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TERMS OF REFERENCES  
EXTERNAL EVALUATION 
Project Name: Roots for Peace  
Project Reference #: N-MEK-2024-0068 
Project Period: Since January the 1st, 2024 
Project Target Regions: Europe 
Implementing Organization: European Alliance of YMCAs (YMCA Europe) Funding Partner: Bread for the World1 Germany  
1. Introduction 
European Alliance of YMCAs (YMCA Europe) is an International Non-Governmental Organisation,  with its seat in Brussels. It was funded in 1973 as the area alliance uniting all the National YMCAs  in Europe as member or cooperating Movements. Currently under the YMCA Europe  constituency are 32 member and 5 co-operating National YMCA Movements, operating in 37  European countries through 4’100 local associations, more than 95’000 volunteers, almost  21’000 staff, and providing services to around 2 million beneficiaries annually.  
YMCA Europe Roots for Peace project2 is on-going since 2020. It’s been the logical continuation  of YMCA Europe Roots for Reconciliation project (2007 – 2019)3. The original aim of the RfR was  to strengthen and extend the YMCA in the region of South Caucasus as a mass-membership  movement standing for peace, justice and integrity of creation. Central to the way the project  worked at that stage was through enhancement of camping programme as a shared activity that  connects young people across socio-political and cultural dividers, with added value for the YMCA  sustainable development. 
“The Roots for Reconciliation project had been very successful in devising a process that creates  a safe space for relationship-building based on Do No Harm principles. They have done this on  the basis of what can be characterised as a deep love for their fellow young men and women. It  is this ability to engender love across cultural and political dividers that represents the main  achievement of the project.” 4 
Later, the RfR overall aim shifted further towards the external impact, which is empowering  youth activism towards prevention and peaceful transformation of conflicts in Europe, the region  of South Caucasus especially considered. 
“The project has been highly relevant to the values, mission, and strategic priorities of YMCA  Europe, as well as to the interests of its youth participants, particularly those coming from  conflict-affected or post-conflict countries. It has provided a coherent framework for the  promoting peace building and cross-border dialogue into the work of local and national YMCA  organisations and across the YMCA Movement.” 5 
1 Hereafter BfdW 
2 Hereafter RfP 3 Hereafter RfR 
4 YMCA Europe Roots for Reconciliation Project Report of External Assessment, June 2015, page 4. 5 YMCA Europe Roots for Reconciliation II Project Outcome Evaluation, October 2009, page 5.
The RfR managed to build 3 YMCA camp facilities / community resource centers (all of them  highly operational) and run 40 various international residential events all over Europe with over  2000 participants representing over 33 countries worldwide. It has been a constant journey  through unfolding emergencies; swift changes of plans due to force majors; critical thinking and  creative solutions. The RfR has developed its identical safe space methodology, based on Do No  Harm approach. It has elaborated number of best practice conflict transformation schemes, such  as the Peace Work Institute6 or the Local Capacities for Peace7 components.  
Each phase of the RfR had been undergoing externally facilitated outcome evaluation and impact  assessment. In 2019 it went through an externally facilitate Reflecting on Peace Practices8 process, which resulted not only to a RPP Report, but also to publication of the RfR Peacwork  Guidebook9. It was intended as a practical inspiration for action and draws on the RPP process. 
“The Guidebook provides an overview of the entire project’s peacebuilding experience with a  special focus on the Peace Work Institute component. Rather than being simply a facilitators’  manual, it is a testimony of the project history and development, key components and activities,  as well as participants’ impressions about the project results and the effects the project has had  on their lives. This Guidebook also provides a comprehensive summary of the tools that have  been fundamental to the project’s success and includes detailed references for those who wish  to access step-by-step descriptions of how to use the tools.”10 
In 2023 the 1st phase (2020 – 2023) of the RfP project went an externally facilitated Context  Analyses assessment, with respective report as its output. It was done with the aim to provide  the YMCA Europe RfP Project team and its stakeholders – most notably its key funding partners  – some input pertaining to the continuation of conflict transformation work within the scope of  the project in a global political context that has changed drastically since COVID-19 pandemic and  upsurge of violent conflicts in Europe (Nagorno Karabakh, Ukraine). The Assessment Workshop  took place in the Holy Land, just a couple of weeks prior to the outbreak of the Gaza War resulting  to the current Middle East crisis. 
“The conditions that allowed for relative ease in organizing trans-national civil society  collaboration no longer exist. The lasting effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and the ways the  pandemic situation was handled in many societies have profoundly affected the culture of  communication and interaction negatively. In addition, the violent conflicts and wars negatively  affected public perceptions of and attitudes towards trans-national cooperation, ranging from  political / administrative restrictions to fears, anxieties and prejudice in people’s everyday life.”11 
