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CATHOLIC RELIEF SERVICES




Terms of Reference: EC Food Security Midterm Evaluation 
Food Security and Livelihood Security Advancement in Hiyala and Ikotos Counties, Eastern Equatoria (EE) State.
I. Background

Catholic Relief Services (CRS) has been addressing the needs of the food insecure since 1943. Believing that the right to food is a fundamental human right, CRS has long prioritized food security as one of its major initiatives for its emergency, transitional developmental relief, and development programming.  Over time, the agency’s relief and development projects have moved beyond food distribution to supporting communities to sustainably meet their own food needs as well as to link successfully to markets. 
CRS is one of the largest US private voluntary organizations operating in more than 100 countries and territories, with offices in 69 countries including South Sudan that recently became an independent State on the 9th July 2011 where it has been since 1989, focusing on building community-based food and livelihood security through agriculture, health, peace-building, savings and lending activities, and local counterpart and community capacity strengthening having first established it self in Eastern Equatoria in response to the influx of internally displaced after the Bor massacre in 1992, where three camps which became known as the Triple A were established and CRS provided food and other emergency assistance to thousands of IDPs, in coordination with other NGOs and the Southern Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation Agency (SSRRA); now known as South Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation Commission (SSRRC). 
CRS South Sudan programs have improved the lives of an estimated 500,000 South Sudanese people.  The initial program focused on increasing food security among people displaced by war and communities affected by drought.  In 1994, CRS Sudan began to support community-based income generating activities in the more secure areas held by SPLM.  Currently, CRS South Sudan programs range from relief initiatives such as emergency food distribution, to economic development programs focused on food security, agriculture and technology transfer, peace-building, health, water and sanitation, and support for social and economic infrastructure and institutions.  CRS South Sudan has also played a significant role in governance and facilitating peace and reconciliation efforts, as well as inter-ethnic and inter-denominational dialogue.

In 2006, a consortium made up of MERLIN, AVSI and CDoT in Eastern Equatoria state led by CRS got funds from the European Commission through UNDP to implement the Sudan Post-Conflict Recovery and Rehabilitation Program till December 2009. The 42-month project was designed to improve livelihood security and equitable access to basic services, improve health care and sanitation, increase access to potable water and improve educational quality. 
The aim of this current Food Security and Livelihoods Advancement project will be to build on the achievements that were made in the previous RRP project. 
The food security thematic programme (FSTP) project is being implemented by consortia of CRS, AVSI & Eastern Equatoria State Ministry of Agriculture & Forestry, (SMOAF), plus County Agriculture Department (CAD); with CRS as the lead agency. The project is now in its 18th months of implementation. 
The overall objective of the food security thematic project is to engage communities to meet their long-term food security and livelihood needs to foster sustainable socio-economic development. The project has the following two (2) objectives:

1. To enhance the crop productivity of 3,249 farming households. 

2. To ensure that 3,249 households produce and maintain productive assets.

The specific objectives will be realized through activities with the following results:
1. Crop productivity of 3,249 farming households enhanced:
The objective 1 will build the capacity of crop extension services through training of eight extension agents; promote improved crop production techniques and technologies for 36 farmer groups; and improve access to seeds, tools, and improved planting materials for cassava, sweet potato and groundnut for 3,000 individual farmers. Focusing on existing government and volunteer extension staff, agricultural institutions and farmer groups, RRP2 will ensure that all objective 1 activities build the capacity of local authorities, partner organizations and target communities. 
2. 3249 households produce and maintain productive assets:
Vocational and income generating activity (IGA) training for 1,100 household beneficiaries, business skill training for 900 IGA training graduates, 18 IGA group start-up grants and kits and development of 60 Saving and Internal Lending Communities (SILC) will strengthen and expand livelihood opportunities in the target payams, as well as provide much needed access to financial resources to support investment in productive assets. Additional activities in peace-building will target 50% of the target population (3,249 individuals) to integrate into these interventions and ensure sustainable protection and enhancement of livelihoods and productive assets without the threat of conflict or violence.

