
1 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 
Terms of Reference for Evaluation  

 
South Sudan Joint Response 4 (2018)  

 
November 2018 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 
 

INTRODUCTION 
This document provides the Terms of Reference for the external evaluation of the Dutch Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs funded South Sudan Joint Response phase 4, running from January to December 2018.   

The Dutch Relief Alliance context 

The South Sudan Joint Response is part of the Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA). In response to the 
challenges of the humanitarian system and the growing gap between humanitarian needs and 
humanitarian funding, the Dutch Minister for International Trade and Development Co-operation set-
up a Dutch Relief Alliance (DRA) to increase effectiveness of Dutch humanitarian aid. The Dutch Relief 
Alliance (DRA) is a coalition of 16 Dutch NGOs which respond to protracted crises as well as acute 
crises. The main objectives of the Dutch Relief Alliance are to deliver effective, efficient, relevant and 
timely humanitarian aid through collaboration. 
 

The South Sudan Joint Response  

The South Sudan Joint Response (SSJR) is currently in its fourth phase, and is largely a continuation of 

SSJR phases 1,2 and 3 which first started in 2015. The SSJR4 program has a 12 month duration, with a 

total budget of €6.680.000. The project started immediately after the end of the SSJR3 project, on 1st 

of January 2018, and will terminate on the 31st of December, 2018.  

 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Context 

Four years on from the outbreak of conflict in South Sudan in December 2013, the humanitarian crisis 
in South Sudan has intensified and spread further across the country, prolonging this complex 
emergency with devastating effect on the vulnerable populations. Throughout 2018, the majority of 
South Sudan’s population remained extremely vulnerable, in need of humanitarian assistance as a 
result of armed conflict, inter-communal violence, economic crisis, disease outbreaks, and climatic 
shocks and limited access to basic services. In September 2018, an estimated 6.1 million people (59% 
per cent of the population) were projected to be severely food insecure, including nearly 1.7 million 
on the brink of famine. Even with the revitalized peace agreement on the horizon, as well as the 
promise of better times to come, over the years, the cumulative effects of the conflict have translated 
to sustained poverty and in the latest IPC findings, the highest proportion of food insecure populations 
has been recorded since 2008. 
 

The SSJR4 operates in the following states and counties in South Sudan: Western Bahr el Ghazal (Wau 
and Jur River Counties), Northern Bahr el Ghazal (Aweil East and Aweil North), Unity (Koch County), 
Upper Nile (Malakal and Fashoda counties), Central Equatoria (Lainya County) and Eastern Equatoria 
(Torit County). The Joint Response is led by Save the Children (SC) and includes CARE Nederland, 
Cordaid, Dorcas, ICCO & Kerk in Actie, Red een Kind (Help a Child), PLAN Nederland, Save the Children, 
Tearfund NL, and WarChild Holland.   
  

The SSJR4 is designed as an adaptive and flexible grant structure which encourages improved 
cooperation across partners and enhances linkages across partners in delivering quality programming 
through continuous learning, adaptive implementation and information sharing. Moreover, through 
the SSJR4 model of inter-agency learning and coordinated action, the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the actions of all agencies in the joint response are strengthened.  
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The SSJR has two Strategic Objectives (SO1 and SO2), linked to the strategic objectives 1 and 2 of the 
Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) and Humanitarian Needs Overview (HNO) of UN OCHA for South 
Sudan in 2018. Objective 1 relates to the humanitarian, life-saving objective of the DRA and HRP alike, 
is to “Save lives by providing timely and integrated multi-sector assistance to reduce acute 
humanitarian needs among the most vulnerable people”, while the second objective relates 
specifically to the fact that the crisis in South Sudan is first and foremost a protection crisis, and the 
objective is to “Reinforce protection and promote access to basic services for the displaced and other 
vulnerable people”.  

The project is implemented in the sectors Food Security and Livelihoods (FSL), Nutrition, Protection, 
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH), and Multi-Purpose Cash. The identified results and locations 
are in line with the strategic priorities of the HRP for 2018.  

The total reach of the program was set on approximately 143,400 direct beneficiaries (without double 
counting). The SSJR4 is a lifesaving, humanitarian program targeting the most vulnerable groups 
affected by the ongoing conflict, both Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) and Host communities.  The 
most vulnerable in these groups, women, girls, boys and disabled persons, are specifically prioritized 
within the program, and among these groups, single mothers, female headed households, child 
headed households, households with one or more disabled persons and separated children are 
identified as the most vulnerable.   

