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[bookmark: _Toc225986964]1. General Background
[bookmark: _Toc225986965] 1.1 Peste Des Petits Ruminants (Ppr) Programme

Peste des Petits Ruminants (PPR) is a highly contagious viral disease affecting sheep, goats, and certain small wild ruminants, with significant socio-economic implications for livestock-dependent populations across Sub-Saharan Africa. Small ruminants are critical to food and nutrition security, income generation, and livelihood resilience, particularly for pastoral and agro-pastoral communities, women, and youth.

Notwithstanding progress in policy harmonisation, institutional coordination, and vaccination planning, PPR epidemiological patterns during the reporting period indicate persistent systemic constraints that continue to affect programme effectiveness. These include uneven and insufficient surveillance coverage, resulting in delayed outbreak detection and incomplete epidemiological intelligence; limited diagnostic and laboratory capacity, particularly in fragile and conflict-affected contexts; and recurrent cross-border transmission driven by transhumance, livestock trade, and seasonal animal movements, reflecting gaps in coordinated regional disease control.

In response, the European Union is financing the Pan-African Programme for the Eradication of PPR (2024–2027) with a total allocation of EUR 8 million. The Programme aims to strengthen continental and regional capacities for PPR control and eradication, safeguard the livelihoods of smallholder farmers and pastoralists, and protect the small-ruminant value chain.

The Programme is implemented by the African Union Commission through AU-IBAR and AU-PANVAC, in partnership with FAO, WOAH, the Regional Economic Communities (ECOWAS, ECCAS, IGAD/EAC and SADC), and the Departments of National Veterinary Services. It aims to strengthen institutional and technical capacities for effective engagement, coordination, and delivery of a continentally managed PPR eradication programme, with the financial support obtained from the European Union. It contributes directly to the Global PPR Eradication Programme (GEP) and is aligned with the Pan-African PPR Eradication Strategy, AU Agenda 2063, and the Livestock Development Strategy for Africa (LiDeSA).
[bookmark: _Toc225986966]1.2 Objective and Purpose of the intervention

Overall Objective:

To ensure that progressive control and eradication of PPR contributes to resilient, inclusive and sustainable agri-food systems, improved livelihoods, food and nutrition security, and poverty reduction in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Specific Objective:

To strengthen continental, regional and national institutional, governance, coordination and technical capacities required to accelerate progress towards PPR eradication by 2030, while ensuring the reduction of the impact of other major small ruminant diseases through integrated approaches while ensuring the reduction of the impact of other major small ruminant diseases through integrated approaches, including improved surveillance, vaccination preparedness, laboratory systems, risk-based planning, and evidence-based decision-making.

[bookmark: _Toc225986967]1.3 Strategic Thrust and Intervention Logic

The Programme adopts a continentally coordinated, partnership-based and risk-informed approach led by the African Union. It emphasises:
· Strong governance, coordination and accountability mechanisms (Pan African PPR Secretariat (PAPS), Regional Advisory Groups (RAGs), and Continental Advisory Groups (CAGs);
· Alignment with global and regional PPR eradication strategies;
· Progressive and risk-based disease control pathways, including integrated approaches to priority small ruminant diseases; 
· Institutional capacity strengthening at continental, regional and national levels; and
· Systematic integration of cross-cutting priorities, including gender equality, environmental sustainability, socio-economic resilience and institutional development.

The intervention logic of the PPR Project outlines:	

· the key needs and challenges to be addressed by the project, particularly in relation to the control and eradication of Peste des Petits Ruminants, while addressing the broader burden of priority small ruminant diseases; 
· the overall and specific objectives of the project;
the inputs mobilised, including financial, technical, and human resources;
· a summary of the main activities planned for implementation;
· the expected outputs resulting from these activities;
· the outcomes, reflecting the short- to medium-term and intermediate results of the project;
· the anticipated impacts, representing the long-term effects of the project;
· the underlying assumptions identified during project design; and
· the external factors that may influence project performance, including interactions with other relevant programmes and initiatives.


[bookmark: _Toc225986968]1.4 Expected Results: 
“Expected results shall be interpreted in line with the Action’s approved outputs, including strengthened continental/regional capacities, governance structures, strategy development, episystem-based mapping, vaccination planning, and support to eligible countries for WOAH PPR-free processes.”

The Programme is expected to deliver results across three interlinked dimensions:
· Strengthened continental and regional governance, coordination and oversight mechanisms for PPR eradication;
· Improved quality, coherence and implementation of PPR strategies, policies and plans at regional and national levels;
· Enhanced technical systems for surveillance, laboratory diagnostics, vaccination preparedness and risk analysis, contributing to measurable progress along the PPR eradication pathway while improving overall small ruminant health outcomes.

[bookmark: _Toc225986969]2. Description of The Assignment

[bookmark: _Toc225986970]2.1 Global Objective of the Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE)
The global objective of the PPR Mid-Term Evaluation is to provide an independent, evidence-based assessment of the performance of the programme, examining the extent to which its interventions are achieving intended results, the quality of implementation, and their contribution to broader development objectives.

The evaluation will analyse why and how results have been achieved or not, including the key enabling and constraining factors, while also assessing compliance with agreed frameworks and standards, and will generate actionable lessons and recommendations to support informed decision-making and improve the effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of ongoing and future interventions. It shall also analyse strategic options for a possible second phase, including scenarios of scale-up, consolidation or phased exit at continental, regional and national levels.

[bookmark: _Toc225986971]2.2 Specific Objectives

The specific objectives for this evaluation are:
· To assess the continued relevance and coherence of the Programme in relation to AU, EU, FAO, WOAH and REC priorities, as well as the evolving epidemiological and institutional context;
· To examine progress towards planned outputs and outcomes, including the effectiveness of governance, coordination and implementation arrangements;
· To assess efficiency and value for money, including the adequacy and utilisation of financial, human and institutional resources;
· To evaluate the effectiveness of the Action’s monitoring, reporting, adaptive programming, and decision-support systems, including the M&E mechanisms, AMERT/OPSYS reporting frameworks, and monitoring missions, in enhancing implementation quality and enabling timely course correction.
· To analyse the sustainability of results across institutional, technical, financial and policy dimensions;
· To generate evidence‑based, prioritised recommendations on the strategic focus, delivery model, partnerships (including private sector and IFIs) and financing modalities (including potential blended/innovative finance) for a possible Phase 2 of EU support to PPR eradication in Africa





[bookmark: _Toc225986972]2.3 Requested Services, Including Proposed Methodology

This mid-term evaluation, foreseen as a project compliance requirement, will be undertaken at the mid-point of project implementation to assess progress achieved to date. By analysing the underlying factors influencing whether progress is occurring as planned or not, the evaluator will provide actionable recommendations to enhance implementation during the remaining period. These recommendations should aim to improve the likelihood of achieving the intended objectives, while taking into account emerging challenges and opportunities.
The evaluation shall be conducted in line with OECD-DAC evaluation criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability) and EU evaluation standards. A theory-based and mixed-methods approach shall be applied, combining qualitative and quantitative data sources and ensuring triangulation.

