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WWF TANZANIA
MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE WWF TANZANIA STRATEGIC PLAN, 2016- 2020 PERIOD OF IMPLEMENTATION TO BE REVIEWED (FY 2016-2018)]
TERMS OF REFERENCE
DRAFT [07/12/2017]
	Project/Programme Name(s): TCO Core Office
	

	Project/Programme Location(s):  Tanzania
	

	Project/Programme Reference Number(s):
	

	Names of Project/Programme Executants  (WWF Tanzania; M&E UNIT /Matrida Simfukwe)
	

	Project/Programme Duration (from start year): 2.5 years
	

	Period to Be Evaluated: 2016- 2018
	

	Project/Programme Budget Sources and Amounts (for period to be evaluated): OD  funding in TCO
	

	Names of Implementing Partners (if relevant) : NR
	


1. PROJECT/PROGRAMME OVERVIEW
WWF Tanzania Country Office (TCO) has been implementing its strategic plan for the past two years now from 2015 to 2020. The goal of the strategic plan is to ensure that by 2030, Tanzania’s outstanding and globally significant natural wealth and biodiversity are sustained, and support equitable and gender-sensitive local livelihoods and national economic development for present and future generations. The two years of strategic plan implementation have made substantial investment in conserving and managing the natural resources conservation in priority sites in Tanzania by working in partnership with key partners including the Government of Tanzania, Civil Society Organizations and NGO’s and private sector.
During the implementation of the TCO CSP, WWF Network as a whole had also embarked on developing new Global conservation strategies in order to make a significant and lasting change at planetary scale, recognizing the need to accelerate a transition towards a sustainable future combining economic development and the protection of the environment. The Global Practices conservation strategies are centred on six major goals (wildlife, oceans, forests, water, climate and energy and food) and three key drivers of environmental degradation (markets, finance and governance). The recent Global Practice forum that was held in Ecuador confirmed that the strategies for all the global goals and drivers of environmental degradation have now been fully approved. This means the context under which the TCO strategic plan has been conceptualized  now needs to be realigned to the approved Global Practice strategies.
Following the two years of implementation of TCO CSP and the developments in WWF Network’s strategies, a midterm review of TCO CSP is proposed in order to inform on any changes required for improving its delivery. The process should involve a review of  relevance and quality of the design, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability and adaptive capacity of the plan. The focus of this review should also be on status of implementation in order to determine areas where strategies have worked well and where further adjustment is needed.  It should also narrow the focus of the strategy on fewer priorities that TCO can effectively deliver impactful conservation work in Tanzania. The strategy delivery model should also be examined with the aim of improving efficiencies on implementation in field projects.   
2. OVERALL OBJECTIVES:

The main objective of the Mid-term Review is to assess the progress in implementation of TCO CSP over the past 2 years. The review will generally aim to provide insight on:

· Performance of CSP implementation status based on strategies for each conservation programme and operations department.

· Specific recommendations for improving the design and implementation arrangement. 

· Enhancing TCO accountability, credibility, and transparency with respect to investments.

· Improving overall conservation impact by drawing key lessons and best practices,

3. SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

i. To assess progress in implementing the Strategic Plan taking into consideration the expected mid-term and end of CSP outcomes

ii.  To identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats and constraints of implementation and delivery of conservation Programmes

iii.  To draw lessons in order to  re-orient the actions and interventions that can eventually improve the impact of programs (Conservation strategy, Partnership  strategy and Business Plan) for the rest of the period of the plan

iv.  To formulate and incorporate the recommendations and proposals into the proposed updates CSP as a way forward to improve the implementation of programs

v. Provide advice for narrowing focus of the strategy on fewer priorities that TCO can effectively deliver impactful conservation work in Tanzania. 

vi. Provide advice on CSP delivery model with the aim of improving efficiencies on implementation in field projects.   

vii. Review progress and update the partnership and communication strategies.
EXPECTED RESULTS:
· Clear understanding of current level of country office performance (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats and constraints) in implementing the 2015-2020 Country Strategic Plan documented. 

