
 

 

 

 

Terms of Reference for Final Evaluations of the Irish Aid Programme Grant 
(IAPG) and the Humanitarian Programme Plan (HPP) in Somalia 

 
Role of External Evaluator Concern Worldwide is seeking proposals from interested parties to conduct the final 
evaluation for the IAPG (SPHERES) programme and the HPP (Emergency) programme funded by Irish Aid in 
Somalia. The following roles are required: 

1. IAPG - Multi-sectoral resilience programme evaluation lead: To oversee the evaluation of the 5 year 
(2017-2021 - now extended to 2022) multi-sectoral resilience programme in Somalia. This country level 
evaluation will form part of overall evaluation of the Irish Aid Programme Grant (IAPG) being implemented 
by Concern Worldwide in 17 countries.  

2. HPP - Emergency programme evaluation lead: To oversee the evaluation of the 4 year (2019-2021 - 
now extended to 2022) emergency response programme in Somalia. This country level evaluation will form 
part of the formal evaluation of the overall Irish Aid Humanitarian Programme Plan (HPP) being 
implemented in 9 countries. 

The overall evaluation will be led by a team of external consultants (global consultants) who will be responsible for 
the design and approach of the evaluation. The global consultants will work with Country level external consultant(s) 
recruited through this TOR, to lead the country evaluation processes including primary data collection, data analysis 
and production of two separate evaluation reports. 

Qualified firms/individuals are welcome to submit proposals to lead either of roles one or two above separately or 
submit a joint proposal covering both roles. 

Application process and timeline: 

Submissions should be sent to the following address: procurement.mogadishu@concern.net and copied to 
procurement.hargeisa@concern.net - the closing date for proposals is 21st July 2021 (Somalia Time). 

 

Interested parties are welcome to submit any queries by 14th July 2021 (Somalia Time) to 
mogadishu.logistics@concern.net  with subject line: IAPG/HPP Evaluation Queries. In the interest of 
transparency, responses to any queries will be publically available. 

 
Terms of Reference Contents: 

 Description of the IAPG and HPP programmes 

 Evaluation scope and objectives 

 Evaluation Questions 

 Evaluation methodology 

 Expected products/outputs (including critical elements to be addressed in a final report) 

 Reporting lines 

 Roles and responsibilities of the Evaluation team 

 Qualifications, skills and experience of the Evaluation team 

 Plan for Evaluation implementation (including timelines) 

 Proposal submission requirements 

 Annexes 
o Annex I: Programme logical framework for HPP and IAPG 
o Annex II: Concern safeguarding policies 
o Annex III: Country Report Structure & Quality Check Criteria  
o Annex IV: IAPG  Evaluation Framework 
o Annex V: HPP Evaluation Framework 
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1. Description of the IAPG and HPP Programmes in Somalia 

Irish Aid Programme Grant - SPHERES 

Strengthening the Poorest Households’ Economy & Resilience to Shocks (SPHERES) is a six year Irish aid funded 
programme (one year extension) implemented in Somaliland and Banadir/Mogadishu from 2017. The programme’s 
goal is to support the extreme poor in target communities to achieve tangible improvements in their lives, be healthy, 
be resilient to economic and environmental shocks, and to have more control over issues that affect their lives. The 
program aims to address needs related to lack of access to basic political, social and economic opportunities. 
These factors have led to low literacy levels especially among girls and youth which has resulted to dangerous 
migration, early marriages and engagement in gang activities. The target regions host high numbers of extremely 
poor people without sufficient assets and low return on investment from assets due to drought, environmental 
degradation, floods, disease, conflict and forced migration. Some of the targeted population include extreme poor 
HHs, marginalized communities and slum dwellers, those with limited social services (out of school, malnourished 
children etc.), disadvantaged, unskilled and unemployed youth, and female headed households among others. 
 
The specific outcomes designed to achieve the goal are as follows; 

1. Strengthened, diversified livelihood opportunities for 2180 people (Somaliland 1530; Banadir 650) that are 
extreme poor particularly unemployed youth, female headed households, drought-prone agro-pastoralists 
and marginalized groups 

2. Equitable access to safe quality primary education for the extreme poor for 10,311 children in 11 schools 
from 9 Districts in Banadir 

3. Improved access to safe drinking water, sanitation facilities and adoption to sound hygiene practices for 
extreme poor 56,790 people in Somaliland and Banadir 

4. Increased participation and influence of women and men from marginalised groups in leadership and 
decision-making at household and community level in target districts in Banadir and Somaliland. 

5. Improved management of natural resources and CBDM processes for 25 communities in Somaliland 

In Somaliland, the project targets 19 villages (7 in Awdal and 11 in Maroodi-jeex regions) reaching approximately 
4,945 households. In the year 2020, 29,670 direct beneficiaries (14,538 men/boys; 15,132 women/girls) were 
reached through the programme (IA plus co-funding) with Livelihoods (women’s and youth livelihoods and financial 
inclusion, agriculture, natural resource management and DRR) and WASH (water systems, toilets and hygiene 
promotion). In Banadir, the project targets 3 communities in Karaan, Bondhere and Wadajir districts. In 2020, 520 
(40 men 480 women) were reached with livelihoods (women’s and youth livelihoods and financial inclusion) 
interventions, while 2,741 individuals (516 men; 2,225 women) were reached with hygiene promotion and 11,146 
(6,227 men/boys; 4,919 women/girls) with education interventions. 
 

