
SPECIFIC TERMS OF REFERENCE 

MID-TERM EVALUATION OF IMPROVING SECONDARY EDUCATION IN MALAWI (ISEM) PROGRAMME
FWC SIEA 2018- LOT 4 : HUMAN DEVELOPMENT AND SAFETY NETS
EuropeAid/138778/DH/SER/multi

1.0 
BACKGROUND

1.1
 Relevant country/sector background

Malawi is a low income country with a population of approximately 17 million and has had a democratic system of government in place since 1994. The UNDP Human Development Index currently ranks Malawi 174th out of 187 countries. Despite considerable progress in social and human development over the last decade Malawi still faces challenges in maternal health, education and employment, as a result of systemic and structural deficiencies. Furthermore, the high fertility rate has also impacted socio-economic progress as public demand for social services, including education, has surpassed the level of investment for sustainable development. 

In terms of the Education sector, Malawi has made impressive strides in primary school enrolment since the introduction of Free Primary Education (FPE) in 1994. However, access to secondary education remains a big challenge, with a 35% transition rate from primary schools. According to the Education Management Information Systems (EMIS) Report (2017), neither classroom construction, teaching and learning materials nor teacher training has kept pace with the demand for secondary education. The pupil teacher: classroom ratio and the pupil: textbook ratio has fallen far short of the policy target ratios of 60:1 and 1:1 respectively. As a result, quality of education has also been comprised, particularly for rural schools in Malawi. Despite the Education sector receiving the largest share of the national budget (18% in Fiscal Year 2017/18); the largest proportion of this goes to primary education, mainly catering for teachers' salaries. General governance and management of education also remains weak and highly centralized.
The EU selected 'Secondary Education and Vocational Education and Training' as a new focal sector for the 2014-2020 National Indicative Programme (NIP) - 11th European Development Fund (EDF) for Malawi. The total envelope available for this sector is 168.6 M EUR. Two programmes have so far been prepared under this focal sector: Improving Secondary Education in Malawi (ISEM) and Skills and Technical Education Programme (STEP) – the programme under evaluation. As such a total of 100 M EUR remains to be committed to supporting Secondary Education and TEVET in Malawi.
1.2 
The programme to be evaluated

Programme: Improving Secondary Education in Malawi (ISEM). Cris no. 2015/037-756
In response to the above challenges, secondary education was identified as one of the main focal areas under the 11th EDF National Indicative Programme (NIP) for the period 2014 to 2020 for support in order to contribute towards the achievement of Malawi’s socio-economic development goals. A Financing Agreement for ISEM was signed with the Government of Malawi on 20th October 2015, and implementation commenced in August 2016.
ISEM provides a comprehensive range of supports to the secondary sub-sector by responding to:

· Increasing access through rehabilitation and expansion of infrastructure, mainly in Community Day Secondary Schools,  and provision of bursaries for girls and vulnerable students;
· Quality and relevance needs through the provision of teacher training support and the provision of teaching and learning materials to schools, and support to the rollout of the entire Secondary Curriculum;

· Governance needs through support to capacity building and Decentralization of the secondary sub-sector. 
In addition, technical workshops in 12 secondary schools (wood work, metal work and technical drawing) will be rehabilitated and equipped in order to render them functional again. The objective of this is to enhance the technical skills of secondary students and provide linkages to the similar developments in training for the construction sector being supported by a sister EU project on Skills and Technical Education Programme (STEP). 

1.3 
Programme Stakeholders

The key beneficiaries of ISEM include the secondary school students, teachers, education managers at central, division, district and school levels, the Ministry of Education Science and Technology (Moest) particularly the Directorate of Secondary Education as well as linked institutions including Domasi College of Education and Malawi Institute of Education.

A Project Steering Committee (PSC) has been set up for ISEM to; 

i. provide policy direction and guidance for the overall implementation of the programme; 

ii. Review and endorse the Programme Estimates, monitoring and progress reports, and 

iii. to facilitate coordination between the three main institutions managing the programme

The PSC is comprised of the main stakeholders and counterparts of the programme and meets twice per annum.  The Chair of the PSC is the MoEST and membership includes: 

a. Ministry of Finance (the National Authorizing Officer Support Unit), 

b. the Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 

c. The Ministry of Gender, Children, Disability and Social Welfare,

d. the Ministry of Local Government, 

e. the Education infrastructure Management Unit (EIMU), and 

f. representatives of CSO 

g. the EU.  