[bookmark: _Toc225986973]2.3.1 Stakeholders for the Mid-Term Evaluation
The EU-funded Pan-African Programme for the Eradication of Peste des Petits Ruminants (PPR) has engaged a broad and diverse set of stakeholders spanning continental, regional, national, and community levels. Across these levels, stakeholders have assumed varying roles throughout the programme cycle, from initial design, planning, and financing, through to active implementation, coordination, and oversight.

Identifying and understanding these stakeholders is central to this evaluation. The analysis will examine the nature and extent of their involvement at each stage of the intervention, while also assessing how they have been, or are anticipated to be, affected by the programme, whether positively or negatively. This includes a particular focus on questions of sustainability, ownership, and the long-term institutionalisation of the programme's results, all of which depend critically on meaningful stakeholder engagement. Particular attention will be given to the inclusiveness of stakeholder engagement, including representation of the key value chain actors and vulnerable groups

African Union Institutions (AU-IBAR & AU-PANVAC)

Role: Lead implementing agencies and continental coordination bodies. AU-IBAR provides strategic coordination, policy guidance, and programme oversight, while AU-PANVAC ensures vaccine quality assurance (certification of vaccines), diagnostics and laboratory network strengthening.


Expected Impact:
• Strengthened continental coordination and leadership in transboundary animal disease control.
• Improved vaccine quality assurance systems and diagnostic capacity across Africa.
• Enhanced institutional capacity for programme planning, implementation, and reporting.

Pan-African PPR Secretariat (PAPS)
Role: Central coordination mechanism for programme implementation, bringing together AU institutions, RECs, FAO, and WOAH to plan, coordinate, and harmonise interventions.


Expected Impact:
• Improved coordination, planning, and harmonisation of interventions across all levels.
• Strengthened data management, reporting, and stakeholder engagement.
• Enhanced resource mobilisation and programme visibility

Regional Economic Communities (RECs) (ECOWAS, ECCAS, IGAD, SADC)
Role: Regional coordination, harmonisation of policies, and facilitation of cross-border disease control interventions through Regional Animal Health Networks (RAHNs).
Expected Impact:
• Improved regional coordination and harmonised approaches to PPR eradication.
• Strengthened cross-border surveillance, vaccination campaigns, and data sharing.
• Enhanced operationalisation of regional animal health networks

Global and Technical Partners (FAO & WOAH)
Role: Provide technical expertise, global coordination, normative standards, and linkage to the Global PPR Eradication Programme (GEP). Field implementation support through country and regional ECTAD/Animal Health offices; linkage to GF-TADs and global GEP governance; technical backstopping for surveillance, vaccination campaigns, and post-vaccination monitoring.
Expected Impact:
• Strengthened alignment with global eradication strategies and standards.
• Improved surveillance systems, epidemiological analysis, and reporting.
• Enhanced technical backstopping and knowledge transfer.
National Governments (AU Member States)
Role: Primary implementers through veterinary services, national PPR coordination units, and ministries responsible for livestock and agriculture.
Expected Impact:
• Strengthened national veterinary services, surveillance systems, and vaccination programmes.
• Improved policy alignment and integration of PPR into national agricultural investment plans.
• Increased ownership and sustainability of eradication efforts.
Veterinary Services, Laboratories and Regulatory Authorities
Role: Disease surveillance, diagnostics, vaccination implementation, and compliance with international animal health standards.
Expected Impact:
• Improved diagnostic capacity, laboratory networks, and disease reporting systems.
• Enhanced vaccine deployment and post-vaccination evaluation.
• Strengthened regulatory frameworks for animal health services.


Vaccine Producers, Suppliers and Vaccine Banks
Role: Manufacturers, suppliers, and distributors of PPR vaccines, including public and private laboratories and international vaccine banks. They ensure the availability, quality, and timely delivery of vaccines to support national and regional vaccination strategies. Engagement is often formalised through Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with AU-IBAR, AU-PANVAC, or AU Member States to guarantee supply commitments, quality standards, and coordinated deployment.

Expected Impact:
• Increased availability of quality-assured PPR vaccines to meet continental demand and certified by AU-PANVAC.
• Strengthened vaccine production capacity and supply chains across Africa and globally.
• Improved alignment between vaccine demand forecasting (based on episystems) and supply through coordinated mechanisms.
• Enhanced collaboration between AU institutions, Member States, and private manufacturers.
• Contribution to effective implementation of risk-based vaccination strategies and emergency response.

Direct beneficiaries
Role: This group comprises smallholder farmers, pastoralists, agro-pastoralists, community animal health workers, engaged in small ruminant production and related value chains. Their livelihoods are directly dependent on the health and productivity of sheep and goats and are therefore most affected by PPR and other major small ruminant diseases.
Expected Impacts: 
· Increased livestock productivity (meat, milk, reproduction)
· Improved household income and economic resilience
· Enhanced food and nutrition security
· Reduced vulnerability to shocks and improved livelihood sustainability

Risks: Insufficient production capacity to meet peak demand during mass vaccination campaign; delays in procurement, regulatory approvals, or distribution logistics (including cold chain constraints); variable quality standards if certification and oversight mechanisms are weak; over-reliance on a limited number of suppliers or external vaccine banks; and weak enforcement or operationalisation of MOUs affecting supply commitments.
[bookmark: _Toc225986974]2.3.2 Management and Steering of the Evaluation

[bookmark: _Hlk225254597]The evaluation will be managed by AU-IBAR on behalf of the African Union Commission, in close consultation with the European Union. AU-IBAR will appoint an Evaluation Manager within its M&E Unit to serve as the primary focal point for the overall coordination, including overseeing the day-to-day management of the evaluation process, ensuring quality assurance, adherence to quality standards, facilitation of stakeholder engagement and ensuring timely delivery of the evaluation deliverables.
An Evaluation Reference Group (ERG) shall be established to serve as a strategic advisory and quality assurance body, responsible for guiding the evaluation process, validating key outputs, ensuring methodological rigour and independence, facilitating stakeholder engagement, and promoting the effective use of evaluation findings. 