For YMCA Europe another external evaluation is not just a formality — it’s a strategic necessity.  It ensures that we can adapt to new realities, validate its impact, and strengthen its credibility as one of the few youth-led movements consistently working across divides in Europe and  beyond. 
6 Hereafter PWI 
7 Hereafter LCP 
8 Hereafter RPP 
9 https://roots.ymcaeurope.com/peacework-guidebook/ 10 YMCA Europe Roots for Reconciliation Peacework Guidebook, Brussels 2019, page 7. 11 YMCA Europe Roots for Peace Context Analysis Report, November 2023, page 5.
2. Cause & Objective of the Evaluation 
The current phase of the project was designed and implemented based on the findings and  recommendations of the above Context Analyses report. In line with the World YMCA Vision 2030  and YMCA Europe Strategy 2021 - 2026, the RfP project continuation aims at attributing to all the  5 objective indicators that strategy, namely: 
• Relevance: that on the one hand, it efforts to heal the trauma caused by conflicts, on the  other – based on Do No Harm12 approach - continues building trust between the conflict  sides. 
• Representation: that based RPP approach it structurally attempts to attribute to the peace  at large, to this end maintaining synergies with actors like Council of Europe. • Relationship: that it ensures cross-border and international cooperation transforming  collaborative learning into collaborative action. 
• Resilience: that the project helps war affected young people and communities to stay strong  and hopeful. 
• Response: that it directly contributes to the YMCA Europe action towards the current  humanitarian crisis of Ukraine, Palestine, Karabakh. 
The developmental goal of the project is: Young people are empowered as actors for prevention  and peaceful transformation of conflicts in Europe and its neighbourhood. 
There are 2 specific project objectives set:  
1. Young women and men from conflict regions have changed their attitude and behaviour  towards dealing with conflicts, with objective indicators:  
1.1. Minimum 80% of the approximately 530 project participants demonstrate changed attitude  towards dealing with conflicts (50% female). 
1.2. At least 80% of the 70 graduates of the Peace Work Institute (PWI), Training of Multipliers  and Pool of Experts and facilitators show sustainable changes in behavior through  continuous and high-quality leadership qualities in peace practice within and outside the  Roots project (50% female). 
1.3. At least 25% of 460 project participants show sustainable changes in behavior by engaging  in peace work beyond the scope of the project and showing leadership qualities (50%  female). 
2. Young people displaced from Karabakh are better able to deal with stress and the blows of  fate, with objective indicator: 
2.1. Minimum 80% of 260 project participants from Karabakh (50% female) increase their  resilience and agility (assessment based on role-play and on focus groups). 
To this end, pre and post event surveys within each key project activity are used to get evidenc base data on the above indicators. The evaluation of the key project components are carried out  based on the learning framework assuming four different levels of participants’ feedback: 
12 Hereafter DNH
1. Reaction level, to be conducted on the spot upon the closure of each key activity;  2. Learning level, to be conducted a month after the completion of the key activity; 3. Behaviour level, to be conducted six month after the completion of the key activity; 4. Impact level, to be conducted after the completion of the whole PWI series. 
The evaluation should be performed because the global and regional context has shifted  dramatically since the last assessment, with the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, the war in  Ukraine, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, and the Middle East crisis all reshaping the environment  for civil society operations. Carrying out an external evaluation now ensures that the Roots for  Peace project remains relevant, adapts to these new realities, and continues to deliver  meaningful peacebuilding outcomes. 
The results will be used to inform strategic planning for the next phase of the project, refine  methodologies such as the Do No Harm approach, strengthen youth activism, and provide  evidence-based advocacy tools that YMCAs in Europe and beyond can use when engaging  donors, governments, and international institutions. They will also serve as a transparent record  of impact, demonstrating whether infrastructures and tools developed under Roots for Peace are  sustaining long-term outcomes. 
The results will be used by multiple stakeholders. Funding partners and donors will rely on them  for accountability and transparency. YMCA Europe leadership and the project team will use them  for learning and adaptation. Local YMCA branches and youth leaders will apply the findings to  improve grassroots peacebuilding practices. External stakeholders, including policymakers and  international organizations, will benefit from credible evidence of civil society’s role in conflict  transformation. 
The evaluation should be conducted at this point in time because the current phase of Roots for  Peace is about to be concluded, making it the natural moment to assess achievements, identify  gaps, and adjust strategies before entering the next phase. The timing also reflects the urgency  of adapting to a drastically altered political and social landscape. 
