Request for Proposals # 2020-P000523

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP)
Embassy of Canada in Ukraine

For the provision of consulting and professional services in relation to a
summative evaluation of the Ukraine Dairy Business Development project
(UDBDP), RFP # 2020-P000523
Submission and Receipt of Proposals (by e-mail only): kyiv-da@international.gc.ca

RFP closing date: Proposals must be received by 07 February 2021, 17:00 hrs (GMT+3)

Point of Contact: Viacheslav Zub, Contracts Officer: kyiv-da@international.gc.ca
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Section 1: Instructions to Bidders
This section provides information to help Bidders prepare their proposals. Information is also provided on the
submission, opening and evaluation of the proposals and on the award of the contract.

1. Purpose of Request for Proposals (RFP)
1.1 The purpose of this RFP is to select a consultant to provide the services described in Appendix A, Terms of
Reference, and to enter into the resulting contract with the Canadian Embassy in Ukraine acting for the
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development (DFATD). The consultant will be selected through
this competitive process and awarded a contract. The consultant will not be hired under the contract as an
employee, a servant, a partner or an agent of the Government of Canada.

2. Governing Law
2.1 The RFP and any resulting contract must be interpreted and governed, and the relations between DFATD
and the consultant determined by the laws in force in the province of Ontario, Canada. The consultant and
DFATD irrevocably and unconditionally attorn to the exclusive jurisdiction of the courts and tribunals of
Canada.

3. Bidder’s Eligibility
3.1 “Bidder” means the person or entity (or, in the case of a consortium or joint venture, the persons or entities)
submitting a proposal to perform the resulting contract for services. It does not include the parent, subsidiaries
or other affiliates of the Bidder, its sub-consultants or its contractors.
3.2 By submitting a proposal, the Bidder, as defined in clause 3.1:
a)

agrees to be bound by the instructions, clauses and conditions of this Request for Proposals (RFP, as is,
in their entirety;
b) certifies that it has read the RFP in its entirety and that it accepts all the terms and conditions of the RFP
as is without modifications, deletions or additions;
c) certifies that it fulfils the eligibility requirements set out in clause 3.3;
d) certifies its compliance with the certifications included in Section 2- Certifications before and after the
award of the contract.
3.3 Bidders must be eligible to participate in this RFP process.
3.3.1 A Bidder is eligible to participate in this RFP process if it, including each member if a proposal is
submitted by a consortium or joint venture, has the legal capacity to contract and is registered or holds
the necessary permits to work in the country(ies) where the services will be performed in order to
provide consulting services.
3.3.2 A Bidder, including each member if a proposal is submitted by a consortium or joint venture, is not
eligible to participate in this RFP process if it is a government entity or a government-owned enterprise
in the country(ies) where the services will be delivered.
3.3.3 Government officials and civil servants of the country(ies) where the services will be delivered are
not eligible to bid.
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4. Clarifications and Amendments
4.1 All questions relating to this RFP should be received in writing by fax or email by the DFATD point of
contact identified on the cover page of this RFP at least five (5) business days before the closing date of the
RFP. Requests received after that date may not be answered.
4.2 Additional information affecting the preparation of proposals will be conveyed by means of an addendum to
this RFP and communicated simultaneously to all potential Bidders.

5. Proposal Preparation, Evaluation and Contract Negotiation Costs
5.1 DFATD will not reimburse the costs, including travel, incurred by the Bidder in the preparation and
submission of its proposal and/or the negotiation of the resulting contract.
5.2 A time limit may be imposed by DFATD to ensure that negotiations are concluded effectively and in a timely
manner. In instances where negotiations cannot be satisfactorily concluded between the selected Bidder and
DFATD, the Bidder’s proposal will be given no further consideration. DFATD may then initiate negotiations
with the next highest-ranking Bidder.

6. Submission and Receipt of Proposals
6.1 Proposals must be sent by e-mail only.
6.2 Proposals, or any withdrawal, substitution and modification, will only be accepted by DFATD if they are
received at the address indicated on the cover page of this RFP by the closing date and time indicated on the
cover page of this RFP.
6.3 Proposals received by DFATD after the RFP closing date and time will not be accepted.
6.4 Bidders are solely responsible for the timely receipt of their proposal by DFATD. DFATD will not assume
any responsibility for proposals that are addressed to a location other than the one stipulated on the cover
page of this RFP and any such proposals will not be accepted.

7. Proposal Presentation, Language, Number of Copies and Validity
7.1 A bidder may submit only one proposal in response to this RFP comprised of a technical proposal and a
financial proposal for the performance of the services described in Appendix A, Terms of Reference of this
RFP.
7.2 Proposals, as well as all related correspondence exchanged by the Bidders and DFATD, must be written in
one of the official languages of Canada (English or French).
7.3 The Bidder’s proposal should be submitted in two (2) separate electronic files named: a) Technical Proposal
and b) Financial Proposal.

7.4 A proposal must remain valid and open for acceptance for a period of ninety (90) days after the closing date
of the RFP, or any extension to this period.
7.5 DFATD may request Bidders to extend the validity period of their proposals. If the extension is not accepted
by all responsive Bidders, DFATD reserves the right to cancel the RFP or to continue with the evaluation of
the bids of those who have accepted the extension.
7.6 Bidders who agree to DFATD’s request for a bid validity extension should confirm their availability and that
of their personnel (if applicable).
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8. Technical Proposal
8.1 Technical proposal includes the following standard forms:
8.1.1 Form A – Technical Proposal’s Cover Page: Bidders are requested to provide the Bidder’s contact
information on the cover page of their proposal as indicated in “Form A”. If the information requested
in Form A is missing or if Form A has been improperly completed, DFATD may, but is not obliged
to request corrections to Form A.
8.1.2 Form B – Curriculum Vitae of the Proposed Individual(s): The Bidder is requested to include a signed
“Form B” for each proposed individual included in its technical proposal. If the information requested
in “Form B” is missing, DFATD will, in its evaluation, treat the proposal as if there was no one
identified to carry out that specific element of the services. If “Form B” is not signed, DFATD will
request the Bidder to obtain the signature of the proposed individual (s) within the timeframe specified
in a notification sent by DFATD. If the completed “Form B” is not submitted within the specified
timeframe, DFATD will treat the proposal as though there was no one identified to carry out that
specific element of the services.
8.2 Fees should not be included in the technical proposal.
8.3 Where specified in the respective forms and/or Appendix B, Evaluation Grid, Bidders are requested to respect
page limits assigned to responses to any or all RFP requirements. A page written double sided A4 paper
constitutes two (2) pages. Evaluators will not consider or evaluate information contained in pages exceeding
the specified limits.

9. Financial Proposal
9.1 The financial proposal must include information contained in Form C - Financial Proposal. If Form C is
missing, DFATD will reject the proposal.
9.2 All information related to fees should only be submitted and referenced in Form C, and should not be included
in the other components of the Bidder’s proposal.
9.3 Using Form C, the Bidder must provide a firm all-inclusive daily fee for the duration of the resulting contract
including for each option period, if any. The all-inclusive daily fee includes salary, benefits, overhead/indirect
costs and profit.
9.4 An amount for reimbursable expenses has been fixed by DFATD at $ 5,000 CAD. Bidders are not required
to estimate reimbursable expenses that they will incur for the provision of the services. Reimbursable
expenses related to the provision of the services will be subject to DFATD’s approval and will be reimbursed
at cost upon submission of a detailed invoice.
9.5 Where reimbursable expenses are applicable they should not contain any elements of fees or
overhead/indirect costs. DFATD recognizes the following categories of reimbursable expenses:




project-related travel and living expenses;
project-related communication costs, including but not limited to long-distance charges, internet, fax, mailing
and courier;
translation, interpreters, and word processing costs directly related to the project, project-related printing and
copying costs (including printing extra copies of documents and microcopying); and
 any other expenses related to the provision of the Services as approved in advance by the DFATD
Representative.

9.6 Bidders are requested to provide the price of the services in Canadian dollars. The resulting contract will be
awarded in Canadian dollars and payments will be made in either Canadian currency, the local currency, or
another currency, at the discretion of DFATD.
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9.7 Bidders are requested to exclude all applicable taxes from the price. Bidders, however, are requested to show
the total estimated amount of applicable taxes separately in Form C - Financial Proposal.
9.8 For the purpose of proposal evaluation, all taxes are excluded.
9.9 Local taxes in the country where the services are rendered (including but not limited to value added or sales
tax, social charges or income taxes on non-resident personnel, duties, fees, levies) may be applicable on
amounts payable by DFATD under the contract. DFATD may reimburse the Consultant for any such taxes
or pay such taxes on behalf of the Consultant. Reimbursement mechanism of applicable local taxes will be
determined during contract negotiations.
9.10 Bidders are requested to respect the fixed number of person-days set by DFATD.

10. Selection Method
10.1 The selection method for this RFP is the highest combined rating of technical merit and price.
10.2 The technical proposal is awarded a maximum of 80% or 80 points and the financial proposal is awarded
a maximum of 20% or 20 points. The maximum of the total evaluation points is equal to the sum of the
maximum technical points and the maximum financial points, which equals 100 points.

11. Proposal Evaluation
11.1 Bidders are advised that proposals received as a result of this RFP will be evaluated solely based on the
documentation provided as part of the proposals. The evaluation team will assess proposals in accordance
with the RFP, including the technical evaluation criteria as specified in Appendix B, Evaluation Grid and the
financial evaluation method, as described in paragraph 11.4. All proposals will be treated as confidential.
11.2 Mandatory Procedural Requirements
11.2.1 Any proposal that fails to meet any of the mandatory procedural requirements stated in Appendix B,
Evaluation Grid will be considered non-compliant and will be rejected.
11.2.2 Proposals that comply with all of the mandatory procedural requirements will be evaluated based on
the evaluation criteria as specified in Appendix B, Evaluation Grid.
11.3 Evaluation of Technical Proposals
11.3.1 The mandatory evaluation criteria in Appendix B, Evaluation Grid will be evaluated on the basis of
met/not met (in other words, compliant/not compliant). Any proposals not meeting all of the
mandatory evaluation criteria will be rejected.
11.3.2 Proposals that comply with the mandatory evaluation criteria will be evaluated based on the rated
evaluation criteria.
11.3.3 In their technical proposals, Bidders are requested to address clearly and in sufficient depth the rated
criteria specified in Appendix B, Evaluation Grid, against which the proposal will be evaluated.
Simply repeating the statement contained in the RFP is not sufficient. Bidders are requested to provide
supporting data (for example, description of past experience, degrees, description of the Bidder’s
facilities, when applicable), to demonstrate their capability. Not completely addressing a rated
criterion may result in a score of zero for that rated criterion.
11.3.4 The minimum technical score is 60% or 48 points. Proposals that fail to achieve the minimum
technical score will be rejected and the financial proposal will not be evaluated.
11.4 Evaluation of Financial Proposals
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11.4.1 Financial proposals will only be opened and evaluated if the technical proposal achieves a score equal
to or greater than the minimum technical score identified in 11.3.4.
11.4.2 Bidders are requested to present the amounts in their financial proposal in Canadian dollars. Proposals
submitted in a different currency will be converted to Canadian currency for evaluation purposes. The
rate given by the Bank of Canada in effect on the bid solicitation closing date will be applied as a
conversion factor to the bids submitted in a non-Canadian currency. If there is no Bank of Canada rate
for a given currency, DFATD reserves the right to determine the source of currency conversion rate
to be used.
11.4.3 DFATD will calculate the total price by adding the sub-totals of costs related to the Bidder’s fixed allinclusive daily fees for each year multiplied by DFATD’s fixed level of effort for the corresponding
year for each proposed individual in accordance with Form C.
11.4.4 The financial proposal with the lowest evaluated dollar value will be given the maximum number of
points. The scores for all other financial proposals are calculated on a pro-rata basis based on the
lowest compliant financial price. For example, if the financial proposal of Bidder A is the lowest
compliant price, Bidder A will receive 20 points for its financial proposal. All other technically
compliant Bidder’s financial score will be calculated as follows:
Bidder B’s financial score = Bidder A’s financial price X 20.
Bidder B’s financial price
11.4.5 DFATD will only pay for actual days worked, including approved travel time, and will not pay when
the consultant does not work due to statutory holidays, sickness, vacations, or other periods of leave.
11.4.6 Where the level of effort and/or number of days proposed by the Bidder differ from that fixed by
DFATD, the financial evaluation and resulting contract will be based on DFATD’s fixed level of effort
and/or number of days.
11.4.7 If payment of reimbursable expenses is permitted pursuant to the terms of the RFP, they will not be
evaluated and will be subject to negotiation with the winning Bidder.
11.4.8 Where a maximum available funding is specified, the Bidder’s financial proposal must not exceed the
maximum funding. Proposals that exceed the maximum funding will be rejected.

