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On the content 
 

1. On first page, final lines, you talk about three main problems; I assume this is a typo, 

because you list four main problems. Or is there a hierarchy in these problems? 

 

Yes, that is a typo, it should state: The project intends to solve four main problems 
 

2. Clarification of terminology: in final paragraph of on page 3, chapter 1 introduction, you 

talk about objective of the project, then on next page, on mid-term goal, and then in 

last sentence of the same paragraph, about end goal. How does this result type of 

terminology compare with the logframe terminology of the logframe in Annex 1. 

 
Objective of the project: to build national CSO coalitions that  provide the public, media, civil society, banks, as 
well as the regulators with standardized, comparable, good quality analysis of bank’s policies and practices: this 
relates to specific objective 2 as mentioned in the Logframe of the contracted project funding with Sida.  
 

Mid-term goal of the project: improved ESG and Human Rights policies and practices of banks by engaging in 
investments in an ethical, responsible, sustainable and development-relevant manner, while advocating for scaling 
down adverse projects: this relates to specific objective 1 as mentioned in the Logframe of the contracted project 
funding with Sida.  
 

End goal: to influence private sector actors to become more fair, responsible and sustainable in their ways of 
operating. This relates to the end goal of the Theory of Change that serves as a base for the contracted project 
proposal, but this goal is not part of this specific project; it is not part of the evaluation either. This project focuses 
on changing the policies and practices of the banks, as a way of influencing their corporate sector clients, but this 
project does not act upon the clients directly. Therefore, they are not part of the evaluation.  

 

3. Chapter 2:  the first bullet point talks about the likelihood that the indicators will be 
realized by end of 2016. I suppose you mean to say: what is the likelihood that the 

targets set for these indicators will be achieved? 

 

Yes, we mean, the likelihood that the targets set for these indicators will be achieved. 

 

4. Just an observation: the evaluation is labeled a mid-term impact evaluation, though it 

seems to be rather closer to a final evaluation. As such, no objection to this label, but it 

means that only little time will be left for applying the lessons learnt. It does however 

mean that the character of the actionable recommendations would indeed be an even 

more relevant aspect as compared to more ‘usual’ evaluations. 

 

All recommendations should be actionable.  

We make a distinction between the ones that can be implemented before the end of the project period 

(December 2016), under 3rd bullet point of chapter 2; and recommendations for the development of our 

strategy for the future and further steps for the years to come, under the 5th and 6th bullet point of chapter 

2.  

 

5. Chapter 5 approach and scope: the second sentence : the evaluation will refer to 
…..without being a focus of the evaluation process. Is not clear to me at all. We have to 

look for (possible) impact but without talking to banks and their clients? Or is this 

linked with the statement further on, where national coalitions have performed impact 

measurements on general media, public, politicians and banks? This latter then would 

imply that the availability of these impact measurements must be assured for this 

evaluation, including its proper quality! 

 

In our experience, assessment of the quality of the practice of the banks is a very labour intensive trajectory, 

mainly due to lack of transparency of these same banks. Banks sometimes show very inspiring initiatives 



regarding increasing responsibility in their operations. But often, this hardly represents the overall practice of 

the banks. (Changes in (public) policies are easier to assess and done by the FFG on a regular base.) The 

practice of the bank clients is not in the scope of this project, see question 1; it is not in the scope of the 

evaluation either. When the evaluator comes across relevant information on practice of banks and clients, we 

appreciate him/her using this information, but like it is stated: this is not the focus of the evaluation. 

We surely want the evaluator to contact the bank, through the surveys. The evaluator can propose 

other/additional ways of contacting the banks in his/her proposal. Regarding contacting the clients (who are 

not direct subject of the project), we foresee that this would demand a major effort in order to be 

representative, and it would shift the focus of the evaluation away from our main questions.  

All data and information regarding impact on general media, public, politicians and banks that is present with 

the FFG coalitions will be at the disposal of the evaluator.  

 

6. The learning (and accountability) character of this evaluation would not match this 

focus on the survey instrument above qualitative interviews.  

 

We leave it up to the proponent to present a realistic process, within the budget limitations set, that covers 

the diversity of banks and contexts in the various countries of the network, and that provides quality 

maximum for our learning and accountability purposes. Please take into account, that the responsiveness of 

the banks will vary greatly between the various countries. Hence our observation: Where deemed relevant 
and necessary, surveys are distributed and collected with direct help of the FFG coalition members in the specific 
countries 

 

7. Which information can you share with us on the standards that banks themselves apply 

when dealing with the issues covered by FFG. 

