms, and will support joint advocacy to mobilize fiscal space for social health
protection.

e Output 2.4 — M&E and evidence generation (under the responsibility of the four agencies): a
strong monitoring and evaluation system will be established for the JP, this will provide evidence
on the impact of the proposed integrated approach and will contribute to inform policy decision at
national level and over the long term increase the resources allocation for social protection.
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Annex lll: UNICEF ESAR Quality Assurance Checklist for Evaluation Inception Reports

<oy 3 UNICEF Evaluation Inception Reports
!'.l, o) Quality Review Cheeklist
\!‘.}_ﬂ_{y Universalla, 4 April 2017

unicef

IDENTIFICATION OF DELIVERABLE

Country

Region

Title Evaluation

ear

Date of Review

Date of 2nd Review (if applicable)
Initials of Reviewer

Initizls of Reviewer (2nd Review)

Critgrion iz addrazzad.
Mosty Criterion is addressed, bus f2ily minor elements ans missing or incorrce.

Criterion is only partly addressed, two or more imporiant elemeants are missing or incormact.
Criterion is not addressed.

Mot rated Criterion could not be rated, ressons are provided.

Score Explanation
Highty Satisfactory Excesds UNICEF/UNEG standards for TOR 2nd externz| contractors may rely on the information providsd

savsfactery | 5 |meers UNICEF/UNEG standsrds fior TOR and axternal consractars may refy on the information provided.
_— Meets UNICEF/UMES standards for TOR in some ragards, but not all. External contractors may continue to
\Unsatisfactory Doses not sufficiently mast the UMICEF/UMES standards for TOR; and thus extemal contractors cannat rely
Important aspects of the TOR that are required by the UNICEFUNEG standards were found to be absant and

Missing o
Mot Rated not applicable An azpact of the TOR was not rated for 3 l=gitimats reazon that does mot undarmine the quality of the TOR.

INCEPTION REPORT REVIEW
Ci e O
L C (5 U L) L) (]
Question 1.1 |Do the opening pages and intraduction of the Inception Report contain all the relevant inforrmation?
1.1.1 [The introduction contzins 3 short desoription of the purpose of the IR, the key activiti=s
undertzken for its preparation and its place in the evalustion prooss:.
1.1.2 [The introduction highlights eny emerging izsuss that have srissn during the inception phase
|if epglicsiole).
1.1.3|Basic elements in the cpening pages ars pressnted (zcromyms, tshle of comtsnts, country on
cover pEgs, yesrs oovered by the evalustion, commissioning organization).
Overall Feedback on Section 1 (3-5 sentences) - Summary of the section, highlighting what was dene well and  Overall rating for Srore
rrain areas for improverments. SeCtion
1]
weighting: | 0,05
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Ci ct G
L) & D DESUR U 1 L) 2 U 1] % (]
Cuestion 2.1 |Are the context of the object of the evaluation and the description of the object of the evaluation clearly presented¥
2.1.1The desoription of the context includs infarmation on the initizl problem and ineguities at
the nationzl andfor imemetionzl level, inceding the sodal, econemic end politicel comtexs
Lnderlying the inftistive being eveluzted, 25 well 23 relevant overarching
colides/sretegien/polticel framawarks.|
2.1.2|The object of the evaluation is briefly and dearly explzined (indudes: objectives of the
orogramime, stekeholders involved and their roles and siskes, time period of initiative,
budget, g=ogrephic saoge, phass of the project progremime).
2.1.3(The desoription of the object of the sveluztion mekes sdequate nefsrences to human rights,
Zender and equity.
2.1.4(The logic model or the theory of chengs of the object being evalusted is described to soms
=xtent, with the assumgtion thet it will be further refined or finslized in the Evaluation
REpOm.
Overall Feedback om Section 2 [3-5 sentences) - Summary of the section, highlighting what was done well and — Owerall rating for S
rain areas for improverments. section
o
weighting: |01
Ci cti »
1 1 2 S D SUL) L AJ ) (]
Question 3.1 [Are the purpose, objectives and scope of the evaluation clearly preserted?
3.1.1(The sveluation purposs is dearly presented (indudss: the rationale behind the evalustion,
sxpected Lzers, and imenzed wss, @nd how the users stand to gzin or lozs from the resuls
of the sveluation).
3.1.2|The svelustion ohjectives 2ns czarly presented.
3.1.3|The scops of the evaluztion is dearly defined. f different from TORs, the changes are
justified {inclugdes: what will and will not be coversd induding the geogreghic location,
p=riod, thematic field|s] of intsrvention, intsrventions 1o be eveluzted, levels [regional,
country, rrunicipal), unit of analysis, populztien groups coversd).
Overall Feedback on Sectlon 3 (3-5 sentencas) - Surmmary of the section, highlighting what was done well and ~ Overall rating for are
riain areas for improvements. sectian
1]
Wweighting:| 0,1
w chi (]
1 L) (]
Cuestion 4.1 [Are the evaluation criteria and ions clearly presented?
4.1.1 | The Inception Report lists 2l of the evelustion criteriz and questions as per TORS. If
oriteriafquestions differ from TORE, the Incsption Report justifies the changes. |For examaole)
=ifiorts to prioritize guestions and reduce number of questions to address should be noted in|
the report.)
Cuestion 4.2 (Is the evaluation matrb: eomplete and eontaining relevant information?
4.2 [The Inception Report links the evaluation criteria and questions to the chosen methadology
through an eveluation matriz
4,22 [The matix specfies the indi=tors, dete sourcss, end date collection and methods vsed 1o
=3nzwer S30h guestion.
4.2.3 [The indicetors chosen 2ns specific, easly measurabls, and relevant to the comesponding
=veluation questions and TOC.
4,24 [The veluation questions and indicetors indude reference to human rights, gsnder and
=quity dimensions.
Overall Feedback on Sectlon 4 [3-5 sentences) - Surnmary of the section, highlighting what was done well and  Overall rating for P
riain areas far improvements. section
o
Wweighting: |02
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ODOLOG

