TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Assignment:	Conduct an evaluation of approaches to social protection programming in humanitarian situations, including cash-based programming 

Location:	Global
LTA key specific area: 8- Impact evaluation

Duration:	October 04 2019-April 30, 2020. 

Reporting to:	Senior Evaluation Specialist

Introduction	

In the most recent years, substantial progress has been made on emphasizing the need to leave no one behind by working towards common objectives and outcomes in development and humanitarian programming through the use of cash transfer programming and existing systems. Globally, these programmes have gained traction as instruments to make humanitarian assistance more efficient and effective resulting in meeting immediate needs faster, strengthening national systems as well as boosting local economies thereby reducing poverty, while achieving a wide range of multi-dimensional impacts. In fact, evidence has shown that significant gains in efficiency, impact and sustainability can be achieved when employing cash transfer programmes in crisis contexts, particularly in ones that are protracted. Efforts to make existing cash transfer programmes more shock responsive have arguably played a positive role in certain circumstances in achieving these gains as well.
 
The increased importance of cash was also evidenced by the commitment pledged to scale up cash-based programming in line with aid effectiveness principles by the United Nations, regional organizations, non-governmental organizations and the private sector during the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit. It was noted that the use of cash-based programming in emergencies has substantial potential as a dignifying, gender-sensitive, safe, innovative, cost-effective and flexible modality to cover the basic needs of the individuals most in need. These commitments along with the heightened interest of donors to bridge the humanitarian-development nexus through the use of cash-based programming in emergencies, have incentivized many agencies to start exploring the use of context-specific/response-specific cash as an alternative way of transferring resources, permitting individuals and households to acquire the goods and services that they most need. 

The expanding use of cash transfers in emergencies has also raised several questions. To start,
some actors still emphasize the fact that the underlying design and implementation of these programmes differ when considering humanitarian actions as opposed to developmental ones. As a result, the design of these programmes is often not based on the same principles, and the programmes’ management and information systems, targeting methods and institutional arrangements often differ. Despite this, and likely because of the shifting nature of crises from temporary to more complex, and with emergencies becoming increasingly protracted and chronic, cash transfer programmes, especially those with a certain level of regularity and predictability, have become more appropriate from an emergency perspective. This is largely since their use enables people to some extent to invest in rebuilding their livelihoods and boost their resilience to future shocks; thereby blurring the humanitarian-development divide. Given the growing understanding of the need to work towards integrated approaches spanning the nexus, whilst acknowledging that certain features between programme categories may differ, questions that arise centre around the impact of these programmes and how stakeholders can best shape their work to deliver relevant and sustainable results? In addition, questions arise around the role that existing cash transfer programmes may play in delivering positive impacts when countries face shocks and emergencies.

In spite of this heightened interest, a comprehensive evaluation of cash transfers in emergencies has not been carried out yet. Consequently, policymakers and programme implementers in the field face questions related to the impacts of these programmes and activities, their relevance, their (cost) effectiveness and the extent to which outcomes achieved are equitable and sustainable. With a range of different design and implementation features employed, through which these programmes benefit their target populations, varying to different extents on existing systems, stakeholders further seek guidance on the factors that drive or impede the successful achievement of adequate and relevant results, in an effective manner. 

Within UNICEF, these evidence needs exist as well. No comprehensive evaluation of UNICEF’s programming in this area has been conducted yet, and little is known about the impacts of its programming, the quality of the organization’s approach and processes and the effect it has on reducing the humanitarian-development nexus. In light of these needs, the UNICEF Evaluation Office in Headquarters is looking for a service provider to conduct an evaluation of UNICEF’s work on cash transfer programming in emergency situations.

Justification

The main purpose of the evaluation is twofold: 1) to understand what emergency cash transfer programmes with UNICEF inputs work, where, when, why, for who and how?, and 2) to identify how UNICEF can improve the effectiveness, impact and sustainability of its programming. This evidence will help UNICEF in the long-run to 1) improve the impact of cash transfers on vulnerable populations affected by emergencies, 2) bridge the humanitarian-development nexus by strengthening linkages between developmental social protection and humanitarian cash-based transfers, 3) strengthen UNICEF’s global position in social protection, including cash-based transfers, in emergencies, and 4) enhance the capacity within UNICEF to design, deliver and coordinate these programmes.

For several years, UNICEF has been working in the area of cash transfer programming as part of its global mandate to advocate for the protection of children’s rights, to meet their basic needs and to expand their opportunities in order to achieve their full potential. UNICEF has been running several cash-based transfer programmes in emergency contexts. Whereas in development contexts, UNICEF can often channel technical and/or financial support to government-led cash transfer programmes – often aimed at making existing programmes more shock responsive – in emergency contexts, UNICEF, at times, needs to resort to setting up a parallel system or to piggybacking on structures of existing social protection programmes, to deliver cash in light of the absence of programmes or the inability to rely on government systems when responding to emergencies with cash. Various reasons underly this necessity, including the needs to respond rapidly, to protect humanitarian principles and to ensure that funds are used for the intended purpose. These cash transfers can be conditional or unconditional, one-off or regular and predictable payments over an extended period of time and can include so called ‘plus activities’ or not. 

