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	I. INTRODUCTION
I.I.     SAARC DEVELOPMENT FUND (SDF)
SAARC Development Fund (SDF) established as a “regional financing mechanism” by SAARC Member States, is mandated by its Charter and Bye-laws to finance and or otherwise support projects within SAARC region through its Economic, Infrastructure and Social Windows. Set up in the year 2010, the SDF acts as an “umbrella financing mechanism” for the regional and sub-regional SAARC projects and programmes that fulfils the objectives and the regional consensus as reflected in the SAARC Charter, SAARC Social Charter and SAARC Development Goals, SAARC Plan of Action on Poverty Alleviation and other SAARC endorsed plans and programmes.  The Fund has been established primarily to:

a. Promote the welfare of the people of SAARC region,

b. Improve their quality of life, and 

c. Accelerate economic growth, social progress and poverty alleviation in the region. 

Structured as a “Fund” with a management and administrative Secretariat, the Fund has three “Windows” of financing viz., Social, Economic and Infrastructure Window.
Measuring results, monitoring progress, and evaluating the projects are key to SAARC Development Fund (SDF) accountability to its Member States and other stakeholders. Therefore capturing the results, their analysis and ultimately feeding these results into a project life cycle is essential for SDF. 
I.II    DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS
SDF is undertaking evaluation of two projects implemented in six countries. Each of the six countries will undergo projectevaluation, examining SDF’s work at the Implementing agency level. Results of the evaluations are expected to provide a set of forward-looking recommendations as input to the project development process for the upcoming projects.The SDF projects under review includes:
A. Strengthening Mother & Child Health (MCH) including Immunization in by a 24/7  Emergency Obstetric and New Born Care (EMONC) Services;

B. Empowering Rural Communities Reaching the unreached

Detail regarding project follows:

A. Strengthening Mother & Child Health (MCH) including Immunization in by a 24/7  Emergency Obstetric and New Born Care (EMONC) Services;

Objectives of the project: 

· Improve skills of doctors and nurses;

· Reduction in child and maternal mortality;

· Provide access to integrated comprehensive primary MCH health care; and
· Improve availability and adequacy of infrastructure and equipment at district and sub-district levels.
The project is implemented in following member states at a total cost of USD 15,039,229.

Following Table summarizes key information related to the project.
Participating Country

Implementing Agency

Active geographic regions/areas

Afghanistan

Reproductive Health Directorate “RHD”, Deputy Minister of Healthcare Services Provision, Ministry of Public Health, Kabul, Afghanistan
30 hospitals in Afghanistan.
Bangladesh

Primary Health Care (PHC), Directorate General of Health Services, Mohakhali, Dhaka 1212.
Districts of Hobigonj, Khagrachari, Noakhali, Bhola, Pirojpur,Satkhira, Kustia,Naogaon, Natore; and Joypurhut.
Bhutan

Reproductive Health Programme, Department of Public Health, Ministry of Health, Thimphu, Bhutan
9 hospitals and 87 BHUs in 7 district of Bhutan (WangduePhodrang, Trashigang, Lhuntshe, Trongsa, Mongar, Dagana and SamdrupJongkhar)
Maldives

Ministry of Health and Family, Roashanee Building, SosunMagu, Male’ 20184, Republic of Maldives.
158 hospitals in Maldives
Nepal 

Child Health Division, Department of Health Services, Ministry of Health and Population, Teku, Kathmandu, Nepal
120 hospitals in Nepal
Sri Lanka

Family Health Bureau, New Born Care Unit (Unit in charge), No. 231, De Sarem Place, Colombo 10. 
10 districts in Sri Lanka (Gampaha, Kandy, Ratnapura, Anuradhapura, Matara, Matale, Polonnaruwa, Kurunegala, Puttalam and Colombo)
B. Empowering Rural Communities "Reaching the Unreached"
Overall project goal

To provide efficient and effective e-services, generate employment and establish good governance to reduce poverty  in line with  SDGs. 
Objective
· Employment generation and creation of new economic activities using ICT, ensure Government services in rural areas; and
· Reduce turnaround time and fully functional Union Information and Service Centers, Community Centers, Community e-Centers and Village Development Committees.

