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USDA/FAS Grant: FFE-685-2014/029-00B 

Counterpart International Senegal McGovern Dole International Food for Education 

and Child Nutrition Program (MGD-FFE) 

MID-TERM EVALUATION TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Counterpart International is seeking an experienced Consultant/Firm to conduct a mid-term 

assessment for its McGovern Dole International Food for Education and Child Nutrition 

Program (MGD-FFE) program in Senegal. Although the three-year agreement was signed on 

September 30, 2014, activities effectively started in February 2016 due to delays with the 

baseline study. The purpose of the mid-term evaluation is to assist Counterpart International in 

the systematic collection and analysis of information about the characteristics and outcome of 

the MGD/FFE program, to improve effectiveness, and to inform management decisions moving 

forward. This mid-term evaluation will assess intermediate characteristics and outcomes that 

can be used to improve the program quality and potentially be integrated into future planning. 

The mid-term evaluation will take place between April and June and will be conducted by a 

third party evaluator that will meet the criteria laid out in the program’s Evaluation Plan, 

USDA’s Monitoring and Evaluation Policy1, the program’s agreement, 7 CFR 1499.13 and 7 

CFR Part 1599.13 2. The team will have expertise in conducting evaluations using mixed 

methods, particularly of school feeding and education programs or other similar USG-

funded/donor-funded programs, preferably in Western Africa. 

 

I. BACKGROUND 

Counterpart was awarded funding from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to 

implement a Food for Education (FFE) Program in Northern Senegal, in the St. Louis region. 
Since 2001, Counterpart International, with generous funding from the USG, has been 

addressing issues related to food security, child health and nutrition, and access to education in 

Senegal. Counterpart has implemented FFE programs in the Matam and Saint-Louis regions in 

Senegal and is currently implementing a FFE program in 270 schools in the Saint-Louis region. 

Over the years, Counterpart has built relationships and worked closely with national and local 

authorities in Senegal, collaborating with National Agency of Early Childhood and Community 

Based Pre-schools (ANPECTP), the Ministry of Education and the Departmental Inspector of 

National Education (IDEN). 

The goal of the MGD/FFE is to improve literacy and primary education, food security, reduce 

the incidence of hunger, and thereby contribute to a more self-reliant, productive society in 

Senegal (MGD results framework #1 and #2 listed in the annex section). The project has the 

following objectives: 

                                                           
1 USDA Monitoring and Evaluation Policy. https://www.fas.usda.gov/sites/default/files/2014-03/evalpol.pdf 
2 U.S. Government Publishing Office (2012). 7 CFR 1499.13 – Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements. 
Retrieved from: http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2012-title7-vol10/CFR-2012-title7-vol10-sec1499-13 
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 Improve the literacy of school age children by: 

 Increasing student attendance rates by providing daily breakfasts and lunches for 

school children and supporting income-generating projects, such as community farms 

and granaries; 

 Increasing skills and knowledge of school administrators and teachers by providing 

access to certification materials and capacity building for schools’ staff and Ministry 

of Education staff;  

 Improving teacher attendance through advocacy workshops and introduction of new 

policies in collaboration with education authorities, community members, and 

teachers;   

 Improving policy and the regulatory framework by advocating for the mainstreaming 

of the School Health and Nutrition Guide into the local teacher college curriculum and 

ensuring that the School Health and Nutrition Guide is available and widely 

distributed as a pedagogical resource to educational authorities (emailed nationwide).  

 Improve health and dietary practices by: 

 Improving school infrastructure and increasing access to clean water and sanitation by 

building latrines and water station systems; 

 Increasing knowledge of safe food preparation and storage practices by 

conducting training on commodity management, cooking techniques, food safety, and 

hygiene;  

 Increasing access to preventative health interventions by distributing deworming 

medication to school children and building the capacity of Parent Associations (PA) 

members and teachers in using moringa powder in school meals; and 

 Increasing access to requisite food preparation and storage tools and equipment by 

equipping school canteens and kitchens and providing energy-saving stoves. 

 

The main program activities include capacity building at the local, regional, and national level; 

construction of latrines and water station systems; equipment of schools with energy saving 

stoves and canteen equipment materials; establishment of community farms; training on good 

health and nutrition practices; capacity building of parent associations; promotion of teacher 

attendance; construction of school infrastructure; training in food preparation and storage 

practices; access to preventive health interventions and school feeding. 

 

The FFE program targets 33,811 students (16,567 boys and 17,244 girls) across 270 beneficiary 

schools (204 primary schools and 66 preschools) in the departments of Dagana, Podor and Saint 

Louis in the Saint Louis region of Senegal. Though the FFE program in Saint Louis was 

awarded at the end of September 2014, there were significant delays in the project startup, 

mainly with the start of the baseline evaluation which led to delays with the implementation of 

activities. Despite these delays, the program has been able to distribute millions of meals to 

students, to finalize the revision of the School Health & Nutrition Guide, to set up 20 

community farms, and to construct 20 classrooms, 20 latrines and 20 water station systems 

among other achievements. 
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CPI developed a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and undertook a baseline study. Counterpart 

International is now seeking the services of a third-party, independent consulting firm to carry 

out a mid-term review/evaluation of the program. The evaluation team will conduct this mid-

term evaluation in accordance with the framework laid out in the Monitoring and Evaluation 

Plan, the indicators listed in the program agreement, and subsequent amendments, relying on 

the program’s baseline evaluation and monitoring data.  

