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	I. General Information

	Title: Consultant for the evaluation of People-Centred Development Programme 
Project Name :  People-Centred Development Programme (PCDP) 
Reports to: Head of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (PMEU) – UNDP Country Office
Duty Station: Jakarta

Expected Places of Travel (if applicable): Jakarta, Jayapura and Manokwari
Duration of Assignment: Expected start in November 2013 (35 effective working days)

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS FROM HIRING UNIT 

X

TERMS OF REFERENCE

CATEGORY OF INTERNATIONAL CONSULTANT, please select: 
(1) Junior Specialist 
(2) Specialist
X
(3) Senior Specialist
CONFIRMATION OF CATEGORY OF LOCAL CONSULTANT, please select: 
· Junior Consultant

· Support Consultant

· Support Specialist

· Senior Specialist

· Expert/ Advisor

REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION FROM CONSULTANT 

X

CV 

X

Copy of education certificate

X

Completed financial proposal 

X
Completed technical proposal (if applicable )

Need for presence of IC consultant in office:
partial  (the consultant is required to consult with PMEU, programme and project staff, and present his/her evaluation plan and findings)

☐intermittent (explain)

☐full time/office based (needs justification from the Requesting Unit)

Provision of Support Services:

Office space: 

                ☐Yes
No

Equipment (laptop etc):

☐Yes
No

Secretarial Services

☐Yes
No

If yes has been checked, indicate here who will be responsible for providing the support services: 

Signature of the Budget Owner: (Budiati Prasetiamartati – Programme Manager Decentralization) 


	II. Background Information

	Tanah Papua, which comprises Papua and West Papua Provinces, is the Indonesia’s largest but most sparsely populated region with 3.6 million inhabitants, with at least 73% of the indigenous Papuans living in the rural areas. Despite the fact that the region is blessed with enormous natural resources, its poverty rate is more than double the national average and the highest of the country at 34.88% for West Papua and 36.80% for Papua.  Papua and West Papua also lag behind other provinces on key non-income indicators of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). In order to accelerate the human development process in Papua, the Government of Indonesia granted a special autonomy status to the provinces (OTSUS). Its full implementation has been delayed due to limited civil society participation and lack of capacity and coordination between national provincial and district level institutions, which has lead to the absence of an inclusive framework for developing sustainable economy.

Since 2006 the People-Centred Development Programme (PCDP) has been supporting local government institutions, civil society organizations and communities in the Papua Region in their efforts to improve human development and to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). 

The second phase of the programme continues to provide technical assistance to the local government and civil society to formulate, coordinate and implement appropriate, specific local development programmes in the targeted districts of Papua Province and West Papua Province. The Programme also put more emphasis on improving the economic welfare of communities, in particular indigenous communities, starting with a few concrete pilots to ensure that the results of programme interventions make an impact on the lives of communities and government’s efforts to reduce poverty. This is covered under Output 3, which intends to improve community welfare in particular of indigenous communities through the functioning of local government and civil society basic systems and processes for sustainable livelihood development in Tanah Papua.

These are the four outputs of PCDP:

Output 1    MDG-based plans and budgets formulated with the active participation of development partners. 

Output 2    Local government and civil society have basic systems and procedures for the delivery of gender sensitive, enhanced, sustainable and integrated basic services in health and education, particularly in rural and remote areas.

Output 3   Local government and civil society have basic systems and processes for developing a framework for sustainable livelihood development in the Papua region.
Output 4 Local government planning and budgeting agencies have basic systems and procedures for administering coordinated development policies and programmes for accelerated development in the Papua Region.
In implementing these four output, PCDP receives funding from the Netherland Embassy for output 1, 2 and 4, while output 3 is funded by the New Zealand Aid. The agreement with the Netherland Embassy is coming to an end at the end of December 2013, and therefore an evaluation of activities funded by the Netherland Embassy need to be evaluated to ensure that it has achieved its target. Therefore, the evaluation will focus only on activities under Output 1, 2, and 4.  
As of June 2013, the project’s cumulative results are summarized below in accordance with their respective project components.