2.0
DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSIGNMENT
	Type of evaluation
	Mid-term 

	Coverage
	The Action in its entirety

	Geographic scope
	Malawi

	Period to be evaluated
	The entire period of the Action from November 2015 to date 


2.1 
Global objective 
The global objective of this assignment is to conduct a Mid-term evaluation of the ISEM Programme in order to measure the achievement to-date against the programme indicators in all the implementation areas (as per its logical framework).
2.2 
Specific Objectives
Systematic and timely evaluation of its programmes and activities is an established priority of the European Commission.  The focus of evaluations is on assessment of achievements, the quality and the results of the programme in the context of an evolving cooperation policy with an increasing emphasis on result-oriented approaches. From this perspective, evaluations should look for evidence of why, whether or how these results are linked to the EU intervention and seek to identify the factors driving or hindering progress.

The evaluation should provide an understanding of the cause and effects links between inputs and activities, and outputs, outcomes and impacts.  Evaluations should serve accountability, decision-making, learning and management purposes.

The main objectives of this evaluation are to provide the relevant services of the European Union, the programme stakeholder and general public with:

· An overall assessment of the performance of ISEM

· Key lessons learned and recommendations in order to improve the programme and any future programmes.

In particular, this evaluation will serve to understand the performance of the Action, its enabling factors and those hampering a proper delivery of results in order to adjust its design or implementing modalities and to inform the planning of the future EU interventions and Actions in the same sector.

The main users of this evaluation will be the Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, the NAO Support Unit, the Grant Beneficiaries and the EU Delegation to Malawi.

 2.3 
Requested services, including suggested methodology

The contractor shall provide two specific services under this contract: 

1) Mid-term evaluation of the on-going ISEM programme 

2) Identification and formulation of the next EU programme in the Secondary Education sub-sector.

The assignment should be undertaken as one coherent assignment, but with two distinct and final deliverables.

It is expected that the new programme will take into account the recommendations and lessons learnt from the on-going programme.

PART I - Mid-term Evaluation of ISEM Programme

2.3.1.1
Scope of the Evaluation

The evaluation will assess the Action using the five standard DAC evaluation criteria, namely: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and early signs of impact. In addition, the evaluation will assess two EU specific evaluation criteria:

· the EU added value (the extent to which the Action adds benefits to what would have resulted from Member States' interventions only);

· the coherence of the Action itself, with the EU strategy in Malawi and with other EU policies and Member State Actions.

The contractor shall furthermore consider whether the following cross-cutting issues gender equality, good governance, environmental sustainability and combating HIV/AIDS were taken into account in the identification/formulation documents and the extent to which they have been reflected in the implementation of the Action and its monitoring.

The Issues to be discussed as formulated below are indicative and should be further refined in the Organisation and Methodology. Based on them and following initial consultations and documental analysis, the evaluation team will propose in their Inception Report a complete and finalised set of Evaluation Questions with indication of specific Judgement Criteria and Indicators, as well as the relevant data collection sources and tools.

Once agreed with the approval of the Inception Report, the Evaluation Questions will become contractually binding. 

2.3.1.2
Indicative Issues to be studied

An indicative list of Evaluation Questions s presented hereafter. The contractor is expected to critically reflect on them during the inception phase, and include them in the analysis of the assignment.

Relevance:

· To what extent are the objectives of the Programme still valid? To what extent do they still correspond with MoEST priorities?

· To review how well the design of ISEM responds to the needs and contexts of secondary education stakeholders and relevant institutions

· To what extent do the basic principles of EU development policy-promotion and protection of human rights, democracy, the rule of law, gender equality-correspond with the programme’s objectives?

· How important is the Programme for the target groups and to what extent does it address their needs and interests?

· Is the timescale and range of activities realistic with regard to the stakeholders’ capacities?

· Is the current design taking relevant cross-cutting issues sufficiently into account?

Efficiency

· Do the current outcomes of the Programme represent value for money?

· To what extent are outputs achieved with an economic use of resource/inputs (funds, expertise, time, administrative costs)?

· Are there alternative approaches that could have the same outcomes with lower costs?

· To what extent are the implementation modalities appropriate, satisfactory and acceptable, specifically division of components across three modalities with an overall coordination role for one?

· Is an activity schedule (or work plan) and a resources schedule (including funds) available, and used by the component managers?