 

II. GOAL OF THE EVALUATION 

The mid-term evaluation aims to review and assess the program’s performance to date as it 

relates to program implementation, goals, objectives and activities. The goal is to gain an 

understanding of what the program has achieved so far, whether it is likely that the program 

will achieve its targets and objectives and what can be learnt from it, and provide 

recommendations on how to improve program’s performance. The mid-term evaluation should 

also pay close attention to gender and social inclusion dynamics to ensure that considerations 

related to gender and social inclusion are factored into recommendations made to improve the 

program. 

 

 

III. SCOPE OF WORK 

 

The mid-term assessment design should accommodate and address the following elements:  

 

1. Assess performance to-date with respect to relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, 

and sustainability as defined below; 

2. Identify particular trends and potential relationships between data collected; 

3. Assess the performance of stakeholders (Ministry of Education (MOE), Departmental 

Inspector of Education and Training, Government Agency in Charge of Early 

Childhood Development (ANPECTP), Services Departementaux de l’Agriculture 

(SDA), Parent Associations (PAs), etc.); 

4. Provide a clear picture of project successes and failures to-date; 

5. Examine the strength of the relationships between program activities and results;  

6. Assess the pertinence of project design to the problems the project is aiming to solve 

through the achievement of its objectives; 

7. Assess the likelihood of attainment of targets and objectives; 

8. Develop lessons learnt and strategies for performance improvement; 

9. Provide a quality check of the M&E system and monitoring activities. 

 

Relevance: the extent to which the project interventions met the needs of the project 

beneficiaries and is aligned with Senegal’s and US Government’s development goals, 

objectives, and strategies. Relevance should also address the extent to which the project was 

designed taking into account the economic, cultural, and political context and existing relevant 

program activities. 

Effectiveness: the extent to which the project is likely to achieve its objectives. Effectiveness 

should also assess the extent to which the interventions are contributing to the expected results 

or objectives. 



  

4 
 

Efficiency: the extent to which the project resources (inputs) have led to the achieved results. 

An assessment of efficiency should also consider whether the same results could have been 

achieved with fewer resources or whether alternative approaches could have been adopted to 

achieve the same results. 

Impact: assessment of the medium and long-term effects, both intended and unintended, of a 

project intervention. Effects can be both direct or indirect and positive or negative. 

As this is a mid-term evaluation, attribution of effects to project interventions is not required, 

but attempts should be made to prove any likely contribution. 

 

Sustainability: assessment of likelihood that the benefits of the project will endure over time 

after the completion of the project. Sustainability should also assess the extent to which the 

project has planned for the continuation of project activities, developed local ownership for the 

project, and developed sustainable partnerships. 

 

 

IV. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

 

Counterpart is looking for innovative suggestions regarding the methodology design of this 

evaluation. Generally, Counterpart anticipates that this evaluation will take a mixed-methods 

approach, utilizing quantitative and qualitative methods and tools appropriate to the 

evaluation’s research questions. The qualitative methods will help address some of the 

limitations of the quantitative methods and provide contextual understanding and interpretation 

of the quantitative results. The evaluation should use participatory approaches to involve key 

stakeholders, including implementing partners, subcontractors, program participants, and 

USDA. The evaluation must show how gender integration and social inclusion are being applied 

to the approach and methodology. The data collection tools for this mid-term evaluation should 

be consistent with the tools developed during the baseline evaluation, the indicators outlined in 

Attachment E of the Award agreement with USDA (taking into account disaggregation by 

gender where indicated), and the USDA-approved M&E plans (including reading and numeracy 

assessments). 

As outlined in the approved M&E plan, the methodology section should include a cohort 

comparison for student beneficiaries and a pre-post comparison for teacher beneficiaries: 

 A Cohort Comparison Method will be used to assess beneficiary students’ literacy 

outcomes and health and nutrition knowledge and practices. This methodology 

measures improvement (change) over time of beneficiaries at later point in time relative 

to the initial state of non-beneficiaries before the program started. The student cohorts 

at baseline will serve as a comparison group for later cohorts of students. 

 A Pre-Post Comparison Method will be used to assess beneficiary teachers’ and 

mothers’ health and nutrition knowledge and practices.  This methodology will attempt 

to establish the impact of the program by tracking changes in outcomes for the same 

program beneficiaries over time using measures both before and after the program 

interventions.  
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The methods and tools used in this evaluation may include a combination of the following: 

Document review: The evaluator will find it useful to consult a broad range of background 

documents including project proposal, workplan, USDA-approved M&E Plan, USDA’s 

Monitoring and Evaluation Policy, etc. Besides project documents, Counterpart will support 

the evaluator’s efforts in obtaining secondary data. The package of briefing materials may 

include but are not limited to: 

1. USDA-approved Plan of Operation  and Performance Indicators (Attachments 

A and E of the program agreement) 

2. Semiannual  reports submitted to USDA 

3. Program Baseline Evaluation report 

4. Monitoring & Evaluation plan submitted to USDA 

5. Field visit reports from program staff and training reports 

6. FFE annual workplans 

7. M&E data base 

8. M&E data collection Tools 

9. MOU between Counterpart and communities 

10. School Hygiene, and Nutrition Guide 

11. National School Feeding Guidelines  

12. Annual reports 

13. School Selection Report 

14. Evaluation Report Food for Education – Matam 

 

Key Informant Interviews (KIIs): KIIs are suggested to be conducted with key stakeholders, 

including program staff, relevant USDA staff, relevant local government staff, relevant local 

partners staff, Counterpart relevant staff, and the community. 