The main functions of the Evaluation Reference Group (see attached ERG TOR) shall be to:
· Provide Strategic Guidance: advise on the overall direction, scope, and focus of the evaluation; ensure alignment with programme objectives, stakeholder priorities, and EU/AU evaluation standards.
· Resolve Technical and Operational Issues: provide guidance on emerging challenges during the evaluation (e.g., data gaps, access constraints, methodological adjustments).
· Validate Key Deliverables: review and endorse major outputs, including inception Report, evaluation design and methodology, draft final report, and final evaluation report 
· Ensure that deliverables meet agreed quality standards and Terms of Reference.

The Evaluation Reference Group meetings shall be convened at key milestones of the evaluation process, including the inception phase, prior to field deployment, following field data collection to review preliminary findings, during the review of the Draft Final Report, and at the final validation stage and presentation of the final report.

[bookmark: _Toc225986975]2.3.3 Evaluation Approach/Process
The Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) will draw on a set of complementary evaluation approaches to cover the complexity of the program in particular it will to adopt a participatory, theory-based, and mixed-methods approach to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, and likelihood of impact and sustainability of the programme, in line with internationally recognized evaluation standards (e.g. OECD-DAC criteria). It will follow a phased approach comprising:

· Desk Phase (Inception and Finalisation)

Inception stage of the Desk Phase

During the Inception stage, the evaluation team shall:
· Assess evaluability of the intervention, including the clarity, coherence, and measurability of the Intervention Logic/Theory of Change; 
· Refine and finalise the scope and Evaluation Questions (EQs), ensuring alignment with the Intervention Logic/Theory of Change, in close collaboration with the evaluation focal points and the Evaluation Reference Group; 
· Develop a comprehensive Evaluation Matrix, presenting the evaluation criteria, Evaluation Questions, judgement criteria, indicators, and corresponding data sources and means of verification, to guide systematic data collection and analysis; 
· Design and finalise the evaluation methodology, ensuring it is context-responsive and methodologically sound, including: 
· Definition of judgement criteria and indicators for each Evaluation Question; 
· Selection of appropriate qualitative and quantitative data collection tools; 
· Identification of relevant and reliable data sources;
· Propose a refined sampling and fieldwork plan (including possible reduction of the number of physical missions and use of remote interviews where necessary);
· Present a risk analysis (security, travel, seasonal workloads) and mitigation measures. 
· Prepare data collection tools and instruments, including interview guides, consultation frameworks, and analytical templates; 
· Develop a detailed evaluation work plan, including timelines, roles, and deliverables; 
· Submit an Inception Report for validation, presenting the refined scope, methodology, Evaluation Matrix, and implementation plan. 

Key Deliverables – Inception Stage
1. Inception Report (Validated), including: 
· Refined Evaluation Questions 
· Reconstructed Intervention Logic/Theory of Change 
· Evaluation Matrix 
· Detailed Evaluation Methodology 
· Data Collection Tools (annexed) 
· Work Plan and Timeline 
2. Meeting – to present the draft inception report to the Evaluation Reference Group. 
3. Evaluation Matrix (standalone and annexed format) 
4. Data Collection Toolkit (interview guides, questionnaires, templates) 
5. Stakeholder Mapping and Engagement Plan
Finalisation Stage of the Desk Phase

During the Finalisation Stage of the Desk Phase, the evaluator shall:
· Present an indicative methodology for the overall assessment of the Programme, including the theory-based approach, analytical framework, and triangulation strategy; 
· Conduct in-depth interviews with the Director of AU-IBAR, Head of the Animal Health Unit of AU-IBAR, the PAPS team, the EU (Funder), technical partners (AU-PANVAC, FAO, and WOAH), and other relevant stakeholders, as appropriate; 
· Present each Evaluation Question, clearly stating: 

(i) the information already gathered; 
(ii) identified data gaps and limitations; 
(iii) a first partial and evidence-based answer to the question; 
(iv) key issues still to be covered; and 
(v) assumptions and causal links still to be tested; 

· Describe, for each Evaluation Question, the full methodological approach to be applied during the Field Phase in order to generate robust evaluative judgements; 
· Identify and present the full set of data collection and analytical tools to be used during the Field Phase (e.g. interview guides, consultation protocols, observation checklists, scoring rubrics); 
· Indicate all preparatory steps already undertaken for the Field Phase, including stakeholder mapping, draft interview schedules, proposed field itineraries, and logistical arrangements.


Key Deliverables – Finalisation Stage of Desk Phase
· Desk Review Report / Updated Inception Report (Final Version), including: 
· Preliminary Findings per Evaluation Question 
· Identified Data Gaps and Limitations 
· Refined Analytical Framework and Triangulation Strategy 
· Evaluation Matrix (Updated with Preliminary Evidence) 
· Field Phase Methodological Plan, detailing: 
· Data collection strategy 
· Tools and instruments 
· Stakeholder Consultation Summary Report (interviews conducted and key insights) 
· Field Phase Preparation Package, including: 
· Final data collection tools 
· Stakeholder engagement schedule 
· Draft field mission itinerary and logistics plan

· Field Phase
The Field Phase shall focus on primary data collection at regional and selected national levels. Prior to commencement of field activities, the evaluator shall submit a detailed Field Work Plan, including an indicative list of individuals and institutions to be interviewed, proposed meeting dates, locations, and itineraries, for validation by AU-IBAR.

The formal entry point for the Field Phase shall be the Regional Coordinators based in the respective Regional Animal Health Centres (RAHCs) within ECCAS, ECOWAS, IGAD/EAC, and SADC. The PAPS Regional Coordinators shall, in coordination with AU-IBAR, RAHC and the evaluation team:
· Identify and confirm relevant stakeholders to be consulted at regional and national levels; 
· Facilitate access to institutions and programmes; 
· Schedule and coordinate all meetings, interviews, and consultations during the field mission. 
During the Field Phase, data collection will be undertaken by the evaluators, with support from the PAPs M&E team, at both regional and national levels through visits to the four Regional Animal Health Centres (RAHCs) and a representative sample of Member States across the four Regional Economic Communities (RECs), namely ECOWAS, ECCAS, IGAD/EAC, and SADC.
At the regional level, all experts will visit the four RAHCs + Regional Institutions or International institutions dealing with PPR located within the respective RECs. The proposed RAHC host countries are:
· ECCAS: Chad (RAHC – N’Djamena) (Country CVO; Laboratory; Lake Chad Basin Commission;)
· ECOWAS: Guinea-Bissau (RAHC – Bissau) 
· IGAD/EAC: Kenya (regional coordination hub) 
· SADC: Botswana (regional coordination hub) 
At the national level, a total of Twelve (12) countries will be selected for in-depth assessment of programme implementation, results, and impact. The proposed country selection, subject to validation by the ERG, is as follows:
· ECOWAS: Either Sierra Leone or Cote d’Ivoire, or Senegal +Nigeria + Guinea Bissau (RAHC)
· ECCAS: Cameroon + Democratic Republic of the Congo +Chad (RAHC)
· IGAD/EAC: Somalia or South Sudan + Ethiopia + Kenya (RAHC) 
· SADC: Zambia and Tanzania + Botswana (RAHC) 