Finally, the evaluation is being performed at the initiative of YMCA Europe management team,  in consultation with its funding partners. It reflects both an internal commitment to continuous  improvement and an external requirement for accountability, ensuring that the project remains  credible, effective, and aligned with the expectations of those who support it. 
3. Key Questions 
YMCA Europe wants to have the RfP project assessed, collecting and collating evidence-based  data on the above-mentioned strategic priority and project objective indicators, cross-cutting  with the OECD DAC13 criteria, including: 
Relevance: To what extent the RfP and its objectives are supportive of the mission and strategy  of YMCA Europe? What model of conflict transformation work has been used to guide the project  design? What were the consequences of this choice? To what extent has project design built  upon the lessons learnt and good practices identified from RfR and RfP previous phases? Is the  project design coherent, positing a rational theory of cause and effect to produce expected  results? To what extent do the project’s activities and stated objectives meet the needs and  
13 Development Assistance Committee of OECD (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development)
context of the project target groups? To what extent does the project address issues of  inclusivity? How has the project addressed the needs of both women and men? Has the project  achieved gender balance in project participation? To what extent has the project ensured the  inclusion of ethnic minorities and non-Christian communities in project activities? How has the  project maintained its validity over its duration? Has the project changed and adapted in  response to the results of monitoring and relevant changes occurring in the external context? 
Efficiency: How many people have benefited directly and indirectly from the project? Has the  project been delivered at a reasonable cost, as planned? Could the project have delivered the  same results to a lower cost? Was the management structure of the project the most  appropriate for ensuring the efficient coordination of project events? To what extent did  project management and governance structures enable appropriate, timely, decision-making? How have project management and governance structures facilitated transparent use of  resources and ensured accountability to donors and participants. How has the project  monitoring and evaluation system worked? 
Effectiveness: To what extent has the project achieved its expected objectives? Did it promote  to stronger youth activism towards peaceful transformation of conflicts in targeted regions? Did  it improve mutual trust and understanding between young people involved? Do the youth  leaders trained continue to act for change in their sending organisations (peace building, cross 
border dialogue)? Do the targeted YMCAs maintain youth civic engagement initiatives for conflict  affected communities and /or active participation in regional or cross-border Civil Society peace  dialogue platforms? What have been the unintended outcomes of the project? How have  participants’ lives been changed by the project? 
Impact: To what extent has the project contributed to the overall goal of a culture of peace that  allows the transformation of existing conflicts in the region? In what ways has the project  impacted upon the YMCA as a Movement striving for peace and democracy? Including, the  establishment of a regular pan-European YMCA Peace and Reconciliation knowledge sharing  system; and active participation of YMCAs in Civil Society peace dialogue platforms at local,  national, regional levels. In what ways has the project contributed to the building of the capacities  of Youth NGOs to contribute to peace building, conflict transformation and intercultural  dialogue? What other impacts have the project contributed to, intended or unintended, in the  lives of participants, within youth NGOs, or on any other stakeholders? 
Sustainability: How likely is it that the project results and processes continue after the project  current phase termination? What measures have been taken by the project to ensure that  structures, systems, relationships, and process endure? 
To this end it is central that the questions are aligned with the specific Requirements for  implementation of project evaluations of the project key funding partner BfdW (annex to this  ToR).  
4. Evaluation Design & Methods 
To answer the above evaluation questions (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency,  impact, sustainability), the evaluator(s) is to secure that both quantitative evidence and  qualitative insights are captured. 
It is up to the hired expert(s) to suggest the most appropriate evaluation methodology. We  foresee a complex methodology which will involve questionnaires, descriptions of projects 
initiated and implemented by the beneficiaries, individual and group interviews, testimonials,  social media content analysis, etc. The methodology of evaluation should tackle all levels of  change: 
Outputs - activities which took place, spaces and conditions created, intellectual deliverables  produced, numbers reached, etc.  
Outcomes - change in attitude, in level of awareness, in new skills developed, in motivation  towards social activism, in values perception, etc.  
Impact - examples of behavior change, new initiatives which appeared, how lives of indirect  beneficiaries were changed, changes in CSOs, how the project contributed to civil society  development in the countries, etc.  
To ensure that perspectives from all relevant actors are gathered and the findings are based on  solid evidence, the following project stakeholders are to be considered. 
• Target groups: participants of project key activities, Peace Work Institute especially  considered. 