1. MDG-based plans and budgets formulated with the active participation of development partners
PCDP has facilitated the development of capacity building strategy that relates to the achievement of MDGs. Results achieved under this output include: 
· In Papua and West Papua, PHDR institutionalization efforts underwent during this quarter through several meetings and a workshop with relevant stakeholders:
· In Papua, the government requested data clarification, in-depth analysis on indigenous Papuan situation including economic, health, education and conflicts. University of Cendrawasih (UnCen) has agreed to enact a center of Human Development Report. 
· Similarly, in West Papua, the governments also requested a more in-depth analysis on the indigenous people situation. University of Papua (Unipa) has also agreed to be the focal point for PHDR updating in the future.
· Both in Papua and West Papua, legal supporting documents to constitute stakeholders commitment to periodically update the PHDR have not been obtained yet.
· Unipa has established a centre of PHDR under the research center of local economy and fiscal empowerment (Pusat Penelitian Pemberdayaan Fiskal Ekonomi Daerah – P3FED).  

· Data and Information on Development Institution (Lembaga Data dan Informasi Pembangunan – LDIP) has decided to facilitate participatory training to formulate village midterm development planning in Minyambou 
· This target has been achieved. As reported in QMR 4 2012, so far the project has achieved the following:
· Poverty maps produced in Phase 1, the Bappeda province has used it as a point of reference at district development planning process (Musyawarah Perencanaan Pembangunan – Musrenbang) 2011.

· Yapen has used the poverty map in their planning and budgeting  formulation

· To encourage the utilization of the Pro-poor Planning, Budgeting and Monitoring (P3BM) tool in Yahukimo, the Provincial Project Management Unit (PPMU) has facilitated one Bappeda staff to participate in training in Ambon held by the Bappenas. The staff will ensure on-the-job training for other government officials in the district on P3BM utilization. 
· In terms of number of districts that uses MDG/HD data in planning and budgeting system and formula, the project has achieved the following:
· 33 percent increase in targeted districts using P3BM data in RPJMD (4/12 targeted districts, including 2/8 in Papua and  2/4 in West Papua) 

· 100 percent of districts continue to use HDI to calculate general allocation funds (DAU)

· In Papua; in addition to the established data forums at provincial level, Mimika and Jayawijaya districts, this quarter Yahukimo has also formed the data forum.
· MDG reports have been printed out for both provinces (50 copies each)
· Papua and West Papua MDG reports have been submitted to National MDG Secretariat. The West Papua MDG report is selected as one of the best reports nation-wide. Apart from the two provinces, only 4 other provinces have submitted their MDG report to the national secretariat.
· The project is in discussion with potential consultants to undertake the APBD analysis. The final report will be available in September. Draft of consultant proposal has been reviewed and due to finalization in Q3 along with the actual work.
2. Local Government and civil society have basic systems and procedures for the delivery of gender sensitive, enhanced, sustained and integrated basic services in health and education, particularly in rural and remote areas
As the PCDP is working to facilitate the government in achieving MDGs targets, the project emphasizes its efforts to have an integrated approach of cross-cutting issues such namely HIV/AIDS, gender mainstreaming and capacity development. This is to consider national and local government’s development priority; inter connectedness, and the importance of these sectors to achieve human development. The following results have been achieved: 

· In Papua, two CSO’s (IPPM in Sarmi and Yasumat in Jayawijaya) have been recruited to pilot the integrated basic service in health and education. The IPPM has started their activities with Posyandu cadre training. While Yasumat started their activities by coordinating with government; they already had the health cadres;
· Workshop partnership sustainability of CSO/CBO with local government and private sectors have been conducted;
· Letter of commitment from local government to sustain support to CSO/CBO thrugh APBD 2014 drafted and now on the process to advocate at provincial and district level;
· The final design  of the participatory monitoring mechanism has been developed and to be implemented; 
· Village Community Empowerment and Family Welfare agency (Badan Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Kampung dan Kesejahteraan Keluarga – BPMK-KK) in Papua is fully involved and informed on the participatory monitoring mechanism designing process;
· 100 % of contracted CSO/CBO/NGO staff (at least 1 staff each CSO) have been trained formally via the help desk and informally via on-site coaching by DPA;
· UVS activities in Papua and West Papua have been completed in June 2012 with a lessons-learned workshop in each province. The project has also disbursed small-grants to the communities to encourage volunteerism; and
· Total beneficiaries of the CSO grants activities were 9,930. It comprises of 2,698 male and 3,475 female adult; 1,542 boys and 2,215 girls.
4. Local government planning and budgeting agencies have basic systems and procedures for administering coordinated development policies and programmes for accelerated development in the Papua Region
PCDP’s main role with respect to donor coordination and harmonization is to support government’s efforts in undertaking its function as the coordinating body of all donor coordination and harmonization activities through the provision of strategic advice and technical assistance as required by the government at both national and provincial level. Meanwhile, to strengthen the coordination among agencies at all levels in the government system itself, PCDP continues to provide assistance and facilitation for more consolidated linkage among sectors at the national, provincial, and district levels