Humanitarian programme plan  
 
The HPP programme is a four year emergency response programme implemented in Banadir and Lower Shabelle 
regions from 2019-2022 (one year extension)and funded by Irish Aid. The overall goal is to provide lifesaving 
assistance to conflict and natural disaster affected IDPs with the following outcomes with priority given to the newly 
displaced and most vulnerable populations (IPC3+). Specific objectives are as follows: 

1. Improved access to safe and quality education for children through the provision of education to children 
in 5 Emergency Education Centres (EECs) in Banadir and Lower Shabelle. 

2. Improved access to health and nutrition services focusing on maternal and child health for children under 
five years in Banadir and Lower Shabelle regions in Somalia through provision of supplies and operating 
costs for 6 emergency health and nutrition centres, prioritising maternal and child health services including 
the treatment of acute malnutrition ) in Banadir and Lower Shabelle 

3. Improved access to safe drinking water, sanitation facilities and improved hygiene behaviours through 
emergency water provision for 48 camps, 2 EECs s and 1 MCH in Banadir and Lower Shabelle for 2 
months. 

4. Ensured safe and timely access to life-saving non-food items (NFIs) and emergency shelter through 
provision Unconditional Cash Transfers (UCT) to 150HHs in Banadir 

 
In 2020, 91,670 individuals (46,752 female and 44,918 male) were reached with the above mentioned interventions. 
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2. Evaluation objectives and scope 

The objective of this country level evaluation is to provide an assessment of the IAPG and HPP programmes in 
Somalia against each of the DAC criteria that will feed into an overall evaluation of the global programmes 
respectively.   

 
The evaluation should focus on the design, implementation, activities and results of the specific programme in 
Somalia and will cover the time period from 2017 to quarter 1 2021 for IAPG and from 2019 to quarter 1 for HPP. 
This evaluation will be used by Concern country team for learning and feed into the design of future programming, 
and should therefore offer concrete and targeted recommendations for improving programming going forward.  
 
Additionally, the findings and final report from the Somalia country level evaluation will be used by the global 
evaluators to assess the overall IAPG and HPP programmes against their relevant DAC criteria. A high level 
‘Chapeau Paper’ will also be produced by the global evaluators bringing together key learning from the overall IAPG 
and HPP programmes to provide evidence-based recommendations for the future - for both Concern (as 
implementer) and Irish Aid (as donor). 
 

3. Evaluation questions  

Specific evaluation questions for IAPG – SPHERES programme and the HPP programmes are detailed in the tables 
below. They include mandatory questions defined for this evaluation for the overall evaluation process across all 
countries and additional country specific questions to complement the evaluation for the Country programme 
learning.  

Interested firms/consultants submitting proposals for the work should take note of the specific questions to inform 
their applications if bidding for separate lots (roles for IAPG) and (roles for HPP) as indicated on the cover page of 
this TOR document.  

3A: IAPG Evaluation questions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation Questions

Were other factors imporant and what were these other factors?

1C Were the assumptions valid? 

What was the context and how did the organisation (IAPG II) adapt to changes in the 

context?

X

1D Did the organisation adapt appropriately 

in response to changes in the context and 

lessons learnt during the implementation of 

the intervention?

X

X

2B To what extent can the emerging results 

be attributed to IAPG II?

Did the local partners that the organisation (IAPG II) worked with see a change in 

their capacity? (How, was it positive or negative?)

Is this capacity sustainable without further external funding?

Lines of 

Inquiry
Sub-Questions

What were the synergies and interlinkages between this programme and other Concern interventions, with a focus on linkages to 

the HPP programme (in countries which have HPP programmes)?

To what extent did programme design, implementation and monitoring consider the relevant Concern cross-cutting issues of 

Conflict Sensitivity, DRR, Protection, HIV, Partnership, Equality, Environment?

What was the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results in this programme? 

What was the 'evolving context'? Describe. 

What were participants/beneficiaries needs? Were these needs met?

1A To what extent did the programme 

respond to the needs of 

participants/beneficiaries in the evolving 

context?

What was the intended results chain (causal linkage)?

Did actual results follow this intended causal path?

1B Did the Theory of Change (ToC)/Logic of 

Intervention (LI) hold true? 

What assumptions were made and did these assumptions hold true? R
el

ev
an

ce

What is changing as a result of the programme?

2A Is there evidence that anticipated results 

are being achieved at the current stage of 

the programme?  

Ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s

5A Did the intervention achieve the 

intended impacts?Im
pa

ct

Irish Aid 

Mandated 

Question

X

X

X

X

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

Did the intervention have sufficient and appropriate resources?

Did the intervention pay competitive prices for its inputs?

Were there any alternatives for achieving the same results with fewer inputs? 

