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OVERVIEW OF SAFE PROGRAM
Mercy Corps, in partnership with the Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA), is implementing the Strengthening Agricultural Markets and Food Security (SAFE) program in South Kordofan, Blue Nile and now including Gaderef states. The program is funded by the Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA) and runs from July 2019 to December 2025 (in different phases and extensions). The previous phase of funding ended on 30 September 2023 however the program got a first cost extension for one year from October 2023 to September 2024 and then another extended for another 15 months starting October 1, 2024 until 31st December 2025 to support small holder farmers during the ongoing crisis caused by the conflict in the country. The first phase which ended in 2023 targeted two states, Blue Nile and South Kordofan while the second phase from October 2023 onwards also included Gadaref state. The program during the extension period between October 2023 and December 2025 aimed to reach 17,000 smallholder farmers with the goal to maintain the income and food security and improve resilience of low income, marginalized communities across three Sudan states.

Context: Since the conflict, Sudan has witnessed high level of food insecurity which has been exacerbated as the war between the Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF) and the Rapid Support Forces (RSF) which erupted in April 2023 continues. Since then, close to 12 million people have been displaced because of the conflict, and the fighting has severely disrupted agricultural market systems. Large areas of the country are at IPC 4 (Emergency), and the country is at risk of famine. Sudan is one of the worst hunger crises of the 21st century with over 25 million people facing crisis-level hunger and malnutrition with millions more at risk. Even as the conflict slows in some areas of the country, millions will remain displaced and with no home to return to and facing an uncertain future.


Impact of the SAFE program so far: Since the CE phase to date, the SAFE program has improved the income and food security of over 17,000 smallholder farmers and contributed to a revival of the agricultural markets in the target locations after decades of neglect and underinvestment. The program is the first in Sudan to demonstrate the potential of a Market System Development (MSD) approach at scale. Despite challenges, SAFE has proven its impact, achieved by partnering with the private sector to strengthen local markets and food security. Specifically, the cost extension is scaling up the intervention model which has been developed and refined during earlier years of the program to boost food production during the current crisis. The extension phase continues to use a Market Systems Development (MSD) approach, applying Mercy Corps' 'Markets in Crisis’ (MiC) framework to the current context by tailoring interventions to complement ongoing humanitarian assistance whilst laying the foundation for long-term recovery. 

PURPOSE/OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The main purpose of this assignment is to evaluate program achievements towards meeting the objectives and targets and to assess relevance, effectiveness, impact, efficiency and sustainability of the program at program end. The final evaluation is expected to identify if there are plausible links between program inputs and outcomes and results and draw lessons for improvement of future agricultural development and MSD programs.
In general, it should assess:
1. Relevance: The extent to which the project interventions, using market-led approaches, met the needs of the participants and are aligned with the country’s strategy and with SIDA’s objectives, and strategies. Relevance should also address the extent to which the program was designed taking into account the context.
2. Effectiveness: The extent to which the program has achieved its objectives. Effectiveness should also assess the extent to which the interventions contributed to the expected results or objectives.
3. Impact: Assessment of the medium and long-term effects, both intended and unintended, of the progra intervention using market-led approaches. Effects can be both direct or indirect and positive or negative. To the extent possible, the evaluation should assess the extent to which the effects are due to the program intervention and not other factors. 
4. Sustainability: Assessment of the likelihood that the benefits of the program will endure over time after the completion of the project. Sustainability should also assess the extent to which the program has planned for the continuation of project activities, developed local ownership for the program, and developed sustainable partnerships. 
The final evaluation is structured around two broad, interrelated objectives:
 
Evaluation Objective 1: Assess the Activity achievements based on the Project’s outcomes. 
This evaluation will:
1. Involve assessing if the planned outcomes were achieved. 
2. Also assess, using existing and new data, if there is/are observable relationship between outcomes, and findings from other data sources.
 
Evaluation Objective 2: Assess the relevance, effectiveness, and sustainability of Project Impact  
In addition to assessing if the planned outcomes were achieved using the market-led approach, the consultant will also be responsible for answering a set of evaluation questions related to the relevance and effectiveness of the market-led approach in project locations using various qualitative and quantitative methods.