Question 5.1 s the overall methodaology for the evaluation clearly presarnted ¥
5.1.1|The data collection and amalysis methods are sound and spproprizte and the evelustors
provide & retionals for choosing specific methods.

5.1.2|The Inception Report describes rels

t methodological limitations to the evelustion.

5.1.3|The approach to addressing methodological imitation makes senze (indudes: the
anzwerability of 2vzluation questions lbased on desk review and availzbie date sets, the
availability and reliability of the date, and any bizs that may arise).

5.1.4|The data collection tooks 2re linked to the spedfic evaluation questions [the way in which
esigned should faciitate @ptuning the information nesded to answer the

5.1.5 [Questions in intsrvisw protocels, discussion guidss and question
inked to the evalustion matrix end =void leading questions.

&re robust, fooused,

3.1.5|The samigling methods described for qualitative datz collecion 2re sporoprizis and adeguzty
|imclugss ALL of the following: samgle size, the g=osr=phic 2reafs), specific populations,
sempled site/coun
will be selechzd

izits, the retionale/criteria for sslection, how partidpants/intsrasweey]
critesia for selection of countries to be visited,Studisd (if apoliczble]).

3.1.7 |The samigling methods described for quantitative S3ta collscrion ars sporoprizte and
sdequate (incluzes ALL o the following: samaole sizs, the gzogre
populstions, semipled site‘oounty

zrea(s), soecfic
1 rationale oriteris for selsction, how
rvigwess will be sslected, 2nd criteria for selection of countries to be

list of docume

riy presented [incudss:
!, avEilabls detEbass

|ders to be interview

iz for cesk review, the
t= g2ps end Eppear

518

5.1.10

5111

g e uneal.org/normrsendstandards/index. 5p
Fevenacunevaluation.orgfethicelguidelines.

5.1.12 [The Inception Repart prowis
acoownt (g5 confidentizlity, ethicel considerstions re
possiole conflict of interest, etc |

Jerztions that will be taken
zted to children or vulnereble groups,

5.1.13|The m
e

rodelogy presented is technically sound, logistically feasitle and spproprizte
nE the evalustion framework.

Overall Feedback on Section 5 3-5 sentences] - Survmary of the section, highlighting what was done welland  Overall rating for

Scone
riain areas far irmprovements. section

Wweighting: |03

Question 6.1 s the workplan complete and containing relevant information?
5.1.1[Th Jation phases 2rs clearly desoized, incl
riumber of deys for ezch team member, location

atimeling with sszodzted sctivitizs,
o delfverstles.

5.1.2|The roles and responsibilities of e2ch member of the evalustion team are desoribed.

5.1.3 | If the evaluztion reguires offigal ethicel approwal, the Inception Report describes the
process to be followed.