 

Focus Group Discussion: It is anticipated that the evaluator will conduct multiple rounds of 

focus group discussions with local government staff, school administrators, teachers, parents, 

relevant local partners staff, Counterpart relevant staff, and the community (Ministry of 

Education, Departmental Inspector of Education and Training, Government Agency in Charge 

of Early Childhood Development (ANPECTP), Services Departementaux de l’Agriculture 

(SDA), PAs). 

 

Reading and Numeracy Assessments: The evaluator will develop and use an adaptation of the 

ASER-Reading Test (and the test’s administration instructions) to measure the program’s 

effects on students’ literacy outcomes. 

Survey: The evaluator will carry out a survey of beneficiaries to test and verify the integrity of 

the data collected. The evaluator will detail in the Methodology Plan whether an in-depth 

survey, more relevant for qualitative information, or a broad quantitative survey will be 

conducted, with supporting reasons. 

 

V. DELIVERABLES 

The evaluator is expected to provide Counterpart the following deliverables: 
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1) Mid-term Assessment Workplan: The evaluator will prepare/formulate the final evaluation 

questions, finalize the assignment timeline, clarify potential team members’ roles and 

responsibilities, and develop data collection methods, tools, and guidelines over the course of 

the two weeks following signature of the contract. Counterpart will support the evaluator’s 

efforts in obtaining information about the logistical and administrative procedures for the 

assignment.  

 

2) Methodology Plan: A strategy document that details the methodology that will be used, 

geographic and participant sampling structure, evaluative procedures and a quality assurance 

plan. The document will include a data analysis plan that details what procedures will be used 

to analyze data. Each data collection, analysis, and/or presentation tool, including the specific 

instruments, needs to be approved by Counterpart prior to the start of the evaluator’s field work. 

 

3) Draft Evaluation Report: Prior to the mid-term assessment debriefing, the evaluator will 

submit a rough draft of the evaluation report to Counterpart Headquarters, who will then 

provide preliminary comments. Based on the draft report and comments, potential meetings 

among evaluator and Counterpart will be scheduled to discuss the results. The report will 

outline the methodology used, overall analysis, and the conclusions of the mid-term assessment, 

and specific programmatic recommendations for ongoing or future programming. 

 

4) Debriefing: The evaluator will present the major findings of the final evaluation to 

Counterpart’s HQ and field program staff, USDA and other stakeholders. The debrief should 

also include recommendations, challenges encountered throughout the process and explain how 

they were overcome or not, as well as lessons learnt. The debriefing will also include pending 

data validation issues, if any, in order to ensure that all data has been collected and no further 

data collection is necessary. The debriefing will take place at a time and place agreed upon by 

both parties or via Skype, if needed.  

 

5) Final Report: The final report, not to exceed 40 pages (not including annexes, table of 

contents, and acronym list), should be concise and to the point, utilizing charts, graphs and 

diagrams where appropriate. In producing the final evaluation report, the evaluator will link 

findings to the data analyzed (all findings must be evidence-based). Those links must be clearly 

articulated in the report. Additionally, the conclusions will clearly relate to the findings. It may 

require back and forth consultation; payment will not be rendered until the report is approved. 

 

The following table outlines requirements for the final report: 

 

Final Report Requirements 

Report Length Maximum of 40 pages, excluding the Table of Contents, Acronym List, and 

Annexes and should be written in Times New Roman font size 12.  

Executive 

Summary 

Include an Executive Summary that provides a brief overview of the 

evaluation purpose, project background, evaluation questions, methods, 

findings, and conclusions. 

Questions Address all evaluation questions in the SOW. 
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Methods • Explain evaluation methodology in detail. 

• Disclose evaluation limitations, especially those associated with the 

evaluation methodology (e.g. selection bias, recall bias, etc.). 

NOTE: A summary of methodology can be included in the body of the 

report, with the full description provided as an annex. 

Findings • Present findings as analyzed facts, evidence and data supported by 

strong qualitative evidence. 

• Include findings that assess outcomes and impacts on males and 

females. 

• Table with all custom and standard indicator values 

Recommendations • Support recommendations with specific findings. 

• Provide recommendations that are action-oriented, practical, and 

specific. 

Annexes Include the following as annexes, at a minimum: 

• Statement of Work. 

• Full description of evaluation methods. 

• All evaluation tools (questionnaires, checklists, discussion guides, 

surveys, etc.). 

• A list of sources of information (key informants, documents 

reviewed, other data sources) 

• Clean, English-language quantitative data sets in Microsoft-Excel 

• Qualitative transcripts and notes of focus group discussions and 

key informant interviews 

Only if applicable, include as an annex Statement(s) of Differences 

regarding any significant unresolved differences of opinion on the part of 

funders, implementers, and/or members of the evaluator. 

Quality Control Assess reports for quality by including an in-house peer technical review 

with comments provided to the evaluator. 

 Transparency An English report should be submitted in electronic version to Counterpart 

for approval. 

 

All deliverables must be approved by Counterpart.  

 

VI. TIMELINE 

 

Counterpart anticipates the preparatory work and review of relevant reports and documents to 

be completed and the Mid-term Assessment Workplan submitted by April 20, 2017. The 

evaluator should expect to conduct the field work between April 25 and May 16, 2017.  

 

The first draft of the evaluation report is due to Counterpart by June 5, 2017. Once the draft is 

submitted, Counterpart has seven business days to review the report, raise concerns, provide 

comments, and send it back to the evaluator no later than close of business on June 15, 2017. 

The evaluator will then address Counterpart’s comments and concerns and submit a revised 

report to the Counterpart for Counterpart and the donor’s review. The finalized report is due no 
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later than June 21, 2017. If Counterpart is still not satisfied with the final report, then both CPI 

and the evaluator will negotiate a no cost extension to ensure both parties are satisfied with the 

final result.   