The project is implemented at a total cost of USD 7,938,335.

Following Table summarizes key information related to the project.
Participating Country

Implementing Agency

Active geographic regions/areas

Bangladesh

Ministry of Science & Information Communication Technology, Government of Bangladesh, Agargaon, Dhaka
200 Union Information Service Centers (UISCs)
Bhutan

Department of Information Technology and Telecom, Ministry of Information and Communication
60 sites in 16 Dzongkhags of Bhutan
Maldives

National Center for Information Technology, Ministry of transport and Communication, Government of Maldives
50 villages of 25 Atoll.
Nepal 

Ministry of Information and Communication, Kathmandu, Nepal
81 Village Development Committees (VDCs) in 52 districts of Nepal
II.     EVALUATION PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE (INCLUDING KEQs)
II.I     PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION
The purpose of the evaluation is to assess whether SDF Funded projects is achieving project goals or not. The evaluation should determine the impact of SDF Funded projects on vulnerable/ disadvantaged segments of the society and set of forward-looking recommendations as input to the project development process for the upcoming projects.Given this dual focus on accountability and learning, the intended users of this evaluation are manifold. The main client will be the Social Window Department.Other key stakeholders include, in order of centrality: the Board of Directors, CEO, Counter Part Agencies, Implementing Agencies and others as appropriate. The evaluation could help strengthen oversight and support to achieve SDF objectives. Finally, findings and recommendations from the evaluation should also contribute to SDF objectives to promote the welfare of people of SAARC region, to improve their quality of life and to accelerate economic growth, social progress and poverty alleviation in the region.

II.I     SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION
The evaluation will cover the period from inception of the Project to end of the Project year. The evaluation is not intended to provide a narrow diagnostic scan of documentation to see how project interventions are aligned with overall SDF objectives. Nor is it broadly intended to document the precise results of every project-level intervention undertaken at every level of the implementation agency. Rather, it aims to assess the full range of activities and outputs in achieving targeted outcomes and impacts – their collective contribution to overall Project objectives, and the contribution of each in doing so – and to the extent possible. The evaluation should examine the relative value of the range of organizational investments against outcomes and impacts to determine if SDF is making the right choices in promoting the welfare of people of SAARC region, to improve their quality of life and to accelerate economic growth, social progress and poverty alleviation in the region.
Geographically, the evaluation study should cover all implementing agency involved in project implementation. The Evaluators are required in consultation with the SDF to develop the Theory of Change and Key performance Indicators for projects considered under this evaluation.

Further, the evaluation should help provide conceptual clarity around Social Window’s approach to provide grants to institutions to achieve it strategic goal through its various prongs of intervention. In formulating its recommendations, the evaluation might also look outside the Organization to good evidence based practice elsewhere in the relevant context.
II.I      KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS
The following set of evaluation questions, framed along the OECD/DAC criteria, will guide the evaluation in pursuit of its stated objectives and purposes:

Key Evaluation Question

Suggested Indicator(s) to measure progress

Suggested Data Sources

Suggested Data Collection Methods

Data Analysis Methods

Evaluation Criteria 1: Relevance
A measure of the extent to which the SDF funded project support suited priorities and policies of the respective governments where it is being implemented?
To what extent is the project linked to government policies/ priorities?

To what extent is the project linked to the Sustainable Development Goals?

To what extent is the project aligned with the needs of the target beneficiaries? 

Evaluation Criteria 2: Effectiveness

A measure to assess the performance of the project as per the objectives?
Are the objectives of the project being achieved by the agency (Target vs. Actuals)? 

Are the systems and processes adopted for planning and implementation effective at SDF level?