• Local partners: YMCA local associations or other community organizations involved in grassroots level initiatives, Artsakh Exodus Response especially considered. • YMCA Europe leadership: organization and project managers, and staff overseeing the  implementation. 
• Donors and external partners: Bread for the World and Council of Europe especially  considered. 
5. Evaluation Process, Time Frame & Expected Products 
A rough process of the evaluation process assumes: 
• Studying RfP baseline information, including project assessment previous reports (2009, 2015,  2019, 2023), as well current project phase evaluation data. 
• Focus group observations and discussions, interviews of project participants during the RfP  Pool of Experts Workshop (September 18 – 2, 2026, Valletta, Malta). 
• Facilitating structured questionnaires (incl. testimonials) and online interviews with project  participants and key stakeholders. 
• Project site visit in Armenia (dates tbd) for focus group assessment on the project Artsakh  Exodus Response component. 
The following outputs / products are expected throughout the assessment process. All  documents should be in English. 
• Inception Report: is expected at the very start of the evaluation process (within the first 4– 6 weeks after the contracting). This should ensure the agreed methodology, scope, and work  plan before data collection begins. 
• Draft Report: this mid-term output of the evaluation process is expected to be at YMCA  Europe’s disposals by November the 30th, 2026.  
• Final Report: the final output of the evaluation process is expected to be at the disposal of  YMCA Europe for external use and of the project key stakeholders by December the 31st,  2026.  
6. Key Qualifications of the Evaluator(s) & Content of the Evaluator(s)’ Offer
Through due consultation with the RfP key stakeholders, YMCA Europe plans to extend a tender  and commission competent external expertise to facilitate this assessment process and deliver  the Assessment Report as its output. 
YMCA Europe estimates 30 working days to accomplish the task, this includes partaking into the above mentioned Workshop and deskwork. The interested experts should be able to demonstrate  quality know-how and relevant experience in both project assessment and conflict  transformation work. Being able to go along well with young people is another quality sought. All  the communication and outputs are to be in affluent English. 
Deadlines: YMCA Europe expects proposals from interested experts by June the 15th 2026.  Please contact YMCA Europe Executive Secretary Vardan Hambardzumyan at:  vardan@ymcaeurope.com. Then through June 2026 the selected expert(s) will be shortlisted,  interviewed, contracted and this Terms of References finalised by June the 30th, 2026.  
The applicant evaluator(s)‘offer should contain CVs of all involved and Technical/specific  proposal, including; 
• short explanation and justification of the methods to be deployed;  
• cost estimate that includes both, the fee as well as any ancillary costs to be incurred, such as  transport, accommodation, taxes, fees and costs of workshops in the scope of the evaluation  etc.
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Requirements for implementation of project evaluations 
(Standards A and A-flexible) 
The implementation of an evaluation is obligatory for the following projects of Brot für die Welt (Bread  for the World): 
• Projects that have received continued funding for more than two (three-year) phases. These projects must be evaluated in every third funding phase, at the latest. An evaluation is recommended in the  second phase so that its findings and recommendations can be integrated into the conceptual design  of the third funding period; 
• Projects which have been approved, with a duration of five years or more; 
• Projects which have been approved, with a funding1 of more than one million euros per funding  period; 
• Projects of particular importance: for example, innovative projects/measures of a pilot or  demonstration character, measures with a notably broad-scale impact, particularly transcontinental  measures or measures carried out in an identifiably high-risk environment. 
In addition, the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and Brot für die  Welt can commission the evaluation of projects or measures at any time. 
The partner organisation can carry out or commission an evaluation during each funding period, if  questions arise that can be answered by means of an evaluation (e.g. to review the strategy or  achievement of objectives or for an adaptation of the project conception in relation to occurred changes in the framework conditions/context). 
When planning and carrying out evaluations, the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria (relevance, coherence,  effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability) or a reasoned selection of these criteria must be  applied. For each OECD/DAC criterion addressed in an evaluation, at least the first of the evaluation  standard questions listed below (marked in bold) should be included in the Terms of Reference (ToR) 
and addressed in the evaluation. Further questions may be added. The listed evaluation grid for project  success based on the OECD/DAC criteria has to be completed by the evaluator(s) for each evaluation  and must be part of the evaluation report. The binding cross-cutting issues of Brot für die Welt applicable to evaluations are gender, inclusion and environmental impact. In addition, an evaluation  must be useful, fair, accurate and practicable. 
	Responsibilities within the evaluation process of Brot für die Welt projects