II. Objectives of the Mid Term Evaluation
The objective of the midterm will be to objectively assess the project’s progress in delivery of the outcomes and based on this assessment, to take decisions on the future orientation and emphasis of the project during the remaining time.
 Although the consultant will be given a suggested checklist of questions to be covered under each section, the specific objectives of the midterm evaluation are to provide:
1. Review the proposed objectives, results and indicators and provide concrete reference data and hence recommendations for project re-adjustment. 
1.1. Relevance & quality of design

· Did the project proposal conform to the goals of the EC programme?

· Was the design appropriate for the selected geographic area?

· Was the intervention logic coherent and accurate?

· Were any lessons learned from previous pilot projects in the area?

· Were the indicators of progress and of impact in the design of good quality?

· How was the quality of the outputs going to be determined?

· Were the outputs achievable or overly ambitious?

· Were risks properly assessed?
1.2. Efficiency of implementation

· Did the project start on time?

· Were all key staff in post within 6 months of start up? And maintained through project life?

· Were all inputs delivered on time?

· Were inputs of acceptable quality?

· Was the methodology of implementation the right one under the circumstances?

· Did the NGO/agency get good cooperation from relevant local government authorities?

· What was local government’s assessment of this intervention?

· What was the local leaders’ assessment of this intervention?

· Did the NGO/agency get good cooperation from relevant local leaders?

· Was access to project areas acceptable?

· Were most of the outputs achieved to an acceptable standard?

· Was co-financing a success? Did other donors deliver on time?

· Did the community contribute in cash and in kind according to the proposal?

· Was the budget spent according to the proposed budget lines?

· Was the rate of spending acceptable?

· What was the alpha value of this project? (% of budget that actually reached the beneficiaries)

· To what extent did the NGO/agency take on board the recommendations from EC’S field visits and feedback on progress reports provided by the EC?

1.3. Effectiveness

· Did the activities listed in the proposal result in total achievement of the specific objectives and attainment of outputs?

· Were there any non-planned effects and were these good or bad?

· Was coordination with other development actors effective?

· Were the effects of the project felt equally across the project area or were some areas neglected?

· Were technical designs effective and appropriate for that environment? (e.g. choice of seed fair; how successful were the seed fairs? Were there obstacles in organizing them? Positive / negative aspects, lessons learned; what was the perception of the people? (buyers/sellers), did it give cause for conflict or something like that? Etc)

· How effective was the implementation as a consortium in terms of sharing of responsibilities at project management level and coordination for the implementation of project activities? 

· Are the HR deployed by the different consortium members in adequacy with the project documents?
1.4. Impact to date

· To what extent have beneficiaries, including CBOs, benefited from the project activities and outputs under the project interventions? Has the project changed their lives in any meaningful way? 

· To what extent have local government institutions benefited from the activities and outputs?

· To what extent have local leaders benefited from the activities and outputs?

· To what extent is the impact sustainable over the longer term?

· Has the project increased or decreased dependency on outside intervention?

1.5. Effect on alleviating poverty

· To what extent did the project alleviate poverty in the host population? (here one should note that probably returnees and host communities are supposed to be regarded as host population)

· Was there any attempt made to measure the extent of poverty at the start of the project and at the end?

· To what extent were gender issues addressed by the project? (it is important to consider having a lady of South Sudanese nationality in the survey team to look into gender issues)

1.6. Potential sustainability

· To what extent can the outputs be expected to be sustainable over the longer (5-10 years) term?

· What characteristics make the outputs sustainable or unsustainable?

· Do the local government authorities fully support the initiatives taken by the project?

· Do the local community leaders fully support the initiatives taken by the project?

· To what extent has the project strengthened the capacities of local government and local leadership structures? 

· To what extent are the people themselves contributing to the sustainability of the initiatives?

· To what extent has the private sector become involved in the development of the area as a result of the project?

· Has a special effort been made to educate and train women to assume decision making roles? (preferably also mention in general if a certain gender approach has been used, if not or only limited, if any concrete recommendations can be given how to address this)

· Did the NGO/agency formulate a practical exit strategy and is it working?

1.7. Reporting

1.8. Observations on donor’s role and influence on project implementation

· Were communications with the Contracting Authority satisfactory in terms of promptness and content?

