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Country of implementation	: Philippines 
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Main Partners		: German Red Cross (GRC) and Philippine Red Cross (PRC)
Donor				: German Ministry for Federal Foreign Office  
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1. Introduction and context
Humanitarian organizations around the world are increasingly exploring anticipatory action to mitigate the impacts of disasters before they occur (IFRC World Disaster Report 2020). Anticipatory approaches to humanitarian action typically link robust predictions of potential disasters (‘triggers’) to pre-agreed action plans. These action plans comprise various ‘early actions’ to reduce losses and damage and thus protect lives and livelihoods. These measures include providing cash transfers or distributing hygiene or shelter kits as well as measures to safeguard livelihoods, such as livestock evacuation (see Anticipation Hub Early Action Database). In order to ensure rapid implementation of these measures in the face of an imminent disaster, it is crucial to have standby funding agreements in place. Humanitarian agencies have developed different mechanisms and associated funds to enable anticipatory action. These include the Disaster Response and Emergency Fund (DREF) for Red Cross Red Crescent National Societies, the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) for UN Agencies, and Start Network Crisis Anticipation and Disaster Risk Financing for Start Network member NGOs.
The Philippines ranks among the countries with the highest disaster risk in the world. As an archipelago consisting of over 7,000 islands, and with over 30,000km of coastline and 18 major river basins, it is highly exposed to typhoons and floods, which accounted for 80 per cent of natural disasters in the last 50 years. 
Flooding, wind, and storm surges associated with these events destroy houses, crops and disrupt livelihoods. Landslides, drought, earthquakes, tsunamis, and volcanic eruptions also periodically threaten the population. Furthermore, the sporadic but ongoing conflict between Moro Muslim groups and the government compounds vulnerability in the Mindanao region by contributing to displacement and infrastructure damage. Across the country, 74 per cent of the population is exposed to multiple hazards.
Disaster policy is guided by the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Law of 2010, which states that all provinces, cities, and municipalities must establish a disaster risk reduction and management office, with an officer in charge, and must “formulate and implement a comprehensive and integrated [local disaster risk reduction and management] plan". This plan must detail the use of the local disaster risk reduction and management fund, which is one source of funding for anticipatory action.
Forecast-based Financing (FbF) is an innovative mechanism considered to reverse the trend of an increasing number of natural disasters, by addressing the gaps between forecasts and relief actions. In fact, FbF is intending to make humanitarian funding available before the disaster actually happens, as soon as a credible forecast has been issued and is raising the level of threat to critical. The German government pioneered since 2013 several FbF pilot projects under the umbrella of their Action plan of the Federal Foreign Office for humanitarian adaptation to climate change, in particular with the German Red Cross in Bangladesh, Peru and Mozambique. 
The Philippine Red Cross (PRC) started implementing the Forecast-based Financing (FbF) project “Forecast-based Financing in the Philippines – Closing the Gap between Disaster Risk Reduction and Emergency Relief” in 2017 (phase 1) with the technical support of German Red Cross (GRC) and Finnish Red Cross (FinRC), funded by the German Federal Foreign Office (FFO). The project aims to contribute to the reduction of humanitarian consequences of extreme natural events on the population in high-risk areas. Meanwhile, the project is in its second phase of implementation (August 2020-December 2022).
Until now, the Philippine Red Cross has developed Early Action Protocols (EAPs) for floods and cyclones, a protocol on drought is in the drafting stage. Since the beginning, significant progress has been made in integrating early action with local and provincial disaster management structures, either by complementing the efforts of the Philippine Red Cross during an activation, or through the allocation of funds for early actions. The current phase of the FbF project has been implemented since August 2020. It aims at reinforcing the PRC’s capacities in Disaster Risk Management, in particular through the planning, testing and activation of Anticipatory Early Actions based on pre-agreed impact forecast levels and agreed EAP, for a range of predictable hazards. The FbF project has gradually involved a total of 28 provinces (25 provinces for typhoons and 8 provinces for floods; Provinces covered by both EAPs are Cagayan and Isabela, Camarines Sur and Albay, Davao De Oro), to be able to activate the EAPs anywhere an extreme typhoon or flood event might occur.
The project also intended to mobilize DRM stakeholders as well as forecasting agencies in the Philippines in developing, and possibly testing, a national FbF methodology – through better understanding about the risks, the enhancement of forecasting skills, the development of proper triggers for activation, the sharing of knowledge around the EAP, or the identification of appropriate funding mechanisms in a situation of imminent threat. Finally, the project was expected to generate documentation around the FbF practices in the Philippines, for sharing at all levels (national, regional, international). With the project coming to an end by December 2022, the final evaluation of the project is commissioned by GRC. 
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2. Evaluation purpose and users
The second phase of the project is implemented from August 2020 until December 2022. This final evaluation is to be conducted with a focus on the entire implementation period of the project’s second phase. 