4A Did the intervention use the available 

resources in the most efficient manner to 

achieve its outputs?Ef
fic

ie
nc

y

3C Where relevant, did the programme 

contribute to localisation of humanitarian 

aid?

If Yes, how?

3A To what extent did the organisation 

build institutional capacity of local partners?

How has IAPG II built capacity to influence policy? Give examples.

How has IAPG II developed local ownership? Give examples. 

3B Did the programme enhance local 

ownership and capacity to influence policy?

What has worked well in creating long-term change/not worked well and why (e.g., 

systems, policy, advocacy)?

3D What has worked well in creating long-

term change/not worked well and why 

(e.g., systems, policy, advocacy)?

What were the lessons learnt and how did IAPG II adapt to lessons learnt?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

A
dd

it
io

na
l C

ro
ss

-c
ut

ti
ng

Is there evidence of change at impact level (positive or negative)? If so, what 

contributed to this change? If not, why not? 

What are the wider effects of the programme on: individuals; groups (gender, age, 

disability); communities; institutions; or conflict dynamics? Were they positive or 

negative?

Were there any unintended results? Were they positive or negative?
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Additional Questions from the Country Programme for IAPG  

 Relevance: 

     Were the outcomes and associated programme relevant, appropriate and strategic to national goals and 
Concern policies and guidelines?  

 How appropriate were the chosen interventions and programme design to the situation of different 
stakeholders at different levels (micro, meso and macro, and considering the needs of men, women, and 
others identified as vulnerable to hazards in the programme area)? 

 What was the level of participation of programme beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the programme? 
Was there awareness and active use of the CRM guidelines? 

Evaluation Questions

Were other factors imporant and what were these other factors?

1C Were the assumptions valid? 

What was the context and how did the organisation (IAPG II) adapt to changes in the 

context?

X

1D Did the organisation adapt appropriately 

in response to changes in the context and 

lessons learnt during the implementation of 

the intervention?

X

X

2B To what extent can the emerging results 

be attributed to IAPG II?

Did the local partners that the organisation (IAPG II) worked with see a change in 

their capacity? (How, was it positive or negative?)

Is this capacity sustainable without further external funding?

Lines of 

Inquiry
Sub-Questions

What were the synergies and interlinkages between this programme and other Concern interventions, with a focus on linkages to 

the HPP programme (in countries which have HPP programmes)?

To what extent did programme design, implementation and monitoring consider the relevant Concern cross-cutting issues of 

Conflict Sensitivity, DRR, Protection, HIV, Partnership, Equality, Environment?

What was the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results in this programme? 

What was the 'evolving context'? Describe. 

What were participants/beneficiaries needs? Were these needs met?

1A To what extent did the programme 

respond to the needs of 

participants/beneficiaries in the evolving 

context?

What was the intended results chain (causal linkage)?

Did actual results follow this intended causal path?

1B Did the Theory of Change (ToC)/Logic of 

Intervention (LI) hold true? 

What assumptions were made and did these assumptions hold true? R
e

le
va

n
ce

What is changing as a result of the programme?

2A Is there evidence that anticipated results 

are being achieved at the current stage of 

the programme?  

E
ff

e
ct

iv
e

n
e

ss

5A Did the intervention achieve the 

intended impacts?Im
p

a
ct

Irish Aid 

Mandated 

Question

X

X

X

X

Su
st

a
in

a
b

ili
ty

Did the intervention have sufficient and appropriate resources?

Did the intervention pay competitive prices for its inputs?

Were there any alternatives for achieving the same results with fewer inputs? 

4A Did the intervention use the available 

resources in the most efficient manner to 

achieve its outputs?E
ff

ic
ie

n
cy

3C Where relevant, did the programme 

contribute to localisation of humanitarian 

aid?

If Yes, how?

3A To what extent did the organisation 

build institutional capacity of local partners?

How has IAPG II built capacity to influence policy? Give examples.

How has IAPG II developed local ownership? Give examples. 

3B Did the programme enhance local 

ownership and capacity to influence policy?

What has worked well in creating long-term change/not worked well and why (e.g., 

systems, policy, advocacy)?

3D What has worked well in creating long-

term change/not worked well and why 

(e.g., systems, policy, advocacy)?

What were the lessons learnt and how did IAPG II adapt to lessons learnt?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

A
d

d
it

io
n

a
l C

ro
ss

-c
u

tt
in

g

Is there evidence of change at impact level (positive or negative)? If so, what 

contributed to this change? If not, why not? 

What are the wider effects of the programme on: individuals; groups (gender, age, 

disability); communities; institutions; or conflict dynamics? Were they positive or 

negative?

Were there any unintended results? Were they positive or negative?

Evaluation Questions

Were other factors imporant and what were these other factors?

1C Were the assumptions valid? 

What was the context and how did the organisation (IAPG II) adapt to changes in the 

context?

X

1D Did the organisation adapt appropriately 

in response to changes in the context and 

lessons learnt during the implementation of 

the intervention?

X

X

2B To what extent can the emerging results 

be attributed to IAPG II?

Did the local partners that the organisation (IAPG II) worked with see a change in 

their capacity? (How, was it positive or negative?)