In light of the commitments made during the World Humanitarian Summit in 2016, UNICEF has been working to bridge the humanitarian-development nexus and strengthen the linkages between shock-responsive social protection and humanitarian cash transfer programming. Efforts to strengthen the synergies in recent years have contributed to increased availability of guidance documents, for example; however, opportunities to strengthen the organization of cash-based programming in emergencies remain. 

Evaluand

The subject of the evaluation (the evaluand) can be classified into two levels. The primary level of the evaluand focuses on the cash transfer programmes that will be evaluated, and UNICEF’s inputs in these. Programmes that can be included must meet the following criteria:  

1. UNICEF runs and/or provides technical support to the cash transfer programme; 
2. The cash transfer programme is responding to an emergency;
3. The cash transfer programme provides cash transfers on a regular basis;
4. The cash transfer programme has the aim to meet the basic needs of households and/or seeks to reduce the financial barriers to access of services.

Though programmes that benefit only from UNICEF’s technical assistance should also be included, the final programme selection should contain a majority of programmes for which UNICEF bears a certain level of financial accountability as well. Only UNICEF technical and financial inputs directly targeting the programme will be part of the primary evaluand. 

The second level of the evaluand focuses on the role of the wider context, including the existing (shock-responsive) social protection systems, the type of emergencies and the types of affected populations, among other factors. The second level of the evaluand also includes UNICEF inputs into the enabling environment, but not directly targeted to the programme (e.g. non-programme implementer targeted capacity building or upstream policy work that UNICEF does in a country). Non-programme specific technical assistance to make social protection systems shock responsive will also be part of the second level of the evaluand.

Figure 1: The two levels of the evaluation
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The focus of the forthcoming evaluation will be primarily on the first level of the evaluand. Yet, specific dimensions to identify the countries under evaluation were drawn from the second level as well, allowing for the assessment of the role of context in UNICEF’s work in this area.

The evaluation will focus on selected programmes in four to five of the following countries: Yemen,  Malawi, Iraq and Dominica or Indonesia. 

Objectives, key questions and scope[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Key Evaluation Questions and sub-questions are detailed in annex and subject to changes during inception phase as needed. ] 


The short-term objectives of the evaluation are:

1. To assess the results of UNICEF-supported or run cash transfer programmes in emergencies;
2. To assess to what extent the capacities has been built and these results have been achieved in an efficient and sustainable manner;
3. To identify factors that drive or impede the successful achievement of results of cash transfers in emergencies in an efficient manner;
4. To identify what key comparative advantages and key lessons can be learned from UNICEF’s work in cash transfers in emergencies.

The evaluation has summative components, documenting the results achieved, especially the extent to which capacity were built and analysing the processes through which this has been done, and formative components, identifying key lessons that can be learned from UNICEF’s work in cash transfers in emergencies, with the design and implementations factors, including operational ones and making recommendations on how UNICEF can better work in this area. In assessing the efficiency and the results achieved, the evaluation should also assess progress towards the commitments made during the World Humanitarian Summit. In providing recommendations, the evaluation should pay special attention to identifying concrete measures through which the humanitarian-development nexus can be bridged better within the organization when it comes to cash transfer programming. Given the importance of preparedness in facilitating an effective emergency response, special attention should also be given to assessing UNICEF’s inputs related to optimizing preparedness to emergencies with the use of cash transfer programmes.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Preparedness for the use of cash transfer programmes in emergencies using any type of implementation model (e.g. parallel system, mixed system or existing system)] 


Given the intended scope, objectives the evaluation will focus on the following key evaluation questions:

1. What are the expected and unexpected impacts of cash transfer programmes on the most vulnerable boys, girls and women in emergency settings, and how can these impacts be further enhanced?  (Objective 1);
2. To what extent have UNICEF-supported or -run cash transfer programmes in emergencies been able to build capacities of national systems, while meeting their stipulated programme objectives? (Objectives 2);
3. To what extent does UNICEF-supported cash transfer programmes enhance the strengthening of national and shock-responsive systems, and how can this be improved? (Objective 2)
4. What are the design features and implementation parameters that impede efficient delivery of UNICEF-run cash transfer programmes, and how can these be addressed?  (Objective 3)
5. To what extend has UNICEF leveraged its comparative advantages with UN Sister agencies and other key partners for better coverage and more efficient delivery of cash-based programmes? (Objective 4)

The geographic scope of the evaluation is not limited to a region, though primary data collection and secondary data analysis is limited to a maximum of five countries to be chosen from the following groupings: (1) Yemen, (2) Malawi, (3) Iraq, (4) Indonesia or Dominica[footnoteRef:4]. A recommended list of programmes to be evaluated can be found in table 1, while an overview of the respective country’s type of emergency, systems used to deliver programmes, budget, and the recommended programme details can be found in table 2.  [4:  Pending of data availability and other factor a country will be prioritised at proposal stage] 


It is also expected for a number of remote case study (6) with more limited scope focusing on the key questions mainly and with the objective of validating the findings of the 4 case study to a higher number of sample though the use of survey and/or Workshop and KII. 