5.1.4 [The logiztics of carrying out the eveluztion ere discuzsed end the expscied roles and
responsibilities from the commissioning erggnizetion(s) or oversight committee are

adequately explained (e.g. essimznos required from LNICEF forin ETangEmer
fizld wisits,

5.1.5 [The Inoeption Report describes the evelugtion quality assursnce process.

Overall Feedback on Section 6 (3-5 sentenees) - Summary of the section, highlighting what was dene welland  Overall rating for

riain areas for improvements, secticn Seore

Wweighting:|0,2
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Question 7.1 |Da the annexes contzin all the relevant elements?

7.1.1{The TORs are induded in the annzees.

7.1.2|The following slements are annexed to the Inception Report: logic model/TOC, eveluation
maitrix, bibliography, data oollection tools [draft interview protoools, survey, case study
formnats], list{z) of peopls 1o be intenviewed.

Overall Feedback on Section 7 [3-5 sentences) - Summary of the section, highlighting what was done well and  Owerall rating for

raln areas for improverments. section aare

weighting:|00s

100

Question B.1  (Is the Inception Regort cohberent and logical?
8.1.1|The sections of the Inception Report hold together in 2 logiclly consistent way that will
sllow fior & cohersnt evaluation report.

8.1.2 | The style of the Incegtion Peport is adeguate (to the point, logically structuned and easy to
understand).

Overall suggestions for improvernents, suggestions made throughout the review should be listed chearly and | Overall rating for
sucdnctly , referring both to pages as well as individual criterion. (5-10 sentences) section
Mot Rated 1]

Score
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Annex IV: UNICEF ESAR Quality Assurance Checklist for Evaluation Draft Reports

IDENTIFICATION OF DELIVERABLE

Title of Report Maragernant of
Rigion SPOW Correspondence
Year of feport Evaluation object
Congletion

Courtry Evaluation type
TOR present Evaluation strategy
Date of Review Evaluation design
Date of 2nd review Evaluation level
Initials Fesiswer Geographic Suope
Inizials Reviewer

Zred Raview

RATING SCALES

Criterion is addressed.

Crivzrion s sddressed, but firly minor 2lements are missing or in:

correct.

Critzrion is onty partly addressed, two or more important elements are missing or incorredt.
Crit=rion iz not addressed.

Crivzrion could not be rated, reasons are provided.

Exceeds UNICER/UNES standards for TOR and extamal contractors
may rely on the information provided with 2 high degres of assursncs.

Masts UNICEF/UMEG standards for TOR and extarnz| contractors may
rely on the information provided.

Mzats UNICEF/UMEG standards for TOR in somsa regards, but not all.
External contractors may continue to use the information with caution,
but substantive improvemsants zre possible.

Dozs not sufficiently meet the UMICER/UNES smndards for TOR; 2nd
thus ext=mal contractors cannot rely on the information provided in
ths TOR.

Important zspects of the TOR that are required by the UNICEF/UNEG
o stzndards were found to be sbsznt and =0 the TOR ars incomplate.

2 aspect of the TOR was not raved for 2 legitimats reason thet doss

not appliczole not underming the guality of the TOR.

Constructive: Criticlsm
(1-2 sentences with page: references 1o suggest Improvemerts for every
stwtement that Is nort rebed "yes"). i not reted, provide reasons here.

Is the object oﬁhee«ﬂlaﬂenehalipmd?
Clzar relevart fezorr intervention, inc location|s), tinnelines, cost/budzst, and
imnplernentation stEtus

1z
ites, sub- rg:'

evaluztion)
13 Description of the reletive importance of the object to UNICEF (2.2, in terms of size, influencs, or

positioning)
Question 2, Is the context of the Intenremlﬁndewdesalbed? #DID!
21
22
3 ation of how the context refates to the imglementation of the intervention
Question 3. Is theramllsd\alna Ingic well articulzted? #Dongo!
5,1 Clear end comglets description of the imervention’s intended results
3.2

Inte’v=nt|m IOﬁcl:rEe. ited 35 & coherent th .eor\r ofmi'.g ICEIC meadel
Ouestion 4. hee k helders ard their identified #ony/o!