Are the systems and processes adopted for planning and implementation effective at IA level?

What are the major reasons for achievement or non-achievement of objectives?

How many people have benefitted out of the project?

Evaluation Criteria 3: Efficiency

A measure to assess whether the project resources such as time, human resources and funds have been utilized in an efficient manner?
Was the project implemented in a cost effective manner?
Have the human resources been plotted efficiently? 

Has the project been implemented in a timely manner? 

Were the services provided in time and impacts/outcomes achieved within an appropriate time period?

Evaluation Criteria 4: Impact

Measure of the extent which signifies positive or negatives changes produced by the development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended or externally or internally?
To what extent users/beneficiaries are satisfied with services provided?

Evaluation Criteria 5: Sustainability

Measure of how well the project activities and achievement align with the sustainability plan/target?
How successful is the exit strategy? 

Were sustainability considerations taken into account in design and implementation of the project?

Does the organization have an adequate succession plan? 

Are the implementation agencies capable of carrying on the project once SDF support is withdrawn?

Cross Cutting Themes

Evaluation Criteria 6: Gender Equity:

Has the Project provided opportunities for women to acquire new skills and achieve economic empowerment?
Evaluation Criteria 7: Inter Agency Coordination/Regional Integration: 

To what extent has the coordination between the various countries LIAs for this project been improved?
III      APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY
III.I   OVERARCHING APPROACH
As per SDF M&E Policy Guidelines the evaluation’s overall approach will be guided by following principles:

· Unbiased in Measurement and Reporting- Evaluations will be undertaken so that they are not subject to the perception or reality of biased measurement or reporting due to conflict of interest or other factors.

· Relevant - Evaluations will address the most important and relevant questions about strategies, projects, or activities.

· Based on best methods - Evaluations will use methods that generate the highest-quality, and most credible evidence that corresponds to the questions being asked, taking into consideration time, budget, and other practical considerations. 

· Oriented toward reinforcing local ownership - The conduct of evaluations will be consistent with institutional aims of local ownership through respectful engagement with all partners, including local beneficiaries and stakeholders, while leveraging and building local evaluation capacity.

· Transparent - Findings from evaluations will be shared as widely as possible with a commitment to full and active disclosure 

· Ethical - Evaluations shall provide due regard for the welfare, beliefs, and customs of those involved or affected, avoiding conflict of interest. Evaluators must respect the right of institutions and individuals to provide information in confidence. If evidence of wrongdoing is uncovered, the evaluator or manager shall report such cases directly to M&E office, who will report to CEO, SDF for appropriate action. Ethical evaluation requires that management and/or commissioners of evaluations remain open to the findings and do not allow vested interests to interfere with the evaluation.

· Participation - SDF evaluations shall be carried out with the participation of in-country stakeholders, as well as other national stakeholders involved in project implementation.
III.II   METHODOLOGY
The methodology will ensure that the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria is followed to provide findings and implementable recommendations to SDF. In keeping with the emphasis on methodological rigor, the selected evaluation team will be expected to employ a mixed method approach – i.e., triangulation of the most appropriate qualitative and quantitative methods, and the most appropriate documentary and perceptual evidence, for answering each evaluation question at hand. The evaluation will capture effectively lessons learnt and provide information on the nature, extent and where possible, the potential impact and sustainability of the SDF funded projects.