Is this capacity sustainable without further external funding?

Lines of 

Inquiry
Sub-Questions

What were the synergies and interlinkages between this programme and other Concern interventions, with a focus on linkages to 

the HPP programme (in countries which have HPP programmes)?

To what extent did programme design, implementation and monitoring consider the relevant Concern cross-cutting issues of 

Conflict Sensitivity, DRR, Protection, HIV, Partnership, Equality, Environment?

What was the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results in this programme? 

What was the 'evolving context'? Describe. 

What were participants/beneficiaries needs? Were these needs met?

1A To what extent did the programme 

respond to the needs of 

participants/beneficiaries in the evolving 

context?

What was the intended results chain (causal linkage)?

Did actual results follow this intended causal path?

1B Did the Theory of Change (ToC)/Logic of 

Intervention (LI) hold true? 

What assumptions were made and did these assumptions hold true? R
e

le
va

n
ce

What is changing as a result of the programme?

2A Is there evidence that anticipated results 

are being achieved at the current stage of 

the programme?  
E

ff
e

ct
iv

e
n

e
ss

5A Did the intervention achieve the 

intended impacts?Im
p

a
ct

Irish Aid 

Mandated 

Question

X

X

X

X

Su
st

a
in

a
b

ili
ty

Did the intervention have sufficient and appropriate resources?

Did the intervention pay competitive prices for its inputs?

Were there any alternatives for achieving the same results with fewer inputs? 

4A Did the intervention use the available 

resources in the most efficient manner to 

achieve its outputs?E
ff

ic
ie

n
cy

3C Where relevant, did the programme 

contribute to localisation of humanitarian 

aid?

If Yes, how?

3A To what extent did the organisation 

build institutional capacity of local partners?

How has IAPG II built capacity to influence policy? Give examples.

How has IAPG II developed local ownership? Give examples. 

3B Did the programme enhance local 

ownership and capacity to influence policy?

What has worked well in creating long-term change/not worked well and why (e.g., 

systems, policy, advocacy)?

3D What has worked well in creating long-

term change/not worked well and why 

(e.g., systems, policy, advocacy)?

What were the lessons learnt and how did IAPG II adapt to lessons learnt?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
A

d
d

it
io

n
a

l C
ro

ss
-c

u
tt

in
g

Is there evidence of change at impact level (positive or negative)? If so, what 

contributed to this change? If not, why not? 

What are the wider effects of the programme on: individuals; groups (gender, age, 

disability); communities; institutions; or conflict dynamics? Were they positive or 

negative?

Were there any unintended results? Were they positive or negative?
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Effectiveness 

 What steps were taken to address issues of inequality and ensure the interests of the most marginalised 
were taken on board during programme planning, implementation and monitoring? How effective was this? 

 Did the programme successfully achieve results in each dimension of extreme poverty and what are the 
potential implications of this?  

 What external factors affected the implementation of the programme and how were they managed? 

 How was co-funding leveraged and strategically aligned to reach, complement and expand programme 
outcomes and impact 

Sustainability  

 What progress towards sustainability of impact and interventions (each outcome area) has been 
achieved at the community level and what gaps remain? 

 How might we do things better in the future? Which findings may have relevance for future programming 
or for other similar initiatives elsewhere?  

Overall 

 What adaptations have been made across the programme and what is the effect over the period of 
implementation 

3B: HPP Evaluation questions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Lines of 

Inquiry
Sub-Questions

Did Concern adapt appropriately in response to any changes in the context 

and lessons learnt during the implementation of the intervention?

Was there a clear rationale for the selected intervention activities/LI?

Do communities/people targeted by the intervention consider that the 

programme design met their needs sufficiently?

X

Is there evidence of change at impact level (positive or negative)? If so, 

what contributed to this change? If not, why not? 

What are the wider effects of the programme on: individuals; groups 

(gender, age, disability); communities; institutions; or conflict dynamics? 

Were they positive or negative?

Were there any unintended results? Were they positive or negative?

5A Did the intervention achieve 

the intended impacts?Im
pa

ct

Irish Aid 

Mandate

d 

Question

X

X

Did the intervention have sufficient and appropriate resources?

Did the intervention pay competitive prices for its inputs?

Were there any alternatives for achieving the same results with fewer 

inputs? 

4A Did the intervention use the 

available resources in the most 

efficient manner to achieve its 

outputs?Ef
fic

ie
nc

y

Do target communities feel that the response was effective and delivered 

when needed?

Does the response team coordinate effectively with external stakeholders 

(e.g., clusters, other NGOs and agencies, relevant government units, etc.)?

What is changing as a result of the programme?

2A Is there evidence that 

anticipated results are being 

achieved at the current stage of 

the programme?  

What evidence is there that anticipated results are being achieved at the 

current stage of the programme?  

To what extent can the emerging results be attributed to HPP funding?

