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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

For the Provision of Services to the Jobs Fund to Undertake Summative Evaluation of Masakhane 

“Together we Grow” Expansion Project (Clover Ltd) 

 

Programme Identification 

Name of Client The Jobs Fund 

Name of Sub-Project 
Jobs Fund 2020/21 Masakhane “Together we Grow” Expansion Project 

-   Summative Evaluation  

Contracting Authority Government Technical Advisory Centre (GTAC), National Treasury 

Accountable Officer Ms. Najwah Allie-Edries 

Project Purpose 
Provision of services to the Jobs Fund to undertake a Summative 

Evaluation  
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1 Request for Proposal 

Suitably qualified service providers are invited to respond to this Terms of Reference (ToR) for 

evaluation services related to the Jobs Fund’s Masakhane “Together we Grow” Expansion  Project 

Summative Evaluation. The Government Technical Advisory Centre (GTAC) wishes to engage a service 

provider to complete the evaluation within four months. The service provider must put forward the 

appropriately qualified and suited multi-disciplinary evaluation team with relevant experience to fulfil 

the evaluation requirements.   

2 Background Information 

2.1 The Jobs Fund 

The Employment Facilitation sub-programme was introduced by the National Treasury in 2011 to 

contribute to employment and inclusive growth by supporting innovative approaches to job creation 

and enterprise development. The main component of the programme is the Jobs Fund, a multi-year 

R9 billion investment which leverages complementary funding from public and private sector project 

partners.  

The President announced the Jobs Fund during the State of the Nation Address on 10 February 2011. 

The objective of the Jobs Fund is to co-finance innovative public and private sector initiatives that will 

significantly contribute to job creation. The Jobs Fund operates on challenge fund principles, as a 

catalyst for innovation and investment in new ways of working that directly contribute to long term 

sustainable employment creation.  

Globally, challenge funds have emerged as an effective and versatile financing mechanism with which 

to channel public money to catalyse pro-poor innovation and investment in emerging markets and to 

provide profitable ways of improving market access for the poor. In practice, challenge funds are 

highly versatile, and can be deployed across a variety of contexts and sectors, targeting a range of 

outcomes from financial education to enterprise-linked poverty reduction and ‘pro-poor’ growth.  

The ultimate development goal of a challenge fund is, through a finite intervention period, to stimulate 

a long-term change in the way that local supply chains and market systems work so as to overcome 

cost, technology, financial, etc. barriers which may have excluded poor producers and households in 

the past. Systemic change in the way that market systems work is typically the desired outcome of a 

challenge fund and is the product of a coincidence of factors (new technology, an environment 

conducive to investment, a strong and innovative private investor, etc.). 

The Jobs Fund assists partners in piloting innovative approaches to sustainable job creation through 

four funding windows, namely, Enterprise Development, Support for Work-seekers, Infrastructure and 

Institutional Capacity Building. The Fund accepts applications from the private, public and non-

governmental sector during calls for proposals and project partners are required to share both risk 

and costs by matching the grant fund allocation generally on a ratio of 1:1. 
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As well as focusing on creating jobs for the unemployed, the Jobs Fund has an explicit learning and 

knowledge dissemination agenda, which is intended to encourage new thinking and new approaches 

to job creation. During the implementation process, a significant body of learning has been generated. 

Project-level evaluation presents an opportunity to initiate the process of documenting and sharing 

these insights in terms of what models are most successful in job creation and which of these models 

are replicable and show promise for scalability. 

2.2 The Masakhane “Together we Grow” Expansion Project 

The Masakhane Project is a Clover initiative that seeks to create new and innovative distribution 

channels for townships’ Spaza shops through the delivery of quality products that are packaged in 

affordable single serve quantities. This innovative supply chain approach reduces transport costs and 

cuts-out the middleman, with resultant lower prices for the consumers, improved affordability and 

increased access to quality nutritious products. 

Masakhane was initiated in 2012 with the aim of further improving Clover’s multichannel footprint. 

The objective of the initiative was to grow sales in any store that did not form part of a Key Account 

or Buying group, such as Makro, Shoprite and Pick n Pay. The project was started as a joint project 

with Unilever, where Unilever placed a fridge with free Rama stock for the first delivery, and offered 

five different Rama Sales Keeping Units (SKU’s) to the emerging store market. This was complemented 

by Clover’s product basket of seven SKU products which included milk, yoghurt, Maas and fruit juice. 