Table 1. Recommended programme to be evaluated by country
	Country
	Recommended programme to be evaluated

	Yemen
	The Emergency Cash Transfer Programme 

	Malawi
	Social Cash Transfer Programme 

	Iraq
	Cash Transfers in Education in Emergencies Programme 

	Indonesia
	Family of Hope programme[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  The cash transfer programme used in the 2018 earthquake response.] 




Table 2. Overview of country characteristics and the details of the respective identified programmes[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Alternative countries will be identified during inception should identified country cases could not be implemented for security, logistical or other reasons. ] 


	Country
	Yemen
	Indonesia
	 Dominica
	Malawi
	Iraq

	System
	Mixed 
	Mixed
	National
	National
	Mixed

	Type of emergencies
	Man-made
	Natural
	Natural
	Natural
	Man-made

	Budget
	USD 535.7 million (2019)
	USD 26.6 million (2018)
	USD 16 million for the region
	USD 15.3 million (2019)
	USD 73 million (2019)

	Targeted Beneficiaries
	1.5 million households
	15 million households
	8,300 households 
	270,000 households 
	24,000 children

	Disbursement
	Monthly
	Quarterly for a maximum of 4 years
	Monthly for 3 months
	2-month payments
	Monthly for up to 2 years



The evaluation covers the period of 2014 to present, spanning programming under the 2014-2017 strategic plan up to today. The primary users of the evaluation will be UNICEF’s Social Inclusion, Policy and Budgeting section under the Programme Division and UNICEF’s Office of Emergency Programmes (EMOPS) at Headquarters, as well as Regional Offices and Country Offices, and UNICEF’s Executive Board. The evaluation will also be providing helpful guidance to governments, other UN agencies and development partners in programming in this area, though to a lesser extent.
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Evaluation approach and methodology

The evaluation should use a comparative case studies approach, supported by quasi-experimental quantitative research, to answer the above-mentioned evaluation questions.

Evaluation approach
The evaluation should use a comparative case studies approach, describing similarities and differences between contexts and approaches, assessing the implications of these similarities and differences and, using the findings from this analysis, subsequently derive conclusions explaining heterogenous results and informing the answers to the TOR’s evaluation questions. The comparative case studies approach is suitable in this instance, as multiple approaches to cash-based programming in emergencies are implemented across multiple contexts and countries, and contextual factors play a key role in understanding the choice of programmatic approaches, and their success or failure. Moreover, with the exception of some quasi-experimental designs that rely largely on existing datasets, and which will be elaborated upon as the second pillar of this evaluation’s approach in a next paragraph, experimental and quasi-experimental approaches are often not feasible in emergency contexts.  

Within the comparative case studies approach, the evaluation team should explore options to employ a realistic impact evaluation methodology. This methodology is a theory-based approach that not only explains what works in what contexts, but also investigates ‘how and why this works or does not work, for whom, to what extent, in what circumstances and for how long?’. To facilitate this, the team may consider developing hypotheses to be tested in the evaluation under the CMO approach (Context-Mechanism-Outcomes). These hypotheses, which specify the mechanisms that are expected to make programmes achieve outcomes in certain directions, can be tested by gathering qualitative and quantitative data.  

Evaluation methodology
The evaluation should use a mixed-methods approach to answer the above-mentioned research questions. 

Qualitative methodology
As part of the qualitative component, the evaluation should collect primary qualitative data through key informant interviews and focus group discussions. Qualitative data will be instrumental in testing the hypotheses regarding the mechanism through, and circumstance within which programmes are achieving outcomes. Key informant interviews should be conducted with representatives from: 1) UNICEF at headquarter, regional and country office levels; 2) government at national and subnational levels; 3) implementation partners, including other UN organizations, NGOs and private sector organizations; and 4) donors, including DFID and the European Union. Focus group discussions should be organized with 1) beneficiaries of programmes; 2) frontline workers directly involved in programme implementation; and 3) community leaders. In countries where data collection is not or only limitedly possible due to security concerns or other unsurpassable challenges, data collection might need to limit itself to (remote) key informant interviews, and the research team should explore alternative avenues through which the research questions can be answered, including secondary data sources. However, the reliance on secondary data should be a last resort, and innovative avenues through which the original scope of qualitative data collection can be respected should be explored first (such as U-report, or grievance redress systems). In addition, qualitative data collected through key informant interviews and the administration of an online survey during the scoping phase is available and may complement data collected during the evaluation phase. All qualitative data should be analysed using qualitative analytical software, such as NVivo. 


