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	Title of assignment
	Final evaluation PRAVO III

	Beneficiary / beneficiaries
	Expertise France 
European Union (donor)

	Country
	Ukraine 


[bookmark: _Toc70668747]Background 
[bookmark: _Toc70668748]General context
The Support to Justice Sector Reforms in Ukraine (Pravo-Justice III) Project, implemented by Expertise France (EF) with funding from the European Union, accompanies Ukrainian authorities in the process of comprehensive justice sector reform. Pravo-Justice III is envisaged to build on the results achieved by the predecessor projects (Pravo - Justice I&II) who, since 2017, have supported an ambitious sectoral reform agenda. Pravo-Justice III is organized alongside four results: Accountability for international crimes and fight against impunity/Public Prosecution Reform (Component 1), Judiciary reform (Component 2), Enforcement of court judgement and reform of penitentiary and probation systems (Component 3), and EU integration (Component 4). 
Pravo III has been implement between January 2024 and will end in June 2026. 
The Project’s activities:
Component 1. “Justice Sector Policy and Coordination”. Experts of the Component 1 contribute to spreading European practices and standards in the Ukrainian justice system; they also support Ukrainian justice sector institutions on the path towards Ukraine’s integration into the European Union and facilitate investigation of war crimes.
Component 2. “Judicial reform”. Component 2 experts work on various aspects of judiciary reform, provide expert support to judicial authorities, and also contribute to institutional capacity building of judiciary governance and administration bodies. Component 2 team is also involved in judges’ professional development, improving the operations of Ukrainian judiciary and ensuring its resilience in wartime, as well as creating the necessary conditions for national courts to properly consider war crimes cases.
Component 3. “Enforcement and Protection of Property Rights”. This Component is focused on protecting citizens’ right to a fair trial by building an effective system of enforcing court decisions, ensuring the protection of property rights by improving procedures for the enforcement of court decisions, improving insolvency and bankruptcy procedures, and creating a reliable system of property rights registration, as well as reforming the systems of carrying out sentences and forensic expert activity.

Component 4. “Support to EU Integration Process in the Justice Sector”. Component 4 is focused on facilitation of dialogue between justice sector stakeholders, public diplomacy, monitoring and communication on EU accession process; assistance to MoJ with regard to the approximation process and EU-adhesion negotiations as well as supporting the legal education reform and providing other thematic support.

[bookmark: _Toc70668750]OBJECTIVES AND RESULTS SOUGHT
[bookmark: _Toc70668751]Assignment objectives
Purpose and objectives of the evaluation
Given the strategic importance, complexity, and multi-stakeholder nature of PRAVO III, the future launch of a new phase for the project, and in line with the donor requirement, Expertise France intends to commission an external final evaluation.
This final evaluation is planned to:
· ensure accountability towards the European Union and Ukrainian partners;
· provide an independent and evidence-based assessment of project performance;
· support strategic reflection for the implementation of a future phase (PRAVO IV).

This evaluation is a milestone for the project to ensure its accountability to the donor (European Union), the implementing agency (Expertise France), and the project beneficiaries, namely Ukrainian justice sector institutions and stakeholders. 
Overall objectives and expectations of the assignment 
The main objective of this evaluation is to provide the Ukrainian partners, Expertise France (field and head office teams), and the European Union with:
· a comprehensive, independent assessment of the performance of PRAVO III against its objectives;
· an analysis of the effects (outcomes and changes) generated by the project (expected, unexpected, postives and negatives);
· lessons learned and operational recommendations to inform the implementation of a future phase (PRAVO IV).
In particular, this evaluation will:
· assess the project according to OECD DAC criteria;
· analyse the contribution of PRAVO III to justice sector reforms and institutional changes;
· identify key success factors and constraints and partners returns on how the project has been implemented ;
· provide forward-looking recommendations for the next phase.
The evaluator should provide evidence to explain analyses, causal linkages, and factors influencing progress. The evaluation must foster accountability, decision-making, and learning.
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The scope of the evaluation will include the following: 
Period: PRAVO III (January 2024 – June 2026). 
Components: All
Country: Ukraine 
Partners: Ministry of Justice, High Council of Justice, High Qualification Commission of judges, Parliamentary committee on legal policy, state judicial administration, council of judges, Office of the Prosecutor General and regional prosecutors’ offices, Supreme Court, National School of Judges of Ukraine, Coordination Center for Legal Aid Provision, Association of Private enforcement officers, National association of bankruptcy, Notary Chamber, State Institution “Probation Centre”, Academia, CSOs…