The PCDP works in Papua and West Papua from Phase I and II, as well as it support to the UP4B gathers a lot of lesson learned and good practices. These knowledge need to be managed systematically and disseminated properly to related parties to better develop further policy making and program implementation in Papua and West Papua. This activity was implemented through employing a set of strategy including printing of booklet, establishing donor coordination secretariat and Standard Operating Procedures (SOP), maintaining PCDP website, and so on.

In this activity, the PCDP is assigned by Bappenas to support the UP4B. As the accelerated development unit, the UP4B responsible to safeguard development acceleration in Tanah Papua, especially those relevant to the MDGs targets. PCDP believes that the support to UP4B will contribute to improve human development and to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) that has been set as the project main objective. 

Following consultation with the UP4B, the unit requested PCDP to support their replication assessment that PCDP has undertaken which is the health and education basic service assessment in Papua central highland (mountainous) and coastal areas. The PCDP also will support the UP4B to build two software aims to help the UP4B in documenting planning process and procurement in Papua and West Papua. The software will enable the UP4B to efficiently synchronize the national and sub-national level plans to accelerate the development process in Papua and West Papua. The project has supported the following:

· A comparative study visit to SPADU NTT for the BAPPEDA  so that it can be replicated in West Papua; 
· Application for Special Coordination Meeting (Rapat Koordinasi Khusus – Rakorsus) is completed and can be accessed at  http://rakorsus.up4b.go.id/index.php/panel/login (the username and password is the name of the district);
· Based on discussion with UP4B, other activity was proposed to build monitoring system for UP4B. The application is done and can be accessed at  http://monev.up4b.go.id/index.php/panel/login ; and
· An exit strategy formulation has been initiated.
This evaluation constitutes the first comprehensive review of the project. Therefore this evaluation is expected to review the results achieved thus far, provide valuable feedback and guidance to PCDP, identify how to move forward, and provide recommendations on how to improve implementation and achievement of results. In accordance with PCDP’s project documents, the project as a whole is subject to a final evaluation undertaken by an independent evaluation consulting team. This document details the Terms of Reference for the final evaluation mission team.



	III. Objectives of Assignment

	The main purpose of this assignment is to undertake a final, independent evaluation for UNDP, Bappenas, provincial governments, relevant local government units, and key development partners on the project’s successes and failures, long-term results, the sustainability of project benefits, synthesize lessons learned, and produce recommendations for the exit strategy of the project. It will assess key achievements and contributions to the effectiveness of national and subnational governments and other stakeholders in reducing poverty and vulnerability in provinces and districts
. 

Knowledge and information obtained from the evaluation will be used as a basis for better design and management for results of future UNDP-supported initiatives. The evaluation also supports public accountability to the Government of Indonesia, UNDP, and the Netherland Embassy. 



	IV. Scope of work

	Evaluation scope

The evaluation will examine the progress, achievements, good practices and lessons learned of three (out of four) main components/outputs of PCDP, namely: formulation of MDG based plans and budgets, delivery of health and education basic services, and coordination of development policies and programmes. The evaluation will also cover the contribution of these outputs to higher-level results laid out the UNDP Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP). Evidence will be collected from all PCDP’s target provinces and selected districts, including pilot villages where PCDP has supported and piloted. As a final evaluation, the evaluation will cover all project outputs and initiatives implemented since the beginning of phase 2, in 2011, until the project’s current completion date in period 2013.
The evaluation will also assess the opportunities for a potential extension, including key gaps to be addressed, needs for enhancing the sustainability of project results/benefits, niche areas of support for UNDP, funding availability, and expectations of development partners and project stakeholders.
Specific Objectives
The specific objectives of the evaluation are as follows:

1. To review and critically evaluate the achievement of results since the project started in 2011;
2. To review and contextualize PCDP efforts and contributions to national efforts of poverty reduction (particularly in formulating MDGs-based plans and budgets), empowering local government and civil society to have basic system and procedures for basic service delivery in health and education and for coordinating development policies;

3. To assess the relevance and effectiveness of strategies and interventions applied by PCDP;

4. To determine whether there have been any unexpected results in addition to the planned outputs specified in the project documents;

5. To gain insights into the level of satisfaction with the project’s results/impacts amongst primary beneficiaries, national government partners, and donors;

6. To assess PCDP efforts towards ensuring sustainability to enable UNDP and project beneficiaries to sustain the benefits of the project and effectively respond to any future needs for institutional capacity development to delivery public services, coordinating development policies, and formulation of MDGs-based plans and budgets;

7. To distil and articulate lessons learned from PCDP, including those pertaining to approaches, strategies, gender mainstreaming (where relevant), management and partnerships, both in the context of country specific lessons and those relevant to other governance programmes;

8. To assess the effectiveness of capacity development at the provincial level and extent to which this has contributed to overall improvement of governance;

9. To determine the added value of the project and potential replicability; 

10. To provide recommendations and insights to future programming in the areas of poverty reduction.
Evaluation criteria

In doing so, the evaluation exercise shall use the standard OECD/DAC Evaluation Criteria for Evaluation of Development Assistance namely: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability (For details see pages 168-170 of the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results: http://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook. In addition, other criteria to be used in this evaluation are value added and replicability. The criteria and detailed relevant questions per criteria are outlined below.

Relevance: The extent to which the expected results of the intervention are consistent with national and local policies and priorities and the needs of intended beneficiaries. Relevance also considers responsiveness to changing and emerging development priorities and needs, human development priorities, and gender equality.
· To what extent have the project’s objectives and its design (results chain) correctly addressed and identified issues in relation to poverty reduction (related to formulation of MDGs based plans and budgets), coordination of development policies, and public service delivery? 

· How well did the project relate to governance priorities in terms of poverty reduction and MDGs achievement at local, national and regional levels? Were key areas of intervention identified on the basis of relevant national and local development priorities?

· Has the project demonstrated flexibility and adaptability to address institutional capacity issues? 

· To what extent has stakeholder participation and engagement (including government ownership) in the design and implementation of the project been appropriate and successful? 

· Were the project’s analysis of assumptions and risks appropriate? Have monitoring and evaluation arrangements been appropriate?
Appropriateness: Considers the cultural acceptance and feasibility of activities or method of delivery of a development initiative. Appropriateness examines whether the initiative as it is operationalized is acceptable and is feasible within the local context.

· Were contextual factors (political environment, socio-economic conditions, etc) taken into account in the design and implementation of PCDP? 

· What external and internal factors influenced the success of the project, and what can be learnt from this experience? 

· Were community groups expecting to benefit from improved services and governance performance involved in designing interventions?

Effectiveness: The extent to which the project’s intended results were achieved. Effectiveness measures the extent to which observed changes can be attributed to project activities and outputs.  

· Have the project objectives and outputs been achieved?

· What are PCDP’s key contributions to achieving national results in the areas of poverty reduction and public service delivery? 

· To what extent has PCDP been successful in creating a more enabling environment for MDGs achievement and poverty reduction? 

· To what extent has PCDP been successful in capacitating the provincial and district government in using MDGs in their planning and budgeting, and service delivery? Have the pilot provinces and districts integrated the MDGs regional action plan (Rencana Aksi Daerah – RAD MDG) into their planning and budgeting documents (RPJMD and APBD)?

· How effective is the integration of data and data management in planning and budgeting? Are data forums, established through the project, likely to be sustained? 

· How effective has the project’s partnership strategy been?

· What strategies, approaches and innovations have proven successful and can be scaled up or replicated? What further improvements are needed?

Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, equipment, time, etc.) are converted to results.

· To what extent have project management arrangements within UNDP and across different government agencies facilitated or constrained implementation and the attainment of project results?

· Were inputs (financial, human, material, technological and information resources) provided as planned?