	REC
	ECCAS - Central Africa
	ECOWAS - West Africa
	IGAD/EAC -    East Africa
	SADC -Southern Africa

	RAHC
	Chad (RAHC)

· CEBEVIRHA / ECCAS-Central Africa animal health architecture
· Lake Chad Basin Commission (LCBC)
· EU Representation in Chad
· FAO Representation in Chad

	Guinea Bissau (RAHC)

· EUD Representation in Guinea-Bissau


· FAO Representation in Guinea-Bissau
· Cote d’Ivoire AfDB Headquarters and EUD Evaluation of financial commitment and involvement of IFI
	Kenya (RAHC) 
· EU Delegation
· ILRI
· Office of WOAH, FAO,

· WOAH Sub-Regional Representation for Eastern Africa

· IGAD / ICPALD

· FAO Kenya + regional ECTAD component

	Botswana (RAHC)

· EU Representation in Botswana

· SADC Secretariat
· WOAH Sub-Regional Representation for Southern Africa

· FAO Representation in Botswana
· Botswana Vaccine Institute (BVI)


	Country
	Cameroon + Democratic Republic of the Congo =Chad (RAHC)
	Either Sierra Leone or Cote d’Ivoire, or Senegal +Nigeria + Guinea Bissau (RAHC)
PRAP Mechanism
	Somalia or South Sudan + Ethiopia + Kenya (RAHC)

	Tanzania + Zambia + Botswana (RAHC)
Countries with Buffer Zones

	Total 12
	3
	3
	3
	3





The final selection will be validated during the Desk Phase, considering criteria such as epidemiological relevance (PMAT stage), geographic representation, programme performance, and logistical feasibility.

Each evaluator will spend a minimum of three (3) full working days in each selected country for national-level assessments. In countries hosting a RAHC, the evaluation team will allocate at least four (4) full working days to adequately cover both regional coordination functions and national programme implementation. Travel time will be excluded from these durations.
This structured approach will ensure a balanced and representative assessment of programme performance across regional coordination mechanisms and country-level implementation contexts.Top of Form
Bottom of Form


During the Field Phase, the evaluator shall ensure:
· Systematic triangulation of evidence across multiple data sources. 
· Inclusive and participatory stakeholder engagement. 
· Transparent documentation of data sources, coverage, and limitations. 
At the end of the Field Phase, the evaluator shall:
· Summarise field work undertaken, including geographical and stakeholder coverage; 
· Assess and document the reliability, validity, and limitations of the data collected; 
· Present preliminary findings and emerging issues to the Evaluation Reference Group in a validation meeting convened at AU-IBAR, to allow factual verification and initial feedback prior to the synthesis phase.

Key Deliverables – Field Phase
· Field Work Plan (Validated) 

· Field Mission Report(s) 
· Summary of field activities conducted 
· Geographical and stakeholder coverage 
· Key observations from interviews and site visits 
· Documentation of data sources 
· Preliminary Findings Presentation (Validation Workshop) 
· Structured presentation of emerging findings per Evaluation Question 
· Key issues, trends, and initial conclusions 
· Areas requiring further analysis 
· Aide-Mémoire / Validation Meeting Report 
· Summary of discussions with the Evaluation Reference Group 
· Feedback received and factual corrections 
· Agreed next steps for the Synthesis Phase

· Synthesis Phase

The Synthesis Phase shall focus on the systematic consolidation, triangulation, and analysis of evidence generated during the Desk and Field Phases, culminating in the preparation of the Draft Final Report of the evaluation.

During this phase, the evaluator shall:
· Analyse and triangulate qualitative and quantitative data collected across all phases to ensure consistency, reliability, and robustness of findings;
· Develop clear evaluative judgements, drawing on the agreed evaluation criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact, and EU added value), and supported by verifiable evidence;
· Formulate well-substantiated conclusions and lessons learned, highlighting key successes, constraints, and systemic issues influencing programme performance;
· Develop practical, prioritised, and actionable recommendations, ensuring alignment with the Programme context, institutional capacities, and implementation realities;
· Ensure internal consistency and traceability between findings, conclusions, and recommendations, fully anchored in the Evaluation Matrix.

The Draft Final Report shall be submitted in a two-step validation process:
· First, to the AU-IBAR PAPS team for technical review;
· Subsequently, to the Evaluation Reference Group for collective review and validation.

This iterative process will ensure that the evaluation remains objective, accurate, and evidence-based, and that all conclusions and recommendations are feasible, relevant, and operationally sound.
Following receipt of consolidated comments, the evaluator shall revise and finalise the report in accordance with agreed quality standards and timelines.

Key Deliverables – Synthesis Phase
Draft Final Evaluation Report
· Executive Summary
· Methodology and approach
· Findings per evaluation criterion and Evaluation Question
· Evidence-based conclusions
· Lessons learned
· Practical and prioritised recommendations
· A specific chapter in the Final Report titled “Implications and options for a potential Phase 2”, synthesising conclusions and recommendations relevant for future programming
· Annexes (Evaluation Matrix, data collection tools, stakeholder lists, etc.)
Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations Matrix
· Clear linkage between evidence, findings, conclusions, and recommendations
· An annexed Recommendations Action Plan / Implementation Matrix that identifies for each recommendation: priority level, responsible actor (AU‑IBAR, AU‑PANVAC, RECs, Member States, EU, IFIs, private actors), indicative timeframe and resource implications
Presentation of Draft Findings 
· Structured presentation to AU-IBAR and/or Reference Group
· Key findings, emerging conclusions, and strategic recommendations
Final Evaluation Report (Validated)
· Revised report incorporating all consolidated comments
· Quality-assured and fully compliant with AU-IBAR/EU standards
· Final annexes and supporting documentation

[bookmark: _Toc225986976]2.3.4 Application of the Development Assistant Committee (DAC) Evaluation Criteria

The evaluators shall utilise the updated definitions of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria, as outlined in “Evaluation Criteria: Adapted Definitions and Principles for Use ‘DCD/DAC (2019)58/FINAL’.

The evaluation team shall apply these criteria in full compliance with the DAC definitions, with accompanying explanatory notes, and the OECD DAC guidance. Particular attention shall be given to the principles of use, context sensitivity, methodological rigour, interlinkages between criteria, and inclusiveness (including gender equality and leaving no one behind). The evaluation will assess the intervention(s) using the six DAC criteria, complemented by the EU-specific evaluation criterion of EU added value.
[bookmark: _Hlk225574642]
DAC CRITERIA
• Relevance (alignment with needs, policies, priorities, and context dynamics)

The extent to which the objectives and design of the intervention respond to the needs, policies, and priorities of beneficiaries, countries, global frameworks, and partners/institutions, and remain appropriate when circumstances evolve.