41 Ide'.nﬁenon of implemerting agznoy|ies], davel :\prn?' p:.'t'srs, orimary duty bearers, secondany duty
42 Identificztion of th 1= {financial or otherwisel, induding|

UMICEF
- Feedback on Section A - The rater will briefly {3-5 sentences) assess tap line ssues for this section and

provide suggestions for improvernents. e for Section

4 q
Weighting
0,05
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Constructive Criticlsm

(1-2 sentences with page references o suggest improvemers for every
statement that Is not rated "yes"]. (fnot reted, provide reasons here.

OQuestion 5. Is the purpose of the evaluation dearly deseribed ? #Divio!

51 Specificidentificztion of how the svzluztion is imtendzd to be used and to what this uss is expectzd to
Echigve
52 Identificeticn of appropriate primary intended users of the sveluation
Question 6. d i th uation d d realistic? #DI/!
61 comglets description of what the suzluation seshks to achievs by the end of the procsss with
referznce to any changas =0 the chjectives included in the TOR
6,2 Clear end relevant desoription of the soope of the evaluation: what will and will not be coversd

ithematiczlly, chronologicelly, s=ographicelly with key t=:
so0pe |28, specifications by the TORs, lack of acoess 1o par
raasans 2t the time of the svaluation, lzck of datz

5

fined), 25 well 25 the reasons fior this
‘cular seographic ensss for politice! or safery
denics on particulzr slements of the intsrvention]

- Feadback on Saction B - The rater will briefly | 3-5 sentences) assess top line ssues for this section and

provide suggestions for irmproverments. rating for

wsighting
0,05

Constructive Critichm
(12 sentences with page references 1o suggest Improvements for every

statement that Is not rated "yes"). i not reted, provide ressons here.

Question 7. Does the eveluation provide & relewant list of evaluation criterla that are explicitly justified as appropriste

for the purpose of the evaluation?

LMICEF evaluation standards refer ta the OECD/DAC critera. Mot all QECDYDAC criteria are rebevant to all evaluation

chiectives and scopes. Standard OECD DAC Criter: cr; Bfecth impact.
ik ity rights [th b into other criterial.
hould considar Coverage; Cor @ Socumty

Fonyol

71 Clear end relevant presentation of the evaluation frameweork induding dear eveluztion questions ussd to
guide the evaluztion

7,2 If the fremework iz CTHER than UNICEF stzndard criteriz, or if not 2l standard criteriz o ozsn
framawork ane included, the rezzons for thiz 2= cleary explained and the chosen fremawork iz daarly
described

Question B, Does the ify methods for data eollection, analysis, and

#onyo!

81 Clear comrglets description of 3 refevant design and set of methods thet are switable for the
evalustion's purposs, chjectives and soope

82 Clear end comolets description OF the dats sources, rationale for their sslection and samoling sretegy.
[ This should include & desaiption of how diverse perspectives are captuned {or if rot, proy
this], how accuracy is ensured, end the extent to which data limitetions are mitigatsd

83 Clear and complets description of the rrethods of anzlysis, induding triangulztion of multiplz ir
levels of evidence [if relevant)?

[ Clear end comolets description of imitztions and constraints faced by the ewvaluation, i
the evidence that was genersted and mitigetion of bias?

Question 9. re ethical issues and considerations described?

Th 2 ided by th for ewaluatian. As such, the ewaluation report shauld
Ll #0100l
51 Eaplidt refierence to the obligetions of evalustors (independence, impartiality, credibility, conflicts of
il st, accounteiiity)
82 Description of ethic]
end diversity, ri
Eroups, confidentizlity, =

for pertidpants eporopriste for the issues described {respect for dignity
etermination, fair represzntation, comglizncs with codes for vulnersble
idance of harm)

83 CONLY FOR THOSE CASES WHERE THE EVALUATION INVCOUVES INTERVIEWING CHILDREN: exglidt
reference is made to the UNICEF procedures for Ethical Reseanch Invelving Children

S I the Evalustion Regort requirsd an offical ethicel approval, itis induded as an annsx in the dreft finsl
evaluztion report.

- Fieedback on Section C - The rater will briefly (3-5 ) Bstess top line issues for this section and
provide suggestions for irmprovernents.

Oreerall rating for Section Scone
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Constructive Criticlsm
(1-2 sentences with page references 1o suggest Improvements for every

statement that Is not rated “yes"). tf not rtes, provide ressons here.