Specifically, the evaluation would determine the extent to which program outcomes, and their targets were achieved. The evaluator will be expected to analyze quantitative and qualitative data and report on the outcomes and results of the program. The outcome refers to the tangible benefits of the program and includes improved access to services such as inputs and finance, increased incomes, and improved performance of agribusinesses in the input and output (buyer) markets. 
The findings from this study will enable Mercy Corps and other partners to document our achievements, challenges and key learnings derived from the program implementation process and will also enable us to capture and share all relevant information to be disseminated to our donors, the government and other development partners working in the same area.

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The endline evaluation will be conducted using a mixed method employing both qualitative and quantitative methodologies with a survey, interviews, and focus group discussions administered to eligible respondents within intervention communities. Data will be collected from purposefully selected participants to better understand the contextual norms and practices surrounding participants’ improved status and practices and to gather information about the communities of intervention.

The evaluation firm/evaluator is expected to design and implement a means of answering the evaluation questions using both qualitative and quantitative data-collection methods, with a representative and appropriate sampling strategy. This will include the key deliverables of developing an inception report detailing the process and methodologies to be employed to answer the evaluation questions; undertaking desk review of the relevant program documents and secondary analysis to further inform designing evaluation methodology and the results interpretation; and following the below standards:

Design Qualitative and Quantitative Data Framework and Tools - The external evaluator (consultant) is expected to conduct a mixed methods evaluation using tools and a work plan approved by the MC team prior to the start of the evaluation. Data collection shall involve visits to program locations by a team of selected data collectors, meetings with program partners, targeted participants, and other key stakeholders. Travel to program locations is subject to security clearance and adherence to Mercy Corps safety and security protocols. The consultant will remotely lead the qualitative and quantitative data collection, including giving guidance on supervision of data collection teams, and completing the analysis within the approved timeline adopting the most appropriate sample size for the assignment.

I. Qualitative approach - The qualitative evaluation must capture on understanding the lived experiences, perceptions, and contextual factors that have shaped the program's outcomes and a description of the various levels of results, lessons learned, best practices and the underlying reasons for program success or challenges. It will provide a deeper understanding of the "why" and "how" behind the quantitative data, all through a variety of qualitative methods. The consulting firm/consultant will design the overall qualitative study approach and should consider a variety of primary data collection methods, including but not limited to: semi-structured in-depth interviews; focus group discussions; behavior change case studies; and observations. 
Data will be collected from key stakeholders through interviews, discussions, consultative processes, and observations. Participants for the qualitative interviews will be selected using purposive samples. This strategy must ensure representation from a diverse range of stakeholders, including:
· Project participants, with a focus on capturing different experiences based on gender, age, and location, type of interventions accessed etc.
· Community leaders and local authorities.
· Representatives from private sector partners and market actors.
· Government ministries, departments and related bodies 
· Staff from Mercy Corps, ADRA, and other implementing partners.
· Members of community support structures.

I. Quantitative methodological approach - The quantitative analysis will assess program results by comparing endline indicator results with baseline values. The consultant will design the sample frame, the data collection tools, and the fieldwork and analysis plans, in coordination with Mercy Corps. The endline will include primary data collection and analysis of quantitative survey data. The quantitative survey tool will be designed by the consultant and ideally building on the same data collection instruments used in the baseline to ensure comparability, while maintaining a level of statistical precision of at least 90%, and appropriate statistical power as much as possible. 
The field team (MC) will be responsible for hiring enumerators and supporting the consultant in piloting the tools, while the consultant will be responsible for designing the tools, remotely training the enumerators and providing quality assurance checks. Quantitative designs will allow the program to examine statistically significant changes in estimates from baseline to endline key outcome indicators with the sampling frame and sample size being over-all sampling strategy.