[bookmark: _Toc111726765]2.1 Purpose
The purpose of this consultancy is to evaluate the overall implementation of the FbF project and its achievement against the stated project objective and results. With this, it is expected to emphasize on what has and what has not worked in the context of the Philippines, with the aim of establishing recommendations and draw lessons learned / document the learnings.

The findings and learnings of the final evaluation should contribute to the future programming in the Philippines and elsewhere and would be a learning exercise for GRC and PRC MEAL/PMER units and will eventually inform the project stakeholders and donor on the project achievements, non-achievements, and potential impact, as an accountable measure. 
[bookmark: _Toc111726766]2.2 Users of the evaluation
Primarily, the main users of the evaluation are the Philippine Red Cross and German Red Cross. The Disaster and Management Services (DPRR and MEAL Units), Planning Monitoring Evaluation and Reporting (PMER) office, and PRC project chapters are the main users within PRC. For GRC, the country office in the Philippines and the International Cooperation Division are the main users. Other potential users are the project donor (GFFO), International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), other Partner National Societies (PNS).    
[bookmark: _Toc111726767]

3. Task description
3.1 Evaluation scope
The scope of the evaluation is described by the questions in 3.2 with specific focus on sustainability and impact. The geographical coverage is national, as the 26 chapters trained would need to be taken into consideration. However, the team of consultants is expected to visit at least 2 chapters involved in the Typhoon and / or Flood EAP. 
3.2 Evaluation framework 
	Theme
	Overarching Question(s)

	Successes
	· What were the primary successes of the project? 

	Challenges
	· What were the major challenges encountered during the project implementation (apart from complications arising from COVID-19)? 

	Co-benefits/Capacity building
	· Has the project efforts advanced PRC Capacities on FbF? How? 
· What are the contributions of the project, in advancing FbF in the country?
· What would still be needed in order to ensure full in-house capacity and ownership of EAP within PRC (on national and chapter level)?    

	Sustainability 
	· To what extent will PRC (on national and chapter level) be able to sustain FbF activities without external technical support from PNSs or other partners?
· What needs to be done to ensure sustainability of FbF within PRC (on national and chapter level)?

	External Support and coordination 
	· How effective was/ is the project in coordinating with other relevant stakeholders – government and non-governmental organizations - in the country for advancing FbF? What were the achievements, challenges and gaps?	Comment by Catrin Braun: Which organisation? PRC? 
· What are the achievements, challenges and gaps in coordinating with local stakeholders and how the coordination can be improved?

	Moving forward
	· What are the lessons learned emerging from the project - both positive and negative lessons?
· What could be the possible way forward for PRC to sustain, scale up and maximize the impact of FbF in the country. 
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4. Evaluation design and methodology
[bookmark: _Toc111726769]4.1 Evaluation team
An evaluation team composed of an external and a national (local) consultant would be preferable. The team composition as well as the design and methodology of the evaluation are matters to consider during the selection process of the evaluator/s. 
The consultant/s shall have:
· A university degree in a relevant field of study (disaster management, social sciences)
· Experience with technical knowledge of forecast-based financing, anticipatory action
· Preferably knowledge of the DRRM setup in the Philippines
· Solid knowledge and experience of project monitoring and evaluation methods and approaches
· Knowledge on effective organizational structure and processes
· Proven experience in evaluating humanitarian assistance and preparedness/DRR programs
· Excellent analytical, writing and presentation skills
· Knowledge of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and its way of working
· Excellent knowledge of written and spoken English
The project team will support with data collection in the field.
[bookmark: _Toc111726770]4.2 Participation of stakeholders
(i) GRC HQ & country technical and managerial team – FbF Manager, Technical Officers, Delegate, Head of Office   
(ii) PRC project staff (National Project Coordinator, National Project Officers, Chapter Project Coordinators)
(iii) PRC management and regular staff (Secretary General, DMS Director, Unit Heads of DPRR, DR, MEAL, OpCen Manager, and other key service representatives)
(iv) Project target chapters’ representatives  
(v) Relevant FinRC and IFRC country office staff 
(vi) Technical persons from 510 initiative of the Netherlands RC for the triggers, RC Climate Centre, Anticipation Hub
(vii) Relevant external stakeholders such as OCHA, FAO, World Food Programme (WFP), the START Network and others
(viii) Government: partners in DRM authorities and Hydromet Services, at national and provincial levels
(ix) Partners in the national Anticipatory Action Technical Working Group and CERF Technical Working Group
[bookmark: _Toc111726771]4.3 Sources of information
The evaluator will have access to all relevant project documents such as project proposal, project management documents (logframe, activity plan, budget), monitoring tools, project reports (narrative and financial), audits etc. These documents are confidential but can be cited and used in the evaluation process. Information which could do harm to any stakeholder if published should be treated in a confidential way. The decision about the publication is the right of PRC and GRC.