Quantitative methodology
As part of the quantitative component, the evaluation should collect and analyse secondary quantitative data. This includes data that can shed light on the outcome question, including regular monitoring surveys and data detailing the relationship between inputs and outputs to answer the efficiency questions, among others. The type of analysis will depend on the type of data that is and will be made available for the evaluation. Potential data sources include programme MIS data, programme budgets, geo-spatial food price indexes, WASH indicators, health facility information, and other sources. The evaluation team will work together with UNICEF Data and Analytics Section’s Statistics Specialist on Administrative Data, and statisticians in EMOPs and across the Programme Division (in Social Policy, WASH, Education, Health, Nutrition and Child Protection) on scoping and accessing the available data sources. In countries where primary data collection will prove impossible, the quantitative analysis would limit itself to such an analysis of secondary data.

[bookmark: _Hlk11410794]In addition to scoping administrative data, the evaluation team should scope and analyse (representative) household datasets in all selected countries and assess their adequacy for quasi-experimental techniques in testing hypotheses. In light of the limited ability to collect quantitative primary data, the evaluation team could for instance scope existing secondary (sub-)nationally representative dataset that could be used to track meso-level performance of pre-crisis comparable districts, provinces or other sub-national locations over time after the occurrence of an emergency and the response with and without cash-based transfers. Using a difference-in-difference methodology and matching sub-national locations as treatment and control groups at a pre-crisis point in time, using a propensity score matching methodology, the evaluation could then assess the results achieved of implemented programmes at the meso-level. Though the ability to successfully use such quasi-experimental methodologies is to be confirmed during the inception phase (for an example of successful application, see Chapter 3 of UNICEF Uganda’s Investment Case on Social Protection), this constitutes an option to explore in more depth. Quantitative data must be analysed using quantitative analysis software, such as STATA or Excel.

Deliverables

The evaluation team is responsible to submit the following deliverables:

1. Inception report
The inception report should include a comprehensive background on the selected programmes, a finalized purpose, objective and scope, draft ToC’s for emergency cash transfer programmes with UNICEF inputs, finalized evaluation questions, an evaluation matrix (including indicators through which the criteria will be assessed), a final list of data sources to be used, the methodology, finalized sampling strategy, final data collection instruments and timelines for deliverables. A draft inception report should be shared with the reference group, after which the evaluation team should incorporate the received feedback and finalize the inception report. Following its finalization, the evaluation team should field-test the data collection instruments in the first country and incorporate feedback in the final instruments; after which roll-out in the other countries should start. Given the need for different instruments for different programmes, changes to the qualitative instruments are still accepted even after data collection has started in some countries. Excluding annexes, the report should not be longer than 40 pages.

2. Main Synthesis report
The synthesis report is the main deliverable of the evaluation, and should synthesize findings, conclusions and recommendations across evaluated programmes and countries. The report should be in line with UNICEF-adapted UNEG Evaluation Report Standards. The report should contain an executive summary of maximum 5 pages, a description of the programmes evaluated, the evaluation’s objectives, the methodology used and the evaluation’s main findings, conclusions and recommendations. Excluding annexes and the executive summary, the report should not be longer than 60 pages. No limited number of drafts should be set due to the need to optimize the quality of the synthesis report.

3. Country Programme reports (4)
Programme reports should complement the synthesis report. The reports should provide a high-level overview of the programme evaluated and the scope of fieldwork, and then focus on the findings, conclusions and recommendations based on the analysis of this particular programme. Excluding annexes, each country programming report should not be longer than 20 pages.

4. Validation workshop
Prior to finalization of the synthesis report, the evaluation team needs to conduct a validation workshop to collect views on the findings from the Evaluation Office and the Reference Group. In addition, staff from UNICEF offices not visited during the assignment may be invited to participate in some sessions of the workshop, serving to corroborate the findings with experiences from other countries, further triangulating the conclusions and recommendations. The workshop is to be organized after submission of the first draft synthesis report. Brief 2-page session proceeding should be submitted for each session organized. 

5. Datasets
The evaluation team should make available all data that has been collected, not limited to but including from survey, focus group and KII. 

Management and governance arrangements

The evaluation will be carried out by a firm/institution with relevant expertise and capacities to manage a global evaluation effort. The team composition should include at a minimum 1) a senior evaluation expert, 2) a social policy expert, 3) a humanitarian cash transfer expert, 4) a quantitative researcher and 5) national researchers or fieldworkers. The team leader will be tasked to guide and manage the evaluation exercise, and thus should have expertise in leading evaluations. The profiles of the team members are summarized below:

Senior evaluation expert/evaluation team leader
The senior evaluation expert/evaluation team leader is expected to meet the following criteria:

· An advanced university degree (Master’s or higher) in public policy, social sciences, economics or other related fields. Additional qualifying experience may be accepted in lieu of the university degree;
· A minimum of ten (10) years of relevant professional experience in leading and managing evaluation teams and practical experience conducting evaluations;
· Knowledge of social policy issues, obtained through research, programming, and/or academic endeavors an asset;
· Skills and experience in developing results frameworks, tools or guides for monitoring and evaluation;
· Familiarity with results-based management orientation and practices and preparing products in the UN style; familiarity with UNICEF's programming and management systems will be an added advantage;
· Familiarity with UNEG evaluation standards, including the UNEG Guidance on Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations, is an asset;
· Excellent analytical and writing skills in English is required. Knowledge of another official UN language (Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian or Spanish) is an asset.