12. Resultant Contract
12.1 The maximum available funding for this RFP and the resultant contract is $70,000 Canadian dollars. If
payment of reimbursable expenses is permitted pursuant to the terms of this RFP, the sum of the total price,
the estimated amount of applicable taxes and the estimated amount fixed by DFATD for reimbursable
expenses must not exceed the funding available.
12.2 The estimated period of the resultant contract is up to five (5) months.

13. Rights of DFATD
13.1 DFATD reserves the right to:
(a)
reject any or all proposals received in response to the RFP;
(b)
enter into negotiations with Bidders on any or all aspects of their proposals;
(c)
accept any proposal in whole or in part without negotiations;
(d)
cancel the RFP at any time;
(e)
reissue the RFP;
(f)
if no compliant proposals are received and the requirement is not substantially modified, reissue the
RFP by inviting only the Bidders who responded initially to resubmit proposals within a period
designated by DFATD; and
(g)
negotiate with the sole compliant Bidder to ensure best value to DFATD.
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14. Validity of Facts
14.1 The Bidder is aware that DFATD reserves the right to verify any information provided in their proposal, and
that untrue statements or certifications, whether made knowingly or unknowingly, may result in the proposal
being declared non-compliant, or any other action which DFATD may consider appropriate.

15. Conditions of Contract Award
15.1 Before award of a contract, the Bidder must meet all of the conditions listed below and must upon request
provide to DFATD the necessary documentation to support compliance. Failure to comply with any of the
conditions listed below within the time allocated by DFATD will not delay the award of the contract and may
result in the Proposal being rejected.
a)

Insurance coverage: The Bidder is responsible for deciding if insurance coverage is necessary to
fulfill its obligations under the contract and to ensure compliance with any applicable law. Any
insurance acquired or maintained by the Bidder is at its own expense and for its own benefit and
protection. It does not release the Bidder from or reduce its liability under the contract.

b)

Financial Capability: The Bidder must have the financial capability to meet the requirements of the
contract. In order to determine the Bidder’s financial capability, DFATD may require access to the
Bidder’s financial information including but not limited to financial statements, balance sheets and
any other financial documentation to support compliance.

16. Notification/Debriefing of Unsuccessful Bidders
16.1 After completing negotiations and signing the contract with the successful Bidder, DFATD will communicate
the results of the evaluation to unsuccessful Bidders. Bidders may then submit a written request to DFATD
requesting a debriefing on the strengths and weaknesses of their own proposal.

17. Communications
17.1 All communications between Bidders and DFATD on any matter related to the RFP process are to be
addressed to the point of contact detailed on the cover page of the RFP.
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Section 2: Certifications

Guidance to Bidders:
As indicated in clause 3.2 d) of Section 1: Instructions to Bidders, by submitting a proposal, the Bidder
certifies its compliance with the following certifications before and after contract award. Bidders have
an obligation to disclose any situation of non-compliance with the certifications below. In line with
clause 14.1 of Section 1, DFATD reserves the right to verify any information provided in the
proposals. Any untrue statements or certifications, whether made knowingly or unknowingly, may
result in the proposal being declared non-compliant, or any other action which DFATD may consider
appropriate.

1.

CODE OF CONDUCT FOR PROCUREMENT

The Bidder certifies that it has responded to the RFP in an honest, fair and comprehensive manner and that it has
accurately reflected its capacity to satisfy the requirements stipulated in the RFP. The Bidder certifies that it will enter
into the contract only if it will fulfill all obligations of the contract.
2.

ANTI-TERRORISM REQUIREMENT

The Bidder certifies that DFATD’s funds will not knowingly be used to benefit terrorist groups or individual members
of those groups, or for terrorist activities, either directly or indirectly, as defined in the Criminal Code R.S.C., 1985,
c. C-46 or those appearing on the Consolidated United Nations Security Council Sanctions List as modified. The
Bidder will notify DFATD immediately if it is unable to complete the procurement process or contract as a result of
terrorism-related concerns.
The Bidder is responsible for consulting all relevant lists, even if the web addresses provided are no longer valid, in
order to stay informed of the listed terrorist groups and their members and must ensure that the funds from DFATD
do not benefit any listed terrorist entity and their members, any sanctioned groups or persons. Entities or individuals
listed as terrorists can be found at the following web addresses:
a.
b.
c.

Criminal Code of Canada list
Regulations Implementing the United Nations Resolutions on the Suppression of Terrorism (RIUNRST)
The United Nations Security Council Consolidated Sanctions List is available on the United Nations Security
Council website (https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/), to implement the sanction measures imposed by the
United Nations Security Council pursuant to resolutions 1267 (1999), 1989 (2011) and 2253 (2015)
concerning ISIL (Da’esh), Al-Qaida, and associated individuals, groups, undertakings and entities, and
pursuant to resolution 1988 (2011) concerning the Taliban and associated individuals.

DFATD will inform the Bidder or consultant in writing, if it has identified any third party that is associated directly
or indirectly with terrorism. In such instance, DFATD will determine an appropriate course of action, including
suspension or termination of the contract.
The Bidder will include a corresponding provision in any sub-contract that it enters into for the purposes of the
contract.
3. INTERNATIONAL SANCTIONS
1.

The Bidder certifies that funding for the purposes of the contract will not be knowingly used, either directly
or indirectly, in a manner that contravenes economic sanctions imposed by Canada and enforced by
regulations under the United Nations Act (R.S.C. (1985), c. U-2); the Special Economic Measures Act (S.C.
(1992), c. 17); the Justice for Victims of Corrupt Foreign Officials Act (S.C. (2017), c. 21) as they are
amended from time to time, or for activities that would contravene the provisions of the Export and Import
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Permits Act, (R.S.C. (1985), c. E-19). Information on Canadian sanctions and export and import controls can
be found at the following links:
https://www.international.gc.ca/world-monde/international_relationsrelations_internationales/sanctions/index.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/world-monde/international_relationsrelations_internationales/sanctions/types.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/controls-controles/index.aspx?lang=eng
2.

The Bidder will consult the above links to be aware of the foreign governments, persons and activities
subject to economic sanctions and other trade controls during the period of the contract.

3.

The Bidder will include a corresponding provision in all sub-contracts and sub-agreements it signs for the
purposes of the contract.

4. CONFLICT OF INTEREST - UNFAIR ADVANTAGE
1.

In order to protect the integrity of the procurement process, the Bidders are advised that DFATD may reject a
proposal in the following circumstances:
a.

if the Bidder, its personnel, or any of its proposed sub-contractors, including any of their respective
employees or former employees was involved in any manner in the preparation of the RFP;

b.

if the Bidder, its personnel, or any of its proposed sub-contractors including any of their respective
employees or former employees was involved in any other situation of conflict of interest or
appearance of conflict of interest; or

c.

if the Bidder, its personnel, or any of its proposed sub-contractors including any of their respective
employees or former employees had access to information related to the RFP that was not available
to other Bidders and that would, in DFATD's opinion, give or appear to give the Bidder an unfair
advantage.

2.

The experience acquired by a Bidder who is providing or has provided the services described in the RFP (or
similar services) will not, in itself, be considered by DFATD as conferring an unfair advantage or creating a
conflict of interest. This Bidder remains however subject to the criteria established above.

3.

By submitting a proposal, the Bidder represents that it does not consider itself to be in conflict of interest nor
to have an unfair advantage. Where DFATD intends to reject a proposal under this section, DFATD may inform
the Bidder and provide the Bidder an opportunity to make representations before making a final decision. The
Bidder acknowledges that it is within DFATD's sole discretion to determine whether a conflict of interest, an
appearance of conflict of interest or an unfair advantage exists.

5.

LOBBYIST

The Bidder certifies that it has not, directly or indirectly, paid or agreed to pay and agrees that it will not, directly or
indirectly, pay a contingency fee to any individual for the solicitation, negotiation or obtaining of the contract if the
payment of the fee would require the individual to file a return under section 5 of the Canadian Lobbying Act.
6.

ANTI-CORRUPTION AND FRAUD

DFATD defines, for the purpose of this paragraph, the terms set forth below as follows:
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(i)

“corrupt practice” means the offering, giving, receiving, or soliciting, directly or indirectly, of
anything of value to influence the action of a public official in relation to the solicitation process or
contract execution;

(ii)

“fraudulent practice” means any act or omission, including misrepresentation, that knowingly or
recklessly misleads, or attempts to mislead, a party to obtain financial or other benefit or to avoid an
obligation;

(iii)

“collusive practice” means an arrangement between two or more parties designed to achieve an
improper purpose, including to influence improperly the actions of another; and

(iv)

“coercive practice” means impairing or harming, or threatening to impair or harm, directly or
indirectly, persons or their property to influence improperly the actions of a party;

The Bidder certifies that it and its personnel and sub-contractor(s):
(a) have not, directly or through an agent, engaged in corrupt, fraudulent, collusive, or coercive practices in relation
to the solicitation process or contract execution;
(b) were not convicted during a period of three (3) years prior to the RFP closing date, by a court of law in Canada
or in any other jurisdiction for an offence involving bribery or corruption;
(c) are not currently under sanction for an offence involving bribery or corruption, imposed by a governmental
organization or development organization providing development assistance; and
(d) were never convicted of an offence, other than an offence for which a pardon has been granted, under Section 121
(Frauds on the government and contractor subscribing to election fund), Section 124 (Selling or Purchasing
Office) or Section 418 (Selling defective stores to Her Majesty) of the Criminal Code of Canada. The Bidder also
certifies that it was never convicted of similar offences in any other jurisdictions.
7.

DEBARRMENT

The Bidder certifies that it, its proposed personnel or its sub-contractor(s) are not currently included in the list of ineligible
and suspended suppliers of the Government of Canada, nor in the published list(s) of entities debarred by the World Bank
Group, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the Asian Development Bank or the Inter-American
Development Bank Group.
8.

LANGUAGE CAPABILITY

The Bidder certifies that its personnel and sub-contractor(s) have the language capability necessary to satisfy the RFP
requirements, if any, as stipulated in Annex 1.7, Terms of Reference.
9.

EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE

The Bidder certifies that all the information provided in the curriculum vitae and supporting material submitted with
its proposal, particularly information that pertains to education achievements, experience and work history, have been
verified by the Bidder to be true and accurate. Furthermore, the Bidder warrants that the individuals proposed by the
Bidder for the RFP requirement are capable of satisfactorily providing the services described in Appendix A, Terms
of Reference.
10. AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES
The Bidder certifies that, if it is awarded a contract as a result of this RFP, the persons proposed in its proposal will
be available to commence performance of the services as requested by the DFATD Representative and at the time
specified in this RFP or agreed to with the DFATD Representative.
11. FORMER CANADIAN PUBLIC SERVANT CERTIFICATION
Contracts with Canadian former public servants (FPS) in receipt of a pension or of a lump sum payment must bear the
closest public scrutiny, and reflect fairness in the spending of public funds. In order to comply with Treasury Board
policies and directives on contracts with FPS, before contract award, Former Canadian Public Servants are to complete
the Declaration Concerning Canadian Former Public Servants and certify that their declaration is accurate and
complete.
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Section 3: Technical proposal - Standard Forms
Form A: Technical Proposal Cover Page
Guidance to Bidders:
The Bidder is requested to provide the following information regarding their organization (or person if
proposal is submitted by an individual) by filling in the appropriate spaces below.