Within this overarching framework, and in light of the evaluation questions posed in Section IV, the evaluation team will be expected to use the following combination of data collection methods in this evaluation:

· The evaluation will follow a participatory and transparent process to engage with multiple stakeholders at all stages of the evaluation process. During the initial phase, a stakeholder analysis will be conducted to identify all relevant SDF partners, including those that may have not worked with SDF but play a key role in the outcomes to which SDF contributes. This stakeholder analysis will serve to identify key informants for interviews during the main data collection phase of the evaluation, and to examine any potential partnerships that could further improve SDF’s contribution to the country;

· The evaluation team will undertake an extensive review of documents. This will include, among others, background documents on the regional, sub-regional and national context, documents prepared by other development partners during the period under review; project documents such as Project Financing Agreement, workplans, progress reports; monitoring self-assessments,  and audit reports. All project, and background documents related to this evaluation will be shared through drop box or SharePoint website;
· Formal desk review of relevant documentationas per Annex-A which the evaluatorsystematically reviews either for specific qualitative or quantitative data points;

· Key Informant Interviews: SDF Program office visits will be undertaken to gather evidence and validate findings. Field visits will be undertaken to projects selected for in-depth review. A multi-stakeholder approach will be followed, and interviews will include government representatives, Counterpart agencies representatives, civil-society organizations, private-sector representatives, and beneficiaries of the projects.  Focus groups will be used to consult some groups of beneficiaries as appropriate;
· Triangulation: All information and data collected from multiple sources will be triangulated to ensure its validity. The evaluation matrix will be used to guide how each of the questions will be addressed and organize the available evidence by key evaluation question. This will facilitate the analysis and support the evaluation team in drawing well substantiated conclusions and recommendations;
· Direct observation of key project interventions in real time to obtain a direct, first-hand perspective on how SDF funded projects works; the evaluation team will beexpected to use a checklist tool for the purpose of comparison; and
· Secondary data analysis of existing datasets (e.g., monitoring data), asappropriate for answering the questions above. In light of individual evaluation questionsrelated to Effectiveness and Efficiency related to value for money, it is also expected of theevaluation to also include some form of cost-benefit, cost-effectiveness, or investmentanalysis;
· Quality assurance for the evaluation will be ensured by a Project Evaluation Committee. Quality assurance will be conducted in line with SDF M&E policy guidelines, to ensure a sound and robust evaluation methodology and analysis of the evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations. The evaluation will also undergo internal PEC peer review prior to final clearance;

· In addition to visits to SDF Secretariat the evaluation team will visit each project country for in order to examinehow project activities are undertaken in country, determine the extent to which thesehave contributed to project goal and objectives. 
· In evaluating Projects impact, assessing direct attribution of SDF’s funded projects to its beneficiaries  is difficult for two main reasons. First, there are often no counterfactuals at hand for judging implementing agencies’ efforts. Second, in many if not most countries, project beneficiaries may be receiving similar project interventions through other sources. This makes it difficult to draw results back to SDF specifically. That said, the evaluation will make every effort to establish counterfactuals (through an analysis of natural between-groups differences and within-groups differences) and undertake a contribution analysis. In its Inception Report the selected evaluation team will be expected to articulate its plan for addressing issues of attribution and contribution.

III.III  SAMPLING
Sample selected for project evaluation must be representative samplecalculated in a systemic way. All participating countries to be selected for detailed case studies (maximum variance sample) to explain what is the impact and why. These should cover a relatively well performing province/district/village/community and a poorly performing province/district/village/community. Case studies should look at ‘special case’ scenarios (geographically spread, worst case, best case, some average etc. – systematically selected from the quantitative analysis).

IV.MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS

Management and governance arrangements for the exercise will be established with a view to maximizing the credibility and hence utility of the evaluation. M&E office will be responsible for the day-to-day management of the exercise, under the guidance and supervision of the Project Evaluation Committee (PEC). PEC as advisory committee will oversee the project from inception to product dissemination. PEC will serve in an oversight and advisory body with key role being to help strengthen the evaluation’s substantive grounding and its relevance to the Organization, and thereby increase its ultimate utility. In managing the evaluation, the PEC will focus on ensuring adherence to these TORs and to established norms and standards for evaluation. The committee will be responsible for reviewing key outputs of the evaluation, including this Terms of Reference, the Inception Report and draft reports. 

