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We connect those in need to those who serve.

Partners in transformation. Those sening the poor and vulnerable strive to provide
the highest quality of senice yet continually feel the burden of having to do more with less.
The success of these organizations requires persistent and determined focus on continuous
improvement. By establishing long-term partnerships with select educational and social
senices institutions. GHR is affording them time and opportunity to create and innovate. to
leverage resources for even greater impact. and to touch the lives of those they serve in
more powerful ways
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TERMS OF REFERENCE

Final Evaluation

Prevention of Separation of Children and families through Implementation of Gate-Keeping in Ukraine 

Kyiv Oblast, Ukraine

January 2009 – December 2011

Job title:
Lead Consultant for Final Evaluation of the project “Prevention of Separation of Children and families through Implementation of Gate-Keeping in Ukraine” (2009-2011) 

Timeframe:
December 2011 – March 2012.  Final report due by 12th March 2012 

Reporting to:
Partnership for Every Child (Ukraine) 

1.  Project Background

The impact of a difficult transition from the Soviet era continued to exact huge pressures on many families and communities across Ukraine. In spite of significant economic and political changes, the state maintained the network of children’s institutions inherited from the Soviet system and placement of children in institutional care remained the dominant response to families in difficulty. In addition, responsibility for children and child care services remained divided between government ministries, together with a great deal of inconsistency and inefficiency in policy and practice at all levels.

In order to respond to this situation, EveryChild has been working with Kyiv Oblast since 2000 in order to introduce innovative practices to prevent children from entering residential care and to support their families instead, with the aim of keeping children and families together. The new practices included new community-based family support, early prevention and foster care services and an integrated social services model which was piloted from 2005 to 2007.

The project “Prevention of Separation of Children and families through Implementation of Gate-Keeping in Ukraine” (2009-2011) builds on previous achievements and experiences, aiming to reduce the numbers of children in state care and prevent family breakdown. The fundamental purpose of this project is to build upon developments in the transformation of Ukraine’s child care and protection system by supporting the development of consistent gate-keeping policy and building the capacity of key personnel. The expected result is a holistic approach to de-institutionalisation which will then lead to a reduction of the number of children in residential care – for detailed project Goal and Objectives please see Annex I.
The project has been implemented by EveryChild Ukraine until 31st March 2011, handing the implementation over to the local organisation ‘Partnership for Every Child’ from 1st April 2011 till 31st December 2011.
2. Objectives of the Evaluation 

The purpose of the final evaluation is to:

· Assess the extent to which project objectives and relative outcomes have been met, using the indicators presented in the project logical framework as a reference. In cases when intended outcomes were or were not achieved explore why there may have been unintended results or consequences;  
· Assess how many and who the direct and indirect/wider beneficiaries of the project were, including those prevented from entering residential care, and children who were de-institutionalised as a result of the programme (including an assessment of levels of follow up and care arrangements for them), and what the trends have been over the lifecycle of the project. This will include an analysis of whether/how the project promoted gender equity and inclusion.   
· Assess children who have been de-institutionalized as a result of the program
· Assess the sustainability of the project and its benefits after the funding comes to an end, including how the program influenced the development of the oblast’s social workforce.

· Record and share lessons, especially in relation to key success factors, obstacles and key actors and elements required for success. This will also include identifying project gaps, which might have hindered the achievement of the project objectives ;

· Provide recommendations that project partners and other stakeholders might use to improve the design and implementation of other similar projects and programmes related to gatekeeping ;

· Analyse to what extent and under which conditions the project or some elements of it could be replicable in other contexts;

· Provide an overview of the likely future of promotion of gatekeeping, foster care, adoption and other forms of family based care in Ukraine.

· Document case-studies and ‘feel good’ stories for publicity purposes 

3. Key issues/ focus areas for the evaluation 

a) Relevance

· How relevant was the project design and activities to the targeted rights holders?

b) Equity

· Did the project actively promote gender equity and inclusion (i.e. children with disabilities)?

· Were the needs of excluded groups, including people with disabilities and people living with HIV/AIDs addressed within the project?

c) Efficiency

· How well did the partnership and management arrangements work and how did they develop over time?

· How well did the financial systems work?

· How were the project participants involved, how effective was this, and what have been the benefits of or difficulties with this involvement?

· Were the risks properly identified and well managed?

· What has been the added value of EveryChild to the project?
d) Effectiveness

· Who were the direct and indirect/wider beneficiaries of the project? (please provide numbers) Did the project address the intended target group and what was the actual coverage?

· How effective and appropriate was the project approach?

· With hindsight, how would the implementers have changed it?

e) Impact

· What was the project’s overall impact and how did this compare with what was expected? 

· What outcomes have been achieved through lobbying and mobilization of key duty bearers?

· What was the project’s contribution to the changes that happened over the life of the project?

f) Sustainability

· What are the prospects for the benefits of the project being sustained after funding stops?  Did this match the intentions?

· How has/could collaboration, networking and influencing of opinion support sustainability?