INFORMATION ABOUT THE BIDDER
Legal name
Mailing address
Telephone number
Fax number
E-mail address
Person authorized to sign on behalf
of the Bidder (name and title)
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Form B-1: Curriculum Vitae of Evaluation Team Leader
Guidance to Bidders: Using the format below, provide the Curriculum Vitae of the Evaluation Team Leader.
Maximum length of six (6) pages.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Given name:

Family name:
Address:
E-mail:

Phone number:

Proposed Position:

Citizenship:

EDUCATION
Academic qualifications:

Degree received

Name of the university/school

Pertinent dates (month & year)

Professional development (professional certification or accreditation or designation):
Certification/accreditation/designation
received

Name of the professional body

Pertinent dates (month &
year)

Language Proficiency:
The definitions associated with the language requirements can be found in Annex 1.7: Description of
Language Scales/Levels in the Terms of Reference.
Proficiency levels
Language
Oral

Reading

Writing

PRESENT EMPLOYER
Present employer:
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Position:
Length of service including Start date (# of months &
starting date month and year):

Status (permanent, temporary, contract
employee, associate, etc.):

Number of months: ___________
Starting Date (month and year): ____________
WORK HISTORY
History of employment in reverse chronological order (most recent to oldest):
Pertinent dates (month & year)
Position

Employer

Start date

Completion date

Month:_______

Month:_________

Year:________

Year: __________

Length
of service
(number
of
months)

PERTINENT PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE (no more than 2 (two) assignments)
Narrative description of assignments carried out by the proposed individual presented to demonstrate his or
her experience towards the rated criteria detailed in Appendix B. Information should include but is not limited
to:
ASSIGNMENT 1
Assignment Title:

Value of the evaluated project:

Evaluated Project Name and nature of the project
(i.e. International Development):

Project Duration in months:

Geographical area (country(ies) / region(s)):

Level of Effort in days:

Assignment start date:
From (yyyy-mm-dd)

Assignment end date:
To (yyyy-mm-dd)

Total assignment value (in CAD $):

Stakeholder Types and Thematic Experience:

Description of the Statement of Work (SoW): provide only key points from the original SoW
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Role and responsibilities (evaluation experience) of the proposed individual:

Contact person for validation of information:
Name of Contact Title
Phone number

E-mail

ASSIGNMENT 2
Assignment Title:

Value of the evaluated project:

Evaluated Project Name and nature of the project
(i.e. International Development):

Project Duration in months:

Geographical area (country(ies) / region(s)):

Level of Effort in days:

Assignment start date:
From (yyyy-mm-dd)

Assignment end date:
To (yyyy-mm-dd)

Total assignment value (in CAD $):

Stakeholder Types and Thematic Experience:

Description of the Statement of Work (SoW): provide only key points from the original SoW

Role and responsibilities (evaluation experience) of the proposed individual:

Contact person for validation of information:
Name of Contact Title
Phone number

E-mail

CERTIFICATION
I, the undersigned, certify that this CV correctly describes me, my qualifications, and my experience, and I am
available to undertake the assignment in case of contract award. I understand that any misstatement or
misrepresentation described herein may lead to the rejection of the proposal or termination of the resultant
contract by DFATD.

Signature of Proposed Individual

Date {day/month/year}
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Form B-2: Curriculum Vitae of Team Member

GENERAL INFORMATION
Given name:

Family name:
Address:
E-mail:

Phone number:

Proposed Position:

Citizenship:

EDUCATION
Academic qualifications:

Degree received

Name of the university/school

Pertinent dates (month & year)

Professional development (professional certification or accreditation or designation):
Certification/accreditation/designation
received

Name of the professional body

Pertinent dates (month &
year)

Language Proficiency:
The definitions associated with the language requirements can be found in Annex 1.7: Description of
Language Scales/Levels in the Terms of Reference
Proficiency levels
Language
Oral

Reading

Writing

PRESENT EMPLOYER
Present employer:
Position:
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Length of service including Start date (# of months &
starting date month and year):

Status (permanent, temporary, contract employee,
associate, etc.):

Number of months: ___________
Starting Date (month and year): ____________
WORK HISTORY
History of employment in reverse chronological order (most recent to oldest):
Pertinent dates (month & year)
Position / main duties

Employer
Start date

Completion date

Month:_______

Month:_________

Year:________

Year: __________

Length
of service
(number
of
months)

CERTIFICATION
I, the undersigned, certify that this CV correctly describes me, my qualifications, and my experience, and I am
available to undertake the assignment in case of contract award. I understand that any misstatement or
misrepresentation described herein may lead to the rejection of the proposal or termination of the resultant
contract by DFATD.

Signature of Proposed Individual

Date {day/month/year}
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Form B-3: Proposed Evaluation Approach and Methodology
Guidance to Bidders: The Bidder should propose an evaluation approach and methodology
demonstrating the Bidder’s understanding of the evaluation assignment described in Appendix A –
Terms of Reference (TORs).
Maximum length – up to three (3) pages
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Section 4: Financial proposal - Standard Form
Form C: Financial Proposal
Guidance to Bidders:
In accordance with paragraph 9, the Bidder must propose a firm all-inclusive daily fee in Canadian Dollars based on a 7.5 hour working day for each individual
proposed for the position(s) below.

Proposed Individual’s
Name

Position

Team Leader
Team Member
Team Member 2
(optional)1

Firm all-inclusive daily Fees
(CAD$)

Level of Effort (LOE) fixed
by DFATD (days)
50.5 days
25.5 days
9 days

TOTAL PRICE (exclusive of all applicable taxes)
Total estimated amount of applicable taxes

1

Sub-Total Estimated Cost= (Firm allinclusive daily Fees x LOE fixed by
DFATD)

CAD$
CAD$

If Team Member 2 is not suggested, this level of effort can be added to the LoE of another team member.
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Appendix A
TERMS OF REFERENCE

FOR THE

SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

OF THE

Ukraine Dairy Business Development Project
(UDBDP)

Project number:
P-000523

Ukraine Programme
Europe and Middle East Branch
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Canada

November 2020
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Acronyms
AGROPUR

Canadian milk cooperative, member of SOCODEVI

CEDAW

Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (United Nations)

CEA

Canadian Executing Agency

CIDA
COOP

Canadian International Development Agency
Cooperative

LA COOP FÉDÉRÉE

Canadian agriculture cooperative, member of SOCODEVI

CUMA
DAAS

Cooperative of Users of Agriculture Machinery
Dnipropetrovsk Agricultural Extension Service

DFATD

Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development (see also GAC)

DMS
EQA
FAO

Dairy Management System
Evaluation Quality Assessment
Food and Agriculture Organization

FTP

Financial and Technical Partner

GAC
GE
GOSPODAR
GoU
LADS
LM

Global Affairs Canada (operating name of DFATD)
Gender Equality
Union of Agriculture Cooperatives of Eastern Ukraine
Government of Ukraine
Lyiv Agricultural Extension Service
Logic Model

LoE
MT
OECD-DAC
Development
PIP
PMF
PTA
RBM

Level of Effort
Metric Tonnes
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development –
Assistance Committee
Project Implementation Plan
Performance Measurement Framework
Project Technical Authority
Results Based Management

RINOPRAVNIST
SOCODEVI

Union of Agriculture Cooperatives of Western Ukraine
Society for Cooperation and International Development

ToRs

Terms of Reference also called Statement of Work (SOW)

UDBDP
USAID
VALACTA

Ukraine Dairy Business Development Project
United States Agency for International Development
Dairy Production Center of Expertise Québec-Atlantic

WYEP

Women and Youth Entrepreneurship Program
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1. RATIONALE, PURPOSE AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION
1.1 Rationale and Purpose of the Evaluation
This summative evaluation for the Ukraine Dairy Business Development (UDBDP) project has been
commissioned by the Department of Foreign Affairs International Trade and Development (DFATD)
Canada because the UDBDP project is ending March 31, 2021.
The purpose of this summative evaluation is to:



Support informed decision making for DFATD programming related to economic growth and
agricultural value chain development in Ukraine



Improve the design of future DFATD support for the development of cooperatives in Ukraine in
order to promote sustainable economic growth



Inform stakeholders of the results achieved by UDBDP

The intended end users of this evaluation are the Government of Ukraine (GoU) and DFATD, but other
stakeholders, including national and oblast level government departments, civil society organizations, the
Canadian Executing Agency (CEA) the Society for Cooperation and International Development
(SOCODEVI) and other members of the international community working on governance and economic
growth in Ukraine, including the relevant sector working groups, may also be interested.

1.2 Specific Objectives of the evaluation
The specific objectives of the UDBDP summative evaluation are the following:


Assess the relevance of UDBDP to the needs and priorities of its stakeholders2



Assess the results achieved by UDBDP, including intended and unintended, positive and negative
results



Identify the factors within the project and the enabling environment that contributed to or
hindered the achievement of results



Assess the efficiency of UDBDP in delivering these results, including any challenges encountered
during the project



Assess the coherence of UDBDP in the context of other programming supporting dairy farmers and
cooperatives (coops) in Ukraine3



Assess the sustainability of UDBDP results

2

Relevance is defined by the OECD-DAC as “the extent to which the intervention objectives and design respond to
beneficiaries’, global, country, and partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities … ” and “Respond to” means
that the objectives and design of the intervention are sensitive to the economic, environmental, equity, social,
political economy, and capacity conditions in which it takes place.”
3
The OECD-DAC defines coherence as “The compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a country,
sector or institution.”
22

Request for Proposals # 2020-P000523

Appendix A – Terms of Reference



Assess the integration of gender equality and environment in UDBDP including the achievement
of gender equality and environmental results



Generate findings, conclusions and recommendations, and lessons to fulfill the evaluation
purposes as stated above.

2. BACKGROUND
The UDBDP project was implemented between March 28, 2014 and March 31, 2021.

2.1 Development Context
In 2013, 78% of milk production in Ukraine was in the hands of household farms. A fundamental
challenge for milk production in Ukraine is that most households consider it as a “safety net” rather than
a professional activity. Even large farmers are usually grain farmers first and rely on their dairy production
as a complementary economic activity.4
Household milk supply is also complicated to deal with from a processing point of view. Supply is
unstable due to seasonal variation with little milk during winter and too much milk in summertime.
Quality is also an issue since sanitary protocols are not enforced and not all households have cooling
facilities. In addition, milk collection and transportation is expensive since volume is low and producers
are spread over a wide geographic area. The result is that milk supply costs are higher than in most of the
world and Ukrainian dairy products are not competitive either domestically or for export.
Affluent Ukrainian consumers are dissatisfied with the inconsistent quality of domestic cheese, and
following scandal with the use of vegetable oils in butter, they similarly do not trust local butter. High
quality cheese and butter are imported.
Although some butter and non-fat dried milk are exported, cheese is the main Ukrainian dairy export.
Dependence on the Russian market is significant since 87% of cheese exports use to go to that country.
The armed conflict in Ukraine is obviously making the sector even more vulnerable. Trade relations with
Russia are extremely difficult and are subject to restrictions and outright embargos.
In addition to the loss of the Russian market, local demand is falling as the economy contracts and
purchasing power drops, especially for more expensive and higher quality products. As the local currency
has depreciated by more than 50% in the last eight months, many inputs have become more expensive in
real terms while the price of milk has dropped.
All these factors act as a drag on dairy farmers’ intentions to invest. In the medium term, Ukrainian
access to European market could shift perspectives since small and medium dairy farmers will have to
invest to meet minimum quality standards and improve their efficiency somewhat just to stay
competitive.5

2.2 Description of the development Intervention
In this context, the Canadian government agreed to provide up to C$19,900,000, as a contribution to the
seven-year UDBDP project to provide expertise to enhance economic growth in the Ukrainian dairy
sector. SOCODEVI is contributing C$1,000,000, Danone Eco-Fund, Danone Ukraine, Heifer International
4 Based on United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) information (www.thedairysite.com) and MilkUA.info
5