 

Item Deadline 

Selection of consultant and signing of contract April 7, 2017 

Submission of Mid-term Assessment Workplan: 

(Literature review, evaluation design including data 

collection and analysis methodology; draft sampling 

strategy, and intended respondents /key informants; 

quality assurance plan; Draft Evaluation Schedule; and 

Draft Data Collection Tools) 

April 20, 2017 

Field Work (Training of data collectors, testing of the 

data collection tools and calibrate, data collection and 

analyses) 

April 25 to May 16, 2017 

Debriefing on preliminary findings May 26, 2017 

Submission of first draft report  June 5, 2017 

Review and comment of first draft (subsequent drafts 

as necessary) by Counterpart International followed by 

review and comments by USDA 

June 15, 2017 

Submission of final report  June 30, 2017 

 

 

Throughout the mid-term assessment, there must be open communication between the evaluator 

and Counterpart through phone calls, emails, text messages, Skype calls, or face-to-face 

meetings for effective coordination between both parties and to ensure that potential issues are 

resolved in a timely manner. Any anticipated changes to the plan during the course of the 

evaluation must be a submitted in writing and be approved by Counterpart.  

 

VII. KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Some key evaluation questions are organized around the five program dimensions to be 

evaluated (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, performance, and sustainability) and presented 

below. Appropriate disaggregation must be applied throughout all research questions such as 

disaggregation by sex and other factors in-line with the program’s M&E plan.  

A. Questions related to implementation and relevance: 
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 To what extent is the program implemented as designed (e.g., lunches and trainings 

delivered)? 

 To what extent did the program design and activities reflect the needs of the project 

beneficiaries?  

 How relevant is the program given the economic, cultural, gender, and political 

context?  

 To what extent did the project take into account the existing government strategic 

framework in terms of the thematic areas tackled by the project? 

 

B. Questions related to effectiveness and performance: 

 What were the root causes children did not enroll in school (disaggregated by sex 

and department)? 

 What were the root causes for student low attendance (disaggregated by sex and 

department)? 

 What were the root causes for drop-out rates (disaggregated by sex and department)? 

 Has there been a change in student enrollment, attendance and drop-out rates since 

the start of the project for male and female students per school, per department? 

 To what extent is the program effective at increasing student enrollment and 

attendance? At decreasing student drop-out rates? (disaggregated by sex, school and 

department) 

 To what extent is the program effective at increasing student literacy and numeracy 

outcomes?  

 To what extent do beneficiaries perceive the community farm activities as helpful 

in supporting the management and maintenance of school canteens and school 

feeding activities? 

 To what extent is the program successful in improving student knowledge and 

behavior about nutrition, health, and sanitation? 

 To what extent do beneficiary perceive the establishment of Moringa plantations as 

helpful in improving nutrition among school-aged children?  

 To what extent is the program successful at improving school teacher and mothers’ 

knowledge and behavior about nutrition, health, and sanitation?  

 Were there any unintended or indirect impacts?  

 

C. Questions related to efficiency: 

 How much return, in terms of project results, did USDA resources yield?  

 Could other implementation strategies have achieved more with the same resources?  

 

D. Questions related to sustainability: 

 What steps/actions/ inputs are required to realize full sustainability of activities 

beyond the life of project?  

 What are the challenges and successes of the program activities and what lessons 

can be drawn for the future sustainability of the program? 

 To what extent will project activities continue with the absence of support from both 

USDA and Counterpart?  

 

VIII. SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OF THE EVALUATION 
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The following points below highlight areas of specific interests for the evaluation. The 

questions listed below are not exhaustive and do not necessarily cover all of the evaluation 

objectives. They are meant to guide the evaluator in setting the focus of this evaluation.  

 

 

Beneficiary School Selection 

 

Evaluate whether or not the selection of the beneficiary schools by the project followed a 

sound and efficient process, specifically in terms of: a) selecting the schools that had the most 

needs, b) time and resource efficiency of the process, and c) identifying and securing adequate 

participation from the schools, and make recommendations for future programs.  

Revisit the selection criteria of beneficiary schools, the strengths and weaknesses of the 

governing structures and sustainability potentials and risks. 

Important Questions:  

1. How effective was the school selection process? 

2. What are the contributions of the different actors (school administrators and teachers, 

cooks, inspectors, PA,) to program implementation and sustainability? 

3. What are the perceptions of the different actors on program implementation and 

sustainability? 

4. What are the difficulties faced by these actors in program implementation and 

sustainability? 

5. How can the present program be reoriented to meet the aspirations of these actors? 

 

Activity 1: Capacity Building of Education Authorities at the Local, Regional, and 

National Level 

Revisit performance through needs identification, training, monitoring and evaluation of 

teachers with effect on teaching for a higher quality education. 

Important Questions: 

1. How effective was the process of identifying training needs? 

2. How relevant were the identified needs to program objectives? 

3. Did the different training modules tie with identified needs? 

4. What has been the impact of the training on the quality of teaching? 

5. How appropriate is the follow-up mechanism of trained teachers? 

6. What other difficulties do these trained teachers still encounter in their daily duties? 

7. What measures need to be taken to ensure sustained improvement in teaching quality 

within FFE beneficiary schools? 

Activity 2: Construction of School Infrastructure:  
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Revisit program performance and evaluate the degree of achievements in relation to expressed 

needs, beneficiary participation, the quality of infrastructures and the degree of use of the 

infrastructures. Also revisit strengths and weaknesses identified and make recommendations 

for improvements in management of the program and implementation strategy. 