Social policy expert 
The social policy expert is expected to meet the following criteria:

· An advanced university degree (Master’s or higher) in public policy, social sciences, economics or other related fields. Additional qualifying experience may be accepted in lieu of the university degree;
· A minimum of eight (8) years of relevant professional social policy programming experience (with UNICEF highly desirable)
· Up-to date knowledge, skills, comprehensive practice and/or experience in the field of social issues, obtained through research, programming, and/or academic endeavors
· Evaluative expertise will be an added advantage
· Familiarity with results-based management orientation and practices and preparing products in the UN style; familiarity with UNICEF's programming and management systems will be an added advantage
· Excellent analytical and writing skills in English is required. Knowledge of another official UN language (Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian or Spanish) is an asset.

Humanitarian cash transfer expert 
The humanitarian cash transfer expert is expected to meet the following criteria:

· An advanced university degree (Master’s or higher) in public policy, social sciences, economics or other related fields. Additional qualifying experience may be accepted in lieu of the university degree;
· A minimum of five (5) years of relevant professional cash transfer programming experience, with a strong focus on humanitarian cash transfer programming (with UNICEF highly desirable)
· Up-to date knowledge, skills, comprehensive practice and/or experience in the field of cash transfer programming, obtained at least partially through involvement in the design and implementation of cash transfers in emergencies
· Evaluative expertise will be an added advantage
· Familiarity with results-based management orientation and practices and preparing products in the UN style; familiarity with UNICEF's programming and management systems will be an added advantage
· Excellent analytical and writing skills in English is required. Knowledge of another official UN language (Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian or Spanish) is an asset.

Quantitative researcher
The quantitative researcher is expected to meet the following criteria:

· An advanced university degree (Master’s or higher) in statistics, economics, mathematics, public policy or other related fields. Additional qualifying experience may be accepted in lieu of the university degree
· A minimum of five (5) years of relevant professional experience working in impact evaluation
· Strong quantitative research skills and knowledge of and experience with quantitative impact evaluation methodologies
· Experience working with analytical packages, including STATA
· Understanding of technical aspects of social policy and cash transfers is strongly favoured

The evaluation team is expected to be complemented with local researchers and/or fieldworkers in the countries where primary data collection will be conducted. 

Role of UNICEF Evaluation Office
The evaluation will be managed from UNICEF’s Evaluation Office, by the Senior Evaluation Specialist (SES) and assisted by an Assistant Evaluation Manager. The SES will supervise and guide the conceptual aspects of the evaluation in close collaboration with the team leader (approach and methodology) which will be ultimately approved by the SES as he/she will contribute to the development of the GEROS compliant final evaluation and the generation and validation of the recommendations. He/she will also have responsibility to:

· Co-ordinate, direct and supervise all activities of the team leader and evaluation and its execution;
· Be the liaison between the team leader, evaluation team and with the reference group and provide periodical updates on the execution of the evaluation, as well as internal review processes; 
· Prepare publishing-ready versions of the reports for issuing by the Director, Evaluation Office;
· Provide oversight and guidance to the evaluation team on UNICEF requirements and standards for evaluative work; and,
· Provide quality assurance and approve all deliverables.

Roles and responsibilities of the consultants

Senior evaluation expert/evaluation team leader
· Lead the evaluation team; she/he will provide direction to the team member(s) as required.
· Develop the inception report, and relevant tools, method and approaches for the overall evaluation. 
· Responsible for the overall delivery of the evaluation according to the TORs and approved Inception Report and she/he is primarily accountable for the quality of all deliverables. 
· Write and present the draft final report, as per the UNEG/GEROS standards. 

Social policy expert
· Social policy expert, under the direction of the team leader, is jointly accountable for the deliverables. 
· Provide support and accomplish necessary tasks as approved in the inception report and agreed by the team leader, such as the development of relevant tools, method and approaches for the overall evaluation
· Brings social policy experience to the team, safeguarding sensitivity of forthcoming recommendations to characteristics and concerns of the sector.
· Works together with the humanitarian cash transfer specialist to identify opportunities to bridge the humanitarian-development nexus.

Humanitarian cash transfer specialist
· Humanitarian cash transfer specialist, under the direction of the team leader, is jointly accountable for the deliverables. 
· Provide support and accomplish necessary tasks as approved in the inception report and agreed by the team leader, such as the development of relevant tools, method and approaches for the overall evaluation
· Brings humanitarian cash transfer experience to the team, safeguarding sensitivity of forthcoming recommendations to characteristics and concerns of the sector.
· Works together with social policy specialist to identify opportunities to bridge the humanitarian-development nexus.