Evaluation Questions:
Proposed Evaluation Questions for the Final Evaluation of SAFE (Sida-Funded)

Relevance
· To what extent did the SAFE program respond to the priority needs of smallholder farmers and market actors in Gadaref, South Kordofan and Blue Nile states?
· Did the program design and activities remain relevant as the conflict and operating environment evolved?
· How well did the program design reflect the fragile/conflict-affected Sudanese context, including the impacts of displacement, conflict, climate change, and macroeconomic shocks? 
· Were interventions aligned with Sudan’s agricultural and resilience strategies and SIDA’s objectives on resilience, climate adaptation, and inclusive growth? 
· How relevant was the application of the Markets in Crisis (MiC) framework in ensuring program adaptability under extreme crisis conditions?

Effectiveness
· To what extent were program outcomes and targets achieved?
· What changes occurred in farmers’ access to agricultural inputs, finance, and markets?
· To what extent did agribusinesses and market actors’ performance improve as a result of SAFE interventions?
· What factors facilitated or hindered achievement of outcomes (e.g., conflict dynamics, market disruptions, implementation challenges, etc.)?
· How did the MSD approach contribute to participants’ resilience and food security during the crisis?
· How effective were the facilitation tactics and “push/pull” strategies used in engaging the private sector in a fragile context? 
· To what extent did program outputs translate into tangible benefits for farmers and MSMEs (e.g., increased/sustained productivity, reduced losses, higher income)?
 
Efficiency 
· Were resources (financial, human, time) used in the most cost-effective and timely manner?
· How effective were program management, partnership arrangements (MC, ADRA, private sector, local authorities), and adaptive management practices?
· Were monitoring, learning, and adaptive mechanisms efficient in guiding program decisions during a volatile context?
· Did the use of market-based facilitation approaches (co-investment, smart subsidies, service provision models) provide value for money for SIDA? 
· How effectively did the program use partnerships with private sector actors, local cooperatives, and financial institutions to achieve scale and sustainability? 
· Were adaptive management and risk mitigation strategies appropriate and efficient in responding to the volatile operating environment?

Impact
· What evidence is there that SAFE improved food security, income, and resilience among targeted smallholder farmers?
· What wider effects did the program have on agricultural markets and local economies?
· What medium- to long-term changes can be observed at household, cooperative, MSME, and market system levels? 
· What unintended positive or negative effects did the interventions generate (e.g., dependency risks, conflict sensitivity, gender-based dynamics)? 
· To what extent can observed outcomes be plausibly linked to SAFE interventions rather than external factors such as humanitarian aid, conflict dynamics, or climate variability?

Sustainability 
· To what extent are the results and market system changes likely to continue beyond the life of the program?
· What mechanisms (formal or informal) support continuity of benefits after program closure
· Have partnerships with private sector actors, market institutions, and local authorities been institutionalized?
· Have local actors (farmers, cooperatives, MSMEs, service providers) developed sufficient ownership and capacity to sustain market linkages and services? 
· Are there examples of systemic change (e.g., private sector investment, institutional uptake, replication of business models) that indicate sustainability of results? 
· How well were gender, youth, and inclusion dimensions embedded in sustainability planning? 
· What risks might undermine sustainability (conflict, market collapse, weak institutions), and how were they addressed?

Cross cutting dimensions 
The consultant must ensure each evaluation dimension integrates the following cross-cutting themes, as is relevant to the dimension:
· Gender and social inclusion: Were women, youth, and marginalized groups meaningfully included in program activities and benefits? Did SAFE address barriers to participation and economic empowerment? Were protection concerns adequately identified and addressed in program design and implementation?
· Resilience: How did SAFE interventions contribute to household and community resilience in the face of shocks (conflict, displacement, climate events)? Did the program incorporate climate-smart practices?
· Adaptive management: How effectively did the program use evidence and feedback to adapt its interventions to achieve its MSD outcomes? What decisions or pivots were most critical to sustaining MSD outcomes?

Learnings and Recommendations 
· What key lessons can be drawn from SAFE’s use of MSD in crisis-affected markets that can inform Mercy Corps, SIDA, and other actors in designing future programs? 
· What innovations worked particularly well (e.g., hermetic storage promotion, solar-powered irrigation, SLG digitization, B2B platforms), and which faced challenges? 
· What recommendations can be made to improve future MSD programming in fragile and conflict-affected states?