 

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent was the number of infrastructures realized both in terms of quality and 

in quantity helpful with regards to programming during the period under review?  

2. How effective is the selection process of beneficiaries of project infrastructures? What 

are the strengths and weaknesses? 

3. To what extent were the infrastructures ready for use within the required period in 

relation to the stipulated provisions? What lessons can be learnt with regards to the 

control and supervision of construction works? 

4. What are the strategies put in place by the various schools to ensure proper maintenance 

of the new infrastructures? What are the chances of durability of these infrastructures? 

5. What significant differences exist in terms of cost and quality between program 

infrastructures and those of other partners in the schools? What lessons can be learnt? 

6. What is the degree of use of the new infrastructures? 

7. Did the construction of the new infrastructures have any impact on school enrollment 

and attendance? 

8. Has there been an improvement in reading fluency and comprehension skills due to 

new/renovated school infrastructure? 

9. What is the attitude of the communities vis-à-vis their role and responsibilities in the 

realization of these activities? What are the pertinent lessons that were learnt from this 

experience? 

10. What changes could the program have made to maximize chances of success? 

 

Activity 3: Construction of latrines and water station systems 

Revisit program performance and evaluate the degree of achievements in relation to expressed 

needs, beneficiary participation, the quality of latrines and water station systems and the degree 

of use of the latrines and water station systems. Also revisit strengths and weaknesses identified 

and make recommendations for improvements in management of the program and 

implementation strategy. 

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent was the number of latrines and water station systems realized both in 

terms of quality and in quantity helpful with regards to programming during the period 

under review?  

2. How effective is the selection process of beneficiaries of project latrines and water 

station systems? What are the strengths and weaknesses? 

3. To what extent were the latrines and water station systems ready for use within the 

required period in relation to the stipulated provisions? What lessons can be learnt with 

regards to the control and supervision of construction works? 
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4. What are the strategies put in place by the various schools to ensure proper maintenance 

of the new latrines and water station systems? What are the chances of durability of 

these latrines and water station systems? 

5. What significant differences exist in terms of cost and quality between program latrines 

and water station systems and those of other partners in the schools? What lessons can 

be learnt? 

6. What is the degree of use of the new latrines and water station systems? 

7. Did the construction of the new latrines and water station systems have any impact on 

school enrollment and attendance? 

8. Has there been an improvement in reading fluency and comprehension skills due to 

new/renovated school latrines and water station systems? 

9. What is the attitude of the communities vis-à-vis their role and responsibilities in the 

realization of these activities? What are the pertinent lessons that were learnt from this 

experience? 

10. What changes could the program have made to maximize chances of success? 

 

Activity 4: Equip schools with energy saving stoves, canteen equipment and materials 

Revisit the execution calendar and evaluate activities in relation to initially expressed needs; 

give explanations for every difficulty identified, make recommendations for changes in the 

implementation and sustainability strategy of energy saving stoves, canteen equipment and 

materials provided by the project. Delays to this activity were in part due to the fact that 

Counterpart was unable to find local expertise to implement the activity as planned and 

therefore decided to procure and equip all 270 school canteens with improved energy saving 

stoves. This activity started in FY17 and is expected to be completed around April 2017. The 

midterm evaluation should seek to address the delays in installing the energy saving stoves and 

possible impacts to the program. 

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent were the energy saving stoves, canteen equipment and materials ready 

for use within the required period in relation to the stipulated provisions?  

2. What are the strategies put in place by the various schools to ensure proper maintenance 

of the energy saving stoves and canteen equipment and materials? What are the chances 

of durability of these energy saving stoves, canteen equipment and materials? 

3. What significant differences exist in terms of cost and quality between program energy 

saving stoves, canteen equipment and materials and those of other partners in the 

schools? What lessons can be learnt? 

4. What is the degree of use of the energy saving stoves, canteen equipment and 

materials?  

5. What are the expected or unexpected effects of the sustainability plan in the schools? 

6. What are the possible impacts of the delays with the installation of energy saving stoves 

to the program? 

 

Activity 5: Good health and nutrition practices 
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Revisit program performance and evaluate the implementation of the training on the existing 

School Health and Nutrition Guide (SH&NG) for directors and teachers in the schools; the use 

of SH&NG as tools for the teachers and as a pedagogical resource in the St. Louis teacher 

training school administration; “health, nutrition, and hygiene weeks” in schools; and mural 

competitions promoting healthy behavior in good nutrition, hygiene and sanitation practices in 

schools. Identify strengths and weaknesses and make recommendations towards improving the 

management and the implementation strategy of good health and nutrition practices.   

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent did project interventions in the health domain (construction of latrines, 

training on the existing SH&NG, health, nutrition and hygiene weeks, mural 

competitions, hand washing facilities, etc.) bring significant changes to the hygiene and 

sanitation status of the school students and cooks? 

2. To what extent is the SH&NG being implemented? 

3. What modifications are needed to be made by the program in order to improve the 

quality of program delivery? 

 

Activity 6: Training in Food preparation and storage practices 

Revisit program performance and evaluate the rules of the school feeding management 

committee on managing and securing donated commodities, organizing cooking schedules and 

procuring supplemental food and cooking supplies; training of trainers (TOT) trainings on the 

topics of commodity inventory management, food preparation, and food storage practices; 

capacity building in appropriate food preparation hygiene ; distribution of copies of the 

National School Feeding Guidelines developed jointly by Counterpart International and other 

development partners ; training in preparing nutritious meals with recipes using the donated 

commodities, measuring rations, applying good food hygiene practice, and effectively planning 

school meals. 