4.4 Methodology
The evaluator should use the available secondary data for analysis. For the collection of primary data, participatory methods should be applied. The final choice of methods will have to be presented and described by the evaluation team and will be approved by GRC. The IFRC standards for evaluation[footnoteRef:2] should be respected and are the framework and basis for any evaluation activity executed by a consultant under GRC contract. The methods should aim at including a wide range of stakeholders of the project into the evaluation. [2: The IFRC Evaluation Standards are:
1. Utility: Evaluations must be useful and used.
2. Feasibility: Evaluations must be realistic, diplomatic, and managed in a sensible, cost effective manner.
3. Ethics & Legality: Evaluations must be conducted in an ethical and legal manner, with particular regard for the welfare of those
involved in and affected by the evaluation.
4. Impartiality & Independence; Evaluations should be impartial, providing a comprehensive and unbiased assessment that takes into
account the views of all stakeholders.
5. Transparency: Evaluation activities should reflect an attitude of openness and transparency.
6. Accuracy: Evaluations should be technical accurate, providing sufficient information about the data collection, analysis, and interpretation methods so that its worth or merit can be determined.
7. Participation: Stakeholders should be consulted and meaningfully involved in the evaluation process when feasible and appropriate.
8. Collaboration: Collaboration between key operating partners in the evaluation process improves the legitimacy and utility of the evaluation.

] 


[bookmark: _Toc111726772]5. Evaluation process with timetable and reporting
The evaluation process has different phases and is described in the following paragraphs. The process will be guided by the contracting parties. The timetable will be agreed on by both parties. The consultant should deliver a concept for the evaluation process in form of the inception report. Further reporting will consist of a preliminary report, which will serve as basis for an evaluation workshop and the final report, which will be the product to be delivered, including the validated workshop results.
[bookmark: _Toc111726773]5.1 Timetable
Overall, 30 consultant working days are considered for this evaluation, tentatively starting mid-/end September 2022. Delivery date before mid-November 2022.   
These 30 days will be divided in three main phases: 
· Desk Work: Familiarization with FbF project and methodology, consultations with relevant stakeholders in Manila, analysis of project documents, submission of inception report
· Field work: Interviews, processing information, main conclusion, evaluation workshop presentation of initial findings in Manila
· Reporting: Preparation and submission of draft, inserting comments, submission of final report 
	Date
	Task
	Responsible person
	Days/person

	October/November 
	Introductory meeting with evaluation team
	GRC and consultants
	1

	
	Analysis of relevant documents
	Consultants 
	3

	
	Delivery of inception report
	Consultants
	1

	
	Interviews (online) – Primary Data
	GRC and consultants
	4

	
	Implementation of evaluation in-country
	Consultants 
	10

	
	Travel Days (in country)
	