M&E office, may accompany the evaluators for the data collection in order to ensure adherence to evaluation good practice. 
V.RISKS, CHALLENGES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

SDF anticipates several potential risks associated with this evaluation. Brief summary illustrated below:

· SDF funding to the project has ceased. Hence limited number of staff may be available to run activities at the filed level. Hence availability of relevant project staff may be an issue. However, as per the agreement with the SDF project records shall be maintained for a period of three years after conclusion.

· Implementing Agencies support will be necessary to ensure that time spent in country is well used and documentation sharing happens well before arrival. Evaluators need to quickly begin with data collection, and logistical issues should be resolved prior to arrival. SDF support can be provided if needed to ensure smooth and efficient country visits.

· Willingness and participation of beneficiaries in evaluation may pose another challenge. Due to short period of time and stay in each country it may not be possible to get response of the targeted number of beneficiaries as they might not be available during that period of time. So it is important that country specific visits are planned very smartly and in consultation with implementing agencies.
· Timing presents another potential risk for this evaluation. The evaluation must be completed in an abbreviated period of two to three months (by April, 2018). This may have several implications. First, there may be a need to limit the number of field visits to meet the budget and deadline while still reaching a sufficient representative sample of country.

· In the absence of properly defined M&E frameworks and Theory of Change it may be difficult to design an evaluation framework at the inception report stage. However, it is expected that Evaluators will define Theory of Change before finalization of Evaluation Framework. Evaluator will be working very closely with the Social Window Team, M&E Office and PECduring the scoping and inception phase to ensure clarity of what precisely is being evaluated.

To mitigate these risks, the evaluators will work closely with SDF team and Implementing agencies during inception phase. Aggressive milestone setting and management will be followed by SDFto ensure the project is kept on track for on-time delivery. 

The recognized risks notwithstanding, this evaluation presents SDF with a significant opportunity as well. It is anticipated that the Evaluation report will be presented to senior management including Board of Directors and other stakeholders thus presents a timely opportunity for SDF to showcase the Organization’s ability to work together to produce high-quality, credible evaluations that are used.

VI.     EVALUATION PROCESS

The impact evaluation will be conducted according to the approved evaluation processes andmethodologies. The following represents a summary of the key evaluation phases and the process, which

will constitute the framework for conduct of the Impact evaluation.
Phase 1-Preparatory work:The M&E office will prepare the TORs, EOI, and RFP. Project Evaluation Committee and Procurement Committee will recruit the externalconsultancy teams and finalize the Evaluation teams. 

Following  the  finalization and  recruitment  of  the external  consultancy  teams  for  the  two evaluations,  orientation workshop for the external consultancy teams will be held in SDF Secretariat, Bhutan. The purpose is to orient the external consulting teams on the M&E Policy guidelines, code of conduct, methodology and quality assurance procedures, evaluation templates and processes, clarification on the roles and responsibilities of the SDF team members and the external  consultancy  teams,  expected  outputs  and  the  quality  of  deliverables and  finalization  of  the detailed work-plans for the evaluations in the three sub-regions. The workshopwill also be used to introduce the Evaluation Team to the SDF Management and initiate preliminary discussions with the SDF team.
Phase 2-Desk  analysis:Evaluation  team  members  will  conduct  desk  reviews  of  reference  material, prepare a summary of context and other evaluative evidence, and identify the outcome theory of change, specific evaluation questions, gaps and issues that will require validation during the field-based phase of data collection. The data collection will be supplemented by administering survey(s) and interviews (via phone, Skype etc.) with key stakeholders. Based on the desk analysis, and preliminary discussions, the evaluation team  will  prepare  an  initial  draft  report  on  the  emerging  findings,  data  gaps,  field  data  collection  and validation mission plans.
Phase 3-Field data collection:This will be an intense 3-4 weeks period during which the evaluation teams will conduct the country visits (5-7 days per country), with teams and the Lead Evaluators. The evaluation team  will  liaise  with  implementing agencies,  key  government stakeholders, other partners and beneficiaries. At the end of the each data collection process, the evaluation team will share preliminary findings with SDF.