· Lessons documented for  re-orienting the actions and interventions that can eventually improve the impact of programs (Conservation strategy, Partnership  strategy and Business Plan) for the rest of the period of the plan

· Revised and updated CSP for the remaining 2 year plus period based on findings from the above objectives
METHODOLOGY
For the expected results to be achieved it is important that, the MTE will be done through an innovative methodology, searching a constructive participatory and a critical thinking, involving Programme staff and key partners. An independent consultant will be engaged facilitate this process in collaboration with the M&E Unit. The process will take place on Q3 FY18. Also, The SMT may wish to form an internal evaluation team to ensure the MTE results are of intended quality. Participatory methods will be used to engage staff and or partners to come out with the inputs to the TOR. 
The consultant will propose the best but innovative methodology to undertake this CSP review. The basic methods the consultant would be expected to apply include:
1. The desk review and analysis of existing documentation to ensure qualitative and quantitative data and evidence is assessed and referred to by the evaluators. A list of Core documents the evaluation should consult will include ;( to be annexed) 

· The CSP document

· CSP M&E Plan

· Sampled TPRs 

· Available and analysed monitoring data 

· TCO Critical contribution

· TCO delivery Model

· Final practice documents

· Social policies

· Social policy compliance tools
· Government plans and strategies
2. Staff Consultations. Among the staff to be consulted are:
· The Country Director

· The conservation manager

· The Programme Coordinators and  selected programme staff

· Heads of departments and selected staff

3. Consultation with key external partners and stakeholders. WWF is implementing its conservation programmes with key stakeholders including the Government of Tanzania, Civil society organizations and NGO’s and private sector. The key government Ministries include the Vice President’s Office (Environment), Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism, Ministry of Water and Irrigation, Ministry of Fisheries, Ministry of Energy. TCO also works in close partnership with CSO and NGOs (List attached) and Private Sector (List Attached).

4. Visitation of Project sites: WWF has programmes and projects in priority sites. The consultant has to visit them and see what is being implemented and talk to communities in the project sites.
THE QUALITY OF EVALUATION

Consultants are expected and will be monitored against the principles for ensuring quality evaluations as described in the box below. The Consultant is required to elaborate how s/he will be meeting these principles in the methodology for the assignment.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND GUIDING QUESTIONS
The primary evaluation criteria to focus on the MTE include the following:

PROFILE OF EVALUATOR(S) AND WWF SUPPORTING RESPONSIBILITIES 
Evaluators 
The Evaluation should be conducted with a team of evaluators with diverse skills in evaluation and research. As the evaluation will involve the operation sections, the team should consist of members  with relevant background experience and skills in operation support department (HR, Communications, Administration, Finance, Partnership and Fundraising). The team may be composed of International and local consultants teaming up or Local consultants with relevant skilled team members. The lead consultant will be required to clearly describe roles and responsibility of the team and share during the inception phase.
Required qualifications and experience to include:

· At least Masters’ degrees in relevant discipline, MBA, Social science, programme and projects management etc.
· Extensive Knowledge and experience in research, programme design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation, with emphasis on both accountability and learning;

· At least 10 years’ experience in strategic evaluations, including strong familiarity with deliberative approaches and methodologies;

· Good familiarity with the Conservation sectors in Tanzania and the interface challenge with other sectors;

· Good familiarity with Tanzania Culture and environment

· Strong analytical skills, including  analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data;

· Good facilitation, interviewing and  communication skills

· Proficiency in both English and Kiswahili

WWF Support. 
WWF Tanzania M&E Coordinator and other staff designated by the management will work with the consultants and will be responsible in consolidating and providing necessary information to the evaluation team. The M&E Coordinator will also facilitate access to necessary logistical arrangements during the evaluation process.
EVALUATION PROCESS, DELIVERABLES, AND TIMELINE
	Major Evaluation Task/Output
	Dates or Deadline
	Who is Responsible

	Evaluation Terms of Reference finalized, including budget
	30th October 2017.
	M&EC (who will be the Evaluation manager)

	Evaluator(s) Contracted
	30th November 2017
	Evaluation manager, consulting with Procurement department and Contract manager

	Evaluation information request sent to relevant sources
	Should be sent within 1-2 weeks of finalizing the ToR
	Coordinated by Evaluation Manager 

	Sources provide requested information
	1- 2 weeks of December 2017
	Supply of information: staff of project/programme being evaluated; WWF partner offices

	Evaluation Team reviews project/programme information
	2 week for some back-and-forth between evaluator(s) and programme on information request. There will be at least 2 days for analyzing TOR and clarifying requirements, 5 days for reading documents.
	Evaluation team, with the evaluation manager in coordination with PC’s and heads of programme.

	Programme teams and heads of departments arranges for evaluator’s meetings, visit (plan), including WWF and stakeholder interviews, site visits, and logistics
	Starts as soon as dates for visit are set. In practice estimate about a month for the total lead in time necessary before an evaluator’s visit.
	TCO and partner and evaluation team negotiate dates taking into consideration local current conditions.