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent are the TOT trainings on the topics of commodity inventory 

management, food preparation, and food storage practices and capacity building in 

appropriate food preparation hygiene being implemented? 

2. To what extent did the distribution of copies of the National School Feeding Guidelines 

bring significant changes to the commodity inventory management, organizing cooking 

schedules?  

3. What modifications are needed to be made by the program in order to improve the 

quality of program delivery? 

 

Activity 7: Provide access to Health Interventions 

Revisit program performance and evaluate the deworming medicine and multi-vitamins 

distribution in schools by the Government of Senegal (GoS) Saint-Louis Regional Medical 

office during deworming campaigns that are organized every six months throughout the region, 

moringa plantations and the process of moringa powder from dried moringa in schools with our 
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partner Peace Corps Volunteers (PCV) in Senegal and food fortification with moringa powder. 

As there were delays of the deworming campaign by the GoS Saint Louis Regional Medical 

office, the midterm evaluation should seek to address those delays and possible impacts to the 

program.3 Identify strengths and weaknesses and make recommendations towards improving 

moringa added-value chain activities from the floor to food. 

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent did project interventions in the deworming medicine and multi-vitamins 

bring significant changes to the access to preventive health by the school students, 

teachers and cooks? 

2. To what extent are the moringa plantations being implemented? 

3. To what extent did the delays in the distribution of the deworming medicine and the 

Vitamin A supplements impact the program? 

4. What modifications are needed to be made by the program in order to improve the 

quality of program delivery? 

5. What are other suggestions for PCV to improve their service delivery? 

 

Activity 8: School Feeding   

Revisit the program and evaluate the process and distribution of food items in relation to initial 

needs expressed; the management of stock in the warehouses; the mobilization of community 

contributions in school granaries; and identify strengths and weaknesses and make 

recommendations for improvement of management of the program. 

Important Questions: 

1. To what extent did the food items reach the schools on time? What are the lessons to be 

drawn from the transportation process? 

2. Were the food items distributed on time and in sufficient quantities to school students? 

3. Are the stocking conditions, management and control of food items in the schools 

adequate? What are the improvements that can be made to the system? 

4. How relevant was the training on commodity management? 

5. How relevant were the trainings on food preparation, storage and hygiene? 

6. What difficulties are faced by PAs and school authorities in food preparation and how 

can improvements be made? 

7. How acceptable are the donated food commodities to the beneficiaries? 

8. Have school feedings had a significant influence on enrollment, attendance and school 

success rates? 

9. What are the strengths and weaknesses in the relationship between the PA, community, 

Ministry of Education (MOE) and the FFE Team in the execution of school feeding 

program activities? 

                                                           
3 On July 27, 2016 Counterpart International handed over 300,000 tablets of deworming medication and 
Vitamin A to the Government of Senegal’s Saint Louis Regional Medical Office to be used during deworming 
campaigns that are organized every six months throughout the Region. However, due to administrative 
setbacks, the deworming campaigns took place January 3-6, 2017.  
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10. What changes can the program make to increase community and Ministry of Education 

National Division for School Canteen participation with regards to moving towards the 

implementation of a local and indigenous school feeding program? 

 

Activity 9: Establish Community Farming 

Revisit program emphasizing on selection criteria, final choice of community farming. As 

concerns the execution of the sustainability plan and the mobilization of community in the 

farming, revisit the execution calendar and evaluate activities especially in relation to initially 

expressed needs; give explanations for every difficulty identified, make recommendations for 

changes in the sustainability strategy and the mobilization of local labor in farming. 

Important Questions: 

1. How were the selection criteria developed? How transparent was the selection process? 

To what extent was the sustainability plan executed?  

2. Are there moves to put in place a sustainable program?  

3. What are the expected or unexpected effects of the sustainability plan in the schools? 

Was the exploitation plan put in place understood by the population?  

4. Was the mobilization of community labor convenient? What are the lessons to be learnt? 

What strategies can be put in place to ensure success?  

5. What are the strengths and weaknesses in the relationship between the communities, 

PA, and FFE team in the execution of program activities?  

6. What changes can be made by the program to increase community /government or local 

council’s participation in the program? 

7.  What other elements could be integrated to foster an indigenous school feeding 

program? 

Activity 10: Promote Teacher Attendance 

Revisit program performance and evaluate advocacy workshops to reduce teacher absences 

related to teacher’s administrative duties; recognition events for exemplary teacher.  

 

Important Questions: 

1. How effective was the process of identifying advocacy workshop needs?  

2. How relevant were the identified needs to program objectives? 

3. Did the different topics in advocacy workshop tie with identified needs? 

4. What has been the impact of the advocacy workshop on increasing teacher attendance? 

5. How were the criteria developed for selecting the recipient of teacher recognition? 

6. How transparent was the selection process? 

7. How appropriate is the follow-up mechanism of trained or sensitized teachers for reduce 

absences? 

8. What other difficulties do these trained or sensitized teachers still encounter in their 

administrative duties? 

9. What measures need to be taken to ensure sustained improvement in promoting teacher 

attendance within FFE beneficiary schools? 
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Activity 11: Parent Association training 

Revisit performance through needs identification, training, monitoring and evaluation of Parent 

Associations (PA) with effect on governance and management of participating schools, 

assessment of competition among PAs created in order to share best practices in the design and 

management of sustainable activities that benefit the schools, such as granaries, canteens, and 

community farms. 