Context drawn from: PIP- Dairy Business Development Project- Version December 16, 2014, SOCODEVI.
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C$3,000,000, Dnepropetrovsk oblast council C$ 494 927, Kherson oblast council C$494 927, Lviv oblast
council C$494 927, Ivano-Frankivsk oblast council C$494 927 and Ukrainian dairy farmers C$2,030,290
for a total budget of C$27,900,000.
The UDBDP Project follows an initiative financed by DFATD and implemented by SOCODEVI from 2008 to
2014. The present UDBDP Project can thus be considered a “second phase” of this first one, and builds
on experience and lessons learned.
This project aims to increase the growth of small and medium-sized dairy businesses in Ukraine,
particularly those led by women. Over seven years it will assist 10,000 dairy farmers in four of Ukraine’s
larger dairy-producing regions (Dnipropetrovsk, Lviv, Kherson, and Ivano-Frankivsk) to improve the
quantity and quality of the milk they produce, establish more successful farm businesses and increase
their household incomes. The aim is to set up 270 new family-run dairy farms and create or support 50
businesses that provide support to the dairy sector, such as veterinary services, artificial insemination
services, and machinery services.
The targeted farmers will form the membership base of at least 15 larger dairy cooperatives. The
project will help these dairy cooperatives to connect with local institutions (such as agricultural
colleges, suppliers of inputs such as seeds and fertilizers, advisory service companies, and lending
organizations) that individual farmers would be unable to access on their own, for example helping
women-farmers overcome gender and land barriers and getting them access to quality feed. The dairy
cooperatives will be formed into two Cooperative Unions, which will foster the development of a
reliable system of production, distribution and sales of hay of good quality as well as strengthening
artificial insemination and other specialized services offered by independent entrepreneurs.
UDBDP had a delivery approach that involved 8 main components:
1. Establishing the Dairy Management System (DMS) and offering Technical services to Coop
members. The extension services will improve their technical assistance provided on the farm by
implementing a DMS. The effectiveness of the DMS will rely on the regular capture of production
data together with milk sample analysis, the production of reports used by trained milk
technicians to offer useful and effective advice to women and men farmers to better manage
their herd and their business. Thus, the extension services staff will be given an intensive training
program to upgrade technical levels. To analyze milk samples, two modern laboratories will be
set up, one in each region (Dnipropetrovsk and Lviv).
2. Linking the women and young entrepreneurs that are using the Union of Cooperatives financing
program through a dairy business network. The project will offer financial support to dairy
women and men farmers wishing to move to another professional level and make a living out of
dairy farming. Through the Women and Young Entrepreneurship Program (WYEP), 100 women
that are proactive dairy farmers will have access to bank credit to build a new barn. Also, 200
dairy men and women farmers will be supported in upgrading their current barn to improve the
housing conditions of cows. Women farmers are mentored by Canadian women-producers and
extension services will support them in business networking and exchanges, financial literacy,
management accounting and analysing. The project will assist with building and upgrading young
entrepreneurs and women’s barns using modern equipment as well as purchasing better animals
under the Union of Cooperatives financing program
3. Training dairy farm Coop members in dairy farm administration, finance and sustainable
production practices, promoting sustainable and modern dairy production, sensitizing Coop
members to a more equal distribution of farm and domestic workload between women and
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men, updating university knowledge on dairy farming and integrating environmental and
sustainability components.
4. Implementation of system of low cost and high quality forage using quality inputs provided to
Coop members;
5. Implementation of milk marketing system leading to higher prices and starting dairy processing
operations, integrating environmentally sound measures;
6. Implementation of training programs for Coop members, board members and employees and
implementation of adequate accounting system in Coop businesses;
7. Influencing oblast and budget allocations for dairy industry through effective representation of
dairy farmers during the budget cycle and identifying challenges and priorities of dairy value
chain. By working with the dairy value chain stakeholders, the project wishes to draw the
attention of local and national authorities to the challenges faced by small and medium dairy
farmers. The extension services will lead round tables and elaborate proposals for better policies
and financial support from the state, especially drawing attention to the status of rural women as
declared in the United Nations’ Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination
Against Women (CEDAW).
8. Enhancing the business and governance sustainability of two grain cooperatives.

2.2.1 Logic Model
UDBDP plans to achieve the following results:
Ultimate Outcome:
Increased growth of small and medium sized dairy businesses mainly in the region of Lviv, Ivano
Frankivsk, Dnipropetrovsk and Kherson, particularly those led by women
Intermediate Outcomes:
More modern and environmentally
sustainable management practices
among small and medium dairy
businesses mainly in the regions of Lviv,
Ivano Frankivsk, Dnipropetrovsk and
Kherson, particularly those led by
women.

Improved cooperation among small
and medium dairy businesses to
achieve economies of scale mainly in
the regions of Lviv, Ivano Frankivsk,
Dnipropetrovsk and Kherson.

Improved enabling
environment for
small and medium
dairy businesses,
particularly those led
by women.

Immediate Outcomes :
100. Increased access to improved
support services for small and medium
dairy businesses, particularly those led
by women.

400. Improved capacity of dairy
cooperatives to provide quality feed
and inputs to cooperative members,
integrating environmental
sustainability.

200. Increased number of new and
expanded small and medium dairy
farms acquiring modern and
environmentally sound production,

500. Improved capacity of dairy
cooperatives to manage milk
processing and marketing, integrating
environmentally sound measures.

700. Improved
capacity of dairy
cooperatives to
advocate for the
business interests
of their
membership at the
regional level.
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collection, storage and handling
capabilities, particularly those led by
women.
300. Increased business management
and sustainable6 production capabilities
among small and medium dairy
businesses, particularly those led by
women.

600. Improved capacity of dairy
cooperatives to implement effective
governance and financial management
practices, in line with the principles of
cooperative membership.

2.2.3 Stakeholders
Stakeholder consultation is fundamental to DFATD evaluations of development interventions; therefore
the Consultant must ensure that stakeholders are consulted throughout the evaluation process.
Primary stakeholders are the ultimate beneficiaries including small and medium dairy businesses,
including women and men dairy farmers as well as businesses that provide support to the dairy sector
(e.g. veterinary services, artificial insemination services, machinery), 15 dairy cooperatives and their
members. In addition, the project will build the capacity of several of the Ukrainian co-operation
partners, including DAAS, the Union of Agricultural Cooperatives of Dnipropetrovsk (GOSPODAR), the
Union of Agricultural Cooperatives of Lviv (RIVNOPRAVNIST) and LADS.
DFTAD is the donor to UDBDP.
Co-operation partners include the Canadian partners, SOCODEVI along with Agropur and the Coop
fédérée, both member institutions of SOCODEVI and Valacta, the Dairy Production Center of Expertise for
Québec and the Atlantic region. In Ukraine, SOCODEVI’s implementing partners are DAAS, GOSPODAR,
the RIVNOPRAVNIST and LADS. In addition, the regional and local governments of Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk,
Dnipropetrovsk and Kherson Oblast are partners to facilitate the implementation of the project.
Interested parties include development organizations operating in Donbas organizations including the
Norwegian Refugee Council, Red Cross, United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and
the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). These organizations are eager to learn about the emerging
cooperative movement stimulated by DAAS in the Dnipro area. There are many other donors who can be
expected to take an interest in this evaluation. Indirectly, UDBDP is intended to benefit the Ukrainian public
by who are planning to either join or create Coops, and they may be interested as well.
2.2.4 Governance
DFATD has signed a contribution agreement with SOCODEVI for the execution of the project. SOCODEVI
is accountable to DFATD and responsible for project management and achieving results. SOCODEVI
coordinates the inputs of other partners and SOCODEVI’s institutional administrative rules and
procedures are applied.
The management of the Project in Canada is done by a Project Officer from SOCODEVI supported
technically by personnel from member institutions Agropur and La Coopérative Fédérée. In addition,
Canadian dairy center of expertise, Valacta, has been contracted to support the implementation of the
Dairy Management System (DMS).

6 The term “sustainable” is understood as encompassing environmental sustainability.
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The coordination of the project in Ukraine is done through the Directors and General Managers of the
four partners (LADS, DAAS, RIVNOPRAVNIST UNION and GOSPODAR UNION). They are supported by two
Project Administrators, based respectively in L’viv and Dnipropetrovsk.
DFATD has a project team managing the project, one person at headquarters in Ottawa paired with one
situated at the Embassy in Kiev.

2.3 Scope
This evaluation will cover the entire UDBDP project described in section 2.2 from the signing of the
Contribution Agreement in March 2014 to December 31, 2021, focusing on the implementation phase
after the approval of the Project Implementation Plan (PIP).

3. EVALUATION CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS
It will cover the OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and sustainability as
well at the additional criteria of integration of Canada’s former cross cutting themes of gender and
environment.
The evaluation will answer the following questions:
1. To what extent did UDBDP respond to Ukrainian beneficiary, partner, and policy needs and
priorities?
2. Are the approaches, models and tools developed with UDBDP help relevant to other
cooperatives and agricultural implementation projects?
3. To what extent did UDBDP achieve its intended results?
4. What factors contributed to or hindered the achievement of results?
5. To what extent did UDBDP achieve its results in a timely and cost-effective way?
6. How does UDBDP compare to other initiatives have supported small-scale farmers in Ukraine
during this period?
7. What is the likelihood that results/benefits will continue after UDBDP support ends?
8. To what extent has the UDBDP made a difference for small scale dairy businesses, either positive
or negative?
9. To what extent has UDBDP achieved outcomes in gender equality?
10. To what extent has the project reduced gender-based inequalities in decision-making, access to
and control over resources, and the exercise of women’s rights?
11. To what extent has the project achieved results that enhance environmental sustainability?

4. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
4.1 The Consultant
The Consultant will carry out the evaluation in conformity with the “OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards
for Development Evaluation” and best practices in evaluation.
The Consultant has the overall responsibility for:
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Ensuring that all products adhere to the OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards for Development
Evaluation;



Managing the evaluation following the work plan approved by the Project Technical Authority
(PTA);



Preparing and submitting all deliverables for revision and approval by the PTA;



Reporting regularly on progress to the PTA;



Preparing ToRs (Terms of References) for the hiring of local consultant(s) if required;



Ensuring the quality assurance of all deliverables; and



Putting together a team with the requisite skills, subject to the PTA’s approval.



Translate the Executive Summary into French

Note: The Consultant is fully responsible to manage and administer all aspects of the local consultants’
involvement in evaluation. Responsibility for these local consultants lies strictly with the Consultant.
4.2 DFATD
The PTA in charge of the evaluation will be responsible for the following:


Managing the Consultant's contract;



Acting as the main contact person for the Consultant;



Reviewing, commenting and approving all deliverables, and facilitating access to documentation
and people deemed of importance to the evaluation process;



Ensuring that all deliverables meet the OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards for Development
Evaluation, in collaboration with DFATD Diplomacy, Trade and Corporate Affairs Evaluation
Division, and as required with sector and thematic specialists;



Sharing deliverables with key stakeholders;



Collecting stakeholders’ comments on the draft evaluation report;



Including the management response in the final Evaluation Report;



Including verbatim stakeholders’ comments (if applicable); and



Disseminating the evaluation.

5. EVALUATION PROCESS AND DELIVERABLES
All deliverables must be prepared in English, and submitted to the PTA. Only the executive summary of
the final evaluation report must be written in both official languages.
Both the draft and final evaluability assessment, work plan, and the draft and final evaluation reports must
be submitted in MS Word or a compatible software. PDF files are not acceptable. If need be, the PTA will
convert files into PDF format after receipt. Presentations to be delivered will be submitted in electronic
format to the PTA for review prior to delivery.
Upon the PTA’s request, the Consultant shall submit documents used/created under the current mandate
(e.g., questionnaires, focus groups protocols, interview notes, raw data, survey data, database(s)).
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5.1 Start-up Meeting
The Consultant must attend (in person or via a tele- or video-conference) a start-up meeting with:
1. the PTA in charge of managing the contract, and
2. a member of the Evaluation Services, Learning and Innovation Unit of the Diplomacy, Trade and
Corporate Evaluation Division.
The purpose of this meeting is to ensure that:


participants understand (1) DFATD expectations with regards to the quality of evaluation
deliverables, and (2) quality assessment processes and timelines; and

 the Consultant has the opportunity to ask for clarifications on the mandate.
The Consultant will provide the PTA with any questions that they have at least one day prior of the startup meeting.