	4

	November
	Preliminary report delivery
	Consultants
	2

	
	Workshop report validation
	Consultants 
	1

	
	Final report preparation
	Consultants
	3

	
	Report reception and final discussion
	Consultants and GRC
	1

	TOTAL
	30


[bookmark: _Toc111726774]5.2 Reporting
[bookmark: _Toc111726775]5.2.1 Inception report (max. 5 pages)
An inception report offers the opportunity for the evaluator and GRC to clarify the contract and the ToR after a first study of the existing project documentation. The evaluator will give feedback to GRC about the ToR and their feasibility. Based on the information from the secondary data, the evaluator can clarify open questions and possibly change as well the content or direction of the evaluation. The inception report should be delivered before the evaluation starts. 
It should contain:
· The key data of the evaluation (project title, project data, commissioner of the evaluation, contractors)
· Feedback / amendment of the ToR – suggestions for ToR amendments if necessary
· Status of the evaluation preparation (team, timetable, distribution of tasks, reporting)
· Evaluation design: Chosen methods, approach, steps for their implementation
· Tools for the implementation (questionnaires, data processing and analysis etc.)
· A draft implementation plan for the evaluation
The inception report will be discussed with GRC and the evaluator. Any changes of the ToR need an agreement of both parties because they might change the conditions and thereby the contract between GRC and the evaluator.
[bookmark: _Toc111726776]5.2.2 Preliminary report
All findings, conclusions and recommendations including the evaluation methodology should be described and presented by the evaluator in a short preliminary evaluation report. The results of the preliminary report will first be discussed with GRC and the partner/s and will serve as basis for the preparation of the evaluation workshop. The report will be presented by the evaluator in the evaluation workshop.
[bookmark: _Toc111726777]5.2.3 Evaluation and validation workshop
Representatives of stakeholders and the evaluator will come together in the evaluation workshop. The workshop will be organized to discuss and validate findings, lessons learned, and recommendations proposed by the evaluator. Stakeholders might formulate additional recommendations if necessary. Possible content of an evaluation workshop:
· Presentation and discussion of the preliminary evaluation report
· Validation of lessons learned and recommendations by all stakeholders
· Collection of additional observations or recommendations
It is expected that the evaluator team present a structure for the workshop as part of their preliminary report. GRC and partners are responsible for the workshop preparation and all related logistics.
[bookmark: _Toc111726778]5.2.4 Final report (max. 35 pages, excl. annexes)
The final evaluation report should consider the validation of the stakeholders during the final workshop. All consultant outputs, inception-, preliminary- and final report should be delivered in English.
The consultant will give his/her recommendations but should incorporate the validation process during the workshop in the final report, including additional recommendations from the workshop participants. The report will have to be approved by the German Red Cross. The final report should, as a minimum, include the following elements:
· Key data of the evaluation (from the inception report)
· Executive summary – a tightly drafted, to-the-point, free standing document (about 5 pages max) with the following, fixed structure:
· Short project description
· Key questions of the evaluation
· Key findings
· Lessons learned
· Major recommendations (Mainly general recommendations)
· Introduction – with purpose of the evaluation, scope, key questions, short description of the project to be evaluated and relevant framework conditions
· Evaluation design and methodology
· Key findings with regards to the questions pointed out in the ToR
· Conclusions based on evidence and analysis
· Recommendations as expected in the ToR, which are relevant and feasible and targeted to the respective audience
· Lessons learned, as generalizations of conclusions for a wider use
· Management response plan
· Annexes (ToR, list of consulted persons/organizations, consulted documentation, literature, etc.)
Key findings, conclusions and recommendations should be presented in a clear and transparent
way, possibly put next to each other in a table to demonstrate the logic. The report can be extended by the evaluator by additional points if necessary. The final report shall not exceed 35 pages, excluding annexes. GRC HQ, the project team and the partner will analyze the final report, especially the feasibility of the recommendations proposed by the evaluator.

[bookmark: _Toc111726779]5.3 Responsibilities and duties
GRC, with the support of PRC:
· Will provide all necessary project documents
· Will provide all logistics in country related to the implementation of the final evaluation, including transport, meeting locations, workshop organization etc.
· Will provide in cooperation with PRC, staff, and volunteers to support the final evaluation process in line with the agreed methodology proposed by the consultants
· Will be responsible for the approval of the final report
· Will pay the consultants according to the agreed contract
The consultant:
· Will be responsible for the implementation, including workshops, the methodology, data analysis and the reporting
· Will follow the timeframe agreed with GRC and shall communicate any unforeseeable change as soon as possible to GRC country office and GRC NHQ
· Will prepare and facilitate the validation and management response workshop
· Will timely deliver the outputs to GRC as agreed in the contract

[bookmark: _Toc111726780]6. Evaluation quality and ethical standards
The evaluator/s should take all reasonable steps to ensure that the evaluation is designed and conducted to respect and protect the rights and welfare of people and the communities of which they are members, and to ensure that the evaluation is technically accurate, reliable, and legitimate, conducted in a transparent and impartial manner, and contributes to organizational learning and accountability. Therefore, the evaluator/s should adhere to the evaluation standards of the IFRC (see as well footnote page 7).

The final report will be evaluated by GRC based on a checklist of criteria. The evaluator will receive feedback from GRC before the final payment of the consultant contract is approved.

[bookmark: _Toc111726781]7. Dissemination of evaluation results and their application

The following stakeholders will receive the final report: German Red Cross, Philippine Red Cross, the project’s main donor – GFFO. 

The report, either in full or the executive summary, can be published on the GRC webpage and PRC’s internal dashboard.  

The accepted recommendations should be used by GRC and PRC to improve the implementation process of the next project phase, if any, and other GRC projects, elsewhere and the partner organizations and stakeholders for their organizational learning.
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