It is expected that the above questions will be adjusted in consultation with the consultant. The proposed evaluation dimensions for the endline have been summarized in the table below:  

	Dimensions of the Evaluation
	Cross Cutting Themes of the Evaluation

	Impact 
	Resilience

	Relevance
	Adaptive Management

	Effectiveness 
	Sustainability

	Efficiency 
	Learnings and recommendations 



It is expected that the external consultant will carry comprehensive desk review of the program documents in addition to reviewing relevant documents (NCE proposal, evaluation reports, progress narrative and monitoring reports etc.) including from previous SAFE phases. Two reports will be produced after the desk review; a synthesis report on key gaps, lessons learned, adaptations from previously executed programmes (maximum 10 pages) and an inception report detailing the process and methodologies to be employed to answer the evaluation questions aligned to the proposed evaluation dimensions.
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REVISED LOGICAL FRAMEWORK
	Result Level
	Description 
	Indicators 
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions 

	GOAL 
	Impact: To improve the income, food security and resilience of low-income, marginalized communities in Sudan
	Net attributable income change (Standard)
	Baseline and Endline  
surveys
	· Armed conflict in target areas does not escalate 

	OUTCOMES 
	Outcome 1: Inclusive, efficient and productive markets 




Outcome 2: Healthy and fertile  
ecosystems 


Outcome 3: Gender equitable  
communities and markets
	% of individuals supported with increased/improved access to markets, improved/climate 
resilient inputs (e.g., seeds) and sources of financing, and diversified livelihoods or income sources 

% of Male and Female SHFs reporting adoption of improved agronomic practices 

Average score on the program relevant household decision making index
	Baseline and Endline 






Baseline and Endline 



Baseline and Endline
	· Economic situation at the macro and micro level does not deteriorate further


· Private sector actors are willing and able to invest in and expand operations to target areas 

	OUTPUTS
	Output 1.1: Access to agricultural inputs and information 

Output 1.2: Access to Financial Services 

Output 1.3: Access to Buyers 

Output 2.1: Resilient Agriculture  


Output 3.1: Promotion of gender equitable norms, behaviour and environments 
Output 3.2: Improved market integration of women-led businesses and enterprises
	Percentage of targeted  
population with sustained climate resilient livelihoods 
Number of clients that use  
improved financial products 

Change in level of market activity 

Number of people with more resilient farms 

% of men, women boys and girls who hold gender equitable attitudes 

% of women aged 15–49 who own property or resources for production of goods, services, and/or income in their own name
	Sector-specific assessment 


Sector-specific assessment 


Sector-specific assessment
 
Baseline and Endline 


Baseline and Endline 


Baseline and Endline
	· Good level of engagement is retained by the stakeholders 


· Restrictions are not placed on the media and public discourse


· IDP are able to participate in program activities 




	ACTIVITIES 
	Activity 1.1.1. Promote access to improved agricultural inputs, especially seeds 
Activity 1.1.2. Promote access to hermetic storage bags and tarpaulin  
Activity 1.1.3. Agriculture fairs (seed, tillage equipment and renewable energy)  
Activity 1.1.4. Village input retail shops’ strengthening 
Activity 1.1.5 Radio agricultural programmes 
Activity 1.1.6 Promote solar energy use to increase water efficiency and climate smart agriculture 
Activity 1.2.2. Savings Groups strengthening
Activity 1.2.3. Promoting existing new financial products and services  
Activity 1.2.4. Agri-business asset purchase through matching grants plus loans approach 
Activity 1.2.5. financial literacy and client protection 
Activity 1.3.1. Organization of smallholder farmers into cooperatives / associations  
Activity 1.3.2. Creation and strengthening of farm output market aggregation network 
Activity 1.3.3. Farmer Market Schools (ADRA’s model adapted/adjusted) 
Activity 1.3.4. Improved primary processing capacity in key value chains 
Activity 1.3.5. Establishment/rehabilitation of community ‘Grain stores’
Activity 1.3.6. Support for MSME agri-business transporters 
Activity 1.3.7. Capacity building of Business Development Service (BDS) providers
Activity 1.3.8. Business to Business (B2B) meetings 
Activity 2.1.1. Community Extension Trainers capacity building 
Activity 2.2.1. Village Tree Nurseries Programme 
Activity 2.2.2. Community forests program/promote agroforestry 
Activity 2.2.3. Fuel-efficient cooking stoves and practices   
Activity 3.1.1 Improving women’s access to and use of productive resources  
Activity 3.1.2. Improve community capacity to promote women and girl’s empowerment and rights
Activity 3.1.3. Creation of safe spaces for adolescent girls and women  
Activity 3.1.4. Enhance the visibility, preparation, and decision-making capacity of female smallholder farmers (SHFs)
Activity 3.2.1. Promotion of women-led agribusinesses
Activity 3.2.2 Inclusive business models 
Activity 3.2.3. Female Leaders Award  

