Clover has since become the key driver and owner of Masakhane and has used the last three years to 

develop Masakhane into a sophisticated, reliable distribution model for the Bottom of the Pyramid 

(“BoP”) market, which is the bottom-end market consisting largely of low-income earners.  

Masakhane has now attracted five Fast Moving Consumable Goods (FMCGs) companies who have 

contracted with Clover to have their products as part of the basket of goods that Clover delivers to 

the BoP market. These FMCGs include Unilever, Kellogg’s, Foodcorp, Red Bull and Enterprise. 

Clover partnered with the Jobs Fund to find innovative solutions to job creation using the Masakhane  

concept. Clover was funded to use Masakhane to leverage accelerated job creation.  It was anticipated 

that with this assistance, Clover would be able to accelerate its rollout of Masakhane and create a 

total of 1,018 new sustainable, quality jobs by 2020 instead of only 390 without the Jobs Fund 

partnership. 

Using the Jobs Fund to fund the first 5 months of the operation of new distribution, teams would not 

only accelerate job creation, but would accelerate access to the under-serviced emerging market, thus 

impacting on the socio-economic transformation of the BoP consumer market. The acceleration of the 

expansion of Masakhane would expand the footprint of Masakhane to 49,890 new emerging market 

stores by 2020, as opposed to 19,500 through organic growth.  

However, the Jobs Fund-Clover partnership to accelerate Masakhane was prematurely closed on the 

6th May 2019 due to unforeseen circumstances in the implementation process.  
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3 Purpose of the Evaluation  

The purpose of the evaluation is to extract lessons from the implementation of the Jobs 

Fund/Masakhane Project. The evaluation is intended to review the intended theory of change, 

investigate the implementation and roll out of the project and advise on what lessons could be learnt 

from what went wrong during the implementation. The evaluation should also determine the effect 

of the project on capacity building, affordable pricing of the right basket of goods for spaza shops, job 

creation potential and ease of access to the BoP market.  

3.1 Focus of the Evaluation  

The focus of the evaluation will be two-fold:  

1) Review the Masakhane project design and make recommendations for improvement of 

similar initiatives, and  

2) Assess the effects of the project on the target beneficiaries and its job creation potential. This 

will determine the effects of the programme on the financial viability of Spaza shops, capacity 

building of the shop owners and the effectiveness of the business support provided to them 

and whether this model has job creation potential. 

Efforts must be made to pick out Masakhane-specific effects on the beneficiaries and the environment 

in the implementation areas as there are other programmes that may have contributed to the changes 

observed.  

The evaluation should also cover the following:  

 Model Efficacy: To find out whether the particular job creation intervention implemented by 

the JF Partner was effective (i.e. were new sustainable jobs being created as a result of the JF 

grant and can these models be significant job creators if rolled out on mass);  

 Accountability: to assess the extent to which the project implementation was accountable and 

transparent in its implementation.  

 Learning Outcomes: To synthesize lessons that can help to improve selection, design and 

implementation of similar projects to inform policy development;  

 Value for money (VfM): to Assess the most advantageous combination of cost, quality and 

sustainability, considering the four VfM ‘E’s’: economy, efficiency, effectiveness and equity. 

3.2 Methodology 

The service provider is to carefully consider the project context and propose the most appropriate 

evaluation design approach and methods to be used to adequately answer the evaluation questions.  

3.3 Evaluation Criteria  

The service provider must use the five Development Assistance Committee of the Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD/DAC) evaluation criteria, which are highlighted 

below. The DAC criteria include the following:   
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 Relevance 

To  what extent were the strategy and project activities suited to the priorities and needs of the South 

African  labour market; of  employers; and of  beneficiaries? 

 Effectiveness 

To what extent were the project’s objectives achieved? Indicate performance over the life of the 

project in terms of targets and actuals as well as disaggregated beneficiary information considering 

that the project did not run its full Grant Agreement term. The key dimension in this evaluation will 

be in the understanding of the reasons that led to early closure of the project and how these could 

have been avoided or how these can be avoided on similar projects in the future. 

 Efficiency 

Was the project efficient in its execution of the project up to the closure of the project? Efficiency 

measures the outputs, qualitative and quantitative, in relation to the inputs. It seeks to ascertain 

whether the project has used cost-effective resources possible in order to achieve optimised results. 

This generally requires comparing alternative approaches to achieving the same outputs, to see 

whether the most efficient process has been adopted. Measures of VfM are of particular importance. 

 Impact 

What were the positive and negative changes produced by the Jobs Fund supported project, directly 

or indirectly, intended or unintended? This should include the outcomes attributable to the project 

on the local social, economic and environmental welfare of the beneficiaries and their communities. 