Question 10 D the findings clearly address all evaluation objectives and scope? #Dnyo!
0,4 Findings contein sufficient levels of esiidence to systematically address el of the eveluation’s questions.

and criteriz
0,z If fiezzible and relevant to the purpose, cost analyss is dearly presented {how oosts comgers to similar

interventions or standards, most sfdent way to gst expected resulis T not fessibls, an sxplanstion iz

provided
10,3 Peference to the intervention's resufts fremework in the formudation of the findings
Cuestion 11 | Are evaluation findings derived from the conscientiows, explicit and judicious use of the best avallable,

abjective, reliable and valid data and by accurate quantitative and gualitative anabysis of evidence,

#0040l

111 The evaluation cezrly presents multiple lings [induding multicle time series) 2nd levels [outout,

outcome, and appropriate disaggregztion) of credille evidencs.
11,2 Findings are clzzrly supported by and respond to the evidence presented, induding both positive and

negative. Findings are bassd on desr performance indiEtons, standards, benchmarks, or other mezns of

comparison.
11,5 Unerpected effscts |oostive 2nd negstive) are inentified and analyzed
114 [ The c3usal factors {contextual, oresnizationsl, manzsgerial, etc) leading to achisvement or non-

echievement of results are dearly identified. For theonsbased sveluations, findings anzlyzs the logical

chain {progression -or not- from implementation to results).
CQuestion 12 Does th assess and use the | 's Results

#onyol

121 Clear end comprehensive sssessment of the intervention's menitoring system |induding completeness

end eporoprizteness of results/performance fremework -including vertizal and horizontal logic; MEE

ool 2nd their usage]
12,2 Clear 2nd comglets 2sssssment of the uss of menitoring date in decizon making
- Fﬁdmdmﬁcﬂmn-lmemmwﬂhmﬂyﬁ-smmlmmpheIsauafetﬂﬁsed]ﬁnam‘l rating for

provide for improverants.

‘Weighting
02

Constructive: Critichm

{i-2 sentences with page references to-suggest Improvements for every

statement that ks not rabed "yes"). if not reated, provide reasons here.

#DnD!

131 Clear end complets description of the stnengths and weaknessss of the intervention that adds insight and

enalysis beyond the findings
132 Description of the foreseszble implicetions of the findings for the futune of the intervention (if formative

evaluztion or if the implermentation is expected to continue or have additional phass)
15,5 | The condusions are derfved sopropristely from findings
Question 14. | Are lessons learmed comectly identified ? #DnD!
14,1 Cormectly identifisd lessons that stsm kogically from the findings, presents an analysis of hows they canbe

epplied to different contexts and/er differsnt sectors, and takes into accownt evidential limitstions such

2= genzrzlizing from single point chesrvations.
= Feedback on Section E - The rater will briefly [3-5 ) op i for this section and

provide suggestions for improvermnents. rrtine for

Weighting
015
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Constructive Cridcsm

(1-2 sentences with page refierences o suggest Improvements for every
statement that Is not rated “yes"]. if not reted, provide reasons here.

Question 15, | A dations well ded in th sluath #DIvD!
15,1 Recommendations ane logiczlly derived from the findings and/or condusions
152 PRecommendations ane ussful to primary intended uzers and uses {relsvant to the intervention and

provids rezlistic description of how they can be made operational in the context of the evaluztion)

153 | There is & dear desoription of the processs for developing recommendations, induding = relevant
explanation if the level of participation of stakeholders at this stage iz not in proportion with the level of
participetion in the intervention and/or in the conduct of the evaluation

Question 16 e dations clearly d #DIyD!
151 Clearidentficztion of target group for sction for sach recommendstion (or dearly clustersd group of

recommendations)
16,2 lear pricritization and/or dassifietion of recommendations to support use
- Feedback an Section F - The rater will briefly (3-5 sentences) essess wop line issues for this section and

provide suggestions for improvernents. tine for

dl q
‘Weighting
0,15

Constructive Criticism
{1-2 sentences with page: references to suggest Improvements for every

statement that Is not rated “yes"). if not rrted, provide reasons here.