Phase 4-Analysis, report writing, quality review and debrief:Based on the analysis of data collected and triangulated,  the  consultants will  initiate  the analysis and synthesis process to prepare the Evaluation reports for each of the project. The first draft (“zero draft”) of the report will be subject to peer review by Consultant and M&E office and thencirculated to other stakeholders for any factual corrections. The  second  draft  will  be  shared  with  IAs  for  further  comments.  The  final report  will  then  be shared  at  a  final  debriefing  where  the  results  of  the  evaluation  will  be  presented.  Management response will be solicited and then the report will be published.
Phase 4-Publication and dissemination:The Evaluation reports with their brief summaries will be widely distributed in hard and electronic versions. Reports will be

made available to the SDF Executive Board at the time of Board Meeting. SDF will disseminate the report to stakeholders in each country. The individual reports with the management response will be published on the SDF website. M&E office will be responsible for monitoring and overseeing the implementation of follow-up actions.
VII.DELIVERABLES AND TIMEFRAME/DELIVERABLES AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
The evaluation will produce the following major outputs, all of which will be grounded in UNEG Norms and Standards and good evaluation practice, to be disseminated to the appropriate audiences:

· An Inception Report (20-25 pages), informed by an initial scoping mission, that outlines the selected evaluation team’s understanding of the evaluation and expectations, along with a concrete action plan for undertaking the evaluation. It will spell out the specific methods and data sources from which it will garner evidence to answer each evaluation question and to assess attribution/contribution of results to SDF’s projects (i.e., an analytical framework); a validated logic model for use in the evaluation and the precise performance benchmarks against which SDF’s projects will be assessed based on a better understanding of SDF’s projects; validation of country case study selection; a more thorough internal and external stakeholder analysis and sampling strategies; any proposed modifications to the evaluation questions, further thoughts on any other areas (e.g., risks, country case study selection, and so on). The Inception Report will be reviewed by the SDF for feedback before finalization;
· A comprehensive Data Collection Toolkit that translates all of the methods agreed in the Inception report into specific data collection instruments;
· A Draft Report (50-75 pages) generating key findings and recommendations for concrete action, underpinned by clear evidence (for review by the PECand Implementing agencies for factual comment on case studies), and an Executive Summary of 5-10 pages that weaves together the evaluation findings and recommendations into a crisp, clear, compelling storyline;
· A second Draft Report that incorporates the first round comments and feedback from the SDF;
· A Final Report that incorporates final comments from the SDFon the second draft report. The evaluation final report should include an abstract; executive summary; background of the local context and the program/projects/activities being evaluated; the evaluation purpose and main evaluation questions; the methodology or methodologies; the limitations to the evaluation; findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The executive summary should be 5-10 pages in length and summarize the purpose, background of the project being evaluated, main evaluation questions, methods, findings, conclusions, and recommendations and lessons learned (if applicable). The evaluation methodology shall be explained in the report in detail. Limitations to the evaluation shall be disclosed in the report, with particular attention to the limitations associated with the evaluation methodology (e.g., selection bias, recall bias, unobservable differences between comparator groups, etc.) The annexes to the report shall include: 

· The Evaluation TORs;

· All data collection and analysis tools used in conducting the evaluation, such as questionnaires, checklists, and discussion guides and ;

· All sources of information, properly identified and listed

· Summary information about evaluation team members, including qualifications, experience, and role on the team.
· A presentation of the major findings and recommendations of the evaluation to SDF, delivered in person and by Skype; and

· A short synopsis of the final report, intended for wider external circulation to SDF’s partners and the Board of Directors.