Quantitative researcher
· Quantitative researcher, under the direction of the team leader, is jointly accountable for the deliverables. 
· Provide support and accomplish necessary tasks as approved in the inception report and agreed by the team leader, such as the development of relevant quantitative tools, method and approaches for the overall evaluation
· Develops quantitative analysis plan, and scopes and analyzes relevant micro-level datasets available in selected countries.

Role of the reference group

To be appointed by the Director, Evaluation Office, the reference group will provide expert advice during the evaluation. The reference group will have the following responsibilities: 

· Provide inputs in the inception phase to influence the approach of the evaluation, and, where necessary, provide information, relevant documentations and institutional knowledge as key informants;
· Review selected evaluation products (inception report, and final/penultimate report) and providing written comments to the review team through the evaluation manager; and, 
· Contribute to the post-evaluation management response, action plan and dissemination strategy.


Ethical considerations

The evaluation should be guided by ethical and moral principles in line with the Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016), developed by the UN Evaluation Group (UNEG), as well as the UNICEF Procedures for Ethical Standards in Research, Evaluation, Data Collection and Analysis.  Strict adherence to a high set of ethical standards is of the utmost importance, given the subject matter of the study and its focus on vulnerable populations. As such, the participatory data gathering approach will need to be designed to avoid stigmatisation, discrimination, and any form of harm to participants, including an emphasis on beneficiaries having to relive past trauma. 

The evaluation is expected to have to go through an ethical approval process in all countries selected for data collection.

Risks

	Risks

	Potential mitigation strategies


	Limited availability of reliable and disaggregated data.
	Strong emphasis on triangulation for increasing reliability; Additional disaggregated data collection using innovative approaches to the extent possible.

	Lack of systematic documentation of the design and implementation of some programmes, including theory of changes or results frameworks.
	Use interviews with planners/implementers for timeline construction, including key decision points; establish the intent and achievements of respective interventions to construct evaluation framework for programme.

	Unavailability of or insufficient time with key informants (staff turnover, travels, etc.).
	Map the key informants and organise, in cooperation with UNICEF Country Office, interviews with people that left the respective institutional stakeholder, if information obtained from the existing staff would be insufficient; interviews could be face-to-face, by skype or by phone. The same could be applied in the case of key informants who would not be in the office due to travel/personal matters/etc.

	Complexity and diversity of areas supported by UNICEF may result in methodological and logistical challenges in capturing the full scope of UNICEF work.
	Be constantly willing to adjust the evaluation methodology in light of evolving findings, challenges and opportunities. Clearly define key deliverables and acceptance process at the outset of the evaluation.

	Delay experienced due to ethical approval processes taking more time than allocated for this.
	Ethical approval processes should be started right upon the draft acceptance of the inception report, however, delay in granting approval may still be experienced. In such event, more fieldworkers may be hired to expedite data collection further down the line, while interim analysis and development of findings should start, and be updated with the findings from delayed programmes later on.

	Changes in context of emergency limiting ability to conduct fieldwork.
	Prioritize collection of FGDs, in-depth interviews and KIIs with community leaders upon start of fieldwork as other activities can be conducted remotely; work primarily with local field researchers familiar with local contexts and threat levels; identify alternative data collection strategies relying on innovative methods in case fieldwork nevertheless remains impossible.

	Sensitivity of stakeholders to questions and limited willingness to conduct frank and open dialogue. As part of this, UNICEF staff may have concerns about the intent of the evaluation, or the expected direction of the findings.

	Evaluations benefit from strong involvement of UNICEF’s Evaluation Office, to protect the independence of the evaluation and isolate it from intro-organizational dynamics; be transparent regarding the scope and purpose of the evaluation and the potential impacts.



Timeline

The timeframe for the completion of the main deliverables is presented below.

	Deliverables
	By date


	Draft inception report
	October 15, 2019

	Final inception report
	November 15, 2019

	First draft country cases and synthesis reports
	March 13, 2020

	Findings and Recommendations validation workshop
	April 15, 2020

	Final country cases and synthesis reports
	April 30, 2020

	All data set, from KII, Focus Group, and survey and including but not limited output sheets from Statistical Package, etc. to be able to reproduce the analysis as needed.
	April 30, 2020




[bookmark: _Toc536728706]Budget evaluation phase, and total cost
The cost of the evaluation phase is expected to vary depending on the number of countries included in the evaluation. In total, the costs of the evaluation phase consist of the cost associated with developing the inception report, synthesis report and policy briefs, the cost of fieldwork and the cost of developing the country reports. An overview of the composition of the level of effort is estimated is given in Table 1.  The budget should budget for 4 countries is about $250 000.00 USD including transport but excluding cost of local consultants. 
Table 1: Expected level of effort[footnoteRef:7] [7:  It is expected proposals use less or same level of effort.  If different, higher or alternative redistribution among the proposed team (and more) it is expected they explain why and how it affect the budget. ] 