Important Questions: 

1. How effective was the process of identifying training needs? 

2. How relevant were the identified needs to program objectives? 

3. Did the different training modules tie with identified needs? 

4. What has been the impact of the training on the quality of the design and management 

of sustainable activities? 

5. How appropriate is the follow-up mechanism of trained PAs? 

6. What other difficulties do these trained PAs still encounter in their daily duties? 

7. What measures need to be taken to ensure sustained improvement in design and 

management of sustainable activities within FFE beneficiary schools? 

8. How were the criteria developed for selecting the competition winner? 

9. How transparent was the selection process? 

Crosscutting Activity: Monitoring and Evaluation of Program Activities 

Revisit progress indicators for all program components and data collection tools with relations 

to their appropriateness, reliability and validity to the program and their ability to measure and 

capture changes. Examine progress made as per indicator taking into consideration certain 

constraints like logistics, time and available resources. Evaluate the use of program 

management of information from baseline, and that of program M&E. Make recommendations 

for changes, fine-tuning or addition of indicators or the data collection tools.  

 

Important Questions: 

 

1. How appropriate and timely was the baseline study carried out prior to program start-

up?  

2. How relevant are the monitoring tools and the indicators table for the measurement and 

demonstration of changes? What are some of the changes that can be made to make 

them more user-friendly? 

3. How effective and efficient are the data collection tools being used by project with 

respect to reliability, accuracy, timeliness, validity and integrity? 

4. To what extent are project stakeholders comfortable with the data collection tools? 

5. How efficient is the data /indicator analyses process? 

6. To what extent were the monitoring tools for data collection available in schools on time 

and in sufficient quantities? 

7. Was the frequency of data collection, supervision of activities sufficient and well 

planned? 

8. Was data collected transmitted on time and in the sufficient quantities for processing? 

What are the lessons to be learnt? 
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9. To what extent did the teachers and PAs participate in data collection and transmission 

to FFE program? 

10. What is the perception of teachers involved in M&E activities vis-à-vis their normal 

roles and responsibilities? 

11. To what extent is the information collected pertinent to program management and the 

measurement of changes?  

12. To what extent is the information collected used in program management? How is the 

data collected currently being used? How can the usage be improved upon?  

13. How efficient is the information exchange mechanism between program staff, different 

parties, the communities and the main beneficiaries at different levels? 

14. How is data storage done vis-à-vis its availability for future decision making? 

 

IX. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

The evaluator will coordinate with Counterpart HQ’s Program Officer, Regional Director,  

Monitoring and Evaluation Officer and  Counterpart Senegal Country Representative in regards 

to the overall scope, direction, and completion of this assignment. USDA will provide directives 

as needed along with feedback on the initial draft, to be included in the final report. 

Counterpart HQ Regional Director, Program Officer, Gender Technical Specialist, Monitoring 

and Evaluation Officer and Counterpart Senegal Country Representative  will provide all 

relevant reports, data and related information necessary to prepare the evaluator for the 

assignment. And as required, Counterpart HQ staff will coordinate with program staff to 

facilitate potential meetings with all relevant stakeholders during the field visit in Senegal. 

Counterpart HQ Regional Director is responsible for approving evaluation deliverables. 

 

Payment will be based on the following milestones: 

Milestone Payment 

Mid-term Assesment Workplan and Methodology Plan Submission  20 % of the total 

Draft Evaluation Report Submission  30 % of the total 

Debriefing  15% of the total 

Final report submitted and approved; all data handed over to CPI 35 % of the total 

 

X. PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS 

 

The applicant shall submit a full technical proposal to Counterpart via an electronic submission 

with the following documents: 

1. Qualifications:  
a. Resume/CV of the lead consultant that demonstrates at least 5-7 years of solid 

experience working on or leading USG-funded program/project mid-term and/or 
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final evaluations or similar work, preferably in the region. Prior experience 

working in Senegal is a plus.  

b. Resume/CV of the lead consultant that demonstrates expertise in literacy and/or 

school feeding programs. 

c. To the extent possible, the evaluator will be gender-balanced.  

d. Ability to hire experienced enumerators that are proficient in French and Wolof. 

e. Ability to work within the international and multicultural environment. 

f. Native French speaker, or near-native level command of French is required and 

Wolof speaker is highly desirable. If the proposal is submitted by a consortium of 

partners, qualifications of each proposed partner should be presented. Consultant 

must also demonstrate familiarity and experience with designing and managing 

qualitative research designs.  

 

2. References: The applicant is required to submit three references with email and telephone 

contact information related to past experiences of evaluation research. 

 

3. Proposed methodology and structure of the evaluation, which will include: 

 Proposed sampling methodology 

 Proposed evaluation design with a detailed description of tools to be used  

 Team composition and structure  

 Quality control method and tools 

 

4. Workplan, which will include: Detailed timeline of activities – in days, required for each 

stage of the mid-term assessment. 

 

5. Budget: An itemized budget in US dollars.  

 

 

XI. PROPOSAL EVALUATION  

 

Proposals for this Mid-term assessment will be evaluated on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Evaluation Criteria Score 

Consultant prior experience in similar work 25 points 

Proposed overall methodology 25 points 

Proposed sampling method 15 points 

Quality of data-collection and data-entry procedures 10 points 

Timeframe for delivery of Evaluation deliverables 5 points 

Methods of quality control 10 points 

Budget 10 points 

Total Score:                                    100 points 
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When drafting the proposal, the Consultant/Firm should be careful to include all 

information requested above. Failure to submit a complete application will result in the 

rejection of the proposal.  