· Are funds committed and spent in line with the implementation timescale?  If not why not?

· How well are component activities monitored by the component leads and are corrective measures taken timely?

· What planned outputs have been achieved to date?  Has logical sequence been used across components?  How well are outputs from programme result areas/components been coordinated coherently to achieve a unified output?

· What is the quality of outputs to date?

· To what extent have the inputs and resources been turned into results, in terms of quality, quantity and timing?

Effectiveness

· To what extent have the specific objectives and results of the Programme been achieved?  What are the tangible results?

· Are the activities and outputs consistent with the attainment of its objectives?

· What are the key parameters that have influenced the achievement of the objectives?

· What lessons learnt have to be taken into account for future similar programmes?

· Are the deliverables and expected results understood and valued by stakeholders?

Impact

· What real difference has the Programme made to beneficiaries? What outcomes support this so far? What is the impact of the Programme as a contribution to the overall situation of the target group?

· How many people have benefitted from the Programme?

· Are the problems that the programme is addressing alleviated?

· Does the programme contribute to reaching higher level objectives? What outputs support this so far?
· To what extent has the programme produced positive and negative effects, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

· To what extent was the Programme exemplary, created new structures and had a broad impact in terms of leverage?

· Were the various targets realistic?  Did the programme design need to be adjusted?  

Sustainability

· To what extent are the results and benefits likely to continue after the programme has been completed? What measures are being put in place to ensure sustainability?

· How is the sustainability of the Programme and its effects to be assessed?  What are the indicators?

· How well is the Programme contributing to institutional and management capacity of the stakeholders?

· What is the likelihood that the target groups will continue to make use of the results?

· What best practices emerged from the Programme implementation? Are they relevant in a Malawian context?

· What lessons can be learnt from the project implementation in order to improve performance, results, and effectiveness in the future?  What aspects of implementation could be improved?

Visibility

· To what extent are the objectives of EU visibility been applied consistently during Programme implementation and in line with the EU visibility guidelines?

· Have the Programme’s visibility efforts contributed to overall visibility of EU in Malawi?  In what way?

2.4

Phases of the Evaluation and required deliverables

The evaluation process will be carried out in three phases: Desk research, Field Visits and a synthesis phase.  Deliverables in the form of reports should be submitted at the end of each Phase as specified in the table below.

The submission of deliverables by the selected contractor will be performed through their uploading on the EVAL Module, an evaluation process management tool of the European Commission; the selected consultant will have access to online guidance in order to operate the module.

2.4.1
Overview of activities 

	Evaluation Phase
	Key activities
	Deliverables and meetings

	Inception Phase
	-Initial document/data collection and definition of evaluation methodology

-In –depth document analysis (focussed on the evaluation questions)

-Identification of information gaps and hypotheses to be tested in the field

-Design of the Field Phase

-Reconstruction of Intervention Logic and the Theory of Change incl. objectives, specific features and target beneficiaries

-Methodological design of the Field Phase
	-Kick-off meeting at EU Delegation 

-Inception Report

	Field Phase
	-Initial meetings in-country with Reference Group and other relevant stakeholders

-Gathering primary data through interviews and meetings

-data collection and analysis

-Interviews with key stakeholders
	-Field Report

-Slide presentation

-Debriefing with the EUD and Reference Group

	Synthesis Phase
	-Final analysis of findings (focus on evaluation questions)

-Formulation of the overall assessment, conclusions and recommendations

-Organisation of the final presentation at the debriefing meeting with the Reference Group and other key stakeholders
	-Draft Final Report

-Executive summary
-Final Report




2.4.2
Inception Phase

This phase aims at structuring the evaluation, clarifying key issues and conducting most of the document research required for the evaluation.

The phase will start with initial background study to be conducted by the evaluators from home base.  The analysis should include a brief synthesis of the existing literature relevant to the programme.  This is to ensure a more robust approach to identifying information gaps. The analysis of the relevant documents will be systematic and reflect the methodology developed and approved.

Further to the desk review, the evaluation team, will, in consultation with the Project Manager, reconstruct the Intervention Logic for ISEM. Base on the reconstructed Intervention Logic the evaluators will finalise the evaluation methodology, the Evaluation Questions, the definition of the judgement criteria and indicators, the selection of data collection tools and sources, and the planning of the next phases. They will also summarise their approach in an Evaluation Design Matrix, which will be included in the Desk Report.  Limitations to be faced during the evaluation exercise need to be discussed at this stage and mitigation measures defined.  