5.2 Evaluability Assessment
The evolving COVID 19 pandemic may affect the availability of key informants and ability to carry out data
collection in the field. The Consultant must thoroughly assess these constraints through an evaluability
assessment in order to inform the evaluation’s feasibility as well as the methodological choices, which may
require greater reliance on certain lines of evidence, minimized travel to the field, increased use of
information and communication technologies (ITC), etc.
Note: the use of local expertise cannot be ethically justifiable to replace international expertise if both
bear or create the same COVID-19 related risks (getting or propagating the virus). However, there may be
circumstances were international expertise is barred from reaching a country or where local expertise is
more appropriate to use local ITCs, etc. It is important to restate for all evaluations, regardless of the
COVID-19 situation, that i) local expertise is always strongly encouraged and ii) ethical norms always have
to be maintained regardless of conditions.
Based on the evaluability assessment, the evaluation may be




delayed or cancelled, or
conducted with a narrower scope, or
re-purposed: There may be cases where field data constraints and contextual changes are so
important that it may be preferable to completely repurpose the evaluation to respond to the
evaluations users’ needs. This may require different methodological approaches.
Note: in the case where a re-purposing is recommended, the Consultant must not develop a work
plan based on new purpose until it is approved in writing by the DFATD PTA.
Considerations related to some of these parameters are outlined below, noting that as the situation
evolves, these may be updated.
The Consultant will:
1

Examine the following key factors:


existence (available and accessible) and quality of data (specifically including sexdisaggregated data);
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availability and accessibility of key informants: a stakeholder mapping and analysis must
completed;
the timing of the evaluation;
identification of whether key stakeholders want/resist having their development intervention
evaluated (e.g., the level of resistance to the evaluation and its reasons).

Review the logic of the intervention to:


3

assess the immediate, intermediate and ultimate outcome statements and propose measures
to address flaws for the purpose of conducting the evaluation in terms of:
o is each outcome clearly and unambiguously worded, containing only one idea?
o can each outcome be measured?
o is each outcome realistic and achievable?
o is each outcome located at the proper outcome level?
o are the causal relationships between outcome levels logical?
 confirm a shared interpretation among key stakeholders of the development intervention’s
expected immediate and intermediate outcomes
 validate indicators and targets to assess each outcome (NOT output) according to DFATD’s
RBM guide.
Review the evaluation questions. Evaluation questions can be withdrawn if they are impossible to
answer, overly difficult or if there is a need to reduce the focus of the evaluation. Questions may be
further elaborated, modified or added. All changes, additions or deletions of questions must be
accompanied by a supporting argument/rationale.
4

Explain and note any factors that compromise the independence of the evaluation and address
possible conflicts of interest openly and honestly.

If it is determined that the constraints and limitations are too severe to meet the stated purpose and
objectives of the evaluation, DFATD reserves the right to pause or cancel all subsequent phases of the
assignment (work plan, data collection, reporting). Alternatively, DFATD may, in negotiation with the
Consultant re-purpose the evaluation and amend the contract as necessary and possible to focus on
COVID-19 issues related to this the project. As indicated earlier, the Consultant must not develop a work
plan based on new purpose(s) until it is approved in writing by the DFATD PTA.

DELIVERABLE 1: DRAFT EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT
The evaluability assessment report must follow the instruction indicated in 5.2 above and the structure
as set out in Annex 1.1
Prior to submission to the PTA, the Consultant must ensure that the evaluability assessment report has
undergone an internal quality control process through the Consultant’s Quality Assurance System. If the
quality of the evaluability assessment report is deemed satisfactory by DFATD (form and substance), it will
be circulated to co-operation partners and other stakeholders as necessary for comments. In the event
that the quality is unsatisfactory, the Consultant will be required to produce a new version of the
evaluability assessment report.
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DELIVERABLE 2: FINAL EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT
The Consultant must address all the comments and make appropriate amendments to the evaluability
assessment prior to submission to the PTA for review and approval.
For each and every comment, the Consultant indicates in writing how they have responded (“trail of
comments”), using the proposed format set out in Annex 1.3. The trail of comments document is to be
submitted to the PTA at the same time as the updated evaluability assessment.
The evaluability assessment will be considered final upon approval by the PTA.

5.3 Work plan
Following the review of the evaluability assessment and based on DFATD’s decision to continue the
evaluation mandate, the Consultant7 will prepare a work plan that will operationalize and direct the
evaluation. The work plan will follow the outline provided in Annex 1.2. Once approved by the PTA, the
work plan will serve as the agreement between the parties on how the evaluation is to be carried out. It is
important to note that the work plan completes, but does not contractually replace, the Statement of
Work in the Contract.
The work plan will be elaborated based on the information presented in this SoW to bring greater precision
to the planning and design of the evaluation. It will be informed by the evaluability assessment and will be
based on a preliminary review of project documentation, discussions with key stakeholders, literature
review, etc.
The following paragraphs provide guidance on how to address some sections of the work plan. However,
all sections and annexes indicated in the outline of the work plan provided in Annex 1.2 must be
completed.
Following the evaluability assessment, the work plan may propose revisions to the evaluation questions.
The purpose, scope and evaluation questions are to be used by the Consultant to determine the most
appropriate approach for the present evaluation. The methodology must be developed in line with the
evaluation approach chosen and support the answering of evaluation questions using credible evidence.
The methodology section is the most important section of the work plan. This importance will be reflected
in its size relative to the entire document. In that section, the Consultant must explain and justify the
selection of the proposed evaluation approach and must also specify and justify the overall evaluation
design.
To describe and explain the evaluation methodology and its application, the Consultant shall detail the
proposed techniques for both data collection and data analysis (note: specific details on techniques for
gender-sensitive data must be provided). The rationale for choosing those techniques must be provided
and potential limitations and shortcomings must be explained. The methodology must take into
consideration any data collection limitations due to COVID 19, and propose alternative data collection
methods, for example through remote data collection and the use of local consultants where appropriate
(e.g. ethical) and necessary.
In order to add robustness to this section, the Consultant is to include a stakeholder mapping and analysis
of the stakeholders involved in this development intervention.
Heretofore and unless otherwise specified the word ‘Consultant’ will refer to either an individual or to a
team of consultants.
7
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Given that data will be collected from various samples (people, locations, etc.), it is important that each
sample be representative of its population. Thus, in the methodology section of the work plan, the
Consultant will detail the characteristics of each sample: how it is selected, the rationale for the selection,
and the limitations of the sample for interpreting evaluation results. If a sample is not used, the rationale
for not sampling and the implications for the evaluation should be provided.
Where data is collected during the evaluation stakeholder consultation process, the Consultant should
explain how the information collected will be organized, classified, tabulated, inter-related, compared and
displayed relative to the evaluation questions, including what will be done to integrate multiple sources.
The Consultant must set-up and maintain an Evaluation Evidence Matrix (EEM) (see Annex 1.5) to ensure
that the collection and recording of data and information is done systematically. This matrix will help the
Consultant consolidate in a structured manner all collected information corresponding to each evaluation
question and to identify data gaps and collect outstanding information before the end of the data
collection phase. The EEM will play important but slightly varying roles throughout all stages of the
evaluation process and therefore will require particular attention from the Consultant. Owing to the
changing role and function of the EEM over the course of the evaluation, the matrix will need to serve as
a series of working tools throughout the evaluation process. It is essential that the final (published) version
of the EEM be structured and drafted in a manner that facilitates the easy access of evaluation users to
the evidence that support the answer of each evaluation question.
The Consultant attaches the following annexes to the work plan:





Evaluation Evidence Matrix (EEM).
Sampling. For each sample the following must be defined and explained in detail: the purpose,
objectives, universe/population, sampling criteria, sample design, sampling frame, sampling unit,
sample size, sampling method(s), proposed sample and limitations.
Proposed draft data collection tools (interviews, focus groups or other participatory methods,
protocols, tabulations, etc.).

DELIVERABLE 3: DRAFT WORK PLAN
The draft work plan must follow the instructions indicated in section 5.3 above and the structure as set
out in Annex 1.2.
Prior to submission to the PTA, the Consultant must ensure that the draft work plan has undergone an
internal quality control process through the Consultant’s Evaluation Quality Assurance System (EQAS). If
the quality of the draft work plan is deemed satisfactory by DFATD (form and substance), the draft work
plan will be circulated to Co-operation partners and other stakeholders as necessary for comments.
In the event that the quality is unsatisfactory, the Consultant will be required to produce a new version of
the draft work plan.

DELIVERABLE 4: FINAL WORK PLAN
The Consultant must address all the comments and make appropriate amendments to the work plan prior
to submission to the PTA for review and approval.
For each and every comment, the Consultant indicates in writing how they have responded (“trail of
comments”), using the proposed format set out in Annex 1.3. The trail of comments document is to be
submitted to the PTA at the same time as the updated work plan.
The work plan will be considered final upon approval by the PTA.
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Data Collection Phase

Data collection will be undertaken according to the PTA-approved work plan. As noted above, data
collection may change based on the evolving COVID 19 situation.
DFATD field staff are to be briefed by the Consultant on arrival in the country(s).

DELIVERABLE 5: IN-COUNTRY DEBRIEF SESSION
The Consultant presents preliminary data to in-country key stakeholders and DFATD staff (in-country or
via tele- or video-conference) for discussions two days before departure from the field. Note: In-country
debrief is needed to review data with selected key stakeholders, increase the Consultant’s understanding
of data cumulated so far, and identify data issues or gaps that may be addressed/collected/revisited before
leaving the country. The in-country debrief is not to be used to present preliminary findings as the data
analysis is not yet completed and could mislead stakeholders.
Presentation material is to be submitted to the PTA prior to the debriefing session. Minutes and any
supplementary material provided during the session are to be submitted one week after the session.
As noted in Section 5.4, data collection may change based on the COVID 19 situation.

5.5

Reporting Phase

DELIVERABLE 6: POST DATA COLLECTION DEBRIEFING SESSION
The Consultant’s Team Leader conducts a debriefing session to be held in Kiev via tele- or video-conference
after finalizing the data collection phase. The presentation is to include preliminary findings responding to
the evaluation questions.
Presentation material is to be submitted to the PTA at least five working days prior to the session. Minutes
and any supplementary material provided during the session are to be submitted one week after the
session.

DELIVERABLE 7: DRAFT EVALUATION REPORT
The draft evaluation report must conform to the OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards for Development
Evaluation and follow the structure and instructions as set out in Annex 1.4, including an executive
summary (following the outline provided in Annex 1.6) and all relevant annexes.
Prior to submission to the PTA, the Consultant must ensure that the draft evaluation report has undergone
an internal quality control process through the Consultant’s Evaluation Quality Assurance System (EQAS).
If the quality of the draft evaluation report is deemed satisfactory by DFATD (form and substance), the
draft evaluation report will be circulated to Co-operation partners and other stakeholders as necessary for
comments.
In the event that the quality is unsatisfactory, the Consultant will be required to produce a new version of
the draft evaluation report.
The PTA is responsible for sharing the draft report and collecting stakeholder comments. The Consultant
shall not submit the draft evaluation report to stakeholders without the PTA’s approval.

DELIVERABLE 8: FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
The Consultant must address all the comments and make appropriate amendments to the evaluation
report prior to submission to the PTA for review and approval.
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For each and every comment, the Consultant indicates in writing how they have responded (“trail of
comments”), using the format set out in Annex 1.3. The trail-of-comments document is to be submitted
to the PTA at the same time as the updated evaluation report.
Note: As per the OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, “Relevant stakeholders
are given the opportunity to comment on the draft report. The final evaluation report reflects these
comments and acknowledges any substantive disagreements. In disputes about facts that can be verified,
the evaluators investigate and change the draft where necessary. In the case of opinion or interpretation,
stakeholders’ comments are reproduced verbatim, in an annex or footnote, to the extent that this does
not conflict with the rights and welfare of participants.”
The evaluation report will be considered final upon approval by the PTA.

DELIVERABLE 9: EVALUATION BRIEF
The evaluation brief consists of a short paper with infographics documenting the process of the
evaluation and presenting the main results. It is to be based upon the final evaluation report and is
different and separate from the executive summary included in the evaluation report. The evaluation
brief is to be provided in both of Canada’s official languages: English and French. Translation in French as
well as copy-editing of the French version of the brief is the responsibility of the Consultant.

5.6

Management Response

Both the PTA and MEDA will prepare a management response to the evaluation report that documents
their response to the recommendations and establishes how each organization will (or will not) follow-up
on the recommendations. Note: the Consultant is not responsible for this part of the process.

5.7

Dissemination

The PTA responsible for the current evaluation is also responsible for the dissemination of the report and
for ensuring that the executive summary is made public as per Canada’s commitment to the International
Aid Transparency Initiative.

6.