 Sustainability 

Are the achieved benefits likely to  continue after the Jobs Fund support has come to an end? It is 

important to gauge to what extent the early closure of the project will affect the beneficiaries reached 

so far. 

3.4 Specific Evaluation Questions 

In addition to the questions to be answered in response to the DAC criteria, the evaluation should 

attempt to respond to the following questions: 

 Project Design/Model Efficacy 

 Is the Masakhane model relevant in making in-roads toward the provision of better-quality 

services and products to the informal markets? 

 Is the model consistent with the commercial imperatives of participating retailers such as 

Clover and its partners? 

 Was the grant support structure/financing model appropriate for this type of initiative? 

 To what extent were the implementers’ assumptions regarding team’s operating cost gap well 

founded/hold true? Was the funding gap for this model well defined? 
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 How effective was the project’s beneficiary selection and recruitment process? What could 

be improved in future? 

 Does this model have potential to create a significant amount of jobs across the country? 

Could it be replicated by other FMCG retailers? 

 Project Implementation 

 Was the team composition the most optimum for this intervention? 

 Were the indicators being tracked relevant to the project and were the data collection systems 

adequate? 

 Were the products and services offered to the participating beneficiaries appropriate for this 

market? 

 Were the distribution strategies and equipment used appropriate for this market? 

 To what extent does security play a role in the roll-out of this type of model? 

 What quantum of product were being distributed by the project? Were these economically 

viable? How much of the products (and which) were selling at the beneficiary stores? Did the 

project support growth in spaza shop stores? 

 Why did the project struggle to secure a critical mass of South African spaza shop owners? To 

what extent could the issue pertaining to foreign national-led spaza shops have been 

resolved? 

 To what extent did Clover’s retrenchment process affect the effectiveness of the project, 

especially on a net job creation perspective? Were the Jobs Fund’s definition for a job and 

insistence on net job creation in this this context unmeasurable? If so, what could have been 

a workable alternative? 

 Were there any further mitigating actions that could have been implemented to ensure the 

project reached successful technical completion? 

 Project Outcomes 

 To what extent were the objectives of the project achieved? 

 What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the 

objectives?  

 To what extent did the programme reach its appropriate target population? 

 What effect has the project had on livelihoods of the spaza shops owners and their 

households?  

 What effect has the project had on sales, revenue and profits by spaza shops owners?  

 Has the project been able to catalyze job creation and, where applicable, support sustainable 

spaza shops? 

 To what extent do beneficiaries receive an appropriate package of services? 

 

3.5 Intended Users and Stakeholders of the Evaluation  

The primary audience for the evaluation is the National Treasury Jobs Fund Project Management 

Office, the Masakhane Project Team, Policy Makers, Fund Managers and Programme Designers.  
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4 Scope of the Services to be Provided 

The evaluation will cover the period from inception of the project in 2016 to end of financial year 

2018/19 (31 March 2019).  

4.1 Sampling  

The project operated in four provinces, Gauteng, Eastern Cape, Western Cape and KwaZulu Natal, and 

a representative sample of project beneficiaries must be taken from each of these areas. Project 

beneficiaries include both the spaza shops owners (n= 12,713 and the individuals (98) who benefitted 

from securing jobs through the initiative (Masakhane sales teams, Project management staff etc.).  

4.2 Desktop Review 

This includes the collection, review and consolidation of: 

a. The project’s application, 

b. Annual reports, 

c. Financial and performance audits, 

d. Quarterly performance reports, 

e. Project Implementation and Monitoring Plan (PIMP), 

f. Any existing monitoring and evaluation results, either conducted by an internal or external 

service provider, and 

g. Pertinent literature relating to the subject-matter, individual projects and methodology 

for the evaluation. 