	Evaluation Team field visits 
	This may be tentatively 1 month ( January) for  the consultant to visit all Programmes
	Evaluation Team, working with evaluated project/programme staff. 

	Evaluation Team briefs Evaluation Manager and programme leadership on preliminary findings.
	1 day at end of region or country visit or within 1 week thereafter.
	Evaluation Team

	Evaluation report drafted and circulated to relevant staff.
	It will require 3 to 4 weeks.
	Evaluation Team to write and pass to the Evaluation Manager to the internal coordination team

	2-week review and comment period
	2 weeks.
	Evaluation Manager and Evaluation Team run process.

	Evaluation report finalized and approved  by TCO management
	 Dates will  be determined 
	Evaluation Team finalizes the report based upon comments received. Evaluation Manager reviews and gives feedback before\ final approval of report.

	Presentation of evaluation results to Evaluation Manager, evaluated programme, and relevant TCO staff.
	Within a month of finalizing report.
	Evaluation Team

	Management response developed by SMT (based on standard template).
	An in depth response within 1 month of receiving the report.
	Evaluation Manager and SMT

	6- to 12-month check-in on progress on management response. (TBC)
	6 to 12 months post-report.
	Evaluation Manager

	1-2-year check-in on progress on management response. (TBC)
	1-2 year post report on the management response.
	Evaluation Manager


BUDGET, FUNDING, AND PAYMENT TERMS
The details of costs for Evaluation will be developed by the Consultant and shared to TCO management (Procurement Team). The terms of payment will be agreed and documented between WWF and the Consultant before the contract is signed.
ANNEX A. Mandatory Annexes to the Terms of Reference 

To support more systematic recording of evaluation findings to advance WWF’s broader organizational learning, the evaluator will be required to follow, to the extent possible, the evaluation report structure below and complete the following table (Part B), to be attach to the evaluation report. 
Part A: Evaluation REPORT 
Title Page
· Report title, and contract number,, Date of report, Authors and their affiliation
Executive Summary (between 2 to 4 pages)
· Principal findings and recommendations, organized by the six core evaluation criteria

· Summary of lessons learned

Acknowledgements
Table of Contents
List of Acronyms and Abbreviations
Body of the report (no more than 25 pages) 
. Introduction (max 3 pages)

· Concise presentation of the project/programme characteristics

· Purpose, objectives, and intended use of the evaluation (reference and attach the   ToR as an annex)

· Evaluation methodology and rationale for approach (reference and attach as annexes the mission itinerary; names of key informants; a list of consulted documents; and any synthetic tables containing project/programme information used in the exercise)

· Composition of the evaluation team, including any specific roles of team members

B. Programme Overview (max 5 pages)

· Concise summary of the Programmes  brief history, evolution, purpose/ main target, objectives, and strategies to achieve conservation goals (attach conceptual model, results chain or logical framework and programme  monitoring system as annexes)

· Essential characteristics: context, underlying rationale, stakeholders and beneficiaries

· summarize WWF’s main focus
C. Evaluation Findings (3-5 pages)

· Findings organized by each of the six core evaluation criteria, including sufficient but concise rationale.

· Tables, graphics, and other figures to help convey key findings from Programmes
D. Recommendations (3-5pages)

· Recommendation organized each of the six core evaluation criteria, including sufficient but concise rationale – recommendations should be specific, actionable and numbered.

· Project/programme performance rating tables to provide a quick summary of performance and to facilitate comparison with other projects/Programmes (see Annex A, Table B)

E. Overall Lessons Learned (max 3 pages)

· Lessons learned regarding what worked, what didn’t work, and why 

· Lessons learned with wider relevance, that can be generalized at strategy level
F. Conclusions

· General summation of key findings and recommendations

Annexes
· Terms of Reference 

· Evaluation methodology detail

· Itinerary with key informants 

· Documents consulted 

· Project/programme logical framework/ conceptual model/ list of primary goals and objectives

· Specific project/programme and monitoring data, as appropriate

· Summary tables of progress towards outputs, objectives, and goals 

· Maps

· Recommendations summary table

Part B. EVALUATION REPORT REQUIRED FINDINGS SUMMARY TABLES - SCORING AGAINST THE SIX CORE EVALUATION CRITERIA
Evaluators are to assign the project/programme a Rating and Score for each criterion as follows:
· Very Good/4: The project/programme embodies the description of strong performance provided below to a very good extent.