CONSULTANT PROFILE

The evaluation team is expected to be comprised of:



An Evaluation Team Leader, who must be a senior evaluation specialist completely familiar with
GAC evaluation requirements, and should have strong thematic knowledge of agricultural
and/or coop reforms in Central and Eastern Europe, in particular in Ukraine. The Evaluation
Team Leader should have demonstrated experience with a) international assistance evaluation
mandates that are similar to the one for this evaluation; and b) leading a team of professionals
in a developing country;



The evaluation team collectively, including the team leader, should demonstrate experience
working in Central and Eastern Europe and in particular Ukraine, have relevant education, and
knowledge of evaluation and economic development, cooperative building and agricultural
reforms and the dairy sector. General knowledge of value for money on the team would be
considered an asset. The team should include expertise in the integration of gender equality
and environment in development evaluations.
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7.

LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS

The working language for this evaluation mandate is English. The evaluation team leader must have
advanced professional capacity in reading, writing and speaking English. The team will require advanced
professional capacity in reading, writing and speaking Ukrainian. Local specialists are expected to have
Ukrainian language capacity as well as general professional proficiency in English.
Team Member
Evaluation Team Leader
Evaluation Team
(collectively)

English
Oral = 4+
Reading = 4+
Writing = 4+
Oral = 4
Reading = 3
Writing = 3

Ukrainian
Oral = N/A (an asset but not required)
Reading = N/A
Writing = N/A
Oral = 4+
Reading = 4
Writing = 4

The description of the language requirements can be found at Annex 1.7.

8.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

The Consultant must have an Evaluation Quality Assurance System (EQAS) that will be used throughout the
evaluation process. That is, the Consultant must dedicate specific resources to quality assurance efforts
and must have quality assurance mechanisms, which will be applied throughout the evaluation process.

Quality of evaluation deliverables
The first level of quality assurance for evaluation deliverables will be conducted by the Consultant. That is,
the Consultant must systematically quality control all deliverables prior to submission to the PTA.
The second level of quality assurance for evaluation deliverables will be conducted by DFATD. Deliverables
will be reviewed by i) DFATD Program staff, ii) DFATD Diplomacy, Trade and Corporate Affairs Evaluation
Division staff and, iii) DFATD specialists. As part of DFATD’s decentralized EQAS, a Quality Assurance Report
(QAR) will be applied in the assessment of deliverables for this evaluation. The QAR uses evaluation quality
standards that follow primarily the OECD/DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, but also the
United Nations Evaluation Group UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation and best practices from the
international evaluation community. To further enhance the quality and credibility of this evaluation,
DFATD-identified stakeholders will also comment on the deliverables (factual checks).
The PTA maintains an oversight function and approves all deliverables.

9.

DELIVERABLES AND INDICATIVE TIME SCHEDULE

This evaluation, including the field mission, is expected to be carried out between February 2021 and June
2021. The final evaluation report is to be submitted to the PTA on or before July 1, 2021.
Deliverable
Work Plan Phase
Start-up Meeting

Section Template
in SoW
5.1

N/A

Indicative Time
Schedule

Firm price %

Approximate date to
be set at contract
signature
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1

Draft Evaluability
Assessment
Final Evaluability
Assessment

5.2

3

Draft Work Plan

5.3

Annex
1.2
Annex
1.5

4

Final Work Plan

5.3

Annex
1.2
Annex
1.5

5.4

N/A

Before the end of the
data collection
mission

N/A

Reporting Phase
6 Post Data Collection
Debriefing Session

5.5

N/A

10%

7

Draft Evaluation Report
with Executive Summary

5.5

8

Final Evaluation Report
with Bilingual Executive
Summary

5.5

2 weeks after
reception of
comments from the
PTA on draft
evaluation report)

40%

9

Evaluation Brief

5.5

Annex
1.4
Annex
1.5
Annex
1.6
Annex
1.4
Annex
1.5
Annex
1.6
N/A

2 weeks after data
collection is
completed
3 weeks after data
collection is
completed

2 weeks after the
approval of the final
report

10%

2

Data Collection Phase
5 In-country Debrief Session

5.2

Annex
1.1
Annex
1.1

2 weeks after the
Start-up meeting
1 week after
reception of
comments from the
PTA on draft
evaluability
assessment
2 weeks after
approval of the
evaluability
assessment and
conditional on DFATD
decision to continue
the evaluation
1 week after
reception of
comments from the
PTA on draft work
plan

15%

N/A

25%

N/A
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ESTIMATED BUDGET

The estimate to complete the evaluation including all costs and GST is up to CAD $70,000. This estimate
includes all fees, travel, expenses, incidentals and taxes.
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Annex 1.1: Outline of the Evaluability Assessment Report
Table of Contents
List of Acronyms
List of Tables (*)
List of Figures
1
Introduction
Should include: rationale, purpose and specific objectives of the evaluation.
2
Development Context
Should include: a brief description of key contextual elements, specific to the development Intervention.
A more exhaustive context is expected in the work plan deliverable.
3
Evaluation Object
Should include: a brief description of the development Intervention (e.g. the time period; budget;
geographical area; programming; stakeholder mapping; organizational set-up; implementation
arrangements).
4
Methodology
Should include: a description and an explanation of the evaluability assessment methodology (details of
techniques for data collection and data analysis, and justification for, methodological choices) and its
application (details of what was done along with limitations and shortcomings). The report acknowledges
any constraints encountered and how these have affected the evaluability assessment, including the
independence and impartiality of the evaluability assessment.
5
Main findings and analysis
Should include:
 Documented and analyzed key factors as per section 5.2;
 Documented review of the logic of the intervention as per section 5.2;
 Documented (provide supporting argument/rationale) updates for all changes, additions or
deletions of questions as per section 5.2;
 Documented explanation regarding any factors that may compromise the independence of the
evaluation;
 Documented and addressed possible conflicts of interest openly and honestly.
It is suggested that the findings and analysis be presented as follow:
Finding # – Finding Statement [Findings are numbered successively to ease cross-references. The length
of a finding statement is maximum 1 to 2 lines in bold character]
1st Paragraph: Explanation detailing the finding statement.
Following Paragraph(s): present the analysis of the data/info on which the finding is based. It provides
sufficient detail on the sources of data/information so that the adequacy of the information can be
assessed.
Following Paragraph: present data gaps where the findings cannot be fully triangulated and/or discuss
the validity and reliability of the data, as well as any weaknesses in the analysis used to support the finding.
6

Evaluation Options
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Should include: Documented options for the conduct of the evaluation (cancel or delay or adjust/modify
reduce scope or repurpose).
Options must be clear, relevant, targeted and actionable so that the evaluation can be used to meet the
needs of the intended users. Options must flow logically from the findings. Options are presented as
follows:
Option# – Option Statement. The length of an option statement is maximum 1 to 2 lines in bold character]
Following paragraph: Explain the option in more detail
Annexes
Should include:








SoW (and amendments if applicable)
Stakeholder Mapping
Explanation of sampling and samples (if applicable)
Methodological instruments used (survey, focus groups, interviews etc.)
Bibliography
List of people interviewed
Additional information on context, program or methodology and analysis as necessary.

(*) Tables, Graphs, diagrams, maps etc. presented in the final evaluability assessment report are also
to be provided to the PTA in their original version (in Excel, PowerPoint or word files, etc.).
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Annex 1.2: Outline of the Evaluation Work Plan
Table of Contents
List of Acronyms
List of Tables (*)
List of Figures (*)
1. Rationale, Purpose and Specific Objectives of the Evaluation
Should include: rationale, purpose and specific objectives of the evaluation.
2. Development Context
Should include: a description of key contextual element, specific to the development intervention.
3. Evaluation Object and Scope
Should include: a brief description of the development intervention (e.g. the time period; budget;
geographical area; programming; intervention logic, stakeholder mapping; organizational set-up;
implementation arrangements)
4. Evaluability Assessment
Should include: key elements from the evaluability assessment report, including a review and an
analysis of the logic of the development intervention, an assessment of the evaluation questions, an
analysis of the evidence (existence and quality of data and availability of key informants), and an
analysis of key factors that compromise the evaluation.
5. Evaluation Questions
Should include: a set of revised evaluation questions with the explanatory associated comments.
6. Evaluation Approach and Methodology
Should include: (i) a description and an explanation of the evaluation approaches, evaluation
methodology and its application; including details of, and justification for, the methodological choices;
(ii) description of the methods of data collection (desk and field-based) -- including data collection
plan; preparation of interview and guides for focus groups; surveys; etc. (iii) description of samples,
sampling choices/methods and limitations regarding the representativeness of samples for
interpreting evaluation results. (iv); data analysis plan (i.e. how the information collected will be
organized, classified, tabulated, inter-related, compared and displayed relative to the evaluation
questions, etc.); (v) limitations.
7. Reporting
Should include: an explanation of the debriefing sessions.
8. Evaluation Management
Should include: team composition and distribution of tasks, roles and responsibilities; the Consultant’s
approach to ensure quality assurance of all evaluation deliverables.
9. Deliverables, Milestones, Schedule, Level of Effort and Budget
Should include: a detailed plan for the next phases/stages of the evaluation; including detailed plans
for field visits, including the list of interventions for in-depth analysis in the field (explanation of the
value added for the visits), preparation process and logistics, recruitment of field teams, etc.
10. Annexes
40

Request for Proposals # 2020-P000523

Appendix A – Terms of Reference

Should include:
 Logic Model and PMF
 SoW (and amendments if applicable)
 Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis
 Evaluation Evidence Matrix
 Explanation of Sampling and Proposed Samples
 List of Documents Consulted for the Work Plan
 List of Individuals Consulted for the Work Plan (Disaggregated by Affiliation and Sex)
1. Proposed Data Collection Tools / Protocols
2. Proposed Field Work Schedule
(*) Tables, figures, graphs and diagrams should be numbered and have a title.
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Annex 1.3: Evaluation Trail of Comments Template
DFATD QAR Comment
1. [Please insert DFATD’s comments
as stated in the QAR]

Page #
[p.XX]

Consultant’s Response
[Please explain what modifications were made and why or provide a justification for rejecting the
comment]

2.
3.
5.
6.
7.
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Annex 1.4: Outline of the Evaluation Report
Table of Contents
List of Acronyms
List of Tables (*)
List of Figures
Executive Summary
1
Introduction
Should include: rationale, purpose and specific objectives of the evaluation;
2
Development Context
Should include: a description of key contextual element, specific to the development Intervention;
3
Evaluation Object
Should include: a brief description of the development Intervention (e.g. the time period; budget;
geographical area; programming; stakeholder mapping; organisational set-up; implementation
arrangements);
4
Methodology
Note: This is a standalone document. Information included in the work plan may be used (synthesized,
copied and updated as needed) in this section while never referencing to the work plan report. This
section can be complemented in an annex.
Should include: a description and an explanation of the evaluation approaches and methodology (details
of1, and justification for, methodological choices) and its application (details of what was done along with
limitations and shortcomings). The report acknowledges any constraints encountered and how these have
affected the evaluation, including the independence and impartiality of the evaluation.
5
Main findings and analysis
This section is divided by evaluation questions. Under each evaluation question, key finding(s) are
presented as follow:
Finding # – Finding Statement [Findings are numbered successively to ease cross-references. The length
of a finding statement is of 1 to maximum 2 lines in bold character]
1st Paragraph: Explanation detailing the finding statement
Following Paragraph(s): present the analysis of the data/info on which the finding is based. It provides
sufficient detail on the sources of data/info so that the adequacy of the information can be assessed. The
text is structurally presented in a way that eases cross-referencing to the Evaluation Evidence Matrix
located in the annex while never referencing to the annex. i.e. a reader can read the text without the need
to access the annex.2
Following Paragraph: present data gaps where the findings cannot be fully triangulated and/or discuss
the validity and reliability of the data, as well as any weaknesses in the analysis used to support the finding.