TEAM COMPOSITION, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
The MC and ADRA MEL teams in the three states will be responsible for hiring enumerators, managing them and facilitating all other logistics needed to ensure smooth data collection across all the sites. The MC and ADRA teams will also be responsible for facilitating approvals from the Humanitarian Aid Commission (HAC) on tools and travel permits. 

The consultant will be responsible for designing the tools, remotely training the enumerators, and providing quality assurance checks remotely. Data collection shall involve trained enumerators visiting project locations, meetings with program partners, targeted participants, and other key stakeholders. The consultant will remotely lead the qualitative and quantitative data collection, including providing remote quality assurance support during data collection (Mercy Corps team within Sudan will primarily supervise data collection teams), and completing the analysis within the approved timeline.

The MSD Program Manager and the PaQ Director will be responsible for approving any document shared by the consultant, in consultation with the MSD Technical Director.

KEY DELIVERABLES
The consultant in addition to setting/confirming endline values, is expected to provide a means of answering the evaluation questions using both qualitative and quantitative. The consultant will also specify in their proposal, means of data-collection, data analysis and provide the sampling strategy.  Key deliverables will include:
1. An inception report (maximum 15 pages) detailing agreed upon methodology, tools, sampling strategy, and work plan to be employed to answer the evaluation questions.
2. A synthesis report (maximum 10 pages) summarizing key gaps, lessons, and adaptations from previous program phases
3. Data collection tools - design qualitative and quantitative data framework and tools.
4. Draft endline evaluation report (maximum 40 pages)
5. Conduct an online presentation of findings to Mercy Corps and ADRA team
6. Final endline evaluation reports (maximum 40 pages, excluding annexes), incorporating feedback from stakeholders.
7. A single brief of 2-3 pages summarizing key findings.
8. All data sets (in electronic format).

The consultant will participate in an inception meeting with the Mercy Corps, and key stakeholders, to be held within the first week of the consultancy. The primary purpose of the inception meeting is to reach a consensus on the scope of work and expected outputs of the required services which should give guidance to the inception report, inclusive of the work plan. Additionally, the consultant is required to participate in a technical meeting (by video/teleconferencing) as necessary to present the progress (at least 2 meetings) and discuss the draft results of the evaluation report to MC and other stakeholders. Any matters arising from this meeting should be addressed as necessary and results incorporated in the final evaluation report. The timing of the meeting will be mutually determined.
Below is an overview of the activities, their duration, and the stakeholders responsible. The duration/Level of Effort included is an estimate.






	Duration
	Activity
	Person Responsible 

	Week 1-2

5 Working days
	Review evaluation SoW with the external evaluator to clarify, scope, timeframe and available budget
	External evaluator, MSD Program Manager, PaQ Director etc

	
	Undertake desk review of the relevant program documents that include the program proposals + NCE proposal, progress narrative and monitoring reports etc.
Develop a synthesis report (gaps, lessons, adaptations) and an inception report detailing the process and methodologies to be employed to answer the evaluation questions. This should include all evaluation tools, and important time schedules for this exercise, and be presented to Mercy Corps for review and further input before going to the field. 
	External evaluator

	
	Review and provide feedback to inception report and tools for external evaluator to incorporate
	MSD Program Manager, PaQ Director, ADRA and team

	
	With input from Mercy Corps/ADRA program team and MEL teams, develop data collection tools and translate them as appropriate

With support of Mercy Corps, get all relevant Technical Agreements ahead of data collection 
	External evaluator