DRA and MOFA both value collaboration, gender, local capacity building, accountability to 
beneficiaries, protection mainstreaming, and innovation. Therefore, these cross-cutting themes are 
being addressed in the programming. 

SCOPE OF EVALUATION  
The SSJR partners have a contractual obligation towards the donor, the Dutch Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, to ensure the realization of an evaluation.  

The purpose for this evaluation is twofold. On the one hand, the evaluation report will assess the 
performance of the SSJR and ensures accountability towards the Dutch Government, the Dutch public 
and the beneficiaries of the program. On the other hand, it offers a learning aspect for all stakeholders. 
The evaluation should identify key lessons learned from SSJR4, substantial anecdotal evidence of the 
value of collaboration for the delivery of humanitarian aid though SSJR4 and identify specific 
recommendations for SSJR 2019 (phase 5). The SSJR 4 partners expect to be able to use the findings 
of this evaluation to contribute to, and strengthen the implementation in 2019, which starts on 1st of 
January 2019.   

Objective 1 Accountability: Asses to what extent the activities have been implemented well and how 
well they have contributed to the strategic objectives as laid out in the program documents, 
considering the OECD DAC criteria and the Core Humanitarian Standard. We refer here to both 
upwards accountability (to the donor) and downward accountability (to the beneficiaries and their 
communities). It should be noted that the consolidated logframe with project results will be available 
by early March. The consultant is expected to include an analysis of the data gathered in the 
consolidated logframe. 
Objective 2 Collaboration: Evaluate to what extent the collaboration between organizations working 
in SSJR4 contributed to reaching beneficiaries and targets in a more effective, efficient, relevant and 
timely manner, as set in the log frame and in the narrative proposal. 
Objective 3 Added value: Evaluate and assess whether the collaboration between SSJR4 members has 
added value to the interventions with a positive effect on beneficiaries and other stakeholders (local 
partners, local NGO sector, local Government, Dutch NGOs, Dutch NGO sector, MoFA, Dutch public). 
Investigate what has contributed to this added value and what has not, and whether there have been 
any adverse effects deriving from the implementation of the project.  
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Objective 4 Learning: Assess and identify the key lessons learned and establish recommendations for 
SSJR in 2019. 

Locations: 
The suggested locations to be evaluated are Malakal in Upper Nile and Aweil East in Northern Bahr el 
Ghazal. Firstly, this sample covers priority sectors (FSL, Protection and WASH) of the SSJR which are 
also continued in the following SSJR program in 2019. Secondly, these locations are interesting as they 
were not part of the SSJR 3 evaluation nor of the RTR conducted in September 2018, yet they are both 
locations where activities will continue 2019, and hence would benefit from an external review of the 
program. Lastly, these locations are relatively stable and are relatively easily accessible using air 
transport. Naturally, considering the volatile situation in South Sudan, the accessibility and security of 
these locations will need to be verified prior to the evaluation. 
 

KEY QUESTIONS 

Objective 1 Accountability 
Relevance  

- Was the humanitarian assistance provided by the SSJR4 in line with the humanitarian policy 
and procedures of the Netherlands? 

-  Was the humanitarian assistance provided by the SSJR4 in line with needs, priorities and 
rights of the affected populations as per the Humanitarian Response Plan?  

- To what extent was SSJR4 able to adapt and provide appropriate response to context 
changes and emerging local needs, and the priorities of the people, taking into account the 
specific needs of the most vulnerable groups, including women, children and disabled 
persons?  

- To what extent and how was protection mainstreamed across the program activities? 
- To what extent and how was gender sensitive programming implemented? 
- Were there any unexpected negative effects on the communities, as a consequence of the 

activities implemented?   
 

Effectiveness  
- To what extent were the originally defined objectives realistic?   
- To what extent did the SSJR4 achieve its purpose? 
- What factors were crucial for the achievement or failure to achieve the project objectives?   

 
Efficiency  

- Were the financial resources and other inputs efficiently used to achieve results? 

- Was there good value for money for the activities undertaken? 

 

Impact  
- What has happened in the communities reached as a result of the SSJR4?  

- How did SSJR4 change the life of people in the community? 
 