1“Details

of” pertain to: techniques for data collection (including sampling choices/methods, samples and
limitations regarding their representativeness for interpreting evaluation results) and data analysis.
2 See description the Evaluation Evidence Matrix in annex 1.5.
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Conclusions

Should include: at least one conclusion for each evaluation issue. Additional conclusions may encompass
more than one issue. Conclusions are presented as follow:
Conclusion # – Conclusions Statement [Conclusions are numbered successively to ease cross-references.
The length of a conclusion statement is of 1 to maximum 2 lines in bold character]
1st Paragraphs: 1) Explain the conclusion in more detail and 2) State the specific findings # to which the
conclusion pertains.
Following paragraph: present the analysis of the findings on which the conclusion is based (i.e. critically
analyzes the findings which led to the conclusions and ensures a clear link between the conclusions and
the recommendations).
7

Recommendations

Recommendations are clear, relevant, targeted and actionable so that the evaluation can be used to
achieve its intended purpose(s), thus meeting the needs of the intended users. Recommendations must
flow logically from the conclusions. The number of recommendations should be limited to a maximum of
five. Recommendations are presented as follow:
Should include for each recommendation:
Recommendation # – Recommendation Statement [Recommendations are numbered successively and
ranked (prioritized) according to their relevance and importance to the evaluation purpose. The length of
a recommendation statement is of 1 to maximum 2 lines in bold character];
Targeted party: [body targeted by the recommendation]
Link to Conclusion: [e.g. #X and #Y]
Following paragraph: 1) Explain the recommendation in more detail and 2) State the specific conclusion
# to which the recommendation pertains.
Annexes
Should include:









SoW (and amendments if applicable)
Stakeholder Mapping
Evaluation Evidence Matrix duly completed
Explanation of Sampling and Samples
Methodological instruments used (survey, focus groups, interviews etc.)
Bibliography
List of people interviewed
Additional information on context, program or methodology and analysis as necessary.

(*) Tables, Graphs, diagrams, maps etc. presented in the final evaluation report are also to be provided
to the PTA in their original version (in Excel, PowerPoint or word files, etc.).
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Annex 1.5: Structure of the Evaluation Evidence Matrix
The table below represents the structure for the evaluation evidence matrix (EEM) in which each
evaluation question must be included.
This matrix must become the starting point for subsequent versions of the EEM that the Consultant must
use to compile and organize data and information throughout the evaluation process.
The EEM serves as a working tool throughout the evaluation process and will specifically be useful during
the:


design of the evaluation (i.e., the inception phase), the EEM is to be used to capture core aspects of
the evaluation design: (a) what is to be evaluated (i.e. key investigation areas, evaluation questions
and related issues to be examined); (b) how to evaluate (sources of information and methods and
tools for data collection). In this way, the matrix is to also help the Consultant and DFATD to check the
feasibility of evaluation questions and the associated data collection strategies.



data collection phase of the evaluation, the EEM helps the Consultant to: (a) approach the collection
of information in a systematic, structured way; (b) identify possible gaps in the evidence base of the
evaluation; and (c) compile and organize the data to prepare and facilitate the systematic analysis of
all collected information.



analysis and reporting phase, the EEM helps the Consultant to conduct the analysis in a systematic
and transparent way, by showing clear association between the evidence collected and the findings
and conclusions derived on the basis of this evidence.



dissemination phase, and the actual use of the evaluation, the EEM plays a key role for making sure
that users of the report can understand how the Consultant’s team interpreted the available evidence
to arrive at their findings, so that they are considered credible and valid.

Outline for evaluation evidence matrix
Evaluation Question
1

[Text of Evaluation Question]

Rationale

[Summary of how the sub-questions will be used to answer the main
evaluation question]

Sub-Question 1.1

[Text of Sub-question 1.1]

Data / Indicators

Sources of information

Indicator or Data
1.1.1
Indicator or Data
1.1.2
Etc.

Methods and tools
for data collection

Notes
(e.g. representativeness of
the sample when
applicable)

Sub-Question 1.2
Etc.
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Annex 1.6: Outline of the Executive Summary with instructions
(MAXIMUM OF 6 PAGES)
Evaluation Title: Insert the complete name of the evaluation
Evaluation Type: Formative, summative, prospective, thematic, etc.
Commissioned by: The Department’s Program Branch (in the case of Joint evaluation; list agencies
involved)
Consultant: Name of the firm/individual contracted to conduct the evaluation
Date: Month and year submitted
Rationale and Purpose of the Evaluation
As per the SoW.
Specific Objectives of the Evaluation
As per the SoW.
Scope of the Evaluation
As per the SoW.
Development Context
Description of the context in which the intervention was implemented, including key local government
policies and strategies and socio-economic, political and cultural factors of relevance for the intervention.
Intervention
Description of the intervention being evaluated, including: ultimate outcome, start and end dates, budget,
geographical area covered, main components, and crosscutting issues addressed (i.e. gender equality,
environmental sustainability and governance).
Intervention Logic
List the ultimate, intermediate and immediate outcomes as per the Logic Model (LM).
Stakeholders
As per the SoW.
Evaluation Approach and Methodology
Description of the (1) Evaluation approach, (2) Methodology, (3) Techniques for data collection and
analysis, (4) Sampling, and (5) Limitations of the evaluation.
Key Findings*
Select and list key findings.
Key Conclusions*
Select and list key conclusions.
Key Recommendations*
Select and list key recommendations.
Key Lessons
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Select and list key lessons.
*The findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessons listed above are those of the consultant and do
not necessarily reflect the views of the Department or the Government of Canada. The Department does
not guarantee the accuracy of the information provided in this report.
Management Responses
Department’s response: The program may wish to publish management responses where it is targeted by
a recommendation. Otherwise, a generic response can be provided e.g. The Department took note of the
consultant’s findings, conclusions and recommendations and has shared them with relevant stakeholders
for consideration.
Cooperation Partner(s) response(s): Partners may wish to provide management responses where they are
targeted by a recommendation. Otherwise, a generic response can be provided e.g. The partner(s) took
note of the consultant’s findings, conclusions and recommendations and has(have) shared them within the
organization(s) for consideration.
Language: This report is only available in (language). If you would like a copy, please contact
info@international.gc.ca
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Annex 1.7: Description of Language Scales/Levels

Oral Proficiency Rating Scale
Level

Proficiency

Definition

5

Educated Native
Proficiency

Functionally equivalent to that of a highly articulate and well-educated native speaker.
Reflects the cultural standards of the country where the language is spoken. Language
usage and ability to function are superior throughout.

4+

Advanced
Professional
Proficiency, Plus

Speaking proficiency is regularly superior in all respects and is usually equivalent to
that of a well-educated, highly articulate native speaker. Speaks effortlessly and
smoothly on all topics. Understands all forms and styles of speech and shows strong
sensitivity to social and cultural references. Language usage and ability to function are
fully successful. There may be an occasional non-native slip.

Advanced
Professional
Proficiency

Able to use the language fluently and accurately on all levels normally pertinent to
professional needs. Language usage and ability to function are fully successful. Can
tailor language to audience and discuss in depth highly abstract or unfamiliar topics.
Able to speak with a great deal of fluency, grammatical accuracy, complex vocabulary
and in an idiomatic fashion. Understands all forms and styles of speech and shows
strong sensitivity to social and cultural references. May have some difficulty with some
dialects and slang.

General
Professional
Proficiency, Plus

Able to use the language to satisfy professional needs in a wide range of sophisticated
and demanding tasks. Operates at level 4 most of the time, but cannot sustain the
performance across a variety of topics. Understanding is complete, including idioms,
nuances, register shifts and humour or irony. Often matches a native speaker's
strategic and organizational abilities. Basic and complex structures are fully controlled
except for an occasional error in low-frequency structures. There are no patterned
errors.

General
Professional
Proficiency

Able to speak the language with sufficient structural accuracy, vocabulary and
cohesiveness in discourse to participate effectively in most formal and informal
conversations on practical, social, and professional topics. Understanding is essentially
complete. Can discuss with fluency and ease abstract issues and special fields of
competence and interest. Can support opinion and hypothesize. Can provide a
structured argument that is clear and well organized. While the influence of the
speaker's first language can be felt (in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary), there
are no patterned errors and errors never distract the listener or interfere with
communication.

Limited Working
Proficiency, Plus

Able to satisfy most working requirements with language that is often, but not always,
acceptable and effective. Operates at level 3 most of the time but is unable to sustain
the performance across all topics, i.e. when called on to perform level 3 tasks, may
avoid the tasks altogether or resort to simplification through the use of description or
narration instead of argumentation or hypothesis. Also, may give concrete examples
to illustrate a point instead of arguing the point abstractly. Often shows remarkable
ease of speech but performance is uneven. Vocabulary may still be generic (general)
rather than precise. Often strong in either grammar or vocabulary, but not in both.
Comprehension of normal native speech is nearly complete. Can be understood by
native speakers not used to dealing with foreigners.

4

3+

3

2+
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Definition

Limited Working
Proficiency

Able to satisfy routine social demands and limited work requirements. Can handle with
confidence, but not accuracy, complicated tasks. Speaks with ease and facility on
concrete topics – giving facts and talking casually about topics of current public and
personal interest – using general vocabulary and linking sentences together smoothly
with appropriate connectors. When dealing with more complex or abstract topics or
issues, fluency breaks down. Can narrate and describe in major time frames. Can
understand main ideas and most details on a variety of topics, and discourse referring
to different time frames or aspects. Can be understood without difficulty by native
speakers.

Elementary
Proficiency, Plus

Can initiate and maintain predictable face-to-face conversations and satisfy limited
social demands. Operates mostly at level 2 but cannot sustain the performance across
all topics and tasks. Can converse with ease and confidence when dealing with routine
tasks and social situations, describe people and places and narrate in present tense.
May hesitate and change the intended message due to lack of language resources.
Understanding of normal native speech is inconsistent due to failure to grasp details
and, sometimes even main ideas. Influence of first language is evident in
pronunciation, grammatical structures and vocabulary. However, can be understood
by native speakers not used to dealing with foreigners, although repetition and
reformulation may be needed.

Elementary
Proficiency

Able to satisfy courtesy requirements and maintain simple face-to-face conversations
on familiar topics. Can ask and answer simple questions and participate in simple
conversations on topics beyond the most immediate needs. Speaks in sentences but
often hesitates and pauses to search for adequate vocabulary. Able to understand
sentence-length utterances on a variety of concrete topics, but understanding is
uneven. Can be understood by native speakers used to dealing with foreigners.

0+

Memorized
Proficiency

Able to satisfy immediate needs using mostly rehearsed utterances. Can handle level
1 tasks but cannot sustain the performance at that level. Shows little autonomy of
expression, flexibility and spontaneity. Relies heavily on learned phrases or a
recombination of these and words used by the interlocutor. Inability to conjugate
verbs. Strong influence of first language in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary
(borrowed words, literal translations). Can usually differentiate most significant
sounds when produced in isolation, but when combined in words or groups of words,
may have difficulty understanding. Can be understood by native speakers used to
dealing with foreigners.

0

No Proficiency

Unable to function in the spoken language, except for a few isolated words and
phrases.

2

1+

1

Note:



Level 2/2+ is that on which much daily communication and social interactions are
handled routinely and effortlessly among native speakers.
Levels 3 and above entail a much more sophisticated control of the language and a
breadth and depth of vocabulary not normally used in everyday exchanges.

Reading Proficiency Rating Scale
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Definition

5

Educated Native
Proficiency

Reading ability is functionally equivalent to that of the well-educated native reader.

4+

Advanced
Professional
Proficiency, Plus

Near native ability to read and understand extremely difficult or abstract prose, a wide variety
of vocabulary, idioms, colloquialisms, and slang. Strong sensitivity to and understanding of
sociolinguistic and cultural references.

4

Advanced
Professional
Proficiency

Able to read fluently and accurately all styles and forms of the language in any subject as well
as those pertinent to professional needs. Understands all sociolinguistic and cultural
references. Can follow unpredictable turns of thought readily in editorial, conjectural, and
literary texts, as well as in materials in own special field, including official documents and
correspondence. Recognizes all professionally relevant vocabulary known to the educated
non-professional native reader. Speed and accuracy is often nearly that of a well-educated
native reader.

3+

General
Professional
Proficiency, Plus

Able to read with facility and appreciate a wide variety of texts as well as those pertinent to
professional needs. Has a broad active general, specialized and abstract vocabulary. Able to
comprehend many sociolinguistic and cultural references, as well as a considerable range of
complex structures, low-frequency idioms, and connotations. However, accuracy is not
complete, and here again some nuances and subtleties may escape the reader.

General
Professional
Proficiency

Able to read within a normal range of speed and with almost complete comprehension a
variety of authentic texts on unfamiliar subjects. Reading ability does not depend on subject
matter knowledge, except if the material is highly dependent on cultural knowledge or outside
one's general experience and not accompanied by explanation. Text types include news
stories, wire service reports, international news items, correspondence, technical material,
etc. in one's professional field. Material may include hypothesis, argumentation, and
supported opinions. Misreadings are rare. Able to read between the lines and derive the
author's implicit intent, but may not detect or understand subtleties and nuances. May
experience some difficulties with unusually complex structures and low-frequency idioms.