· Good/3: The project/programme embodies the description of strong performance provided below to a good extent.

· Fair/2: The project/programme embodies the description of strong performance provided below to a fair extent.

· Poor/1: The project/programme embodies the description of strong performance provided below to a poor extent.

· N/A: The criterion was not assessed (in the ‘Justification,’ explain why).

· D/I: The criterion was considered but data were insufficient to assign a rating or score (in the ‘Justification,’ elaborate). 

Evaluators also are to provide a brief justification for the rating and score assigned. Identify most notable strengths to build upon as well as highest priority issues or obstacles to overcome. Note that this table should not be a comprehensive summary of findings and recommendations, but an overview only. A more comprehensive presentation should be captured in the evaluation report and the management response document. Even if the report itself contains sensitive information, the table should be completed in a manner that can be readily shared with any internal WWF audience.

	Rating/Score
	Description of Strong Performance
	Evaluator Rating/ Score
	Evaluator Brief Justification

	Relevance
	The strategy addresses the necessary factors in the specific programme context to bring about positive changes in conservation targets (i.e., species, ecosystems, ecological processes, including associated ecosystem services supporting human wellbeing). 
	
	

	Quality of Design
	1.The strategy has rigorously applied key design tools (e.g., the WWF PPMS).
	
	

	
	2. The strategy is hitting the right 'pressure points' to meet necessary and sufficient conditions for success
	
	

	Efficiency
	1. Most/all programme activities have been delivered with efficient use of human & financial resources and with strong value for money.  
	
	

	
	2. Governance and management systems are appropriate, sufficient, and operate efficiently.
	
	

	Effectiveness
	1. Most/all intended outcomes—stated objectives/intermediate results regarding key threats and other factors affecting project/programme targets—were attained..
	
	

	
	2. There is strong evidence indicating that perceived changes can be attributed wholly or largely to the WWF project or programme
	
	

	Impact
	1. Most/all goals—stated desired changes in the status of species, ecosystems, and ecological processes—were realized.
	
	

	
	2. Evidence indicates that perceived changes can be attributed wholly or largely to the WWF project or programme.
	
	

	Sustainability
	1. Most or all factors for ensuring sustainability of results/impacts are being or have been established. 
	
	

	
	2. Scaling up mechanism put in place with risks and assumptions re-assessed and addressed.
	
	

	Adaptive Management
	1. Project/programme results (outputs, outcomes, impacts) are qualitatively and quantitatively demonstrated through regular collection and analysis of monitoring data.  
	
	

	
	2. The project/programme team uses these findings, as well as those from related projects/ efforts, to strengthen its work and performance
	
	

	
	3. Learning is documented and shared for project/programme and organisational learning 
	
	


ANNEX B. MENU OF EVALUATION CRITERIA AND GUIDING QUESTIONS
Appendix 2:  Criterion 1: Relevance and Quality of Design
Relevance and quality of design is a measure of the extent to which the conservation project/ programme design represents a necessary, sufficient, and appropriate approach to achieving changes in key factors (e.g. direct and indirect threats, opportunities, stakeholder positions, enabling conditions) necessary to bring about positive changes in targeted elements of biodiversity/footprint  (i.e. species, ecosystems, ecological processes, including associated ecosystem services that support human wellbeing).

Assessments of relevance and quality of design should consider how the strategic plan was originally planned; how the design has changed over time; the theory of change; and the validity of underpinning assumptions.  Mid-term evaluations will make recommendations regarding the future design/approach, taking into account changes in key contextual factors or status of targeted biodiversity/footprint issues that have occurred since the start of CSP implementation. 
It will be important to assess the  CSP precision that was applied in designing the strategy, to discover the  extent to which the interventions has a strong foundation and will remain relevant over the course of its implementation.

Key Questions to Assess Relevance and Quality of Design

RQ1. Main conservation targets and related goals (species, ecosystems, ecological processes, including associated ecosystem services that support human wellbeing): Should be clearly defined, prioritized, and justified, with SMART
 goals defined for each that indicate the desired future condition of those targets. Ask: Is there a clear and relevant definition of ultimate conservation success in terms of improved status of conservation targets? 
RQ2. Relevance to context, priorities of stakeholders, and objectives: Threats, drivers, enabling conditions, opportunities, and key factors necessary for sustainability should be well understood, with clear rankings for threats and priorities set for action. Stakeholder (including donor and government) interests should be well understood and the startegy should be relevant given their external priorities or interests. Interrelationships among all key factors should be portrayed using a conceptual model or similar tool. SMART objectives should be defined, indicating desired future condition of key contextual factors (i.e. threats, stakeholder views, etc).  Ask: Has the strategy focused on and does it remain relevant to issues of highest priority in the country?
RQ3. Suitability of strategic approach: Should represent a necessary, sufficient, cost-efficient, appropriate (for WWF), and ‘best alternative’ approach to attaining stated objectives and, ultimately, goals. The theory of change should be portrayed in clear and logical terms and ideally include result chains. Qn: Is the theory of change clear? Has the Programmes in the strategy taken and will it continue to take the best, most efficient strategic approach?