The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:


	DAC Criterion
	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions

	Relevance
	Alignment with needs and challenges
	To what extent do the objectives of the PPR Programme respond to key challenges such as weak institutional capacity, fragmented interventions, and inadequate coordination mechanisms?

	
	Alignment with policy frameworks
	How well does the intervention align with AU Agenda 2063, LiDeSA, the Global PPR Eradication Programme (FAO/WOAH), and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs 1, 2, 3, 5, and 15)?

	
	Stakeholder needs
	To what extent does the programme design reflect the needs of smallholder farmers, women and youth, and private sector/value chain actors?

	
	Institutional focus
	How appropriate is the programme’s focus on strengthening continental and regional coordination structures (PAPS, RECs, AU-PANVAC)?

	
	M&E system relevance
	How relevant and appropriate is the Monitoring and Evaluation system, particularly the indicators and their linkage with EU OPSYS and AMERT systems?

	
	Adaptability to risks
	To what extent has the intervention adapted (or is able to adapt) to evolving risks such as conflict zones, animal mobility patterns, and weak veterinary service systems?

	
	Regional preparedness
	To what extent does the intervention reflect and build on PPR preparedness activities undertaken within the RECs?




· Coherence (complementarity, coordination, and avoidance of duplication)

The extent to which the intervention is compatible with other interventions within a country, sector, or institution, including synergies and linkages, and the extent to which it avoids duplication or contradictions.

The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:

	DAC Criterion
	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions

	Coherence
	Alignment with other programmes
	To what extent is the intervention coherent with other regional and national livestock and animal health programmes (e.g., PRAPS, PRODEL, SHARE)?

	
	Coordination with global/regional frameworks
	How effectively does the programme align and coordinate with FAO and WOAH frameworks, GF-TADs strategy, and regional/national PPR strategies?

	
	Synergies across levels
	To what extent are synergies created between continental (AU-IBAR, AU-PANVAC), regional (RECs, RAHCs), and national coordination mechanisms?

	
	Avoidance of duplication
	Are there overlaps or duplication of roles between PAPS, RAHNs, RAGs, and national PPR coordination units?

	
	Cross-sector integration
	How effectively does the programme integrate cross-sectoral actors such as wildlife systems, private sector, and community structures?



· Effectiveness (achievement of objectives & results)

The extent to which the intervention has achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives and intended results, including differential results across groups and unintended outcomes where relevant. 

The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:


	DAC Criterion
	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions


	Effectiveness
	Achievement of Results
	To what extent have the expected results, purpose, and overall objectives of the programme been achieved to date?

	
	Achievement of Specific Objectives
	To what extent has the programme strengthened institutional capacities at AU-IBAR, RECs, and Member State levels?

	
	
	To what extent have governance structures (PAPS, CAG, RAGs) been established and operationalised?

	
	
	To what extent has the programme advanced readiness for risk-based vaccination and eradication strategies?

	
	Functionality of coordination mechanisms
	How effective has the establishment and operationalisation of the Pan-African PPR Secretariat (PAPS) as a Continental Coordination Mechanism been?

	
	
	How effectively are RECs and RAHCs coordinating programme implementation at regional level?

	
	Deployment of Key Human Resources
	To what extent have Regional Coordinators been recruited, deployed, and effectively contributed to programme implementation?

	
	Contribution of outputs to outcomes
	To what extent have outputs contributed to outcomes such as strengthened AU-PANVAC capacity, functional coordination structures, and improved stakeholder engagement?

	
	
	To what extent has the programme strengthened AU-PANVAC’s role in diagnostics, vaccine quality control, and laboratory harmonisation?

	
	
	To what extent have technical partners (FAO, WOAH, AU-PANVAC) delivered their mandated contributions effectively, including: 
(a) FAO's technical backstopping for surveillance and vaccination; (b) WOAH's support for dossier preparation and official status recognition; 
(c) AU-PANVAC's vaccine quality assurance and laboratory harmonisation?

	
	
	What specific contributions have FAO, WOAH, and AU-PANVAC made to this progress, and how could these be strengthened in Phase II?

	
	
	How effective has the programme been in advancing risk-based vaccination strategies and episystem mapping?

	
	
	To what extent has integration or use of ARIS/WAHIS improved surveillance and reporting?

	
	
	What progress has been made in supporting countries along the WOAH PPR pathway (e.g., dossier preparation and stage progression)?

	
	Monitoring, Evaluation & Reporting 
	To what extent has the PPR M&E Framework contributed to improved monitoring, reporting, and adaptive management?

	
	
	How effective have monitoring missions been in informing programme adjustments and improving implementation quality?

	
	Regional variations
	Are there observable differences in results across regions or countries (e.g., IGAD vs ECOWAS vs SADC)?

	
	Unintended results
	What unintended or unforeseen benefits (positive or negative) have emerged?




· Efficiency (use of resources, timeliness, and cost-effectiveness)

The extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic, timely, and resource-efficient manner.

The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:

	
DAC Criterion

	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions

	Efficiency
	Use of Financial Resources
	To what extent has the programme delivered results in a cost-effective manner relative to planned resources and comparable interventions?

	
	Budget utilisation
	To what extent have financial resources been utilised as planned (e.g., absorption rates, alignment with work plans)?

	
	Resource utilization efficiency
	To what extent have financial, technical, and human resources been used efficiently?

	
	Timeliness of Implementation-delivery against timelines
	To what extent have programme activities and outputs been delivered within the planned timelines?

	
	Delays and bottlenecks
	What factors have contributed to delays or inefficiencies in implementation, and how have these been addressed?

	
	Efficiency of Coordination Mechanisms- the Regional Coordination Model

	How efficient has the regional coordination model been, particularly the deployment of Regional Coordinators within RECs compared to the establishment of parallel coordination structures, in terms of cost-efficiency, timeliness, and sustainability?


	
	Efficiency of Coordination Mechanisms- Functioning of coordination platforms
	To what extent have coordination mechanisms (PAPS, RECs, RAHCs, partners) operated efficiently in planning, decision-making, and implementation?

	
	
	How does the cost-efficiency of the PAPS/REC Regional Coordinator model compare to alternative coordination mechanisms, such as FAO's country office Animal Health network or WOAH's sub-regional representations?

	
	Implementation Arrangements
	To what extent are the current implementation arrangements (AU-IBAR, AU-PANVAC, RECs, partners) efficient in delivering programme results?