2+

Limited Working
Proficiency, Plus

Able to understand most general factual prose as well as some discussions on concrete topics
related to special professional interests. Has a good active reading vocabulary and is able to
use the context to make sensible guesses about unfamiliar vocabulary and material. Can get
the gist of the information and some secondary ideas. Weaknesses include slowness,
uncertainty, inability to discern nuances.

2

>Limited Working
Proficiency

Able to read simple and straightforward factual texts written for the general reader that are
presented in a predictable sequence and contain high frequency sentence patterns. Persons
who have professional knowledge of a subject may be able to scan and summarize texts that
are well beyond their general proficiency level. In general, however, the person does not have
a broad active vocabulary and is quite slow in reading.

1+

Elementary
Proficiency, Plus

Able to read and understand simple texts for informative social purposes, such as biographical
information or narration of events, straightforward newspaper headlines. Can guess at
unfamiliar vocabulary if highly contextualized. Can locate main ideas and routine information
of professional significance in more complex texts and in the professional specialty.

1

Elementary
Proficiency

Able to read very simple descriptions of places, things and public events such as those
simplified for tourists. Can get some main ideas and locate prominent items of professional
significance in more complex texts.

0+

Memorized
Proficiency

Unable to read connected prose, but can recognize high frequency elements of a syllabary or
a character system. Able to read (but not always interpret accurately) some or all of the
following: numbers, isolated words and phrases, street signs, office and shop designations.

0

No Proficiency

No practical ability to read the language.

3
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Writing Proficiency Rating Scale
Level

Proficiency

Definition

Educated Native
Proficiency

Writing proficiency is functionally equivalent to that of a highly articulate educated native.
There are no non-native errors of structure, spelling, syntax or vocabulary. Writing is both
clear, explicit, informative, and imaginative.

4+

Advanced
Professional
Proficiency, Plus

Able to write the language precisely and accurately in a wide variety of prose styles pertinent
to a variety of audiences and professional needs. Varied use of stylistic devices and flexibility
within a style. Can both write and edit formal and informal correspondence, official reports
and documents, and professional articles, including writing for special purposes which might
include legal, technical, educational, literary and colloquial writing. The writer employs a very
wide range of stylistic devices.

4

Advanced
Professional
Proficiency

Able to write the language precisely and accurately in a variety of prose pertinent to social
issues and professional needs. Errors of grammar, syntax, punctuation and vocabulary are
rare. Writing is consistently and explicitly organized with appropriate connectors and discourse
devices (ellipsis, parallelisms, subordinates).

3+

General
Professional
Proficiency, Plus

Able to write in a variety of prose styles pertinent to general, social and professional needs.
Good control of basic and complex structures, all verb tenses and tense sequence,
morphology, syntax and punctuation. Usually uses cohesive devices well, but variety is
limited. May not be able to express nuances or subtleties very well, nor tailor language to
audience.

General
Professional
Proficiency

Able to use the language effectively in most formal and informal written exchanges on
practical, social, and professional topics. Can write reports, summaries, short papers on
current events and particular areas of interest, or on special fields with reasonable ease.
Control of structure, general vocabulary and spelling is adequate to convey message
accurately but style may be obviously foreign. Punctuation is generally controlled. Good
control of grammar with occasional errors in complex structures and tense sequence.
Consistent control of compound sentences. Relationship of ideas is consistently clear.

Limited Working
Proficiency, Plus

Shows ability to write with some precision and in some detail about most common topics. Can
write about concrete topics relating to particular interests and special fields of competence.
Often shows surprising fluency and ease of expression, but under time constraints and
pressure language may be inaccurate. Can control basic and some complex structures, with
some errors in more complex constructions (passives, relative clauses, word order, tense
usage and sequence). Generally strong in either grammar or vocabulary, but not in both.
Normally controls general vocabulary and some working vocabulary with some misuse. Can
handle most social correspondence and take fairly accurate notes on what has been presented
orally.

Limited Working
Proficiency

Able to write routine social correspondence and prepare documentary materials required for
most limited work requirements. Can write simply about a limited number of current events or
daily situations. Good control of morphology and basic syntactic structures. Uses a limited
number of cohesive devices. However, still makes common errors in spelling, punctuation, and
constructions (plurals, articles, gender, prepositions, verb tenses, negatives).

1+

Elementary
Proficiency, Plus

Able to meet most survival needs and limited social demands. Can write short paragraphs
related to most survival needs (food, lodging, transportation, immediate surroundings and
situations) and limited social demands (greetings, relating personal history, daily life
preferences, etc.). Can express fairly accurate present and future time and some past verb
forms, but not always accurately. Can control elementary vocabulary and basic syntactic
patterns only. Generally cannot use basic cohesive elements of discourse (relative
constructions, object pronouns, connectors).

1

Elementary
Proficiency

Able to meet limited practical needs. Writes in simple sentences with errors in spelling,
grammar, and punctuation. Writing tends to be a loose collection of sentences or sentence
fragments without much organization. At this level, can write simple phone messages,
excuses, notes to service people and friends.

5

3

2+

2
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Definition

0+

Memorized
Proficiency

Writes using memorized material and set expressions. Can produce 50 of the most common
characters, write dates, own name, nationality, address, and a few short sentences. Spelling
and characters may be incorrect.

0

No Proficiency

No functional writing ability.
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Annex 1.8: Logic Model
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MANDATORY PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS
Guidance to Bidders:
If the Bidder does not meet ALL of the mandatory procedural requirements, its proposal will be considered noncompliant and will automatically be rejected.

Mandatory Procedural Requirements

Met

Not Met

The proposal is submitted by E-mail no later than the RFP closing date and
time to the address indicated in the cover page of the RFP.
The proposal is written in one of the official languages of Canada (English or
French).
Form C- Financial Proposal is provided with the proposal and contains no
changes to the pricing basis.
Where a maximum available funding has been identified under clause 12, the
financial proposal does not exceed such amount.
The Bidder is eligible to participate in the RFP process as stipulated in clause
3 of the RFP.
The proposal remains valid and open for acceptance for the period stipulated
in clause 7.6 of the RFP, or any extension to this period.
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MANDATORY EVALUATION CRITERIA (M)
Guidance to Bidders:
Using Form B-1 and Form B-2, the Bidder shall provide a Curriculum Vitae (CV) for each individual proposed
to provide the services. CVs must include the information required to demonstrate that the proposed
individual(s) comply with each of the mandatory evaluation criteria below. The maximum length of the CV is
six (6) pages.
Note: If the Bidder does not meet ALL of the mandatory criteria its proposal will automatically be rejected, and
will NOT further be evaluated.
M1. Education

Met

Not Met

Met

Not Met

The proposed individuals (Team Leader and Team Member) must have a
graduate university degree – Master’s degree in a relevant area of education:
agriculture, economics, public administration, or related field.
M2. Experience
1. The proposed Evaluation Team Leader must be an Evaluator of
international development projects at senior level.
2. The proposed Team Member must have experience and expertise in
environment consulting in Ukraine.
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TECHNICAL COMPONENT- RATED EVALUATION CRITERIA
Guidance to Bidders:
Using Forms B - Curriculum Vitae (CV), the Bidder should describe the education and experience of the
proposed individual(s). If more assignments are included in the Proposal than the number stipulated in a
criterion, DFATD will only consider the specified number in order of presentation. The maximum length of the
CV is 6 (six) pages.
For the purpose of these criteria the term ‘assignment’ is defined as a mandate with specific duties, deliverables
and a specific period. An assignment can be part of a full-time job.
Rated Evaluation Criteria (R)
Technical Component - Experience of the Proposed Individual

Maximum Score
80

R1. Education – Team Leader
Using Form B-1, Curriculum Vitae, the proposed Team Leader should demonstrate
his/her education in agriculture, economics, public administration, or related field. Points
will be awarded for the highest level of education achieved at a recognised university in a
field related to the sector (up to a maximum of 10 points, non-cumulative):



/10

Master’s degree in agriculture, economics, public administration, or related field.
= 5 points;
Ph.D. in agriculture, economics, public administration, or related field. = 10
points

R2. Professional Experience – Team Leader
Using Form B-1, Curriculum Vitae, the proposed Team Leader should provide
assignments to demonstrate his or her experience performing services similar to those
described for the Evaluation Consultant position in Appendix A – Terms of Reference.
Up to a maximum of 41 points will be awarded based on sub-criteria R2.1 to R2.4 below.
R2.1 Team Leader’s demonstrated cumulative knowledge and experience in agriculture
sector and/or cooperative reforms (up to a maximum of 10 points)
 Less than 36 months: - 0 points
 36 to less than 96 months - 5 points
 96+ months - 10 points

/10
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R2.2 Team Leader’s experience with project evaluation mandates that are similar to this
evaluation request and that includes the following components: (maximum up to 21
points)
International development project evaluation assignment carried out:
 In a developing country and/or a country in transition in sectors other than
mandated by this evaluation request and other than in Ukraine: 0 points
 In sectors similar to this evaluation mandate, other than in Ukraine: 5 points.
 In the same sectors as this evaluation mandate, other than in Ukraine: 8 points
 In the same sectors as this evaluation mandate, in Ukraine, (1-2 projects): 16
points
 As a Team Leader, in the same sectors as this evaluation mandate, in Ukraine,
(3+projects): 21 points
R2.3 Team Leader’s experience in leading evaluation team (up to 5 points):
 Team Leader had the lead role and was accountable for the results of the
evaluation: 2 points
 Team Leader had the lead role, was accountable for the results of the evaluation
and managed a team of minimum two subordinates: 5 points

R2.4 Team Leader’s experience in the integration of gender equality and environment in
development evaluations (up to 5 points):
 Experience in the integration either of these elements: 2 points
 Experience in the integration both elements: 5 points

/21

/5

/5

R3. Professional Experience – Team Member
Team Member’s demonstrated consultancy experience with international technical
assistance projects in the area of Environment in Ukraine (up to a maximum of 14 points)
 Less than 12 months: - 0 points
 to less than 24 months - 5 points
 24 to less than 48 months - 10 points
 48+ months - 14 points

/14

R4. Proposed Evaluation Approach and Methodology
Proposed Evaluation Methodology (maximum 15 points) (maximum three (3) pages)
The Bidder should propose (Form B-3) an evaluation approach and methodology
demonstrating the Bidder’s understanding of the evaluation assignment described in
Section 4 – Terms of Reference (TORs).
/9
R4.1 Evaluation Approach and Methodology
The proposed evaluation approach and methodology should demonstrate the extent to
which it is appropriate for:
a) The rationale and purpose of the evaluation;
b) The scope of the evaluation; and
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TECHNICAL COMPONENT- RATED EVALUATION CRITERIA
c) The evaluation questions.
Points will be awarded based on the description provided, using the following grading
scale (up to 3 points per element, maximum 9 points):
1. Ensures that the rationale and purpose of the evaluation (sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the
TORs) will be met:
a) Description not appropriate for evaluation purposes: 0 points
b) Partially appropriate description: 2 points
c) Appropriate description: 3 points
2. Ensures that the scope (section 2.3 of the TORs) will be covered:
a) Description not appropriate for evaluation purposes: 0 points
b) Partially appropriate description: 2 points
c) Appropriate description: 3 points
3. Ensures that the questions (section 3 of the TORs) will be answered:
a) Description not appropriate for evaluation purposes: 0 points
b) Partially appropriate description: 2 points
c) Appropriate description: 3 points

R4.2 Data Collection Strategy and Analysis
The Bidder should provide a description of the following elements demonstrating the
extent to which they are in line with the proposed approach and methodology: (up to 3
points per element, maximum 6 points). Points will be awarded based on the description
and explanation provided using the following grading scale:
1. Data collection strategy (including data collection tools);
a) Not aligned: 0 points
b) Partially aligned: 1 points
c) Well aligned: 2 points
d) Completely aligned: 3 points

/6

2. Data analysis.
a) Not aligned: 0 points
b) Partially aligned: 1 points
c) Well aligned: 2 points
d) Completely aligned: 3 points
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