The Workplan for the overall ISEM Evaluation exercise will be presented and agreed in this phase; the workplan shall be in line with what is proposed in these ToR.  Any modification will be justified and agreed with the Project Manager.

Selected interviews with the Reference Group and key partners can be conducted during this phase to support the analysis of secondary sources.

The activities to be conducted during this phase should allow for the provision of preliminary responses to each evaluation question, indicating the information already gathered and its limitations. They should also identify the issues remaining to be covered and preliminary hypotheses to be tested.

During this phase also, the evaluation team will further define the evaluation tools to be used during the Field Phase and describe the preparatory steps already undertaken and those planned to be taken, including the list of people to be interviewed, dates and itinerary of visits, and allocation of tasks within the team.  
At the completion of the inception phase an Inception Report will be prepared; its contents are indicated in section 5.   

2.4.3.
Field Phase

The Field Phase starts after approval of the Inception Report by the Project Manager.  
The aim is to validate/or change the preliminary questions formulated during the Inception Phase. If any significant deviation from the agreed work plan is necessary these need to be discussed with the Project Manager at this stage.  

On the first day of the Field Phase, the evaluation team will hold a briefing meeting with the Reference Group
During the Feld Phase, the evaluation team shall ensure adequate contact and consultation with the different stakeholders; with the MoEST and its relevant institutions.  Throughout the mission the evaluation team will use the most reliable and appropriate sources of information, respect that some may offer information in confidence, and are sensitive to local social customs and environments.

At the end of the field phase, the evaluation team shall summarise its work, analyse the reliability and coverage of data collection, and present preliminary findings in a meeting with the Reference Group.

At the end of the Field Phase an Intermediary Report will be prepare; content indicated in section 5.

2.4.4
Synthesis Phase

This phase focusses on the preparation of the Final Report and involves the analysis of the data collected during the inception and field phases to finalise the answers to the Evaluation Questions and prepare the overall assessment, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation.

The evaluation team will present their findings in a single Report and Annexes, including conclusions and recommendations in accordance with the agreed structure (see Annex 3); a separate Executive Summary will also be produced.

The evaluation team will ensure that:

· Their assessments are objective and balanced, information is accurate and evidence- based and recommendations  practical and realistic;

· When drafting the report, they will acknowledge clearly where changes have already been made in the programme.

The team will deliver and present the Draft Final Report in Lilongwe to the Reference Group and discuss draft findings, conclusions and recommendations.   The Project Manager consolidates the comments expressed by the Reference Group members and sends them to the evaluation team for revision, together with a first version of the Quality Assessment Grid assessing the quality of the Draft Final Report.  The content of the Quality Assessment Grid will be discussed with the evaluation team to verify if further improvements are required.

The evaluation team will then finalise the Final Report and prepare the Executive Summary by addressing the relevant comments.  While potential quality issues or factual errors should be corrected, comments linked to diverging judgements may be either accepted or rejected; in the latter case the evaluation team will give written reasons.

2.5

Management and Steering of the Evaluation

The evaluation is managed by the Project Manager at the EU Delegation and this will be done with the assistance of a Reference Group consisting of members of the EU Delegation, the NAO Support Unit, Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, and the Team Leader of ISEM Technical Assistance team.

The Reference Group members' main functions are: 

· To facilitate contacts between the evaluation team and the EU services and external stakeholders. 

· To ensure that the evaluation team has access to and has consulted all relevant information sources and documents related to the Action.

· To define and validate the Evaluation Questions. 

· To discuss and comment on notes and reports delivered by the evaluation team. Comments by individual group members are compiled into a single document by the Project Manager and subsequently transmitted to the evaluation team.

· To assist in feedback on the findings, conclusions, lessons and recommendations from the evaluation.

· To support the development of a proper follow-up action plan after completion of the evaluation.

At the Contractor level

The contractor is expected to oversee the quality of the process, the evaluation design, the inputs and the deliverables of the evaluation. In particular, it shall:

· Support the Team Leader in its role, mainly from a team management perspective. In this regard, the contractor should make sure that for each evaluation phase specific tasks and deliverables for each team member are clearly defined.  

· Provide backstopping and quality control of the evaluation team’s work throughout the assignment.