The following timeframe gives an estimate for finalizing the evaluation. Thetimeframe may be revisited with more concrete dates as SDF approaches the kick-off of the evaluation.
Activity
Responsible
Timeframe/Deadlines
Phase 1: Preparatory work

TOR, EOI – approval
PEC/PC
October, 2018
Launch Expression of Interest’ forexternal 

PEC/PC
November, 2018

Review and Finalization of bids

PEC/PC
December, 2018
Launch Request for Proposal

PEC/PC
December, 2018
Review and Finalization of bids

PEC/PC

January, 2019
Finalization of the Evaluation firm(s)
PEC/PC
January, 2019
Award of Work
PEC/PC

February, 2019

On-boarding workshop for Evaluation firm(s)
M&E office
February, 2019
Phase 2: Desk analysis

Preliminary analysis of available data and context analysis
Evaluation firm(s)
February, 2019
Deliver draft Inception Report

Evaluation firm(s)
February, 2019
Phase 3: Data Collection and Validation

Data collection and validation country visits (5-7 daysper country over a period of 3-4 weeks with teams 

Evaluation firm(s)
March, 2019

Phase 4: Analysis, report writing, quality review and debrief

Analysis and Synthesis

Evaluation firm(s)
April, 2019

Zero draft evaluation reports for clearance by M&E office

Evaluation firm(s)
May, 2019

First draft evaluation reports for PEC

Evaluation firm(s)
June, 2019

Second draftreport

Evaluation firm(s)
June, 2019

SDF management response to evaluation reports
Evaluation firm(s)
June, 2019
Phase 5: Presentation

Phase 6: Presentation to Management and Program office

Evaluation firm(s)
June, 2019

Phase 6: Production and Follow-up

Editing, formatting and designing
M&E office
July, 2019
Dissemination of the final report
M&E office
July, 2019
VII.EVALUATION REPORT DISSEMINATION AND USE
As per SDF M&E Policy Guidelines, SDF promote transparency and learning by disseminating evaluations when the evaluation report has been completed. The final report will be a published document, publically available on SDF’s website, with the executive summary. It is therefore critical that the report not only be strongly evidence-based, but also well written – including a 5-10pages Executive Summary that captures the core story of SDF funded projects achievements in a crisp, clear and compelling narrative. The evaluation team will also be expected to deliver a presentation of the main findings and recommendations to SDF in Thimphu. Additional communication and dissemination options may be explored and will follow. SDF will determine the best vehicles for communicating findings and recommendations for maximum uptake.

VIII.EVALUATION TEAM PROFILE
The applicant firm must have an operational history of at least 15 years, out of which at ten (10) years of experience in managing and conducting evaluations. The organization should have past experience and capacity to carry outregional, country or project specific evaluation. Impact evaluation in areas such as: mother and child health, and community development project shall specifically be mentioned Physical presence/office in SAARC Member stateswill also be marked. 
Similarly the firm has the capacity to:

· Manage all the logistical arrangements for field staff, and conducting actual field work; 
· Staff members with knowledge of local culture and languages spoken by the communities;
· Willingness to undertake the assignments with tight deadlines. 
The applicant firm will put together ateam comprising of team leader, twolead Evaluators and two relevant expert as per project need. Each of the two Lead Evaluators will have the responsibility for leading and coordinating the Evaluations for projects. Applicant firm will have the option to propose other field level teams for any specific country with relevant technical and country expertise. 
Following is mandatory:

Description

Minimum Qualification

Minimum Experience

Team Leader

Advance Degree ( such as PhD, Masters etc)

15 years

Evaluation Specialist

Advance Degree ( such as PhD, Masters etc)

10 years

Relevant technical expert
Advance Degree ( such as PhD, Masters, MBBSetc)

10 years

IX.PAYMENT MILESTONES


	S.#
	Deliverables 
	Percentage of Total Price 

(Weight for payment) 

	1.
	Inception Report
	20% 

	2.
	Draft Report
	40%

	3.
	FinalReport, Presentation, Data, 
	30%

	4. 
	De-briefing, Public Narrative
	10%

	
	Total 
	100%


� These are guiding questions
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