[bookmark: _Toc70668754]Criteria and evaluation questions
The evaluation will use the criteria defined by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC): [relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and viability] and another criteria on Expertise France decentralization process has been added. 
The evaluation questions detailed below have been developed by the project team. They will be reviewed by the evaluator during the evaluation start-up phase, in order to suggest a final version in the inception report approved by the steering committee.  

	Evaluation criteria
	Specific evaluation questions

	Relevance
	1. Were the project objectives relevant to the needs expressed by beneficiary spokespersons and with the identified problems regarding each components?
2. Were the project objectives, expected results and activities clearly formulated and consistent with each other? What are the remaining needs for a future phase? 
3. Were the project objectives and approach relevant in relation to the initial capacity and progress of national stakeholders? How the project overcame the difficulties of limited capacity of partner organizations (high turnover, lack of political will, limited human resources, etc.)

	Effectivness
	3. To what extent have project objectives been achieved: for each output and outcome indicator? What are the main changes to which the project has contributed on each components and on each beneficiaries? 

4. A specific focus should be placed on grants: What have been the effects of the grants awarded (direct results, changes, etc.)? To what extent have the grants or the support provided by Expertise France contributed to strengthening the capacities of the supported organizations? What feedback have they provided regarding Expertise France’s support, as well as reporting and partnership processes? What lessons have been learned in this regard?
5. To what extent have the partners taken ownership of the project's activities (tools, skills, etc.)?
6. To what extent did the project take into account the recommendations from previous evaluations?


	Efficiency and internal organization 
	
7. Is the way that the project is managed (human resources, division of roles and responsibilities, organization chart, interactions, financial decisions linked to strategic choices) optimal to achieve results? 

8. What were the connections between the various components of the project? Were they consistent with one another (complementary, etc.)? How could we have improved these connections between the teams to maximize the project’s results?


	Viability / sustainability
	
9. What indications (strong or weak) are there that practices and behaviors of actors within beneficiary institutions are changing?
10. Will the support provided by the project have a lasting positive impact?
11. Is there a transfer of capacity between civil servants following support given by the project?
12. What are the conditions for ensuring the project's long-term impact?



	Impact
	13. What is the project's contribution to achieving the overall objective?
14. What are the positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects brought about by the project either directly or indirectly, and either expected or unexpected? 

	Expertise France decentralization 
	15. To what extent has the decentralization process (including the establishment of a country office in Ukraine and support functions) impacted the project’s operations? What has been the perception of decentralization among the different teams (project team and support functions)?



The contractor is expected to provide a value judgment on each of the evaluation questions raised by going through the criteria. As part of this analysis, the contractor will ensure that the judgments made for each of the six evaluation criteria make it possible to cover all of the key stages of the project cycle.
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[bookmark: _Toc70668756]Methodology used 
The contractor is asked to closely link with Expertise France when setting out their reasoning, and regularly throughout the assignment, from the point of developing the scoping outline up to the meeting to present the draft report. In particular, observations and initial areas of analysis must be shared at the end of the assignment, before the draft report is written.
Development phase
After a kick-off meeting, during this preparatory phase, the contractor must: 
· Gather and consult all the information and documents relating to the project that need to be evaluated (project outline, implementation and monitoring documents, evaluations of the last phases and mid-term evaluation) and that contribute to understanding the project context. Documents to consult will be available from the following places
· Identify all project stakeholders. 
· Reconstruct the project intervention logic by reviewing the project's logical framework to: (i) clarify the intervention objectives and translate them into a hierarchy of expected changes and (ii) help to assess the internal coherence of the intervention and III) identify the initial hypotheses (or assumptions, which are often implicit) that guided the project being developed, and retrospectively assess their legitimacy. 
· Develop the framework of the evaluation in more depth based on the terms of reference, the documents collected and the reconstructed intervention logic. Specifically, this will involve: (i) outlining the key questions for the evaluation to focus on; (ii) outlining the stages of reasoning that will make it possible to answer the questions (judgment criteria); (iii) specifying the indicators to be used to answer the questions and the corresponding sources of information (documentation, interviews, focus groups, surveys, etc.).
· Based on this methodological piece of work, the contractor will suggest a framing report that include its understanding of the project, of the evaluation objectives, the evaluation questions, the proposed methodology and planning activities. It should also include the evaluation matrix and the draft tools for data collection. The evaluation framework will be discussed with the steering committee and the contractor to guide discussions about how they plan to structure the evaluation process and to check how feasible it is. 
· Framing interviews by the contractors could be organized to gain a thorough understanding of the project (Component responsible, project manager…) 