	Description of Milestone / Process[footnoteRef:8][footnoteRef:9] [8:  Please note that if a step can have concluded sooner or later, then it will affect the entire time frame.]  [9:  It is assumed it is not full time, some days are off or for other purpose or Christmas break] 

	Number of Days for the TL
	Social Policy specialist
	Cash transfer specialist
	Quantitative Specialist
	Timeline

	1. Inception and initial data collection phase: Desk                                                          review, HQ interview, CO Interview (Skype)
	15
	15
	15
	5
	October 01, 2019

	2. Draft Inception Report (IR), with key data collection tools and methods submitted to EO
	5
	5
	5
	2
	October 15, 2019

	3. TRG reviews and provides feedback on IR 
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	

	4. TL/Team to address the comments and submit a revised Global IR (payable deliverable)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	October 25, 2019

	5. Mission to 4 Country Cases (team split into two teams covering each two countries simultaneously) 
	20
	20
	20
	20
	November 15, 2019

	6. Analysis and Delivery of case reports and draft synthesis report to HQ for Review
	20
	20
	20
	15
	March 13, 2020

	7. TRG review and EO provides feedback on case reports and draft synthesis report to the team lead (TL)/HQ
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	March 30, 2020

	8. TL/Team address comments, and submits first case reports and draft synthesis report to EO
	10
	10
	10
	10
	April 10, 2020

	9. TL-Team Prepare and organized for recommendations workshop 
	3
	3
	3
	3
	April 13-18, 2020 (TBD)

	10. Recommendations workshop Mission /or Webinar (to be confirmed if necessary)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	April 13-18, 2020 (TBD)

	11. TL/Team address comments, and submits Final case reports and draft synthesis report to EO 
	10
	10
	10
	10
	April 30, 2020

	Total of expected days
	89
	89
	89
	71
	338 days


p.s. This exclude the travel cost and cost of local consultants as needed

Schedule of payments

The payments will be made as per the schedule below:

	Deliverables
	Percentage 


	Final inception report: payable after the Evaluation Office and Reference Group have reviewed the report and their comments have been successfully addressed by the team.
	25%

	First draft country case and synthesis reports: payable after the first submission of the draft synthesis report to the Evaluation Office and Reference Group.
	30%

	Validation workshop: Payable on submission of the session briefs.
	15%

	Final country case and synthesis reports: Payable after the Evaluation Office, Reference Group and stakeholders have reviewed the draft report and comments are successfully addressed by the team.
	30%



The fees are exclusive of all expenses such as travel, accommodation and incidental expenses. Failure to submit the deliverables in accordance with the TORs and the required evaluation standards, will result in payments being withheld. 

How to apply

Interested institutions/firms should submit a letter of interest, technical proposal and financial proposal, as well as examples of relevant evaluation reports and or study reports, clarifying their role and contribution to the evaluation as they relate to social policy programming, by September 30 , 2019.

Any conflict of interest in this evaluation should be declared earlier on in the process- during the bidding and contracting stage. A declaration form shall also be signed by the parties.

Content of technical proposal

The technical proposal should demonstrate a candidate’s knowledge of evaluation methods and approaches, data collection and tools and social policy including cash-based programming approaches, and how they propose to deliver on the above TORs with quality evaluation services. 

The technical proposal will be in PDF format and must include the request for proposals for services form (page 3 of the RPFS document). Proposers/bidders are also required to provide background information of the bidding institution or institutions if a consortium, including:
a. Name of the institution
b. Date and country of registration/incorporation, and location of offices or agents
c. Summary of corporate structure (detailed organogram), business areas, corporate directions, experience and values
d. Past two years' annual turnover (in US dollars)
e. Past two years' audited financial report (income statement and balance sheet) 
f. Number of full-time employees and type (technical experts, administrative and logistics support staff, financial staff, etc.).

Institution’s experience and capacity in the following areas: 
a. Multi-country evaluations or studies/research conducted, especially in Social Policy Programming including cash-based programming
b. Social Policy related work and/or studies/evaluation

A list of relevant past and on-going assignments carried out by the institution in the past 7 years should be submitted along with two sample reports (preferably social policy evaluation reports) that exemplify the quality of the proposers’ works. UNICEF may contact reference persons for feedback on services provided by the proposers.

Remarks
Only institutions shortlisted will be contacted and advance to the next stage of the selection process. Reference persons may be contacted as well.



Requested by
Senior Evaluation Specialist – Denis Jobin




_______________________________	Date: 

Approved by
Director – Evaluation Office – George Laryea-Adjei 






______________________________   	Date:
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Annex 1: Evaluation matrix

	Key evaluation questions 
	Potential evaluation sub-questions
	Evaluation design
	Criteria 

	1. What are the expected and unexpected impacts of cash transfer programmes on the most vulnerable boys, girls and women in emergency settings, and how can these impacts be further enhanced?  (Objective 1)


	
- What were the intended/unintended and positive/negative results for beneficiary populations, especially the most deprived girls, boys and women?