Evaluation Questions

X

X

X

Co
nn

ec
te

dn
es

s

Was the intervention informed by and aligned with the fundamental 

humanitarian principles? Did the programme adhere to the Red Cross Code 

of Conduct, Sphere, Core Humanitarian Standard and sector-specific 

standards, where appropriate?
Was there evidence that the intervention adhered to relevant Concern 

policies (e.g., Approach to Emergencies, DRR, Equality, Protection, Child 

Safeguarding Policy, HIV and AIDS)? 

7A Was there consistency 

between Concern's activities 

and the relevant policies?Co
he

re
nc

e

What efforts were made to ensure protection for all programme 

participants?

Co
ve

ra
ge

Ad
di

tio
na

l C
ro

ss
-c

ut
tin

g What were the synergies and interlinkages between this programme and other Concern interventions, with 

a focus on linkages to the HPP programme (in countries which have HPP programmes)?

To what extent did programme design, implementation and monitoring consider the relevant Concern cross-

cutting issues of Conflict Sensitivity, DRR, Protection, HIV, Partnership, Equality, Environment?

What was the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results in this 

programme? 

1E Were the objectives and the 

design of the intervention 

relevant and appropriate to the 

context and to the needs of 

recipients?

Re
le

va
nc

e

2C Is the programme achieving 

the planned outputs and 

outcomes and are they on time?

Ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s

Where relevant, was there a link between the HPP and IAPG II? If yes, 

what was the link? If not, then why not?

Does the country team have the necessary capacity to ensure synergy 

between humanitarian and development programming?

To what extent have communities been supported and prepared to 

withstand future emergencies?

6A How were longer-term 

problems given consideration 

during implementation of 

emergency activities?

8A Is there evidence that 

Concern’s interventions reached 

the most vulnerable?

How has the programme targeted those in greatest need? 

How did the programme consider the needs of women, men, boys and girls, 

people living with HIV and AIDS, and people with disabilities?

How did conflict and gender analysis inform the response design and 

implementation?
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Additional Questions from the Country Programme for HPP 

 Efficiency 

 How was co-funding leveraged and strategically aligned to reach, complement and expand the 
programme outcomes and impact?   

 
 

4. Methodology 

The global evaluators have developed a systems-based approach that puts stakeholders at the centre of the inquiry. 

By examining how the different perspectives of stakeholders help and hinder implementation and results achieved, 

the evaluation will assess to what degree Concern and its partners have contributed to the change observed. This 

means that the country level evaluations will use a mixed method evaluation approach that includes Contribution 

Analysis, Process Tracing and Outcome Harvesting. Definitions and descriptions of methods used are included in 

the Global Inception Report which will be shared with selected consultants at a later stage.  

The evaluations of the IAPG and HPP programmes in Somalia forms part of a group of ‘nested’ evaluations 

taking place at different levels and by different teams, as laid out in the table below.  

 

Lines of 

Inquiry
Sub-Questions

Did Concern adapt appropriately in response to any changes in the context 

and lessons learnt during the implementation of the intervention?

Was there a clear rationale for the selected intervention activities/LI?

Do communities/people targeted by the intervention consider that the 

programme design met their needs sufficiently?

X

Is there evidence of change at impact level (positive or negative)? If so, 

what contributed to this change? If not, why not? 

What are the wider effects of the programme on: individuals; groups 

(gender, age, disability); communities; institutions; or conflict dynamics? 

Were they positive or negative?

Were there any unintended results? Were they positive or negative?

5A Did the intervention achieve 

the intended impacts?Im
pa

ct

Irish Aid 

Mandate

d 

Question

X

X

Did the intervention have sufficient and appropriate resources?

Did the intervention pay competitive prices for its inputs?

Were there any alternatives for achieving the same results with fewer 

inputs? 

4A Did the intervention use the 

available resources in the most 

efficient manner to achieve its 

outputs?Ef
fic

ien
cy

Do target communities feel that the response was effective and delivered 

when needed?

Does the response team coordinate effectively with external stakeholders 

(e.g., clusters, other NGOs and agencies, relevant government units, etc.)?

What is changing as a result of the programme?

2A Is there evidence that 

anticipated results are being 

achieved at the current stage of 

the programme?  

What evidence is there that anticipated results are being achieved at the 

current stage of the programme?  

To what extent can the emerging results be attributed to HPP funding?

Evaluation Questions

X

X

X

Co
nn

ec
te

dn
es

s

Was the intervention informed by and aligned with the fundamental 

humanitarian principles? Did the programme adhere to the Red Cross Code 

of Conduct, Sphere, Core Humanitarian Standard and sector-specific 

standards, where appropriate?
Was there evidence that the intervention adhered to relevant Concern 

policies (e.g., Approach to Emergencies, DRR, Equality, Protection, Child 

Safeguarding Policy, HIV and AIDS)? 

7A Was there consistency 

between Concern's activities 

and the relevant policies?Co
he

re
nc

e

What efforts were made to ensure protection for all programme 

participants?

Co
ve

ra
ge

Ad
dit

ion
al 

Cr
os

s-c
ut

tin
g What were the synergies and interlinkages between this programme and other Concern interventions, with 

a focus on linkages to the HPP programme (in countries which have HPP programmes)?