	Steps of the 
evaluation
	Responsibility of the partner  organisation
	Responsibility of the project  staff at Brot für die Welt

	Project planning 
	• Budgeting for the evaluation (3-5% of the total budget) and  agreeing on when it should take  place
	• Securing the budget and agreeing  on the time frame set for the  
evaluation to be carried out

	Preparation of the  Terms of Reference  (ToR)
	• Preparing the ToR taking into  account the evaluation standard  questions 
• Forwarding the draft to Brot für  die Welt
	• Commenting within 14 days • Veto right




1 The term “funding” refers to the contribution of Brot für die Welt. The funding can consist of BMZ, KED and/or donations.
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	Selection of evaluator 
	• Tendering or announcing the  ToR/obtaining at least three offers • Forwarding the selected bid/offer  and the evaluator’s CV to Brot für  die Welt 
• Concluding the contract
	• Commenting within 14 days • Veto right

	Support during the  evaluation process
	• Carrying out a kick off and  
clarification meeting  
• Supplying the relevant documents • Logistical preparations (e.g.  arranging interview dates, field  visits, ensuring accommodation  and transportation for the  
evaluator) 
• Optional: commenting on and  accepting the inception report
	

	Review of the draft  report
	• Commenting on the draft report • Forwarding the draft report to  Brot für die Welt
	• Commenting within 14 days • Veto right

	Acceptance of the  
final report
	• Forwarding the final report and  the evaluation grid to Brot für die  Welt 
• Accepting the final report
	• Acceptance within 14 days 
• Veto right 
• Forwarding ToR, the final report and the evaluation assessment  sheet to the evaluation database  within 10 weeks after receipt of  the final report

	Management  
response and  
implementation plan
	• Preparing a management  
response/implementation plan  and incorporating the  
recommendations into the  
subsequent project proposal
	• Commenting within 14 days • Veto right 
• Monitoring the implementation  plan and integration of the  
accepted recommendations into  the subsequent project proposal




Standard questions for project evaluations 
Relevance (Is the project doing the right things?) 
1. To what extent are the project goals aligned with the needs of the target group? 2. To what extent are the project objectives aligned with the needs of particularly disadvantaged or  vulnerable target groups (possible differentiation by age, income, gender, ethnicity, etc.)? 3. To what extent is the project design plausible, appropriate and realistic (in technical, organizational  and financial terms)? 
4. To what extent was the project adapted to changing conditions that arose during implementation?  
Coherence (How well does the project fit?) 
1. To what extent does the project align with other (development policy) measures in a  country, region or sector? 
2. To what extent is the project design and its implementation coordinated with the activities of other  donors? 
3. To what extent is the project consistent with international and national norms and standards (such  as human rights)? 
4. To what extent are existing systems and structures (of partners/other donors/international  organizations) being used for the implementation of the activities? 
Effectiveness (Is the project achieving its objectives?) 
(Project objective level, Use of Output or Outcome) 
1. To what extent have the project objectives been, or are expected to be, achieved? 2. To what extent were or will the outputs of the project be achieved?
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3. To what extent did the activities or outputs contribute to the achievement of the project objectives?  What factors were decisive for the achievement or non-achievement of the project objectives? 4. To what extent did the project contribute to the achievement of the objectives among the direct target  groups? 
Efficiency (How well are resources being used?) 
1. To what extent were the project's inputs (financial, human and material resources)  used economically in relation to the outputs produced (products, capital goods and  services) (production efficiency)? 
2. To what extent were the outputs achieved on time and within the planned timeframe? 3. To what extent could the project’s outputs have been increased through alternative use of inputs? 4. To what extent is the relationship between inputs and outputs, achieved by the project, optimal (allocation efficiency)? 
Overarching developmental impact (What difference does the project make?) (Overall objective level, impact) 
1. To what extent can overarching intended/non-intended or positive/negative effects be  identified or anticipated? 
2. What factors were decisive for the achievement, or non-achievement of the developmental impacts? 3. To what extent did the project lead to structural or institutional changes?  
4. To what extent was the project exemplary and/or had a broad impact? 
Sustainability (Will the effects last?) 
(Project and overall objective level, Use of Output, Outcome and Impact) 1. To what extent are the positive effects of the project sustainable? 2. To what extent has the project contributed to the target groups' ability and willingness to maintain  the positive effects of the project over time? 
3. To what extent has the project contributed to strengthening the resilience of the target groups? 4. What are the risks and what is the potential for the sustainable effectiveness of the project? 
Evaluation grid for project evaluations
	
	Very  
good/ 
Very high  (1)
	Good/ 
High (2)
	Average 
(3)
	Bad/ 
Low (4)
	Very  
bad/ 
Very low  (5)
	N/A

	Explanation of the rating
	The 
questions  
are  
positively  
evaluated.
	The majority of the  
questions are  positively  
evaluated.
	The questions are partly  
positive and  partly  
negatively  
evaluated.
	The majority of the questions  are negatively  evaluated.
	The 
questions  
are  
negatively  
evaluated.
	No 
questions  
were  
evaluated  
on this  
OECD/DAC  criterion.
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