PART II - IDENTIFICATION AND FORMULATION OF A NEW PROGRAMME
 As part of this assignment, the Action Document for a new programme in support of Secondary Education in Malawi should be prepared. It should take into account the lessons learned and recommendations emerging from the mid-term evaluation of the ongoing ISEM programme. The budget for the coming programme is expected to be around 40 M EUR and the implementation duration should be approximately 4 years. 

The objectives, results and activities of the new programme shall be elaborated in close collaboration with the Ministry of Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, the NAO Support Unit and the EU Delegation as well as other key stakeholders. 

The final output from this part of the assignment will be the final Action Document for the new programme in support of TEVET in Malawi. 

2.6 
Language of the Specific Contract

The language of the specific contract is to be English. 

3.0 
EXPERTISE REQUIRED AND ORGANIZATION AND METHODOLOGY
3.1 
Number of requested experts per category, number of working days per expert

Two (2) cat II experts are required for this assignment. One of the experts will be designated as Team Leader.

3.2
 Expertise required

The experts should both have at least Master's degree in a relevant field or similar professional experience. 

The minimum requirements of the team of experts for this contract are as follows:

Category II Expert - Team Leader

Minimum requirements

Qualifications

· Master’s degree in education,  social sciences, development studies or relevant field or equivalent professional experience

Experience

· At least 6 years work experience in the Education sector – preferably with a specific focus on secondary education

· Experience of governance and decentralisation of education systems

· Preferably previous work experience in sub-Saharan Africa

· Experience of conducting evaluations in at least  three previous education projects

· Previous experience in formulation of Education programmes 

· Thorough knowledge of EU project evaluation procedures would be an asset

· Excellent reporting and presentation skills.

Category II Expert

Qualifications

· Master’s degree in education,  social sciences, development studies or relevant field or equivalent professional experience

Experience
· At least 6 years work experience in the Education Sector, preferably in teacher education  

· Experience of Girls Education and Bursary Schemes

· Preferably previous work experience in sub-Saharan Africa

· Experience of conducting evaluations in at least  three previous education projects

· Thorough knowledge of EU project evaluation procedures would be an asset

· Excellent reporting and presentation skills.

Language skills of the Team

· Fluency in both written and oral English

3.3 
Presence of management team for briefing and/or debriefing

The presence of member(s) of the management team is not required for briefing or debriefing purposes.

3.4 
Specific Organization and Methodology (Technical offer)

The tenderers are expected to demonstrate their understanding of the ToR and provide a clear description and justification of the methodology that they propose to use for conducting the assignment in the Organisation and Methodology. In particular, the tenderers shall be aware that the evaluation must be based on gender-sensitive indicators to measure both qualitative and quantitative results, at all the levels of the Results Chain. The tenderers will specify how gender (and vulnerability) will be included among the criteria used to build-up the consultation sample and which data gathering and analysis tools (both qualitative and quantitative) will be designed to disaggregate and measure the results of the programme for both women and men.

Furthermore, the tenderer should make very clear how they expect to combine the evaluation of the current programme with the preparation of the next programme. 

Specific attention should be given to demonstrate that the contractor has a suitable system in place to perform Quality Review of the outputs before delivery.

4.0 

LOCATION AND DURATION 

4.1 
Starting period 

Provisional start of the assignment: 20th August 2018.

4.2 
`Foreseen duration 

Maximum duration of the assignment: 240 calendar days (including time for finalising all the required outputs). 

4.3 
Planning 

The Inception phase should start in Mid-August 2018 in view of completing the Field Phase of the evaluation by early September and submitting the draft version of the Final Mid-term Evaluation Report by end of September 2018. 

Immediately after submitting the draft Final Evaluation Report, the experts are required to undertake a second mission to Malawi for the identification and formulation of the next programme. This mission should take place in October and the final version of the Action Document should be submitted by beginning of November 2018.

Note that instead of two separate missions, it would also be possible for the experts to stay in Malawi for both the Mid-term evaluation of ISEM and formulation of the new programme if this is preferred. However, it is crucial to ensure enough time for both parts of the assignment.  

A minimum of 100 working days should be foreseen for the two experts. A minimum of 25 days of field work, to be carried out in Malawi, are to be planned for per expert. 