To what extent did programme design, implementation and monitoring consider the relevant Concern cross-

cutting issues of Conflict Sensitivity, DRR, Protection, HIV, Partnership, Equality, Environment?

What was the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results in this 

programme? 

1E Were the objectives and the 

design of the intervention 

relevant and appropriate to the 

context and to the needs of 

recipients?

Re
lev

an
ce

2C Is the programme achieving 

the planned outputs and 

outcomes and are they on time?

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

Where relevant, was there a link between the HPP and IAPG II? If yes, 

what was the link? If not, then why not?

Does the country team have the necessary capacity to ensure synergy 

between humanitarian and development programming?

To what extent have communities been supported and prepared to 

withstand future emergencies?

6A How were longer-term 

problems given consideration 

during implementation of 

emergency activities?

8A Is there evidence that 

Concern’s interventions reached 

the most vulnerable?

How has the programme targeted those in greatest need? 

How did the programme consider the needs of women, men, boys and girls, 

people living with HIV and AIDS, and people with disabilities?

How did conflict and gender analysis inform the response design and 

implementation?

Lines of 

Inquiry
Sub-Questions

Did Concern adapt appropriately in response to any changes in the context 

and lessons learnt during the implementation of the intervention?

Was there a clear rationale for the selected intervention activities/LI?

Do communities/people targeted by the intervention consider that the 

programme design met their needs sufficiently?

X

Is there evidence of change at impact level (positive or negative)? If so, 

what contributed to this change? If not, why not? 

What are the wider effects of the programme on: individuals; groups 

(gender, age, disability); communities; institutions; or conflict dynamics? 

Were they positive or negative?

Were there any unintended results? Were they positive or negative?

5A Did the intervention achieve 

the intended impacts?Im
pa

ct

Irish Aid 

Mandate

d 

Question

X

X

Did the intervention have sufficient and appropriate resources?

Did the intervention pay competitive prices for its inputs?

Were there any alternatives for achieving the same results with fewer 

inputs? 

4A Did the intervention use the 

available resources in the most 

efficient manner to achieve its 

outputs?Ef
fic

ie
nc

y

Do target communities feel that the response was effective and delivered 

when needed?

Does the response team coordinate effectively with external stakeholders 

(e.g., clusters, other NGOs and agencies, relevant government units, etc.)?

What is changing as a result of the programme?

2A Is there evidence that 

anticipated results are being 

achieved at the current stage of 

the programme?  

What evidence is there that anticipated results are being achieved at the 

current stage of the programme?  

To what extent can the emerging results be attributed to HPP funding?

Evaluation Questions

X

X

X

Co
nn

ec
te

dn
es

s

Was the intervention informed by and aligned with the fundamental 

humanitarian principles? Did the programme adhere to the Red Cross Code 

of Conduct, Sphere, Core Humanitarian Standard and sector-specific 

standards, where appropriate?
Was there evidence that the intervention adhered to relevant Concern 

policies (e.g., Approach to Emergencies, DRR, Equality, Protection, Child 

Safeguarding Policy, HIV and AIDS)? 

7A Was there consistency 

between Concern's activities 

and the relevant policies?Co
he

re
nc

e

What efforts were made to ensure protection for all programme 

participants?

Co
ve

ra
ge

A
dd

it
io

na
l C

ro
ss

-c
ut

ti
ng

What were the synergies and interlinkages between this programme and other Concern interventions, with 

a focus on linkages to the HPP programme (in countries which have HPP programmes)?

To what extent did programme design, implementation and monitoring consider the relevant Concern cross-

cutting issues of Conflict Sensitivity, DRR, Protection, HIV, Partnership, Equality, Environment?

What was the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results in this 

programme? 

1E Were the objectives and the 

design of the intervention 

relevant and appropriate to the 

context and to the needs of 

recipients?

R
el

ev
an

ce

2C Is the programme achieving 

the planned outputs and 

outcomes and are they on time?

Ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s

Where relevant, was there a link between the HPP and IAPG II? If yes, 

what was the link? If not, then why not?

Does the country team have the necessary capacity to ensure synergy 

between humanitarian and development programming?

To what extent have communities been supported and prepared to 

withstand future emergencies?

6A How were longer-term 

problems given consideration 

during implementation of 

emergency activities?

8A Is there evidence that 

Concern’s interventions reached 

the most vulnerable?

How has the programme targeted those in greatest need? 

How did the programme consider the needs of women, men, boys and girls, 

people living with HIV and AIDS, and people with disabilities?

How did conflict and gender analysis inform the response design and 

implementation?
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Global Evaluators  Chapeau Paper 

 Final Report on the Irish Aid Programme Grant 

 Final Report on the Humanitarian Programme Plan 

 Final Report on the Public Engagement and Active Citizenship 

Programmes  

 The country level reports feed into the above group of final reports  

Country Level Evaluators for 

Somalia (recruited through 

this ToR) 

 Country Level IAPG II Reports 

 Country Level HPP Reports 

 

The Country Level Evaluator(s) will be external consultants hired to lead evaluation process, conduct primary 

data collection, analysis findings and produce two evaluation reports, one for the HPP programme and one for the 

IAPG programme.  