Collection phase
The data collection should enable the evaluation questions to be answered and should cover all components of the project. The contractor is expected to develop a methodology in their methodological proposal. Where possible, some data collection activities may be conducted in person.
For guidance, the following elements may be included:
· A documentary review of key project documents (reports, previous evaluations, action document, CSO reports, etc.) 
· Interviews with the project team in the field, the Expertise France headquarters team (Project Manager from the geographic department, Project Manager from the Governance–Justice department), and the Ukraine Support Team (USP) 
· Interviews and/or focus groups with the main beneficiaries of each component : 
· Component 1: Office of Prosecutor General, Coordination Centre for support of Victims and Witnesses, 
· Component 2: Ministry of Justice, Verkhovna Rada, National School of Judges, High Council of Justice, Ethics Council, High Qualification Commission of Judges , Public Integrity Council, Supreme Court, Constitutional Court, State Judicial Administration
· Component 3: Ministry of Justice, Verkhovna Rada, Association of Private Enforcement Officers, State Property Fund, Prison administration, Probation Center, Penitentiary Training Centre, Notary Chamber
· Component 4: Ministry of Justice, Verkhovna Rada, Office of the President, Cabinet of Ministers, 
· Interviews with the main grant beneficiaries or other key partners. A survey could also be conducted with them. This survey should help substantiate the following aspects: their feedback regarding their relationship with Expertise France, the impact of the grant/Expertise France support on their organizational capacities, and the results of the activities.

A draft final report
At the end of the analysis phase, a draft final report will be produced. This draft report will serve as the basis for a meeting between the selected evaluation team and the evaluation steering committee. This meeting will mainly aim to:
· Share and discuss preliminary conclusions related to the evaluation questions; 
· Ensure that these conclusions are sufficiently substantiated and identify any analytical gaps requiring further analysis; 
· Refine their formulation to reach a collectively agreed set of final conclusions; 
Co-develop the recommendations resulting from the evaluation. The contractor(s) will be required to formulate specific, operational recommendations within the framework of PRAVO IV.

· The draft final report, which should not exceed 40 pages excluding annexes, will be produced at the end of the contractor’s work as well as an overview presentation in PowerPoint (to be kept only if useful). Expertise France will provide comments and observations to the contractor within three weeks of receipt of the draft report. It may be forwarded to (specify who depending on the project being evaluated) who may also provide comments. 

5.1.4 Final report and synthesis 
The final report, incorporating these observations, must be provided within 15 days of receipt of the comments. If these observations differ in their assessment to those of the contractors, the contractors can add them to the final.

This report must also include the evidence gathered during data collection that underpins the contractors’ assessments (verbatims, graphs or infographics derived from monitoring data, etc.). A communication-oriented summary will also be produced, highlighting the project’s main results and changes, as well as the lessons learned. It should be presented in an accessible, communication-friendly format (infographics, verbatims).

5.1.5 Dissemination and presentation phase
Once the report has been validated, the contractor (s) will facilitate a debriefing workshop to present the main
 evaluation findings and share the lessons identified and documented during the evaluation. This workshop will
primarily target an internal audience within the agency and the donor. Other audience will be defined during
the evaluation exercice.
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The deliverables must be submitted by email in Word format to the recipients who will be indicated to the evaluation team during the start-up phase. They must be written in English. 
	Deliverables
	# pages max.
	Delivery date (can be adjusted during the first coordination meeting)

	1. Scoping report (including evaluation matrix and data collection tools)
	20
	Mid-June

	2. Intermediary report
	30
	Mid July

	3. Final report including a summary of approx. 4 pages
	40
	End of July

	4. A communicative synthesis and a restitution 
	5
	Mid-August



In addition, a slideshow-type presentation must be produced for each steering meeting.