	
	Division of roles and responsibilities
	How clear and efficient is the allocation of roles and responsibilities among implementing partners?

	
	Human Resource Efficiency- deployment of experts; PPR Staffing and Capacity
	To what extent has the programme efficiently utilised human resources, including Regional Coordinators, technical experts, and consultants?

	
	
	Are staffing levels and technical capacities adequate and efficiently deployed to support implementation?

	
	Operational Efficiency: processes & procedures 
	To what extent are operational processes (procurement, financial management, reporting) efficient and supportive of timely implementation?

	
	Use of Data and Systems
	To what extent have the ARIS systems, AMERT, & the OPSYS been used efficiently to support decision-making and reporting?

	
	
	How efficient are data collection, analysis, and reporting processes across levels (continental, regional, national)?

	
	Synergies and Partnerships: Collaboration with partners; Alignment with other initiatives
	How efficient are the multi-partner implementation arrangements (AU-IBAR, AU-PANVAC, FAO, WOAH, RECs)?

	
	
	To what extent has the programme leveraged partnerships (FAO, WOAH, RECs) to improve efficiency and avoid duplication?

	
	
	How well is the programme aligned with related initiatives (e.g., STOSAR), and has this improved efficiency?

	
	Adaptive Management Efficiency: responsiveness to challenges & use of monitoring evidence 
	How efficiently has the programme adapted to emerging challenges and changing contexts?

	
	
	To what extent have monitoring missions and M&E findings been used efficiently to inform timely decision-making and course correction?





· Impact (progress towards higher-level effects -intended/unintended)

The extent to which the intervention has generated, or is expected to generate, significant positive or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects.

The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:

	DAC Criterion
	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions

	Impact
	Contribution to socio-economic outcomes
	To what extent is the programme contributing to improved food and nutrition security, increased household income, and reduced poverty?

	
	Disease control impact
	What evidence exists of progress toward reducing the spread and impact of PPR across Sub-Saharan Africa?

	
	System strengthening
	To what extent has the programme strengthened agri-food system resilience, livestock productivity, and trade?

	
	Unintended effects
	Are there unintended effects such as market distortions, environmental pressures, or changes in pastoral mobility patterns?

	
	Systemic change
	How is the programme contributing to broader systemic change including institutional strengthening, policy influence, and continental coordination models?

	
Cross-cutting
	Cross-cutting
	To what extent has the PPR Programme contributed to One Health outcomes, including: (a) reduced risk of other zoonotic diseases through strengthened veterinary systems; (b) improved food safety and nutrition security; (c) enhanced resilience of pastoral livelihoods to climate and economic shocks?



· Sustainability (continuity of benefits after programme support)

The extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to continue, after external support has ended.

The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:

	
DAC Criterion

	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions

	Sustainability 
	Institutional Sustainability- Capacity within continental & regional institutions
	To what extent are capacities developed within AU-IBAR, AU-PANVAC, and RECs likely to be sustained beyond the programme period?

	
	Institutional Sustainability- Capacity at National Level
	To what extent have the current intervention developed sustainable capacities at Member States (institutional, technical, and operational) to continue PPR eradication efforts?

	
	Institutional Anchoring & Governance- PAPS institutionalisation
	To what extent is the Pan-African PPR Secretariat (PAPS) institutionally anchored within AU-IBAR and the broader AU system to ensure long-term sustainability?

	
	Governance structures continuity
	Are governance mechanisms (CAG, RAGs, coordination platforms) likely to continue functioning effectively after programme support ends?

	
	Ownership and Political Commitment- Member State ownership
	To what extent do Member States demonstrate ownership and commitment to sustaining programme results (e.g., policy adoption, budget allocation, implementation)?

	
	
	Are programme interventions integrated into national and regional budgets and systems to ensure continuity?

	
	Stakeholder engagement
	How sustainable is the engagement of key stakeholders (RECs, partners, private sector actors) in supporting PPR eradication?

	
	Financial Sustainability-Resource mobilisation
	To what extent are there sustainable financing mechanisms (domestic, regional, donor) to continue PPR programme activities?

	
	Technical Sustainability: Systems and tools 
	To what extent are technical systems (surveillance, ARIS/WAHIS reporting, laboratory networks, vaccination strategies) institutionalised and sustainable?

	
	AU-PANVAC and laboratory systems
	Are improvements in vaccine quality control, diagnostics, and laboratory capacity likely to be maintained over time?

	
	Programme Transition & Scalability: Transition to eradication phase; Readiness for scale-up
	To what extent is the programme successfully transitioning from the preparatory phase (PPR Phase I) to full-scale eradication (PPR Phase II)?

	
	
	Are institutional, technical, and operational systems adequately structured to support large-scale eradication efforts?

	
	
	

	
	Risk Management & Resilience: Sustainability risks; System resilience 
	What are the key risks to sustainability (e.g., funding gaps, weak surveillance systems, institutional capacity constraints), and how are they being mitigated?

	
	
	How resilient are programme systems to external shocks (e.g., disease outbreaks, political instability, funding variability)?

	
	Technical Sustainability:
	To what extent have national and regional veterinary services developed self-sustaining technical capacities (laboratory diagnostics, surveillance systems, vaccine cold chain management) that would persist without continued FAO/WOAH technical assistance?

	Alignment

	Consistency with national, regional, continental, and global strategies, frameworks, and policies
	The extent to which the intervention is consistent with and contributes to established national, regional, continental, and global strategies, frameworks, and policies, including National Strategic Plans (NSPs), ECOWAS/RAHC priorities, AU-IBAR guidance, and the Global Control and Eradication Strategy (GCES).




EU-SPECIFIC CRITERION
· EU Added Value (additionality beyond Member States actions)
The extent to which the intervention generates additional benefits compared to what would have been achieved through Member States’ actions alone. This includes advantages derived from the European Union’s scale, coordination capacity, policy influence, and ability to mobilise resources.

This criterion is grounded in the principle of subsidiarity as defined in Article 5 of the Treaty on European Union, whereby action at EU level is justified when it provides greater value than action at national level.

The following elements shall be analysed under this criterion:

	DAC Criterion
	Key Dimension
	Indicative Evaluation Questions


	EU Added Value
	Additionality
	What additional benefits has EU support brought compared to what AU Member States could achieve independently?

	
	Coordination role
	To what extent has the EU enabled continental coordination and multi-partner collaboration?

	
	Scaling and acceleration
	How has EU funding contributed to scaling up interventions, strengthening institutions, and accelerating preparedness?

	
	Comparative advantage
	Does the EU provide comparative advantages in policy influence, technical expertise, and resource mobilisation?

