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                                                                                                                                          Date:     [August 16, 2020]                                          


Country: Jordan 
Description of the assignment: Preventing Violent Extremism (PVE) Interventions’ Evaluation 2013-2020
Project name: Evaluation of Country Office Interventions on Prevention of Violent Extremism 2013-2020
Period of assignment/services (if applicable): 25 Working Days within a period of 2 months
Proposal should be submitted at the following address by email to ic.jo@undp.org no later than 31 August 2020.
Any request for clarification must be sent in writing, or by standard electronic communication to the address or e-mail indicated above. The UNDP Central Team will respond in writing or by standard electronic mail and will send written copies of the response, including an explanation of the query without identifying the source of inquiry, to all consultants. 

Please submit above information no later than 05 August 2020 at 18:00 HRS. (Jordan time) by email to: 

ic.jo@undp.org  with subject: “UNDP Evaluation of Country Office Interventions on Prevention of Violent Extremism 2013-2020”
1. BACKGROUND
	The spread of violent extremism (VE) constitutes a major concern and challenge for citizens, governments, and the international community. Violent extremist groups directly undermine the United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as well as efforts to maintain peace, foster sustainable development, achieve human security, promote the respect of human rights and the safe delivery of humanitarian aid.

Jordan is among the top five countries of origin for Daesh foreign fighters and is believed to be second globally for foreign fighters per capita. As of March 2016, an estimated 4,000 Jordanian nationals travelled to conflict zones in Syria and Iraq. Furthermore, many Jordanian combatants who fought for terrorist groups have returned, and many more are destined to return. Levels of sectarianism and intolerance are reportedly growing across Jordan, creating an enabling environment for violent extremist groups focusing their recruitment efforts on at-risk individuals. 

In this challenging context, interventions must consider approaches that reintegrate and disengage fighters returning from abroad and prevent further domestic radicalization by leveraging all imaginable positive change agents in the Jordanian society. Risks and pressures on Jordanian institutions are mounting. First, Jordanian institutions seem to be challenged by a governance deficit that constrains the effectiveness with which it can address VE threats. The absence of effective political structures and processes to strengthen state-society relations is likely to contribute to a sense of isolation and prevents state institutions from engaging constructively early on to address local grievances. Poor social cohesion within and between communities, and between state institutions and youth could risk becoming a driver for increased frustration and eventually fuel alienation and radicalization. Weak ‘societal fabric’ and the lack of a shared identity are critical enabling factors for violent extremist groups who excel at promulgating and taking advantage of such grievances. The government’s policy on supporting Stabilization, the prevention of violent extremism and Counter-Radicalization in Jordan 
Second, as in many other contexts, youth are disproportionally negatively impacted by unemployment, marginalization and a sense of hopelessness. These are grievances that violent extremist groups in many contexts have exploited for recruitment purposes. The Jordanian youth bulge will remain a key challenge for at least the coming two decades and a specific focus on engaging young men and women through constructive and meaningful avenues will therefore continue to be a key priority of the Jordanian government and its partners.

At the individual level, powerful messaging, narratives and imagery via social media networks completes peer relations (family, friends, etc.) in portraying an image of camaraderie, adventure and fulfilment enjoyed by those joining violent extremist groups. Friends and family are nonetheless the key stakeholders in recruitment processes in Jordan as many recruitments to violent extremist groups are based on social ties in Jordan rather than on social media. Further, the promised prospective of reward, retribution, and revenge wrapped in the guise of religious salvation, comprises a “package” that resonates well with vulnerable individuals’ sense of marginalization, hopelessness and subjugation. 
Unemployed young men and women in Jordan, who increasingly gravitate towards cities in the search for jobs, have become more vulnerable, in part, as a result of often weakening family cohesion and critical family support due to underemployment, economic insecurity and a social gap that is considered increasingly unjust. 

Without a labor market able to accommodate them, many young Jordanians are unable to secure a safe and steady income, leading to frustration, loss of identity and financial vulnerabilities. Drug abuse is also often perceived to be a significant driver of VE. At the community level, a range of formal and informal institutions play critical roles in enhancing or reducing the risk of VE. Religious institutions are particularly important in this context.