The Country Level Evaluators will be expected to develop an appropriate workplan for the country level evaluation 

that is based on the global evaluation approach AND relevant to the country context. The workplan must be as 

participatory as possible under the current conditions, involving different stakeholders including beneficiaries, 

partners, Concern staff and other relevant stakeholders. 

The prescribed methodology will include the following activities: 

 Detailed document review per below guidance specific to the programme 

o IAPG : Country Context Analysis; IAPG Theory of Change; IAPG Programme Toolkit (which should 

include updated M&E plan); IAPG Results Frameworks 2017-2022; Report of IAPG Mid Term 

Review, Annual survey and progress reports and relevant government strategies, policies and 

guidelines 

o HPP: Country Context Analysis; HPP 2019-2022 Programme of Work; HPP Results Frameworks 
2019-2022; Report of HPP2018 Final evaluation (if applicable) 

 Assessment of achievement of indicators under each outcome using existing quantitative data from 

Concern Digital Data Gathering (DDG) system, summarised on the Irish Aid Zoho Dashboards. 

 Key Informant Interviews with Key Programme staff; partner staff; relevant local authorities; key programme 

participants/community leaders  

 Focus Group Discussions1 with programme participants (appropriately disaggregated). Where focus 

groups are not possible, remote data collection with programme participants should be considered (tools 

and approaches to be included in the training (see below). 

All country level evaluators must attend a standard training on the prescribed methodology, which will include a 

package of tools that can be used in the course of this evaluation.  This is to ensure a standard approach is followed 

by all country level evaluators to allow comparison and aggregation across countries in producing the final global 

report.  The global evaluators will also conduct data validation exercises on a sample of the data collected to ensure 

quality. 

In addition to the mixed methods approach outlined above, the global evaluators will also be applying Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis alongside the data validation exercises to increase the robustness of the evaluation 

process and confidence in the findings at a global level (see annex III). 

 

 

                                                      
1 If possible, and adopting a “Do No Harm” approach with no risk of spread of COVID  
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5. Expected products/outputs (including critical elements to be 
addressed in a final report) 

IAPG and HPP Final Report 

 

The main output of this country level evaluation will include TWO final country level evaluation reports, one for the 

IAPG programme and one for the HPP programme. The required structure of those reports is outlined below: 

 An executive summary (no more than 3 pages) 

 An appraisal of how well the programme has fared against each of the DAC criteria using the following 

grading scale, where:  

o 5 – Outstanding/Exceptional Performance 

o 4-  Very good overall performance (above expectation) 

o 3 - Good overall performance s (as expected) 

o 2 – Acceptable performance but with some shortcomings 

o 1-  Barely acceptable performance with some major shortcomings  

o 0- Totally unacceptable performance or insufficient data to make an assessment 

 Targeted recommendations for improving future programming i.e. a) any prioritisations of adaptations 

needed to ensure intended outcomes and impact are met etc. for the final year of the programme in 2022 

and b) to inform future programme design 

 An examination of the extent to which programme design, implementation and monitoring have 

considered the relevant Concern cross-cutting issues 

 An examination of the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on Concern’s ability to deliver its intended results 

in this programme 

The reports should follow IAPG and HPP templates developed by the global evaluators in Annex III and should be 

no more than 30 pages (15 pages focused on findings and conclusions against DAC criteria). The reports will be 

quality checked against set criteria (see Annex III)          

               

Briefings and Presentations 

 

An in-country briefing with Concern Worldwide country teams should also be held to give a preliminary overview of 

the main findings of the HPP and the IAPG evaluations. A virtual meeting (e.g. Zoom; MicroSoft Teams or Skype) 

should also be held with country teams to discuss feedback on the draft Evaluation reports, before the reports are 

finalised and signed off by the Regional Director.  Where possible the global evaluators will attend these briefings 

remotely.  A PowerPoint presentation (or similar) must be prepared for each briefing and shared with the global 

evaluators. 

Evaluation Framework and Data 

 

The global evaluators have developed separate evaluation frameworks for IAPG and HPP (see Annex IV and V 

respectively). These frameworks must be completed as part of the country evaluation process. Completed 

versions of these frameworks, including references to all quantitative and qualitative data sources must be 

provided to the global evaluators and Country team, along with any data sets used in data analysis included in 

the final reports, as well as transcribed and translated notes in English, recordings, images, etc. from key informant 

interviews and focus groups as well as training materials/guidance for field teams for validation and quality 

assurance. 

6. Reporting lines   

The IAPG coordinator, Mark Furlong, will lead the overall coordination of the evaluation of the Irish Aid Programme 

Grant and for HPP, this will be led by Chiara Nava (HPP Coordinator). They will be supported by Áine Magee, 

Senior Advisor in the Programme Approaches and Learning Unit (PALU). Both will be key contacts for logistics, 

training and preparation for this evaluation. 
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In-country reporting will be to the Deputy Programme Director (DPD) and Country Director. The DPD will ensure 

coordination with other relevant team members including the Emergency Programme Coordinator and other 

program coordinators and managers. Day-to-day engagement will be led by the DPD with support of the Country 

MEAL Manager. 

