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		Terms of Reference for Evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc282442083]Terms of Reference for a Cash Program Evaluation in Urban Context
Background 
· [bookmark: _Toc282442084]Description of project
· Description of humanitarian problems
· Description of target groups and beneficiary numbers
Objective of the Evaluation
Working under the guidance of _____________________, the purpose of the consultancy is to:

a) Evaluate the extent to which the initiative has met its objective i.e.
1. The beneficiaries supported by the initiative were the most vulnerable
1. Beneficiaries have access to enough food
b) Evaluate the implementation mechanism by looking at: 
1. The targeting mechanism and how appropriate it was
1. The mode of delivery and how appropriate it was to the context
1. Efficiency and timeliness of the implementation process
c) Evaluate the overall impact of the initiative at the household and community-level, including household feed security, dietary diversity and use of negative coping strategies 
d) Evaluate the extent to which the food crisis intervention incorporated the recommendations of the previous cash transfer initiatives implemented by the NGO
[bookmark: _Toc282442085]Evaluation Questions
More precise evaluation hypotheses will be developed during the initial phases of the evaluation (see below), but it is useful to set out some working questions and hypotheses that will be refined.  The key questions (the main aspects listed above) will revolve around:
Impact at household and community level
0. Recipients have access to enough food (key objective)
0. Household food security
0. Dietary diversity
0. Negative coping strategies
0. Other impacts (expected or not)
Implementation
0. Targeting mechanism to target most vulnerable households
0. Delivery mechanism 
0. Efficiency and timeliness
Use of previous recommendations
This proposal sets out questions will be addressed through qualitative research.  It will not be possible, therefore, to deliver anthropometric measurements of nutrition, statistical analyses of consumption poverty (to identify the poorest), or quantitative data on the relative impacts of cash or food.  Rather, the evaluation will address these questions through people’s perceptions and reports of whether impacts were achieved, targets were met, and distributions were relevant, effective and helpful.
Impact
The key expected impact is at present rather loosely defined.  More precise definition will be necessary and will be finalised in discussions with the field team.  The following will be used as working definitions and assumptions:
1. Getting enough food.  ‘Enough food’ consists of the household being able to obtain (through purchase, labour, production or transfers) food to meet the daily calorific requirements of each of its members.  In the absence of calorific measurements, this will be measured by asking whether household members ever went to bed feeling hungry and whether they ever missed a meal or reduced consumption for any meals.  Further work could develop normal adequate food baskets in the urban setting.
1. Food security. Household food security follows the same logic as the section on having enough food above.  Research on impacts on household food security will also consider the impact of the cash transfer on households’ sources of food in order to explore the effect of the cash transfer on the resilience of households’ ability to obtain enough food.  This assessment will explore whether households have diversified food sources or whether existing food sources have become more reliable as a result of the transfer.
1. Dietary diversity.  This aspect of the evaluation is better captured through quantitative work, but the qualitative aspect of the evaluation will ask questions around households’ understanding of dietary diversity, the perceived importance of dietary diversity and whether recipients feel the transfer has contributed to dietary diversity.
1. Negative coping strategies.  Various negative coping strategies were set out in the background section, including reducing consumption but also engagement in risky livelihoods and taking children out of school.  The qualitative evaluation will explore whether households feel they were engaging in livelihood strategies that they would have preferred not to, why they would have preferred to avoid this, and whether the cash transfer helped them to reduce their exposure to these strategies.  It is unlikely that the evaluation will expose issues around transactional sex, since this is rare and respondents are anyway not always forthcoming.
1. Other impacts.  The qualitative evaluation will ask recipients whether they felt there were other positive or negative impacts of the transfer.  Two potentially important issues include the effect of the transfer on social networks (through jealousy and changes in sharing patterns) and on education.  Transfers at this scale are unlikely to have a price effect in urban areas.

Implementation
1. Targeting.  The transfer aims to target the most vulnerable.  Targeting analysis will be decomposed into an assessment of design and implementation in terms of their inclusion errors (how many recipients fall outside the target group), exclusion (how many non-recipients fall inside the target group), and dynamic inclusion and exclusion (how many moved in and out of these categories during the initiative).  Design will be analysed by looking at programme documents and assessing the likely errors from perfect implementation.  Implementation will be analysed by assessing, based on fieldwork, the actual errors (which can then be decomposed into design and implementation).

The qualitative evaluation will not attempt to provide precise numbers for targeting exclusion and inclusion errors, but will identify likely categories and drivers of inclusion and exclusion.  It will also generate perceptions on the design and implementation of the targeting process from recipients and non-recipients, in terms of community ownership, fairness, appropriateness given the objectives, and efficiency (time required to participate).

1. Distribution.  Is the transfer system appropriate to the context?  The distribution mechanism will be looked at principally in terms of recipient (and non-recipient) perceptions.  A distribution mechanism can be said to be effective when recipients say they prefer it to other methods.  
1. Efficiency and timeliness.  The qualitative evaluation will assess also whether the initiative was implemented in an efficient manner and on time.  This will involve examining deviations from the planned implementation, whether transfers were distributed at appropriate times, the seasonality of the transfers, and other issues that arise from working with partners and in the process of the transfer.  Specifically, partners’ responsibilities included selection, post-distribution monitoring and case management, and these issues will be explored.
Use of previous evaluations
This section will look briefly at the programme design and guidance for implementation to check whether recommendations from previous evaluations were incorporated.  
· [bookmark: _GoBack]List previous evaluations

Adapted from Concern Worldwide’s Nairobi program.