Effective Prevention of Violent Extremism (PVE) interventions are particularly critical. The prevention of VE is not an issue related solely to security measures but necessitates a focus on development-related causes of, and solutions to, the broader phenomenon of VE.

UNDP implemented three interrelated phases of PVE projects that targeted the drivers of VE as understood in the local context.  These interventions directly delivered on SDG 16 which promotes peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development; provides access to justice for all and builds effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels

OBJECTIVES

UNDP is looking for an evaluator / team of evaluators to evaluate the three interrelated phases and propose three focus PVE programming areas for deeper inquiry and analysis.

The objectives of the three interrelated phases are:

1. Strengthening the capacities of government and civil society to increase the resilience to violent extremism through preventive efforts in alignment with the policies of the Government of Jordan as articulated in the P/CVE National Action Plan.
2. Enhance national efforts in reducing the threat of radicalization and violent extremism, especially among youth and vulnerable marginalized social groups, to ensure the continued stabilization of Jordan.

3. Support the Government of Jordan in improving social stabilization through empowering Jordanians, and refugees of Syrian and other nationalities, with a special focus on youth and women. 
4. Support skill development and employment facilitation to promote social cohesion.
In addition to these main objectives these projects should have delivered a set of interventions aiming at strengthening the overall enabling environment (institutionally and organizationally) to fight and prevent terrorism and radicalization; through employment creation; and by fostering inclusion and participation, especially among marginalized social groups.

The outputs of these interrelated phases are:

Output 1: Support for social stabilization through empowering youth and women, and skill development and employment facilitation
Output 2: Support to the Government of Jordan’s timely implementation of the Jordan Compact with capacity development



2. SCOPE OF WORK, RESPONSIBILITIES AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ANALYTICAL WORK 

	The Scope of work is divided into two main areas: 

1. The first area is a desk review of the material that was developed including project documents and relevant reports. (the first focus area is going to consider the progress achieved through the previous interventions and projects under the PVE umbrella through conducting desk review of available documentation as well as collecting data from direct beneficiaries via key informant interviews and focus groups). 
2. The second scope is a detailed in-depth study of the three proposed focus areas based on the desk review as well as data collection methodologies proposed by the evaluator or team of evaluators. (the second area is going to build on the findings of the first area; were the evaluator is expected to gather wider spectrum of data covering the aforementioned outputs and use the findings to form a basis of a forward-looking vision for greater success in efforts towards PVE, drawing largely from limitations, successful solution pathways and lessons learned. 
The evaluation should also recommend untapped partner groups and potential resource mobilization partners. Moreover, this evaluation must address whether cross-cutting issues; i.e. rights-based approach and gender equality were taken into consideration throughout the phases of these projects design, implementation, and monitoring.
During the process of evaluation, the evaluator should consider the 2019 DAC Criteria with the following questions:

Relevance 

1. Was the project/s relevant, appropriate and strategic to Jordan and to the PVE Unit? 

2. Was the project relevant, appropriate and strategic to the mandate, strategy, functions, roles, and responsibility of the relevant stake holders?

Effectiveness 

1. Did the interventions achieve the allocated objectives?

2. Did the interventions achieve other unintended outputs and outcomes?

3. Extent to which integrating a human rights, women and youth economic empowerment, and gender equality and equity perspective was relevant to achieve the projects’ outcomes.