Sustainability  

- To what extent does the intervention reflect and consider factors which have a major 
influence on sustainability, i.e. economic, ecological, social and cultural aspects? 
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Core Humanitarian Standard 
- To what extent did SSJR4 adhere to the Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS)? Include 

examples of how these standards were considered/adhered to and link them to the focus of 
SSJR5 
 

Localization  
- To what extent has working with a local partner have an advantage given the context the 

SSJR members are working in?  

- To what extent have capacity building activities fulfilled the needs and priorities of the 
participants (especially local partners); what influence has this had on local partners’ way of 
implementing? Provide concrete examples of how it contributed to their work and improved 
program quality benefitting the beneficiaries.  
 

Accountability to beneficiaries and their communities 

- How and to what extent have communities (both IDPs, host communities and returnees) 
been involved in the development of selection criteria to identify the most vulnerable? What 
(joint) mechanisms are in place to identify the most vulnerable and are these mechanisms 
adequate and appropriate enough to detect vulnerability? Who were involved in this 
process and why (not)?  

- To what extent did SSJR4 partners involve beneficiaries in project design (e.g. development 
of indicators), implementation (e.g. community committees) and MEAL (e.g. monitoring 
progress)?  

- To what extent were activities based on what communities needed, did Joint Response 
partners ask communities what they wanted, and, are there any concrete example of 
adjustments in the program accordingly to beneficiaries’ feedback and preferences? 
 

Objective 2 Collaboration 
- If it did, to what extent did the collaboration among partners make the SSJR4 relevant?  
- How were partners able to best meet the needs of the target groups through collaborative 

efforts?   
- Is there any substantial (anecdotal) evidence of how collaboration between SJR4 partners, 

specifically related to complementarity, has led to positive impact on the lives of 
beneficiaries?  

- Are there any concrete examples of successful models of collaboration of SSJR partners 
(within the JR) on geographic level, not just in terms of avoiding duplication but increasing 
complementarity and integrated programs affecting the reach and impact on beneficiaries? 
What are barriers and/or enablers to this?  

- What opportunities for collaboration have been utilized and how have these contributed to 
increased effectiveness and efficiency?  

- To what extent has the SSJR4 used harmonized approaches (e.g. harmonizing PDM’s and 
cash transfer approaches) and how? Please provide clear examples of harmonization in 
approaches. Has this contributed to efficient and effective programming?  

- To what extent, and how, did the SSJR4 coordinate activities with external parties, i.e. 
national Government, UN OCHA, non-SSJR INGO partners? 

 

Objective 3 Added value 
- If it did, to what extent was added value created as a consequence of the collaboration in 

the SSJR4? 
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- How have the comparative advantages1 of different DRA partners contributed to the 
effectiveness of the joint response (either in individual programming or in collaboration), 
both at location-level and at a broader level? 

 

Objective 4 Learning  
- What kind of learning activities have been most effective according to SSJR4 implementing 

(INGO and local) partners? 
- How did that contribute to program implementation?  
- Did partners make any changes to their programming as a result of these learnings, leading 

to better quality program? 
- Is there any substantial anecdotal evidence on how activities to increase learning have 

affected the delivery of humanitarian aid by SSJR4 partners and local partners? 
- How did we learn from the previous joint responses? What have we improved compared to 

phase 1 - 3, and to what extent did we implement the recommendations in the SSJR3 end-
evaluation report and in the Real Time Review of SSJR4?  

- What have been the reasons for (not) implementing the recommendations? What has been 
the result of the decision to implement or not implement? 

-  

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY  
The evaluator(s) should adopt a methodology which uses mixed methods and that is coherent with 
the overall scope of the evaluation as described above. The evaluator(s) will collect primary data 
from direct beneficiaries of the project locations to be evaluated (Malakal in Upper Nile, and Aweil 
East in Northers Bahr el Ghazal), and secondary data. The evaluation will use both quantitative and 
qualitative methods, as well as desk review and, when available and appropriate, analysis of 
programme monitoring data.  

Methods should include but not limited to desk review, Key Informant Interviews (with organization 
focal points in Juba), focus group discussions with beneficiaries (including specific FGDs with youth) 
and consultations with key stakeholders following the OECD DAC criteria and the CHS principles 
(both in Juba and at field locations to be visited). Within the timeframe proposed, the consultant 
should be able to gather and include in the final report anecdotal evidence/stories of change. 

The evaluation should be participatory, inclusive (consultations with all stakeholders, such as 
gender, age, disability and other vulnerability considerations), sensitive of social norms and 
practices, and be considered of ethical data collection. 