Indicative work plan:

	Activity
	Number of working days per expert
	Indicative dates
	Location

	PART I – EVALUATION

	Inception Phase 


	5
	20-24th August 2018
	Home based

	Submission of Inception report
	
	 24th August 2018
	

	Field Phase 
	15
	27th August - 14th September 2018
	Malawi

	Synthesis phase 
	10
	September 2018
	Home based

	Submission of draft final report
	
	21st September 2018
	

	Submission of Executive summary and final report
	
	 19th October 2018
	

	PART II - FORMULATION

	Action Document preparatory mission
	10
	8th -19th October
	Malawi

	Preparation Action Document
	10
	October
	Homebased

	Submission draft Action Document
	
	12th  November 2018
	

	Submission final Action Document
	
	07th December 2018
	

	Total number of working days
	50
	
	


As part of the technical offer, the framework contractor must fill-in the timetable in the Annex IV (to be finalised in the Inception Report). 

Attention is drawn to the fact that sufficient forward planning is needed in order to ensure active participation and consultation with government representatives and national stakeholders. 

Location(s) of assignment
The assignment will take place in Lilongwe, Malawi, with field visits around the country.

5.0 

REPORTING

5.1 
Content, timing and submission

The reports must match the highest quality standards. The text of the report should be illustrated, as appropriate, with maps, graphs and tables; a map of the area(s) of Action is required (to be attached as Annex).

It is crucial that the contractor ensures efficient back stopping and Quality review of the reports before submission to the EU Delegation. 

The format of the outputs should always follow the latest official formats/templates available. 

The evaluation team will submit the following reports:

	
	Maximum number of Pages (excluding annexes)
	Main Content
	Timing for submission

	Inception Report 
	15 pages
	· - Analysis and, if necessary, reconstruction of the Intervention logic and the Theory of Change of the Action.

· - Methodology for the evaluation

· - Evaluation Questions, judgement criteria and indicators

· - Evaluation Matrix

· - Data analysis and collection methods 

· - Work plan 

· - Stakeholder map

· - Field visit approach including the criteria to select the field visits 

· - Analysis of risks and of mitigating measures

· - Preliminary answer to each Evaluation question, with indication of the limitations of the available information

· - Issues still to be covered and assumptions to be tested


	End of Inception Phase

	Draft Final Report 
	30 pages
	· Cf. detailed structure in Annex III 


	End of Synthesis Phase

	Executive Summary 
	3 pages
	· Cf. detailed structure in Annex III 
	2 weeks after having received comments to the Draft Final Report.

	Final report 
	30 pages
	· Same specifications as of the Draft Final Report, incorporating any comments received from the concerned parties on the draft report that have been accepted
	2 weeks after having received comments to the Draft Final Report.

	Draft Action Document
	See template
	· See template
	3 weeks after submission of Final evaluation Report

	Final Action Document
	See template
	· See template
	2 weeks after having received comments to the Draft Final Report.


5.2 
Comments
For each report, the Project Manager will submit comments within 21 calendar days. The revised reports incorporating comments received from the Reference Group shall be submitted within 15 calendar days from the date of receipt of the comments. The evaluation team should provide a separate document explaining how and where comments have been integrated or the reason for non-integration of certain comments. 

5.3 
Language 

All reports shall be submitted in English.

5.4 
Number of copies
The final version of the Final Report will be provided in 3 paper copies and in electronic version (word and pdf). The draft versions of the outputs should be sent in word only. 

5.5 
Formatting of reports
All reports will be produced using Font Arial or Times New Roman minimum 11 and 12 respectively, single spacing.  The text must be aligned to both left and right margins (justified). The numbering and the layout of the headlines and body of the text must be coherent throughout the document. 

6.0 

INCIDENTAL EXPENDITURE

This is a global price contract. The tenderers shall indicate all costs related to the assignment, including per diems and an amount of 5000 EUR for local travels under point 2 (Other details) in the Financial Offer. 
In general the contract will be free from taxes and duties in Malawi, except for goods and services, purchased by the Consultant on the local market, on which taxes and duties have already been levied.

7.0 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The quality of the final report will be assessed by the Project Manager using the quality assessment grid provided in Annex V, which is a tool to review the quality of the Draft and the Final report. Its compilation will support/inform the Performance Assessment required in CRIS, in particular with reference to the third criterion 'Quality of Service' (and should the score be 2 or 3 a synthesis of the QAG comments can be pasted in the Comment box of the Performance Assessment).

� Contractors should describe how the action will contribute to the all cross cutting issues mentioned above and notably to the gender equality and the empowerment of women. This will include the communication action messages, materials and management structures.