RQ4. Coherence and sufficiency of project portfolio the portfolio of Programmes in the strategic plan should present a coherent and logical body of work to achieve stated strategic objectives. Elements that should be exited or transitioned into a new phase should be highlighted, as well as gaps in alignment between the project portfolio and programme in the strategic objectives and goals. Qn: Does the project portfolio ‘add up’ to a necessary and sufficient approach to achieving programmatic success of the strategic plan? Are there synergies with other public or private initiatives in the CSP programme context?
RQ5. Relevance to WWF global priorities: CSP programme should represent something WWF should do given the TCO programme and Network priorities (if intended to be a ‘GPF-aligned’ initiative).  Ask: Does the CSP Programmes clearly aligned and meaningful contributing to attaining WWF’s 2020 and 2050 goals, as outlined in the Global goals?
RQ6. Relevance to WWF Niche: WWF’s involvement should leverage its unique strengths and add value (e.g. no overlap with parallel initiatives, no other organization could fulfill the role WWF is taking upon itself). Ask: Given WWF’s priorities and what it is most needed to do, is the CSP Programmes doing what it should do? 

RQ7. Adherence to WWF social policies. The CSP design and implementation should adhere to WWF’s various social policies (see: https://sites.google.com/a/wwf.panda.org/social-development/home/policies/policies. Ask: How well has the social context been understood and addressed by the CSP Programmes?
PRINCIPLES FOR ENSURING QUALITY EVALUATIONS 


To be worth doing, evaluations must be carefully designed and carried out to ensure they are focused, responsive to audience needs and questions, and ultimately promote uptake of evaluation results for greater project/programme/orga�nisational accounability, impact, and learning. It is therefore critical that evaluations adhere to the following principles:


Useful: Evaluations must be tailored to respond to the questions and key information needs of those most likely to use the evaluation results. 


Independent: For an evaluation to be impartial and therefore more likely to be objective, respected, and accepted, it must be free from bias in findings, analysis, and conclusions. 


Inclusive: Evaluators and evaluation managers (those overseeing the evaluation process) must design and conduct the process with an eye to promoting project/programme team self analysis, learning, and constructive participation.


Timely: Evaluations should be timed to inform key decision-making processes, such as planning a second programme phase.


Respectful. Evaluations and evaluators must respect the project/programme team and their stakeholders and supporters. 


Credible: To be viewed as credible, evaluations must be rigorous, impartial, and conducted by a well-qualified evaluator.


Transparent: Findings must be readily available to all stakeholders; relevant stakeholders should have the opportunity to comment on the draft evaluation products.


Ethical: Evaluations must adhere to relevant professional and ethical guidelines, be undertaken with integrity and honesty, and be respectful of human rights, differences in culture, customs, and practices of all stakeholders.





THE SIX CORE EVALUATION CRITERIA 


Relevance and Quality of Design: A measure of the extent to which the conservation project/programme design represents a necessary, sufficient, appropriate, and well founded approach to bring about positive changes in targeted biodiversity and/or footprint issues (e.g. species, ecosystems, ecological processes, including associated ecosystem services that support human wellbeing).


Efficiency: A measure of the relationship between outputs of the strategy—and inputs—both human and financial resources the strategy implementation has used.


Effectiveness: A measure of the extent to which the CSP implementation intended outcomes from its specific objectives and intermediate results have been achieved.


Impact: A measure of all significant effects of the conservation strategy, positive or negative, expected or unforeseen, on targeted biodiversity and/or footprint issues. 


Sustainability: A measure of whether the benefits/ outcome and impacts of conservation intervention are likely to continue after the strategy.


Adaptive Capacity: A measure of the extent to which the strategy programme and departments applies strong adaptive management practice to ensure continued relevance, strong performance, and learning.








� The acronym ‘SMART’ stands for: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic/Relevant, and Time-bound. 
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