171 Cpening pages indude:

Nzme of eveluated object, timeframe of the cbject evaluzted, date of report, location of svaluzted object,
namiss and,/or organizton(s) of the evaluztons), name of orgznization commissioning the evaluztion,
t=hle of contents -induding, 2= relevant, tebles, graons, figurss, snneses-; lis of acronymessbbreviztions,
nzce nimber

172 #nnexes shouldincude, when not present in the body of the report-

Terms of Reference, Evelustion matrix, st of interviswess, list of itz visits, Zata collecion instruments
{zuch as survey or interview questionnaires), list of documentary evidencs

other approprizte annexes could indude: additienal detailz on methodology, copy of the results chain,
infizrmation sbaut the evaluztors)

Question 18 Is the llogically ? #DnD!
181 The structure i e2sy 1o identify and navigets (for instancs, with numbersd ssctions, desr titkes and sub-
titles
1E2 Contast, objectives 2nd methadology would nomizlly srecede findings, which would normally be followsd|
by comclusions. =szons o recoe it
183 The draft evaluation report has en eporoprizte length? [range in peges ex. 40-60 pagss]
- Feedback an Section G - The rater will briefly [3-5 sentences) assess top line |ssues for this section and
provide suggestions for |mprovements. e for
ol q
eighting
0,05
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Constructive Criticlsm
(1-2 sentences with page references o suggest improvements for every

statement that Is not rated "yes"]. (fnot reted, provide reasons here.

Question 15, Did the evaluation design and styl derir fthe UN and UMNICEF's commitment to a
h alvts-haseed h togender lity, and to equity?
#ongol
181 Reference and use of rignts-bassd framework, andfor CRC, andfor C0C, and/or CEDAW and/for other
rights related berdtmarks in the design of the evaluzton
18,2 Clear description of the lzvel of participation of key szkeholders in the conduct of the evaluztion, and
description of the rationale fior the dhosen level of partidpetion (for example, & reference group is
exzilished, stakeholders 2 invelved as informants or in dats gathering)
183 snyfistic evidence of the inclusion of thess considerstions enincude: vzing human-rights languzgs;
gencer-senstive and chil dsensitive wiiting; dizszgressting datz by gender, 222 2nd dissbility groups;
dizaggregating dats by socislly exduded grovzs.
Question 20 Does the evaluation assess the extent te which the implementation of the interention addressed
gerder, equity & child rights?
Fonyol
201 Identificetion end essessment of the presence or ebsence of equity considerations in the designand
implermentation of the imervention
0,2 Identficetion 2nd zzszzement of the pressncs or sbeence of gender in the design end implsmentstion of
theintervention
205 Exglicit anzlysis of the imeolvement in the cigject of right holders, Suty bearers, and sodally marginalized
groups, and the differentizl bensfits recsived by different grougs of children
204 clear proportionality betwesn the level of participation in the intervention and in the evaluation, or dear
explanation of deviation from thiz principle {this may be relatzd to specifications of the TORs,
inzcoessibility of stakeholders &t the time of the evalustion, budsstary constreints, eto)
Question 21 Does the evaluation meet LN SWAP evaluation performance indicators? . ~
Migzing reguirements
Mote: this question will be rated ding ta UM SWAP 1
i § EEEW iz integratad in the Evaluztion Scops of anzlysiz and Indicstors 2ne designed in 3 way that ersures
GEZW-releted datz will be collected
21,2 Evaluation Critsria end Evelustion Qusstions specifically sddress how GEEW hias besn intsgratsd into the
design, glznning, imalementation of the intsrvention 2nd the results achisved.
213 A gender-responsive Evaluation Methodology, Methods 2nd tocls, and Data Analysis Technigues are
szlected.
214 [ Tre zuzluztion Findings, Condusionz 2nd Recommendation reflzct 2 gznder anzlysis
- dback on Section H - The rater will briefly (3-5 sertences) assess top line sues for this section and
provide suggestions for improvernents. rating for
dl q

Constructive Criticbm
{1-2 sentences with page references to suggest improvements for every

startement that is not rated "“yes"). if not rated, provide reasons here.

Ouestion 22 Can the | king? #DIV/D!
221 AN execUtive summary is provided thet is of relevant condseness end degth for primary intended ussrs
22,2 Includss 2l necssszry elements [oveniew of the intervention, evaluztion purpose, objectives and

intsnded audience, eveluation methodelogy, key findings, key conclusions, key recommendations)

223 Includss zll the necessary informetion to undsrstand the intervention znd the eveluztion AND does not
contain inforrnation not already induded in the rest of the report

- Feedback an Section | - The rater will briefly {3-5 sentences) assess twop line issues for this section and

provide suggestions for |mprovements. rethefor

Weighting checksum [showld equal 1)
OVERALL SCORE (mme=4, min=0| a Not Rated
OVERALL SECOND REVIEW SCORE =4, mir=0) a Mot Rated
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