[bookmark: _Toc70668759]Structure of work

[bookmark: _Toc70668760]Project evaluation management and governance 
The evaluation is managed by the Expertise France Project Project Manager with support from the MEAL officers of Expertise France HQ and Ukraine and the Country Director. 
Key roles of evaluation steering committee members are:
· To facilitate contact between the evaluation team, EU services and external stakeholders.
· Ensure that the evaluation team has access to all sources of information and documentation related to the work being evaluated and that they consult them.
· Identify and set out the evaluation questions.
· Discuss and comment on reports produced by the evaluation team. Feedback from each member of the reference group is collated by the Project Team Leader and then forwarded to the evaluation team.
· To support the feedback process from results, conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned from the evaluation.
· To ensure effective follow-up of the action plan once the evaluation is completed.
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The total assignment will take place, between June and August 2026 as detailed below for information: 
	Activities
	Location
	Period

	1. Development phase
	Remote 
	End of May/Beginning of June

	2. Documentation phase
	Remote
	End of May/Beginning of June 

	3. Data collection and Field visit
	Remote and on site if possible
	June 

	4. Source analysis and checks
	Remote
	June

	5. Intermediary report
	Remote
	July

	6. Final report
	Remote
	July

	7. Restitution 
	Remote
	August



The selected evaluation team must include a detailed workplan in its bid, including the days worked per activity and per member of the evaluation team, as well as the indicative dates and locations. This workplan will be discussed and approved during the inception meeting. 
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Expected expertise
1) Profile of appointed expert(s) to undertake the contract:

Qualifications and experience
· Post-graduate in a field relevant to the assignment: in public administration organization and management, financial and administrative management, international cooperation, MEAL or justice 
· Professional experience of expertise in project evaluation of 10 years
· Experience in similar projects or knowledge of project management viewed favorably and in justice thematic
· Multi-stakeholder coordination experience and with high-level interlocutors 
· Good knowledge of Ukraine and UE standards regarding rule of law and justice 

Technical skills:
· Good knowledge of M&E systems for development programs and projects
· Experience and knowledge of field-based M&E
· Development of evaluation systems 
· Design, delivery and evaluation of M&E training for adults
· Experience in database design and management 
· Knowledge sharing and design of learning materials

Language skills:
· Excellent command of written and spoken English and Ukrainian (good writing, synthesis and analysis skills, etc.).

Anticipated team structure
The evaluator may be an independent evaluator and/or an evaluation agency. [If it is a team of evaluators, the distribution of roles and responsibilities throughout the evaluation process must be presented. This will be discussed and approved during the kick-off meeting. Teams with contractors based in Ukraine will be an asset.

Content of tenders
Tenders should include: 
· Technical outline: demonstrate an understanding of and comment on the terms of reference, methodology, composition of the evaluation team, CVs and similar experience, and include the components mentioned in the terms of reference (detailed workplan, distribution of roles and responsibilities) 
· Financial outline: overall budget for the evaluation, including the following: [daily cost of each participant; breakdown of time spent on each intervention by participant and by phase; additional costs (services and additional documents); transport costs (international and local), logistics costs, translation costs; and proposed terms of payment.] 

Tender assessment methods 
Expertise France will select the bid with the best score based on the following table:
	Criteria 
	Maximum score 

	Technical outline score, including: 
	80 

	Methodology score 
	40 

	Demonstrated understanding of the ToR and the objectives of the services to be provided 
	10 

	
Overall methodological approach, quality control approach, relevance of the proposed tools and analysis of the difficulties and challenges encountered 
	30 

	
Structure of tasks and schedule 
	10 

	Evaluation team score (thematic knowledge, evaluation experience, knowledge of the Ukrainian context…)
	30 

	Financial outline score 
	20 

	Total score 
	100 
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