· How well did PCDP’s technical assistance provide appropriate solutions and develop capacities of relevant stakeholders to produce results?

· How cost-effective were project components in achieving observed benefits/results?

Sustainability: The extent to which project benefits will continue after assistance has come to an end. Sustainability looks to the relevant social, economic, political, institutional and other conditions present and, based on that assessment, assess whether capacities are in place to maintain, manage and ensure the development results in the future.

· Has the project successfully developed and implemented an appropriate exit strategy?

· Have the project’s capacity development interventions contributed to sustainability? 

· How have partnership models and collaboration influenced sustainability? 

· To what extent will planning and budgetary changes continue after the project’s withdrawal? 

· Have the project’s interventions been successfully embedded into local institutions? 

· Are there indications of financial sustainability – will government counterparts continue financing project results? 

· Is there sufficient technical expertise and knowledge in place to continue using tools and systems introduced by the project?

· Have relevant crosscutting issues been appropriately managed from the outset?

Impact: The measured changes in human development and people’s well-being brought about by the project, indirectly or directly, intended or unintended.

· What are the results of the project – intended and unintended, positive and negative?

· How well have human development needs been reflected in PCDP’s planning and budgeting interventions? 

· Have improvements in provincial and district government institutional (or planning and budgeting) capacity translated into better performance in delivering public services? (Review provincial and district’s budgeting plans: before and after PCDP’s intervention) 

· What are observable changes amongst community groups expected to benefit from the interventions in the health and education sectors that are attributable to the project?

· How has the project contributed to increased capacity, accountability and responsiveness of the provincial and district government to provide public services?  Is there a greater public demand?

Value added: The extent to which the project has complemented efforts of other UN agencies (such as UNICEF, ILO), The Netherland Embassy programmes, and other internationally funded initiatives.

· Has the project been in line with the larger Netherland Embassy’s programme in the country? 

· Has coordination with other relevant development partners been successful in creating complementarity and synergy?

Replicability (for government and UNDP):

· What aspects of the project are replicable or should be included in future project?

· How should linkages between project components be strengthened?

· Are there any practical recommendations for improving the project management and implementation set up? 
· To what extent are recommended future interventions in line with interests and mandates of relevant development partners and donors?



	V. Evaluation Questions and Methodology

	Evaluation questions
Evaluation questions must be agreed upon by the project board that commissioned the evaluation.

The consultant will work in a team to develop list of questions based on the criteria above section and the following broad questions, which are the minimum that need to be addressed in this evaluation:

· Have the right things been done by the project? (i.e. Were the activities, outputs and the outcomes relevant, appropriate and strategic to development priorities, national goals and UNDP’s mandate?)

· Were stated outputs and outcomes achieved by the project? (i.e. Did the outputs clearly contribute to the achievement of the outcomes, were the stated outputs and outcomes achieved  effectively and efficiently by the project, and can success, or lack of it, be attributable to the project’s design, theory of change and implementation logic?) 

· What have been the benefits/impact of the project on individuals (men and women), institutions and the enabling environment? 

· Has the project properly addressed crosscutting issues (like gender, capacity development, sustainability and partnerships )? 
· What should we continue doing, what is replicable or can be scaled up, and how might we do things better in the future? (i.e. What lessons and findings are relevant for future programming or for other similar initiatives elsewhere?)

Methodology

The team of the evaluators will design a detailed step-by-step work plan that specifies the methods the evaluation will use to collect the information needed to address its purpose and objectives. The overall approach and methodology should ensure the most reliable and valid answers to the evaluation questions and criteria within the limits of resources (for more details see pages 172-177 of Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results: http://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook). 
The evaluation will consist of three main stages: 1) preparation and planning, 2) in-depth data collection, and 3) analysis and report writing. 
Preparation and planning stage
Desk review of existing project documents: The evaluation team will review important primary and secondary documentation, including the Project Document (Prodoc), Results and Resources Framework (RRF), Country Programme Action Plan, project reports (Quarterly Monitoring Reports and Internal Project Assurance Reports), relevant government planning documents, donor reports, financial reports, project reviews, studies conducted by the project, training materials, etc. Introductory meetings with UNDP, the Netherland Embassy, and Bappenas will be arranged. 
Following the desk review, the evaluators will develop an inception report. An evaluation matrix should be included in the inception report and used as a reference in planning and conducting the evaluation. The evaluation matrix should summarize the evaluation design and methodology and should include data sources, data collection, analysis tools or methods appropriate for each data source, and the standard or measure by which each question will be evaluated (For details see pages 199-200 of the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results).
In-depth data collection stage
Field visits: Field visits to selected project locations will be undertaken, during which the evaluation team will use selected techniques and instruments for data collection that will enable them to respond to the questions in the evaluation framework (as indicated in a detailed evaluation matrix to be included in the inception report). 
Suggested methods include:

· Direct observations

· Semi-structured and individual interviews 

· Focus group discussions

· Case studies

· Questionnaires
· Before and after comparison assessments
· Stakeholder consultation
Sampling: The sample must be selected on the basis of a rationale or purpose that is directly related to the evaluation purposes and is intended to ensure accuracy in the interpretation of findings and usefulness of evaluation results. Sampling criteria should take into account types of activities implemented in the districts and quality of results. Likewise, the evaluators should develop sampling procedures for beneficiaries, which is a representative sample on the basis of a rationale and purpose that is directly related to the purpose of this evaluation. A sampling plan and sample selection criteria (including size, characteristics and methodology) should be included in the inception report submitted by the evaluators. At minimum, stakeholders to be consulted should include principal beneficiaries, project board members, UNDP staff and management, Nether land and New Zealand Aid (NZ), and other development partners working in the same field. 
Data analysis and report writing stage
During this stage, the evaluation team will use the results from the data collected to answer the evaluation questions and criteria. Any additional consultations with key informants can be held at the national level during this stage. A debriefing will be held with project board members to present and confirm findings. 
In the evaluation report, findings should be presented as factual statements based on an analysis of the data. They should be structured around the evaluation questions and criteria. Conclusions should be comprehensive and balanced, and highlight both strengths and weaknesses. Recommendations provided should be targeted, practical and feasible. The report should include a discussion on lessons learned, which should be concise and based on specific evidence presented in the report.


	VI. Deliverables / Final Products Expected

	At minimum the evaluation team is accountable for the following products: 

· Evaluation inception report: An inception report should be prepared by the evaluators before going into the full-fledged data collection exercise. Based on the Terms of Reference, intial meetings with UNDP programme staff and PMEU, and desk review of relevant documents, the evaluators should develop the inception report. The report should include, at minimum, a detailed description of the evaluation purpose and scope, evaluation criteria and questions, methodology, sampling, evaluation matrix, and a revised workplan.  

· Draft Evaluation report: PMEU of UNDP Indonesia and the Project Board of PCDP will review the draft evaluation report to ensure that the evaluation meets the required quality criteria. PCDP will facilitate the review process by organizing a mini workshop for UNDP, project boards, and key partners in Jakarta to review the draft report and discuss the findings and provide inputs. The final report will reflect the results of the workshop and feedback from participants.
· Final evaluation report
Review/approval time required to review/approve the outputs prior to authorizing payments:

No
Deliverables
Payment
Due date
1

Inception report:

-
Project Evaluation Approach and Methodology

-
Implementation Arrangement

-
Evaluation work plan

-
Annex 1: Proposed list of respondents

-
Annex 2: Proposed agenda

20%
Day 6
2

Draft evaluation report and presentation of draft report

40%

Day 23
3

Final evaluation report 
40%

Day 30
Submit the expected written outputs above in printed and soft versions; MS Word (.doc) format including power point presentation. 


	VII. Requirements

	The evaluation team will consist of one international consultant as team leader and one national as member of the team. 

The international consultant should posses the following competencies:

· Experience in monitoring and evaluation including demonstrated experience with program assessments;

· A background in development;

· Familiarity with monitoring and evaluation techniques including in-depth interviews; focus group discussions and participatory information collection techniques;

· Strong analytical skills; 

· Experience in working with government agencies (central and local), civil society organizations, international organizations, UN Agencies, and Donors;

· Experience in evaluating projects, particularly on governance related issues like decentralization, poverty reduction,  and public service delivery;

· Understanding of policy-making and capacity development issues in Indonesia;

· Understanding of Indonesian government systems, especially policy and budget development at the national, district and provincial level;

· Good interpersonal and cross-cultural communication skills

· Ability to work efficiently and independently under pressure, handle multi tasking situations with strong delivery orientation;

· A good team player committed to enhancing and bringing additional value to the work of the team as a whole;

· Advance proficiency in operating Microsoft office applications;

· Fluent written and oral English.