	Week 2-4 

15 working days
	Engage and train enumerators 
	MC/ADRA to e identify, contract and mobilize while consultant will train

	
	Pre-test data collection instruments
	External evaluator/MC/ADRA

	
	Finalize data collection instruments
	External evaluator

	
	Oversee data collection
	External evaluator/MC/ADRA

	Week 5 - 7
15      working days
	Code and encode and Analyze data
	External evaluator

	
	Prepare draft evaluation report
	External evaluator

	
	Provide detailed feedback to draft report
	MSD Program Manager, PaQ Director, ADRA and team

	
	Draft report, produce presentation of findings, and share back with MC (Not more 40 pages – all other additions can be included as Annexes)
	External evaluator

	Week 8
5 working days
	Finalized report based on feedback from the review team
	External evaluator



Mercy Corps’ MSD Program Manager, PaQ Director, ADRA team and other colleagues will be available to work directly with the consultant throughout the duration of the assignment and to answer any questions as they emerge.

Data quality assurance:
The consultant must detail their approach to ensuring high-quality qualitative data. This plan should include:
· A clear process for transcribing and translating all interviews and discussions accurately.
· A methodology for triangulation of data from different sources (e.g., comparing what is said in an FGD with a KII) to validate findings.
· A plan for real-time quality checks during data collection to ensure consistency and thoroughness.


REPORT STRUCTURE AND CONTENT
· Cover Page, List of Acronyms
· Table of Contents 
· Executive Summary: This section should be a clear and concise stand-alone document that gives readers the essential contents of the evaluation report, including a summary of major findings, and recommendations. 
· Methodology: This section should be sufficiently detailed to help the reader judge the accuracy of the report and its findings.  
· Limitations: This section should address constraints and limitations of the methodology, and the implications of these limitations for the findings, including whether and why any of the evaluation findings are inconclusive.  
· Results: This section should provide a clear assessment of progress with respect to indicators, evaluation questions, production of indicator estimates with tables showing the baseline indicator values. 
· Synthesis, Recommendations: This is space for the evaluation team to think about the data and results and make concrete recommendations for current or future program improvements and generally comment on data and results.  
· Conflicts of Interest: Disclose any conflicts of interest or the appearance of conflicts of interest, including the interest of program staff in having a successful program.
· Annexes: These should include a complete file of data collection instruments in English, list of stakeholder groups with number and type of interactions; SOW, qualitative protocols developed and used, all data sets (these can be provided in electronic format), any required photos, participant profiles or other special documentation needed.

[bookmark: _Int_Qkdhzvxx]The key timelines for the report will be agreed once the consultant is on board, however a final report is expected on or before 15th February 2026. All reports are to be submitted in electronic format (MS Word and PDF).
The Consultant will report to: 
Mercy Corps MSD Program Manager and in his absence MC PaQ Director 

The Consultant will work closely with:
Mercy Corps’ and ADRAs’ SAFE team

REQUIRED EXPERIENCE AND SKILLS
The consultant(s) should possess a blend of research expertise and food security knowledge as indicated below: 
· Strong experience in evaluating programs, particularly those related to social change or market systems.
· A strong approach to assuring quality assurance of data collected.
· A strong ethical approach to data collection – while still being able to meet the objectives of the consultancy.
· Knowledge of strategic and operational management of program operations and proven ability to provide strategic recommendations to key stakeholders.
· Strong analytical skills and ability to clearly synthesize and present findings, draw practical conclusions, make recommendations, and prepare well-written reports in a timely manner.
· Demonstrated experience in both quantitative and qualitative data collection and data analysis techniques, especially in emergency operations.
· Data visualization skills are highly desirable.
· Experience, knowledge, and clear understanding of the Sudan context.
· Good interpersonal skills and understanding of cultural sensitivities.



ASSESSMENT AND AWARD OF THE ASSIGNMENT
Mercy Corps will evaluate technical and financial proposals and/or CVs and award the assignment based on experience, technical and financial feasibility.  Mercy Corps reserves the right to accept or reject one or all proposals received without assigning any reason and is not bound to accept the lowest or the highest bidder. 
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