 

All questions pertaining to this RFP must be submitted by 12:00 noon EST on March 13th  , 

2017. Questions may be submitted, in written form, to: 

ffecounterpartsenegal@counterpart.org.  Questions will be answered within three (3) business 

days via email. Questions and answers will be posted publically.  

 

XII. INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUBMITTING THE PROPOSAL 

 

Please submit the proposal via email as a Word and/or PDF document to: 

ffecounterpartsenegal@counterpart.org. Please include in the subject “Senegal MGD-FFE 

Mid-term assessment.” 

 

The proposal submission deadline is March 24th, 2017 at 11:59 p.m. EST. Proposals 

received after this date will not be considered. 

 

The selected Consultant/Firm is expected to start work on the mid-term assessment on 

or around April 7th, 2017.  

mailto:counterpartsenegal@counterpart.org
mailto:counterpartsenegal@counterpart.org
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ANNEX A: MGD Results Frameworks #1 and #2 

 

MGD SO1: Improved Literacy of School-
Age Children

MGD 1.1: Improved Quality of 
Literacy Instruction

MGD 1.2: Improved 
Attentiveness

MGD 1.3: Improved Student 
Attendance

MGD 1.1.1: More 
Consistent Teacher 

Attendance

Activity 1. 
Promote 
Teacher 

Attendence

Activity 2. 
Capacity Building 

of Education 
Authorities at 

the Local, 
Regional, and 
National Level

MGD SO2: Increased Use of Health 
and Dietary Practices

Foundational 
Results

MGD 1.4.1: Increased Capacity of 
Government Institutions

Activity 1. Promote Teacher Attendance
Activity 2. Capacity Building of Education 
Authorities at the Local, Regional, and 
National Level

McGovern-Dole 
Results Framework #1

McGovern-Dole 
Results Framework #1

MGD 1.1.4: 
Increased Skills and 

Knowledge of 
Teachers

MGD 1.1.5: 
Increased Skills and 

Knowledge of 
School 

Administrators

MGD 1.2.1: 
Reduced Short-

Term Hunger

MGD 1.2.1.1/ 
1.3.1.1: Increased 

Access to Food

Activity 6. 
School 

Feeding

Activity 7. 
Establish 

Community 
Farming

MGD 1.3.1: Increased 
Economic and 

Cultural Incentives 
(Or Decreased 

Incentives)

MGD 1.3.2: Reduced 
Health-Related 

Absences

MGD 1.3.3: Improved 
School Infrastructure

MGD 1.3.5: Increased 
Community 

Understanding of 
Benefits of Education

Activity 3. 
Construct 

Latrines and 
Water Station 

Systems

Activity 4. 
School 

Infrastructure

Activity 5. 
Parent 

Association 
Training

MGD 1.4.3: Increased 
Government Support

MGD 1.4.4: Increased 
Engagement of Local 

Organizations and Community 
Groups

Activity 2. Capacity Building of Education 
Authorities at the Local, Regional, and 
National Level

Activity 1. Promote Teacher Attendance
Activity 2. Capacity Building of Education 
Authorities at the Local, Regional, and 
National Level
Activity 5. Parent Association Training
Activity 6. School Feeding
Activity 7. Establish Community Farming

MGD 1.3.4: Increased 
Student Enrollment

Activity 6. 
School 

Feeding

Activity 2. 
Capacity Building 

of Education 
Authorities at 

the Local, 
Regional, and 
National Level

Activity 7. 
Establish 

Community 
Farming

MGD 1.4.2: Improved Policy and 
Regulatory Framework

Activity 1. Promote Teacher Attendance
Activity 8. Good Health and Nutrition 
Practices
Activity 9. Training in Food Preparation and 
Storage Practices
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MGD SO2: Increased Use of Health and 
Dietary Practices

MGD 2.1: Improved 
Knowledge of Health and 

Hygiene Practices

Foundational 
Results

MGD 2.7.1: Increased Capacity of 
Government Institutions

McGovern-Dole 
Results Framework #2

McGovern-Dole 
Results Framework #2

Activity 8. Good Health and Nutrition 
Practices
Activity 9. Training in Food Preparation 
and Storage Practices
Activity 10. Provide Access to 
Preventative Health Interventions

MGD 2.2: Increased 
Knowledge of Safe Food 

Prep and Storage Practices

MGD 2.3: Increased 
Knowledge of Nutrition

MGD 2.4: Increased 
Access to Clean Water and 

Sanitation Services

MGD 2.5: Increased 
Access to Preventative 
Health Interventions

MGD 2.6: Increased 
Access to Requisite Food 
Prep and Storage Tools 

and Equipment

Activity 8. Good 
Health and 
Nutrition 
Practices

Activity 9. 
Training in Food 
Preparation and 

Storage 
Practices

Activity 3. 
Construct 

Latrines and 
Water Station 

Systems

Activity 11. 
Equip Schools 
with Energy 

Saving Stoves, 
Canteen 

Equipment and 
Materials

MGD 2.7.2: Improved Policy and 
Regulatory Framework

MGD 2.7.4: Increased 
Engagement of Local 

Organizations and Community 
Groups

Activity 8. Good Health and Nutrition 
Practices
Activity 10. Provide Access to 
Preventative Health Interventions

Activity 8. Good Health and Nutrition 
Practices
Activity 11. Equip Schools with Energy 
Saving Stoves, Canteen Equipment and 
Materials

Activity 8. Good 
Health and 
Nutrition 
Practices

Activity 10. 
Provide Access 
to Preventative 

Health 
Interventions

 