	
	
	To what extent has EU funding enabled the provision of technical assistance (e.g. FAO/WOAH) that would not have been possible through bilateral Member State support alone?

	
	Global public goods
	To what extent does the programme demonstrate EU leadership in supporting global public goods such as disease eradication?
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3.The Evaluation Team - Expert Profile

For the Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) of the Pan-African Programme for the Eradication of Peste des Petits Ruminants, which is complex and involves multiple countries, the choice between a consulting firm and individual consultants (team of experts) should be guided by four key criteria: cost, quality assurance, coordination complexity, and delivery risk. 
Common features: 
(i) 	a solid and diversified experience in evaluating development and cooperation projects and/or its management; 
(ii) 	experience in developing countries and specifically in Africa;
(iii)	fully conversant with the principles and working methods of project cycle management and EU cooperation and delivery methods of the African Union.  
(iv) 	fully conversant with monitoring and evaluation principles (log frame approach, results-based management, etc.);
(v) 	ability to work under pressure and to respect deadlines;
(vi) 	full working knowledge of English;
(vii)	at least full speaking and reading knowledge of French; 
(viii) 	excellent report writing skills in English.

[bookmark: _Toc225986978]3.1 Key Requirements
Given the scope and complexity of the PPR programme, the evaluation team should be composed of at least four core experts with complementary competencies in evaluation, animal health, socio-economic analysis, and data systems.

· A Team Leader/Senior Evaluation Expert with extensive experience in leading complex, multi-country evaluations and strong expertise in results-based management and international evaluation standards; 
· Animal Health/PPR Technical Expert with in-depth knowledge of PPR and other major small ruminant diseases, including surveillance, vaccination, and laboratory systems; 
· Socio-Economic and Livelihoods Expert with proven experience in assessing impacts on pastoral and agro-pastoral systems, including income, resilience, gender, and inclusion dimensions. He must have a strong analytical skill in M&E systems, data quality assurance, and quantitative and qualitative analysis to support evidence-based evaluation findings. 
· Experience in Private sector development (in particular, formulation of opportunities for private sector support) and in assessing the potential for investments from the private sector. 
· Experience with agricultural value‑chain analysis and rural finance mechanisms relevant for small ruminant producers and veterinary services.
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3.2 Educational Qualifications

· Team Leader / Senior Evaluation Expert: Advanced university degree (Master’s or PhD) in veterinary science, epidemiology, agricultural economics, public policy, development studies, or a related field. 

· Animal Health / PPR Technical Expert: Advanced university degree (Master’s or PhD) in veterinary medicine, veterinary epidemiology, animal health, or a closely related discipline. 

· Socio-Economic and Livelihoods Expert: Advanced university degree (Master’s or PhD) in agricultural economics, rural development, socio-economics, Evaluation, development studies, or a related field.
[bookmark: _Toc225986980]
3.3 Language Requirements
Working language is English. Proficiency in French is a strong added value.
[bookmark: _Toc225986981]4. LOCATION AND DURATION OF THE ASSIGNMENT
[bookmark: _Toc225986982][bookmark: _Hlk225410867]4.1 Timetable and Inputs 
The assignment is expected to commence in August 2026, with a proposed start date of 25 August 2026, and will be implemented over a total duration of nine (9) consecutive weeks.  This nine-week period represents the overall contractual duration, encompassing all phases of the evaluation, including time allocated for stakeholder review and provision of comments on draft deliverables. 

The effective period of performance will be structured across the Desk, Field, and Synthesis Phases, with built-in intervals for quality assurance, stakeholder consultations, and validation of key outputs.

If the proposed start date of 25 August 2026 is confirmed, the assignment is expected to be completed by mid-October 2026.
This timeline ensures sufficient time for rigorous data collection, analysis, stakeholder engagement, and incorporation of feedback, while maintaining alignment with programme reporting and decision-making cycles.

	Evaluation Phases
	Activities and Outputs
	Location
	Expert 1 WD
	Expert 2 WD
	Expert 3 WD
	Deadlines*
	Indicative Dates**

	Desk Phase – Inception
	Preparation and submission of Draft Inception Report
	Home-based
	5
	3
	3
	Week 1
	3 – 7 August 2026

	
	Reference Group Meeting
	Nairobi, Kenya
	1
	1
	1
	Week 1
	7 – 8 August 2026

	
	Final Inception Report
	Home-based
	3
	2
	2
	Week 2
	10 – 14 August 2026

	Desk Phase – Finalisation
	AU-IBAR Meeting and EU Briefing + Draft Desk Report
	Nairobi, Kenya
	4
	3
	3
	Week 3
	17 – 21 August 2026

	
	Reference Group Meeting
	Hybrid
	1
	1
	1
	Week 4
	24 August 2026

	
	Final Desk Report
	Nairobi, Kenya
	3
	2
	2
	Week 4
	24 – 28 August 2026

	Field Phase
	Field Missions (Two Parallel Teams covering 2 RECs + 4 countries each; total 4 RECs and 8 countries)
	AU Member States
	15
	12
	12
	Weeks 5–7
	31 August – 18 September 2026

	
	Transmission of Aide Memoire (per mission, submitted immediately after each country visit)
	Field-based
	—
	—
	—
	Weeks 5–7
	Continuous during missions (rolling submission)

	
	Debriefing Meeting
	Hybrid
	1
	1
	1
	Week 7
	17 – 18 September 2026

	Synthesis Phase
	Draft Final Report
	Home-based
	4
	3
	3
	Week 8–9
	21 September - 
2 October 2026

	
	Reference Group Meeting
	Hybrid
	1
	1
	1
	Week 10
	5 October 2026

	Validation & Finalisation
	Revised Draft Final Report
	Home-based
	2
	2
	2
	Week 11
	12 October 2026

	
	Validation Workshop
	Nairobi, Kenya
	2
	2
	2
	Week 11
	13 – 14 October 2026

	
	Debriefing EC HQ
	Virtual
	1
	1
	1
	Week 12
	15 – 16 October 2026

	
	Final Report Submission
	Home-based
	3
	2
	2
	Week 13
	19 October 2026

	TOTAL
	
	
	45
	35
	35
	
	



Notes:
* Deadlines refer to the contractual weekly schedule.
** Indicative dates are aligned to a proposed start date of 25 August 2026.
* The TOR allocates 3 days per country for national-level assessments (4 days for RAHC host countries) which may be grossly insufficient for meaningful stakeholder consultation. There may be need to increase country visit duration to 5 working days per country minimum, or reduce the number of countries to 8 total (2 per REC) to maintain overall timeline. This will be subject to ERG validation. 
* Field missions will be conducted simultaneously by two evaluation teams, each covering two Regional Economic Communities and four countries.
* The core evaluation duration remains 9 weeks, with additional time allocated for validation and finalisation.