 

We will provide the evaluator with a detailed description of our policy assessment methodology, where 

references are made to existing international guidelines and principles; the methodology also explains how 

we honour those references in the scoring of the banks. The FFG bank policy assessment reports over the 

past years show what banks subscribed to what international guidelines, principles and standard.  

 

8. The ToR mentions 15 main evaluation questions. Generally speaking, evaluations  gain 

strength when it is possible to focus efforts on a maximum on 3 to 5 key questions. Is it 

possible to prioritize the 15 main evaluation questions?  

 
Without excluding the other questions from the ToR, the main questions would be:  

- To what extent were the expected overall objective and specific objectives of the project achieved; and 
why 

- What in the project could be refined and improved for the maximum result to be achieved before the end 
of 2016? 

- What are the strong and weak points of the Fair Finance Guide- (see underlying questions) 
- How well does the FFG respond to the specific needs of the coalitions and its members in the different 

countries? Does it deliver the added value coalitions and their members are looking for? 
- What adjustments should the FFG adopt in order to consolidate its base, extend its outreach to more 

countries and become a globally recognized, high quality, standardized FS assessment tool that provides 
relevant reports for citizens, CSO’s, FS actors and regulators. 

- How can the FFG generate additional income, so as to decrease its dependence from donor funding? 

 

9. Does Oxfam Novib provides the necessary tools to conduct the surveys? If so, what 

tools does Oxfam Novib provides? 

 

We prefer the consultant to use own subscription to tools to conduct the survey.  

Oxfam Novib has its own paid subscription for SurveyMoneky. We are waiting further internal information to 

see whether we can make this subscription available for the evaluator to use. Candidates can present a 

quotation including both scenarios: a scenario/budget using an own tool/subscription and a scenario/budget 

making use of the Oxfam Novib subscription. We’ll adjust this Q&A as soon as we are clear on the possibility 

to use the Oxfam Novib subscription.  
 

10. Is the presented available budget of 30,000 in euro or in US dollars. The ToR mentions 

both currencies. 

 

We apologies for this inconvenience; the available budget is € 30.000 (Euro) 



 

11. Are national coalitions available for supporting in the translation of materials into local 

languages?  

 

If this question refers to the survey materials, yes, the national coalitions are available for translation into 

the local languages. All project planning and monitoring documents of the FFGI and the coalitions are 

available in English. The coalitions do all in-country work in the local language. We trust the evaluator to be 

able to work with translation programs, to get the bulk of the information needed. National coalitions are 

available for lending a hand, but cannot provide a full fletched translation service.  

 

12. Chapter 6: in the overview of the evaluation schedule I feel that the role and relevance 
of the different qualitative interviews for this evaluation, as indicated in chapter 5, is 

not properly addressed.  They have not been included in this simplified schedule, nor 

have they been mentioned in describing the practical steps of chapter 5.  

13. The planning (section 6) suggests 20 working days for writing and presenting the draft 
report and processing feedback from staff and country coalitions. Can you explain a bit 

more on why you think 20 days are required for this phase? Would you consider 

reallocating some of these 20 working days to the data collection and analysis phase? 

 

Answering both questions:  

Thank you for pointing out to us, that the interviews are not explicitly addressed. In chapter 5 we refer to 

‘work with’ and ‘preliminary interviews’  (we could have been more explicitly here on when we expect the 

interviews to be realized) and in chapter 6 we reserve ample days during the various phases, so the 

evaluator can specify where to place the interviews in his/her proposal. Shifts of numbers of days between 

the various phases are possible, taking into consideration that the draft report has to be available by mid 

May 2016.  

 
On the process 
 

1. To what extend is it possible to have the interviews on another day instead of March 
29th, possibly by Skype?  

 
The interviews will be realized by skype or conference call anyway, due to the fact that we work with an 

international selection committee. 

We can consider a delay of one, max 2 days, but considering our intention of realizing the evaluation during 

the months April and May, we do not want any further delay.  

 

2. Under 6 it states 'the evaluation should be realised during the months of April and 

May 2016'. Due to other assignments, could the report also be delayed until mid/end 

June?  

 

We need a draft by Mid May, so there is little room for delay in the agenda. Presentation of the end report by 

mid June would not cause major trouble. 

 