· Was technical / administrative support provided timely and adequately when requested?
· Were Grant Contract administrative procedures and actions timely taken care of and did these influence project implementation in any way?

· Was monitoring and progress reporting adequate according to the EC requirements?

III. Methodology

The desired methodology is participatory and all the actors in the program will be considered to be part of the midterm assessment process. The anticipated benefit of a Participatory and stakeholder-centred approach is the empowering that, the process will impart to those service providers and the beneficiaries/ stakeholders who will participate in the exercise. Focus group discussions, key informant interviews, site visits etc. are proposed amongst the methods to be used for the review. The consultant will however provide leadership and bear responsibility for the process, the findings, the comments and the content of the final document. The additional desired objective underlying the participatory approach is to build capacity of the consortium members’ staffs plus partners such as government staff in conducting baseline assessments.

IV. Suggested Plan of Work

The consultant as the leader of the whole process shall carry out the following activities among others:

· Meet with consortia partners (CRS, AVSI & SMOAF/CAD) & review all relevant existing documents such as the baseline survey report, project paper, project agreement, & quarterly and interim reports (3 days).
· Develop a work plan and schedule for the field work part of the evaluation and relevant questionnaires for the evaluation. The Consultant will prepare a work plan that will operationalize and direct the midterm evaluation. The work plan will describe how the analysis is to be carried out, bringing refinements, specificities, and elaborating generally on these terms of reference. The work plan will contain information including, but not limited to: expectations of the midterm evaluation, work schedule, assessment methodology, roles and responsibilities and information collection (3 days).
· Train baseline enumerators (2 days). 

· Conduct midterm assessment in the field in Hiyala and Imotong Payams of Torit and Ikotos Counties respectively (3 days).
· Analyze field data and write report on the findings in draft form (5 days)
· Present findings to stakeholders, for endorsement (2 days)
· Write final report on the findings, including the changes recommended by Stakeholders (3 days).
V. Deliverables
The main expected output of the Midterm evaluation is a comprehensive final report based on the Midterm evaluation having relevant annexes with detailed data.

• The draft report is expected five (5) days after the field work.

• The final report is expected three (3) days after the presentation to the stakeholders. The final report will be presented in soft copy (CD format) and two (bound) hard copies.
The final report will at the very least contain, but not be restricted to the following.
• Executive Summary (including main conclusions and recommendations).

• Background with analysis of the state context.
• Methodology
• Main Findings, 
• Conclusion and recommendations
• Annexes (a revised logframe, TOR, abbreviations, persons interviewed, references, tables with survey data, questionnaire forms used, etc.).
VI. Timing of the Midterm Evaluation, terms and conditions.
· The Midterm Evaluation will be conducted in the months of November 2011 and it will take no more than 21 days to complete.  

· Whilst CRS & AVSI will undertake to facilitate travel and organize meetings for the consultant, it is the consultant’s ultimate responsibility to follow through and ensure that all relevant parties are interviewed and relevant project sites visited.

· Except for travel within the project locations, the consultant will be responsible for all other travel including accommodation, travel expenses, enumerator & data clerk fees, requisite visas & travel permits.

· Travel to and within the project locations involves risk (travelling by car and through insecure locations). Other than providing standard security arrangements and information, CRS or AVSI will take no responsibility for the safety of the consultant(s) and/or of their respective property during this exercise. Personal insurance will be the responsibility of the consultant(s).
· The consultant(s) will be required to have in-build resources (translation personnel and time) into his schedule and budget.

VII. The Experience of the lead Consultant.
· At least a Master’s degree in food security-related area & over 5 years of significant food security-related research/work experience.

· Applied qualitative research experience (quantitative research experience an asset).
· Experience performing baseline surveys of EC funded food security thematic programmes (FSTP) activities will be a major advantage.
· Successful previous CRS consultancy experience will be a big advantage.
Interested candidates should submit a covering letter highlighting relevant qualifications and experience, a CV and their daily rate (including the rates for enumerators & data entry clerks to mayume@crssudan.org or CRS Juba Office; latest by November 10th 2011. 