4. What were the best practices and lessons learned? 
5. What might have been done better or differently?

6. How did the project deal with risks?

Efficiency

1. Were the outputs achieved in a timely manner?

2. Were the resources utilized in the best way possible?

3. Were the resources (financial and technical) adequate?

4. How well were inputs converted into results?

Impact 

1. Did the interventions achieve any intended/unintended impact?

2. How did the activities relate to PVE policy impact relevant stakeholders?

3. How did the activities, related to PVE civil society support, impact the civil society and communities?

Sustainability

1. Did the outputs/outcomes lead to benefits beyond the life of the existing project?

2. Did the interventions respond to long term risks?
Coherence

1. How well does the intervention fit the Jordanian Context?

2. How does it compare to other relevant projects inside the UNDP?

3. How does it compare to other relevant projects in the Kingdom?
a. STAKEHOLDERS OF THE EVALUATION
Key stakeholders include: UNDP, key donors (Government of Japan, Government of Switzerland, Government of Netherlands), P/CVE Unit, relevant ministries, (i.e. Ministry of Culture, Ministry of Social Development, Ministry of Interior “MOI”, Ministry of Religious Affairs, Public Security Directorate “PSD”, etc.), civil society organizations (CSOs), community-based organizations (CBOs), National Non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and other direct beneficiaries. Moreover, the evaluation should be tailored towards encouraging constructive feedback from main stakeholders; in order to point out any untapped areas from stakeholder’s perspective. In addition to that, the evaluation should consider the aspect of leaving no one behind with special focus on equity. 
4.1 Specific Issues to be addressed:
The evaluator/ evaluation team is expected to develop a desk review of the documents available. Based on that the evaluator/evaluation team is to focus on three of the following points or any other issues considered important for further data collection and recommendations:
1. Improvements made on state-society trust and social cohesion;

2. Coordination and collaboration among communities and government entities
3. The level of support efforts to mainstream a PVE lens within and across existing and future national planning processes and government strategies.
The degree of capacity development of line ministries, and implementation of key activities in line with the strategy and its action plan including establishing M&E mechanisms.
b. METHODOLOGY
Evaluation Methodology:

This evaluation will be conducted using methodologies and techniques suitable for the evaluation purpose, objective and evaluation questions as described in this TORs. The evaluator/evaluation team will submit a desk review with first an analysis of all the relevant information sources, such as annual reports, project documents, mission reports, strategic country development documents and any other documents that may provide evidence on which to form judgements. The evaluator/evaluation team will then submit an inception report of the methodologies they chose to follow for data collection. 

The methodology and techniques to be used in the evaluation and the evaluation questions should be agreed upon with UNDP and other stakeholders and clearly outlined and described in detail in the Inception report and final evaluation report, and should contain, at minimum, information on the instruments used for data collection and analysis, whether these be documents, interviews, field visits, questionnaires or participatory techniques.

The evaluation consultant should seek guidance for their work in the following materials:

· UNEG Norms for Evaluation in the UN System
· UNEG Standards for Evaluation in the UN System
· UNDP Improving the impact of preventing violent extremism programming
The final evaluation report should describe the full approach taken and the rationale for the approach making explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about the methods and approach of the review.

6. EXPECTED OUTPUTS AND DELIVERABLES 
The Implementation Arrangements and Reporting Requirements are as follows:

Output

% of Deliverables

Target date

1
Inception report on proposed evaluation methodology, work plan and proposed structure of the report

30%
5 working Days
2

Weekly status reports

N/A
Weekly submission
3
A draft preliminary evaluation report and presentation, to be presented at a debriefing meeting with partners

40%
15 working Days
4
Final evaluation report; Presentation of major findings; and Executive summary.

30%
5 working Days
Notes to be considered for the implementation approach:
· UNDP will designate a Focal Point for the evaluation and any additional staff to assist in facilitating the process (e.g., providing relevant documentation, arranging visits/interviews with key informants, etc.). The Country Office will take responsibility for the approval of the final evaluation report. The Assistant to the Resident Representative will arrange introductory meetings within UNDP and Unit Heads to establish initial contacts with government partners and project staff. The consultant will take responsibility for setting up meetings and conducting the evaluation, subject to advanced approval of the methodology submitted in the inception report.

· The M&E Focal point will review the inception report and the draft evaluation report to provide detail comments related to the quality of methodology, evidence collected, analysis and reporting. The Focal Point will also advise on the conformity of evaluation processes to the UNEG standards. The evaluator is required to address all comments received completely and comprehensively.