· How was the exit strategy defined, and how was this managed at the end of the funding period?

g) Replicability

· How replicable is the process that introduced the changes/had impact?  Refer especially to innovative aspects which are replicable

· What aspects of the project are replicable elsewhere?

· Under what circumstances and/or in what contexts would the project be replicable?

h) Information, dissemination and networking:

· Have lessons been shared during the life of the project – with whom and to what effect?

i) Recommendations 

· What are the key lessons learned and the recommendations for improving the effectiveness and impact of similar projects in the future 

· Are there any gaps remaining at the end of the project, which can be addressed in other initiatives by the partners and other stakeholders

3. Methodology 

(These are EvC’s expectations but the consultant should provide full details with his/ her plan) 

a. A desk review of project information including: approved project proposal and logframe plus any amended logframes and rationale for the changes; interim project reports; case-studies; examples of lessons shared during the lifetime of the project; original baseline studies and any subsequent studies to show impact, plus other evidence of impact that the project team thinks is important;

b. Key informant interviews with staff from Partnership for Every Child to collect information on achievements and impact and difficulties faced by the project including the management aspects of the work; 
c. Key informant interviews with key stakeholders to look at what difference the project has made to individual beneficiaries, what barriers they have met, whether they could have done this with or without the support of Partnership for Every Child
d. Interviews and focus group discussions with children, community members and stakeholders including question on the degree to which the project has had the intended impact and any unintended impacts; and what could have been done differently or better, so that lessons can be learned (should include quantitative as well as qualitative data);

4. Duties and Responsibilities 

The consultant will have the following duties and responsibilities: 

· Lead and manage the evaluation mission and maintain collaboration with Partnership for Every Child; 

· Design the detailed evaluation scope and methodology (including the methods for data collection and analysis)

· Form a  gender-balanced evaluation team/ committee with Partnership for Every Child team; 

· Conduct an assessment of the project (as per the scope of the evaluation described above)

· Draft the evaluation report (following the above requirements) and submit to Partnership for Every Child and EveryChild UK;
· Finalize the evaluation report taking into account comments and feedback from the project staff, Partnership for Every Child and EveryChild UK team and the project implementing agency/ partners;

· Comply with the requirements of the technical assignment stated in these Terms of Reference on time and to a high standard; 

· Fulfils the requirements specified within the Consultancy Contract.

5. Competencies
Essential
The selected external consultant must:

i. Have demonstrable experience with result-based management evaluation methodologies

ii. Have strong analytical skills and profound understanding of gate-keeping approach and principles, preferable experience in implementing similar projects in other CEE/CIS countries

iii. Have demonstrated expertise in qualitative evaluation methodologies, including assessing behaviours, and participatory research techniques, including interviewing  children;

iv. Have demonstrable experience of preparing quality final evaluation reports in English

v. A background in social science/related subject

vi. Be independent of Partnership for Every Child and EveryChild UK
Desirable

i. Previous experience of evaluating and assessing the impact of projects working with children without parental care and/or child welfare sector reforms, and the principles of children’s rights and child protection;

ii. Spoken and/or written Ukrainian/Russian for interviews and reviewing documents

6. Reporting and feedback expectation 

The consultant will report to the Partnership for Every Child Director. The evaluation process, work plan and final report will be agreed through a consultative process with the project evaluation team with representatives from Partnership for Every Child. 

The following outputs are required:

· Work plan and evaluation process developed by  15 February 2012;

· The draft evaluation report by 1st  March 2012;

· The final evaluation report by 12th  March 2012.

Format

The evaluation report should be no more than 30 pages plus appendices in Microsoft Word using Arial font 12.  The report should include the following sections: 

a) Basic information page (Project title, agency name, country, name of local partner, Name of person who compiled the evaluation report, period during which the evaluation was undertaken)

b) Contents page

c) Abbreviations and acronyms page

d) Executive summary (1 page max.)

e) A short introduction to the project and context

f) Evaluation Methodology

g) Findings & Analysis

h) Summary of Recommendations

i) One page summary of lessons indicating with who and how lessons should be shared

j) Annexes (including ToR for the evaluation, names and contact details of the evaluators along with a signed declaration of their independence from the project team, evaluation schedule, people met, documents consulted, end of project surveys etc)

NB: Wherever possible, all findings should be supported by quotes and feedback or short case studies from the project.

7. Timeframe

The final evaluation is scheduled to take a maximum of 20 days with the final report to be submitted by 12th March 2012.

8. Tender Requirements
Consultants meeting the person-specific requirements should email their application to Partnership for Every Child – by February 3rd 2012 to : v.dybaylo@p4ec.org.ua
Application procedure 

The application should comprise the following:

1. Personal CV including past experience in relevant field\area

· This should clearly demonstrate how you meet the person specific requirements
· This should be 4 pages maximum
· This should include 2 professional referees, including one former client who knows your work
2. Cover letter explaining why he/she consider himself/herself the most suitable candidate for the work and overview/comments on proposed methodology of assessment and financial proposal. 

3. Example of your work (please provide a copy of an evaluation or piece of analysis you have authored, this will be treated as confidential). [image: image1.wmf]
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