- To what extent are the most vulnerable girls, boys and women their families reached?
Is the level of the cash transfer consistent the desired impact?

- What has been the role of contextual factors, such as the type of emergency, the composition of the affected population, the maturity of the country’s social protection system and potential inputs from UNICEF on making any existing social protection system more shock responsive, in the achievement of these results?

- What have been the factors driving or impeding the successful achievement of results, including when designing and implementing cash transfers in emergency contexts?

- How far can these factors be addressed in the future to ensure that cash transfers have a more positive impact on beneficiaries?

- What has been the role and contribution of UNICEF in the achievement of the results of these programmes?

	-   Desk review
	Impact

	
	
	-   Key informant interviews
	

	
	
	-   Focus groups discussion
	

	
	
	-   Secondary data
	

	2. To what extent have UNICEF-supported or -run cash transfer programmes in emergencies been able to build capacities of national systems, while meeting their stipulated programme objectives? (Objectives 2)

	· What factors impede the efficient delivery of cash to vulnerable populations? 

· In what ways should UNICEF strengthen its own capacity to enhance delivery of cash?

·  What organizational and operational factors constrain the timely and efficient delivery of cash and how can these be overcome?

- What is the role of monitoring and evaluation in achieving results effectively, and how can UNICEF employ monitoring and evaluation best in emergency contexts?

- What lessons can be learned from UNICEF’s work in terms of strengthening national capacity?


	-   Desk review
-   Key informant interviews
- Focus group discussions
-   Secondary data
 
	Efficiency
Capacity building 

	3. To what extent does UNICEF-supported cash transfer programmes enhance the strengthening of national and shock-responsive systems, and how can this be improved? (Objective 2)


	· To what extent do cash transfers improve on, or offer an alternative to, the systems already in place for emergency response? 

· How can UNICEF better bridge the humanitarian-development nexus to deliver more sustainable results? 

· What are the effects of using a national system, a parallel system or a mixed system on meeting the needs of vulnerable populations, and what requirements need to be met for UNICEF to use national systems?

-  To what extent has UNICEF, where feasible, worked actively to maximize the sustainability of the results stemming from its inputs? How has UNICEF done this?

- What lessons can be learned from UNICEF’s work in terms of optimizing the sustainability of programmes and inputs in the area of cash transfer programming in emergencies?

- What practical and concrete opportunities exist to better bridge the humanitarian-development nexus using cash transfer programmes?

- To what extent are UNICEF supported or run cash transfer programmes in emergencies aligned with international commitments (e.g. UNICEF commitment at WHS and the Grand Bargain)?  
	-   Desk review
-   Key informant interviews
-   Focus group discussions
-   Secondary data
	Sustainability

	4. What are the design features and implementation parameters that impede efficient delivery of UNICEF-run cash transfer programmes, and how can these be addressed?  (Objective 3)



	- What has been the impact of UNICEF’s work on shock responsive social protection in terms of optimizing preparedness of existing cash transfer programmes? 

- How can UNICEF optimize its preparedness for the use of cash transfers in emergency situations?

- To what extent can UNICEF country offices enhance the infrastructure set up to design, deliver and coordinate cash-based programming in emergencies?

- What is the role of UNICEF in strengthening the enabling environment for the provision of cash (e.g. upstream policy work, general shock responsiveness or capacity building) in strengthening preparedness of UNICEF to use cash transfers in emergencies?

· What factors associated with cash-based programming can help reduce the cash provision response time in emergencies? 

- How can UNICEF employ monitoring and evaluation best in emergency contexts?
	-   Desk review
-   Key informant interviews
 
 
 
 
 
	Preparedness

	5. To what extend has UNICEF leveraged its comparative advantages with UN Sister agencies and other key partners for better coverage and more efficient delivery of cash based programmes (Objective 4)

	· What are UNICEF’s unique strengths in cash transfer programming?

- To what extent and how have the implementation strategies of the cash-based programmes contributed to achieving better synergies, avoiding overlaps with similar interventions across agencies?

- To what extent is UNICEF’s work complementary or in harmony with plans/actions of other agencies/donors?

- To what extent did the use of cash-based programming strengthen existing partnerships, establish new ones and strengthen inter-sectorial and cross-sectorial cooperation?

- How can UNICEF position itself in this area of work to optimize its comparative advantages?

-  What are the key barriers of interagency collaboration? 

· Considering cash-based programming, what lessons can be learned with respect to the level of integration of different actors (governments, UN, NGOs), the type of partnerships established, and the level of ownership by national institutions and local partners? 

· To what extent was the partnership strategy adopted by UNICEF in pursuing the outcomes and outputs effective and sustainable?

- Is there competition over resources and authority associated with cash transfers in emergencies between agencies? 
- What are the power dynamics and the key points of contention? How could these be resolved?
	-   Desk review
- Key informant interviews
	Collaboration and positioning
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