· While the Country Office will provide some logistical support during the evaluation, for instance assisting in setting interviews with senior government officials, it will be the responsibility of the evaluator to logistically and financially arrange their travel to and from relevant project sites. Planned travels and associated costs will be included in the Inception Report and agreed with the Country Office.
For detailed information, please refer to Annex 1

	


3. REQUIREMENTS FOR EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS

	I. Academic Qualifications:

· Master's degree in Social Policy, Public Policy, Development Studies, Human Rights, Politics, Economics, or in a related area -- 20 points
II. Years of experience:

· More than 7 years of the relevant professional experience; previous experience with CPD/CPAP evaluations and/or reviews -- 15 points

· Prior experience working on CVE/PVE related projects is required -- 20 points

· Experience working in areas related to youth, and women empowerment is desirable -- 20 points

· Experience in implementation of projects including project development and reporting -- 10 points
III. Language Requirements:

· Excellent written and spoken English -- 10 points; Knowledge of Arabic is an asset -- 5 points

· Excellent report writing skills as well as communication skills.

III. Competencies:

· An understanding of and ability to abide by the values of the United Nations;

· Awareness and sensitivity in working with people of various cultural and social backgrounds.

· Display cultural, gender, religion, race, nationality and age sensitivity and adaptability;

· It is demanded by UNDP that Consultant is independent from any organizations that have been involved in designing, executing or advising any aspect of the intervention that is the subject of the evaluation.

· In the framework of the ethical obligations of the evaluator during the evaluation process; he/she must confirm their commitment on delivering the evaluation according to the ethical requirements of the United Nations Evaluation Group, UNEG (Ethical Guidelines);

· The main ethical areas that the evaluator should sustain during the evaluation process must evolve around the following; Independence, Impartiality, Credibility, Conflicts of Interest, Honesty and Integrity, and Accountability. More details of the evaluator ethical responsibilities can be found under the following link: http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/102.



4. DOCUMENTS TO BE INCLUDED WHEN SUBMITTING THE PROPOSALS.
	Interested individual consultants must submit the following documents/information to demonstrate their qualifications:

1. Proposal:

(i) Explaining why they are the most suitable for the work

(ii) Provide a brief methodology on how they will approach and conduct the work (if applicable)

2. Financial proposal

3. Personal CV including past experience in similar projects and at least 3 references


5. FINANCIAL PROPOSAL
	· Lump sum contracts

The financial proposal shall specify a total lump sum amount, and payment terms around specific and measurable (qualitative and quantitative) deliverables (i.e. whether payments fall in installments or upon completion of the entire contract). Payments are based upon output, i.e. upon delivery of the services specified in the TOR.  In order to assist the requesting unit in the comparison of financial proposals, the financial proposal will include a breakdown of this lump sum amount (including travel, per diems, and number of anticipated working days).
· Contracts based on daily fee

The financial proposal will specify the daily fee, travel expenses and per diems quoted in separate line items, and payments are made to the Individual Consultant based on the number of days worked.

Travel;

All envisaged travel costs must be included in the financial proposal. This includes all travel to join duty station/repatriation travel.  In general, UNDP should not accept travel costs exceeding those of an economy class ticket. Should the IC wish to travel on a higher class he/she should do so using their own resources.

In the case of unforeseeable travel, payment of travel costs including tickets, lodging and terminal expenses should be agreed upon, between the respective business unit and Individual Consultant, prior to travel and will be reimbursed


6. EVALUATION

	Individual consultants will be evaluated based on the following methodologies:

1. Lowest price and technically compliant offer

When using this method, the award of a contract should be made to the individual consultant whose offer has been evaluated and determined as both:

a) responsive/compliant/acceptable, and

b) offering the lowest price/cost

“responsive/compliant/acceptable” can be defined as fully meeting the TOR provided.

2. Cumulative analysis

When using this weighted scoring method, the award of the contract should be made to the individual consultant whose offer has been evaluated and determined as:

a) responsive/compliant/acceptable, and

b) Having received the highest score out of a pre-determined set of weighted technical and financial criteria specific to the solicitation.

* Technical Criteria weight; [To be determined]

* Financial Criteria weight; [To be determined]

Only candidates obtaining a minimum of XXX point would be considered for the Financial Evaluation

Criteria

Weight

Max. Point

Technical

70%
70
Understanding of TORs and the aim of services to be provided.
10
Having carried out similar or related work
15
Overall methodological approach, work plan, quality control approach, appropriate mix of tools and estimate of difficulties and challenges
30
Organization of tasks, including a clear work plan
15
Financial

30%
30



ANNEX
ANNEX 1- TERMS OF REFERENCES (TOR) 
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