4.3 Monitoring & Result Measurement System Development and Fieldwork 

It is envisaged that the service provider will perform the following: 

a. Design the data collection methodology and instruments, as well as the analysis plan 

b. Conduct Key informant interviews with: 

- Members of the Jobs Fund project team, 

- Key Masakhane project managers 

c. Focus Group Discussions with: 

- Spaza shops who were part of the project  

- Beneficiaries, including spaza shops employees 

- Project Implementation staff. 

d. Conduct Surveys of: 

- Spaza shop owners who were part of the project  

- Spaza shop owners who were not part of the project 

4.4 Aggregation and Assessment of Research 

Based on the findings of the evaluation research, the final report should extract the lessons gained 

from the investigation and provide recommendations for future projects and suggest possible public 

policy implications. 
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5 Expected Outputs, Timeline and Milestones 

5.1 Outputs  

The following outputs are expected: 

a. Evaluation work plan and design document including methodology, questions, analysis 

framework and data collection instruments (interview and group discussion guides), 

b. Inception report including a review of the theory of change of the Masakhane project 

c. Evaluation progress reports fortnightly 

d. Draft report and presentation thereof 

e. Final evaluation report updated based on the Jobs Fund Team and the Masakhane team’s 

comments on the draft report 

f. Appendices with details on the methodology, Key Informants, and data collection 

instruments 

g. Raw data from the field 

h. +/-5-page publishable article of the evaluation results, best practice guidelines and policy 

recommendations. 

5.2 Timeline and Milestones  

Presented below are the timeline and milestones envisaged for the evaluation. The specific details will 

need to be confirmed in negotiation with the Jobs Fund to ensure timely completion of the evaluation 

and delivery of the evaluation report. 

Activity Date Deliverable* 

Contract start date April 2020 
Finalised and signed 
contract 

Evaluation work plan and methodology April 2020 Inception report 

Design and test data collection instruments April 2020  
Tested and approved data 
collection instruments 

Data collection April /May 2020 Datasets from the field 

Data Analysis and report writing June 2020 Draft evaluation report 

Presentation of draft report July 2020 Presentation 

Submission of final evaluation report July 2020 Final evaluation report 

* On top of these specific deliverables, service providers will be required to submit a fortnightly progress report. 
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6 Proposals 

National Treasury (GTAC) reserves to right to appoint, and the service provider gives permission that 

previous employer and/ or institutions may be contacted to obtain references regarding the expertise 

and general standard work. 

Based on the brief outlined in the Terms of Reference, the service provider is requested to propose 

the approach to the evaluation. The ToR should serve as the basis, although enhancements to the 

brief will be welcomed as long as they are adequately substantiated.   

6.1 Proposal Structure 

The proposal should include: 

a. Understanding of the evaluation and the Terms of Reference. 

b. Approach, design and methodology for the evaluation. This should include some 

description of the literature intended for review. A plan should be presented of the data 

and methodologies envisaged for analysis.  

c. Activity-based plan (including effort for different researchers per activity and time frame 

linked to activities).  

d. Comprehensive activity-based budget (in South African Rand, including VAT). A 

professional fees budget, combining clearly indicated individual fee rates with level of 

effort of all personnel (in person days), should be proposed, as well as anticipated direct 

costs. 

e. Key personnel (team members, roles and level of effort). 

f. Quality assurance plan (to ensure that the process and products are of good quality).  

g. Skills-transfer plan (transfer of evaluation skills from service provider to GTAC/Jobs Fund 

staff). 

7 Key Personnel  

Proposals should indicate the key personnel who will be directly involved in the work, together with 

their envisaged role. The relevant expertise of each individual to this assignment should be clearly 

outlined (full CVs are required).  

7.1 Skills, Experience and Competencies  

The team should have: 

a. Knowledge of challenge funds and grant mechanisms, 

b. Knowledge of publicly funded government initiatives, 

c. Experience in evaluating similar types of programmes/models, including any experience 

with enterprise development programmes, 

d. Experience in evaluating programme management, governance and regulatory processes 

from an institutional perspective, 
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e. Understanding of the economic development dynamics and unemployment in low- and 

middle-income countries, and 

f. Key personnel to have a minimum of a 3 year-graduate  degree or relevant experience in 

the field of Economics/ Finance/ Public Policy/ Social Science, Enterprise Development 

and any other relevant qualifications.  

8 Evaluation Criteria 

The successful applicant will be awarded the contract for the duration of the service requirements and 

will be selected based on the following two-stage process: 

STAGE DESCRIPTION 
MINIMUM 

THRESHOLD 

One The Proposals will be assessed based on the criteria below and bidders that 

meet the minimum threshold of 65% will be invited to participate in Stage 2. 
65% 

Two Selected bidders will be required to attend a session whereby they will 

present their proposal to a panel and thereafter will be interviewed. Those 

bidders reaching a minimum threshold of 70% for the interview will be 

considered for appointment. 

70% 

It should be noted that the stages are considered to be separate processes and, as a result, the score 

from Stage One will not be used in Stage Two to calculate a total overall score. These two stages are 

mutually exclusive and will be treated as such in the appraisal.  