The global evaluators will also provide direct support to the country evaluators on an ongoing basis during the 

evaluation (see section 9 below). 

7. Roles and responsibilities of the Evaluation team 

The Country level Evaluator(s) will have the following roles and responsibilities:  

 Liaise with CWW IAPG/HPP Coordinator and global evaluation team as well as in-country 

stakeholders.  

 Participate in the trainings conducted by the global evaluators 

 Lead planning and preparations for country programme data collection and collation, ensuring all 

permissions necessary for conducting data collection and collation have been granted and are adhered 

to (including any ethical clearance/permissions). 

 With CWW country programme staff and programme implementers (including local partners), identify 

key informants for interview and focus group participants, coordinate and support stakeholder 

engagement 

 Recruit and conduct training for enumerators/supervisors to participate in primary data collection 

 Review/contextualise and translate the tools designed by global evaluators 

 Review background and programme documents (provided by country team) to inform the evaluation 

 Conduct in-country data collection (observations, KIIs and FGDs etc.) and collate data using the 

evaluation framework (see Annexes IV&V) 

 Conduct IAPG/HPP country programme evaluation data analysis and interpretation 

 Write separate IAPG and HPP country programme evaluation reports with sound recommendations 

resulting from findings. 

 Facilitate key in-country meetings/workshops with CWW country programme staff and other key 

stakeholders to share findings and validate them to improve the reports 

 Understanding and respect of security protocols and flexibility to adapt as may be necessary through 
the evaluation process in light of unpredictable context for data collection and site visits. 

 

8. Qualifications, skills and experience of the Evaluation team 

The country evaluator(s) should have the following skills and experience: 

 Experience of conducting evaluations of multi-sector country programmes using DAC criteria 

 Technical expertise relevant to the IAPG country programme such as Livelihood, WASH, Education 

and Equality and how they intersect in an integrated resilience programme and/or integrated 

emergency response in complex crisis relevant to selected role (see cover page) 

 Experience of qualitative data collection methods as well as ability to interpret, analyse and design 

qualitative tools including the use of participatory approaches 

 Ability to work both independently when relevant as well as with a broad geographically diverse team, 

which may include remotely for programme locations that will not be accessible to the evaluators 

directly for security reasons 

 Ability to assess the quality of programmatic data collection systems, analyse budgets, results 

frameworks, M+E reports and surveys, and other documents. 

 Experience in writing evaluation reports to a high standard (well-informed, technically sound and with 

realistic recommendations) and in compliance with the requested template and guidance in English 

 Skills in critical analysis, drawing findings from multiple sources and handling potential contradictions 

between data sets  

 Demonstrable prior experience and understanding of the Somali context for humanitarian (complex 

crises) AND resilience/recovery programming and operations is paramount 

 Demonstrable commitment to upholding high standards in relation to safeguarding principles including 

Programme Participant Protection Policy (see annex II) at all times. 
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9. Plan for Evaluation implementation (including timelines) 

The evaluation of the IAPG and HPP in Somalia will be carried out between August and September 2021. The 

duration of the evaluation will be approximately 6-8 weeks (all-inclusive IAPG/HPP if taking both roles) and will 

include 

 1 week desk review of documents and training,  

 2.5 weeks field work to include initial orientation with teams, all primary qualitative data collection, 

preliminary analysis and briefing with country teams on initial findings and recommendations. Data 

collection days/dates in Banadir may be affected by the security situation at the time and may be 

adjusted accordingly by Concern, in consultation with country evaluator.  

 2 week for data analysis and to produce draft reports 

 0.5 week for virtual presentation and incorporating feedback in Final Evaluation Reports 

During the evaluation the country level evaluators will have access to the global evaluation team to ensure 

consistency of process and to talk through and agree solutions to challenges that arise.  The global evaluators 

will be able to guide the country level evaluators through the mixed method approach and use of the tools and 

evaluation framework. 

10. Proposal Requirements  

Applications for this contract from qualified consultants must include the requirements below. It is expected that 
applicants bidding for both IAPG and HPP will address each of them separately within the same proposal document. 
   

 A narrative outlining how you meet the points outlined in the qualifications and experience section of the 
TOR.  

 Evaluation Plan, including a timeline and methodology. 

 Workplan in excel or word outlining the steps that will be taken to complete   

 Evaluation Team, their Roles and Responsibilities and Level of Effort  

 CVs of evaluators/key members of the evaluation team  

 A list of past work that demonstrate experience and competency in the relevant areas. The list should 
include brief of the dates, name of contacting agent and short summary of the assignment. 

 At least 3 referees from agencies/individuals for whom the bidder has conducted evaluations 

 At least 2 examples of original work of a similar nature  

 Comprehensive budget and costings/breakdown in USD. This budget should be inclusive of all team 
member costs, evaluation expenses and supplies (if applicable), travel related costs and total costs 
before and after taxes. All costs should be applied only where applicable. 

 Evidence of registration/permission to work in Somalia/Somaliland 

 Bidders safeguarding policy (where available)  
 

 

 