	VIII. Recruitment Qualifications

	Education:  Master degree or higher in public policy, political science, public administration, economics, regional planning, or other relevant field

Experience: Minimum of 5 years, in design, monitoring, management and evaluation of development projects. Experience working in policy and advocacy works on development issues in Indonesia. Work experience in other developing countries is an advantage. 
Specific skills: Ability and experience in evaluating a project, and deliver high quality reports

Language Requirements: Excellent command of the English language, spoken and written.

Understanding of cultural and socio-economic context and development challenges in Indonesia.  


	IX.  Time Frame for Evaluation Process

	Activities

Time Frame

Briefing of evaluators

Day 1
Desk Review and Finalizing the evaluation design and methods and preparing the detailed inception report

Day 1-5
Finalizing the evaluation design and methods and preparing the detailed inception report

Day 6

In-country evaluation mission (visit to the field, interviews, questionnaire

Day 7 - 17

Preparing the draft report

Day 18 - 23

Stakeholder meeting and review of the draft report (for quality assurance)

Day 26

Incorporating comments and finalizing the evaluation report

Day 27 to day 30




	XI. Implementation Arrangements

	The consultant will compose an evaluation team under the supervision of the evaluation manager. The roles of evaluation team and its relations vis-à-vis other evaluation stakeholders are described in the table below and in the management structure.

Table 1: Key roles and responsibilities in the evaluation process

Person or Organization

Roles and Responsibilities

PCDP Project Board as commissioner of the evaluation
· Determine which output will be evaluated and when

· Provide clear advice to the evaluation manager at the onset on how the findings will be used

· Respond to the evaluation by preparing a management response and use of findings as appropriate

· Take responsibility for learning across evaluation on various content areas and about evaluations

· Safeguard the independence of the exercise

· Allocate adequate funding and human resources

Quality Assurance (DCD-P and Head of PMEU)

· Review documents as required and provide advice on the quality of the evaluation and option for improvement

Evaluation Manager: M&E Analyst  (PMEU)

· Lead the development of the evaluation TOR

· Manage the selection and recruitment of the external evaluators

· Manage the contractual arrangements, the budget, and the personnel involved in the evaluation

· Provide executive and coordination support to the reference group

· Provide the evaluators with administrative support and required data

· Liaise and respond to the commissioners

· Connect the evaluation team with the wider programme unit, senior management and key evaluations stakeholders, and ensure a fully inclusive and transparent approach to the evaluation

· Review the inception report and the draft evaluation report; ensure the final draft meet quality standard

Reference Group: Representative of the stakeholders:
Directorate of Special Regions and Disadvantage Areas, Bappenas, Directorate of Regional Government Function, Provincial Government of Papua and Papua Barat, and the Netherland Embassy.    
· Define or confirm the profile, competencies and roles and responsibilities of the evaluation team

· Participate in drafting and review of draft ToR

· Assist in collecting required data

· Oversee progress and conduct of the evaluation

· Review the draft evaluation report and ensure final draft meets quality standard

Evaluation Team: One international and one national consultant

· Fulfil the contractual arrangements in line with the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) norms and standards and ethical guidelines; this includes developing an evaluation matrix as part of the inception report, drafting reports, briefing the commissioner and stakeholders on the progress and key findings and recommendations as needed.

Figure 1: Proposed management structure for PCDP project evaluation










Annex 1: The Report should include the following headings
Title and opening pages 
Table of contents

List of acronyms and abbreviations

Executive summary

Introduction

Description of the intervention

Evaluation Scope and objectives

Evaluation approach and methods

Data analysis

Findings and conclusions

General Recommendations

Specific recommendations for replication within existing government institutions and programmes

Lessons learned

Annexes

	I. DOCUMENTS TO BE INCLUDED WHEN SUBMITTING THE PROPOSALS ( PART TO BE COMPLETED BY CONSULTANT)

	1. Proposal:

(i) Explaining why you are the most suitable for the work (Limit of 2,000 characters)
(ii) Provide a brief methodology on how you will approach and conduct the work (Limit of 2,000 characters)
Interested individual consultants must indicate their first available date to begin the consultancy / assignment:

 (i) Date Available to begin: 

2. Financial proposal

[The procuring UNDP entities will choose among one of these two mechanisms. The lump sum approach is the preferred method, as it clearly links deliverables and payments transferring any unforeseen risks for the completion of the deliverable to the consultant. Once the mechanism has been selected, the other one shall be deleted to avoid any misunderstanding]

· Lump sum contracts

The financial proposal shall specify a total lump sum amount, and payment terms around specific and measurable (qualitative and quantitative) deliverables (i.e. whether payments fall in installments or upon completion of the entire contract). Payments are based upon output, i.e. upon delivery of the services specified in the TOR.  In order to assist the requesting unit in the comparison of financial proposals, the financial proposal will include a breakdown of this lump sum amount (including travel, per diems, and number of anticipated working days).   

· Contracts based on daily fee

The financial proposal will specify the daily fee, travel expenses and per diems quoted in separate line items, and payments are made to the Individual Consultant based on the number of days worked.

Travel;

All envisaged travel costs must be included in the financial proposal. This includes all travel to join duty station/repatriation travel.  In general, UNDP should not accept travel costs exceeding those of an economy class ticket. Should the IC wish to travel on a higher class he/she should do so using their own resources.

In the case of unforeseeable travel, payment of travel costs including tickets, lodging and terminal expenses should be agreed upon, between the respective business unit and Individual Consultant, prior to travel and will be reimbursed.

Description

Amount

Option 1:  Consultancy fee ONLY
a) Daily Rate / Monthly Rate  (strike out non applicable)
b) Basic living expenses (such as meals and accommodation whilst working away from your country of residence)

c) Health / Medical and Other Evacuation Insurance costs as applicable (please state)

d) Risks and inconveniences related to work under hardship and hazardous conditions

e) Any other relevant expenses related to the performance of services under the IC (please state)

Total contract cost a)+b)+c)+d)+e) :

Option 2: Including Consultancy fee and other related expenses

(a) Daily Rate/Monthly Rate (strike out non applicable)
(b) Total number of Days 

(c)  Travel related expenses for travelling to and from Duty Station and place of residence.

Total Contract Costs = (a) Daily Rate x (b) Number of Days + (c) Travel Related Expenses 

*Cost of travel ex. Jakarta to provincial locations will be paid by UNDP/project.  DSA at prevailing rate payable in provincial locations. Assumes local transport in provincial locations to be provided by project.  



	II. EVALUATION

	Individual consultants will be evaluated based on the following methodologies 

x

Cumulative analysis 

When using this weighted scoring method, the award of the contract should be made to the individual consultant whose offer has been evaluated and determined as:

a) responsive/compliant/acceptable, and

b) Having received the highest score out of a pre-determined set of weighted technical and financial criteria specific to the solicitation. 

* Technical Criteria weight; 70%

* Financial Criteria weight; 30%

Only candidates obtaining a minimum of 15 point would be considered for the Financial Evaluation

Criteria

Max. Points
Technical ( 70% ) 

20

Criteria 1 : Experience in the areas of reporting, monitoring and evaluation or programme development/implementation in issues related to international funding architecture, particularly the Global Fund for AIDS, TB and Malaria mechanism
5

Criteria 2 : Experience in working within the UN system and applying result-based monitoring approach
5

Criteria 3 : Work proposal is submitted with clear presentation and sequence of activities reflecting logical planning , realistic and promising efficient implementation to the project.
5

Criteria 4 : Work proposal was drafted based on survey of project environment and data input properly used in the preparation of the proposal
5

Financial ( 30% ) 

Proposed professional Fee 

5




Reference Group �Directorate of Special Regions and Disadvantage Areas, Bappenas, Provincial Government of Papua, Papua Barat and the Netherland Embassy.    





Commissioner �PCDP Project Board





Quality Assurance (DCD-P and Head of PMEU)





Evaluation Manager �(M&E Analyst, PMEU)





Evaluation Team Consultants


Team Leader (international)


Team Member (National)








� As stated in the UNDP Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) 2011-2015 under Outcome 1.1 