In addition, the evaluation methodology should consider the consultations with children 
beneficiaries and highlight key approaches for undertaking it:  

- Safety and ethics considerations for engaging children in evaluation  

- Data collection methods which are age and gender appropriate  

 

 

                                                           
 

1 Comparative advantage refers to the ability of individual actors to contribute to humanitarian effectiveness where they can clearly and 
consistently add value. This will increase impact, predictability and quality   
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EVALUATION MANAGEMENT  
Evaluation Timeline  

What When 

Deadline for applications 28 November 

Interviews with pre-selected 
candidates 

6-7 December 

Selection of evaluation team  By 10 December 

Inception report 10 January 

Data collection Between second half of January and first half February 

First draft report of evaluation & 
learning workshop in Juba 

First week of March 

Final evaluation report Third week of March 

Possibility of a learning event in the 
Netherlands (depending on budget) 

April 

 

EXPECTED OUTCOMES AND DELIVERABLES 
Inception report: The Inception Report will highlight the methodology and the guiding principles of 
the evaluation.  The inception report will include: Objectives and key questions, Methodology, Data 
collection methods, sampling considerations, timeline and logistics. The report should be no longer 
than 20 pages. 

Data collection and data analysis tools: The evaluator(s) will develop the tools for data collection 
and data analysis, and make sure they outline the structure of the tools in the inception report.  

Evaluation Final Report (between 30 and 40 pages, annexes excluded, in Microsoft Word format) 
including tabs and graphs representing the data:  

- Table of Contents 

- List of Acronyms  

- List of Tables 

- Executive Summary 

- Background 

- Scope of Evaluation  

- Methodology (including sampling) 

- Main Findings 

- Main Learnings 

- Conclusions and Recommendations  

 

- Annexes 

o Project logframe  

o Evaluation ToR 

o Objectives and key questions 

o Methodology 



8 
 

o Study schedule  

o List of people involved 

o Bibliography of consulted secondary sources 

o Finalised data collection tools  

Learning event for SSJR partners in Juba. The evaluators will be required to present preliminary 
findings before the publication of the final report to SSJR partners and lead a half day workshop once 
a final draft has been agreed in Juba. The structure and activities of the learning and evaluation 
meeting will be agreed with Save the Children. We expect attendance of 20-30 people in Juba. 
 

EVALUATION TEAM  
The evaluation team members should meet the following requirements:  

- Higher university degree in relevant field 

- Proven experience in conducting quality evaluations and assessing humanitarian programmes 

- Proven experience in conducting evaluations on programmes implementing FSL, Protection 

and/or WASH activities; 

- Preferably, previous experience in conducting evaluations and thorough knowledge on South 

Sudan context 

- English essential; local language skills would be helpful 

 

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS  
Interested candidates in the assignment are expected to provide the following documentation: 

• A technical proposal with detailed response to the ToR, with specific focus addressing the 
scope of work and methodology to be used  

• At least one sample of previous (similar) evaluations 

• Initial work plan based on methodology outlined, and indication of availability  

• A detailed total budget specifying the daily rate expected2 

• Company profile and CV(s) including a minimum of 2 traceable, recent and relevant 
references 

• Team composition with a lead consultant and, if applicable, a CV of each person to be 
involved in the assignment, including relevant experience  

Please note that for this evaluation a maximum budget of EUR 20.000 is available.  

All proposals should be sent by 28 November 2018 at 12:00 noon CET to: 
personeelszaken@savethechildren.nl 

Interviews with pre-selected candidates will take place on 6-7 December 2018. 

 

                                                           
 

2 in-country logistical arrangements (accommodation, transport within Juba, transport to-and-from field locations) will be arranged for and 
paid by Save the Children, and such costs are not to be included in the financial proposal. 

mailto:personeelszaken@savethechildren.nl
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CODE OF CONDUCT 
Save the Children's work is based on deeply held values and principles of child safeguarding, and it is 
essential that our commitment to children's rights and humanitarian principles is supported and 
demonstrated by all members of staff and other people working for and with Save the Children. Save 
the Children's Code of Conduct sets out the standards which all staff members must adhere to and 
the consultant is bound to sign and abide to the Save the Children’s Code of Conduct. 

 

MANDATORY SECURITY TRAINING 
The consultant shall be expected to go through mandatory on-line security training and submit the 
certificate of completion to SC before the commencement of the task. Failure to deliver this will lead 
to an automatic disqualification. SC will advise on the security plan on appointment. 

 