[bookmark: _Toc225986983]4.2 Foreseen Duration
Forty-five (45) calendar days.
[bookmark: _Toc225986984]4.3 Planning
A detailed work plan, including timelines and activity by phase, will be submitted and validated during the inception phase. The indicative planning framework is presented below:

	Phase
	Activity
	Location
	Duration 

	Desk Phase (Inception & Finalisation)
	Document review; refinement of evaluation questions; development of evaluation matrix and methodology; key informant interviews (virtual/in-person); preparation and validation of Inception Report
	Nairobi (AU-IBAR) / Remote
	

	Field Phase
	Primary data collection through interviews, consultations and site visits with RECs, partners and selected Member States (ECCAS, ECOWAS, IGAD/EAC, SADC); presentation of preliminary findings
	Selected REC Member States
	

	Synthesis Phase
	Data analysis and triangulation; drafting of Draft Final Report; validation meetings; incorporation of comments and submission of Final Report
	Nairobi / Remote
	

	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc225986985]4.4 Location

The assignment will be primarily based in Nairobi, Kenya, with field visits to the selected countries within the ECCAS, ECOWAS, IGAD/EAC and SADC regions.

5. [bookmark: _Toc225986986]REMUNERATION:

The consultant will be paid a lump sum amount of USD 20,000.00. These fees will be paid upon satisfactory completion and delivery of the expected outputs. Expenses for missions will be covered separately in accordance with the applicable African Union Commission rules and regulations.  


6. REPORTING

The consultant will report to AU-IBAR PAPS. All deliverables shall be submitted in English, in both electronic and hard copy formats, and shall comply with EU and AU evaluation quality standards. The reports shall be analytical, evidence-based and oriented towards learning, accountability and decision-making.


[bookmark: _Toc225986987]7. TECHNICAL EVALUATION CRITERIA

	[bookmark: _Hlk226039317]Criteria
	Sub-Criteria
	Key Assessment Elements
	Score

	1. Understanding of ToR & Context
	Clarity of understanding
	Demonstrates strong grasp of PPR Programme, AU/EU context, and evaluation purpose
	10

	
	Alignment with objectives
	Clear linkage to DAC criteria, EU added value, and ToR expectations
	10

	Subtotal
	
	
	20

	2. Methodological Approach
	Evaluation design
	Theory-based, DAC-aligned, mixed-methods approach with triangulation
	10

	
	Evaluation Matrix quality
	Clear linkage: Evaluation Questions, indicators, data sources & methods
	10

	
	Data collection tools
	Appropriateness (interviews, surveys, field observation, case studies)
	5

	
	Analytical framework
	Robustness in addressing causality, attribution, and contribution
	5

	
	Risk & limitations analysis
	Identification of constraints (data gaps, access, security) + mitigation
	5

	Subtotal
	
	
	35

	3. Team Composition & Expertise
	Team leader
	Strong experience in complex multi-country evaluations and DAC criteria
	10

	
	Technical expertise mix
	Veterinary, epidemiology, M&E, economics, governance expertise
	3

	
	Regional experience & assessing Multi-level governance structures 
	Proven work in Africa and AU/EU systems (e.g. experience with OECD-DAC + EU external evaluations)
	5

	
	Language capacity
	English + French proficiency
	2

	Subtotal
	
	
	20

	4. Work Plan & Organization
	Realistic work plan
	Clear phases: desk, field, synthesis, quality of proposed regional sampling strategy, structuring of key outputs & deliverables.
	5

	
	Field deployment strategy
	Coverage of RECs and countries as per ToR
	5

	Subtotal
	
	
	10

	5. Quality Assurance & Reporting
	Quality Assurance mechanisms
	Internal review, validation, triangulation protocols
	3

	
	Reporting structure
	Compliance with AU-IBAR & EU reporting standards
	2

	Subtotal
	
	
	5

	6. Experience & Past Performance
	Similar assignments
	Evidence of MTEs in livestock/animal health/development programmes
	3

	
	Sample reports quality
	Analytical depth, clarity, structure
	2

	Subtotal
	
	
	 5

	7. Proposal Presentation
	Clarity of proposal
	Logical, structured, professional presentation
	5

	Subtotal
	
	
	5

	Overall Total Score
	
	
	100


[bookmark: _Toc225986988]

8. APPLICATION PROCEDURES

Applications should be submitted through email to: procurement@au-ibar.org with a copy to albert.obier@au-ibar.org and should include the title “PPR Project Mid Term Evaluation” in the subject of the email. 

Applications should include the following:

i. Detailed curriculum vitae (CV) and brief cover letter. 
ii. Copies of academic and professional certification documents. 
iii. Declaration on exclusion criteria (see format attached). 
iv. Identification documents. 

A Personal Data Protection and Privacy Statement is attached as information for the applicants. 

APPLICATION DEADLINE

Applications should be submitted to the address given above by 04th August, 2026 at 23:45hrs Nairobi Local Time. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]
Appendix 1: PPR approved revised logical framework (to be attached)
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8. ANNEX I: KEY REFERENCE DOCUMENTS FOR THE EVALUATION
The following is an indicative list of the documents that AU-IBAR will make available to the selected evaluators shortly after the contract signature:

· ANNEX I – Description of the Action-Project Proposal: EU support to the Eradication of PPR (Peste des petits ruminants) from Africa 
· ANNEX II - General Conditions for Contribution Agreements
· ANNEX II.a – Provisions applicable only to Multi-Partner Contribution Agreements
· ANNEX III -Budget PPR
· ANNEX IV: Financial Identification Forms (FIF)
· Annex VI [Global] Management Declaration
· European Union Contribution Agreement – 700001899 (the ‘Agreement’)
· PPR Programme's quarterly and annual progress reports, and other technical reports.
· Minutes & Communique of Continental Advisory Group (CAG meetings).
· Relevant documentation from national and/or other partners. 
· Guidance for gender sensitive and other cross-cutting evaluations. 
· Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Tools
· Communication, Media, & Visibility materials   
· Annual workplans 
· Quarterly bulletins 
· Annual narrative and financial reports 
· M&E TWG minutes and outputs 
· Monitoring mission reports 
· OPSYS / AMERT reporting extracts 
· Project Technical Committee minutes 
· Regional Roadmap / RAG / RAHN records 
· Country NSPs/updated NSPs 
· Mapping / episystem reports 
· ARIS and WAHIS-related training and deployment records 
· WOAH dossier support files for eligible countries
· Any other relevant document.

Note: The evaluation team shall proactively identify and obtain any additional documents deemed relevant for analysis, through independent research as well as consultations and interviews with knowledgeable stakeholders and key informants involved in the intervention.
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