8.1 Stage One 

In addition to the proposal, the bidder is expected to submit the following: 

No. SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS  

1. 
Resource matrix clearly showing the number of hours allocated to each team member for the 

completion of the project (this must be in the template provided). Team Leader to be clearly identified. 

2. Experience of proposed team experience matrix (this must be in the template provided). 

3. Project schedule/timeline (this must be in the template provided). 

4. Updated 3 to 5-page CV of each of the individuals showing qualifications, expertise and experience. 

All annexures as listed in table above must be submitted with the proposal. 
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The Evaluation criteria are discussed in the table below: 

No. EVALUATION CRITERIA WEIGHT 

1.  

Qualifications 

Minimum of a Bachelor  Degree or relevant experience in the field of Economics/ 

Finance/ Public Policy/ Social Sciences/Monitoring and Evaluation, Enterprise 

Development and any other relevant qualification. (Based on the project team 

member’s  qualification with the highest qualification) 

Qualification(s)  

 Postgraduate Degree= 5 

 Degree = 4 

 Relevant Diploma =3 

 Relevant Certificate = 2 

 Matric qualification = 1 

10 

2.  

Knowledge of enterprise development support programmes and facilitating 

market access for SMMEs, with a specific focus on township-based retail 

enterprises. 

(Based on project team member with the highest level of stated experience for this 

item – this individual needs to be clearly identified in the proposal). 

 

List projects undertaken, crossed referenced in the proposal and CVs of individual 

members. Tabulate at least 3 assignments or pieces of work that show experience 

in these areas.  

  

Experience: 

 7+ years = 5 

 5 to 6 years = 4 

 4 to 5 years = 3 

 3 to 4 years = 2 

 < 3 years = 1 

20 

 

3.  

Experience in and understanding of the operation Spaza shops within urban 

and peri-urban township settings in South Africa (or similar contexts) 

(Based on project team member with the highest level of stated experience for 

this item – this individual needs to be clearly identified in the proposal). 

 

List projects undertaken, crossed referenced in the proposal and CVs of individual 

members. Tabulate at least 3 assignments or pieces of work for each individual 

team member that shows experience in these areas. 

 

Experience: 

 7+ years = 5 

 5 to 6 years = 4 

 4 to 5 years = 3 

 3 to 4 years = 2 

 < 3 years = 1 

15 
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No. EVALUATION CRITERIA WEIGHT 

4.  

Experience conducting mixed method evaluations considering a variety of data, 

other research and stakeholders including beneficiaries. 

(This will be evaluated on the basis of these skills being evident in the team as a 

whole). 

 

List projects undertaken, crossed referenced in the proposal and CVs of individual 

members. Tabulate at least 3 assignments or pieces of work for each individual 

team member that shows experience in these areas. 

 

Experience: 

 7+ years = 5 

 5 to 6 years = 4 

 4 to 5 years = 3 

 3 to 4 years = 2 

 < 3 years = 1 

20 

5.  

Experience in producing publishable/journal articles (service provider must be 

able to adequately synthesize the findings of the research for learning purposes). 

(Based on project team member with the highest level of stated capability for this 

item – this individual needs to be clearly identified in the proposal). 

 

List projects undertaken, crossed referenced in the proposal and CVs of individual 

members. Tabulate at least 3 assignments or pieces of work that show experience 

in these areas. Also include the publication details. 

 

Experience: 

 7+ years = 5 

 5 to 6 years = 4 

 4 to 5 years = 3 

 3 to 4 years = 2 

 < 3 years = 1 

5 

6.  

Approach: Relevance, quality and creativity of the technical approach to the 

research study. (Please refer to 6.1 above for all the requirements). 

 Proposal addressed all areas of the requirements and proposed value-add 

items such as interesting approaches for undertaking the project. 

Timeframes for implementation are in line with the requirements of the 

ToR = 5 

 Proposal addressed all of the requirements. Confident that the project 

can be implemented. Timeframes for implementation are in line with the 

requirements of the ToR = 4 

 Proposal addressed most of the requirements. The project can be 

implemented but not at the ideal quality. Timeframes for implementation 

are in line with the requirements of the ToR = 3 

 Proposal partially addressed some areas of the requirements, but overall 

not convincing – i.e. scope not fully addressed or timeframes are 

misaligned to ToR requirement = 2 

30 
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No. EVALUATION CRITERIA WEIGHT 

 Not likely to address the needs of the assignment = 1 

  Total 100 

 Total Technical Minimum Threshold to proceed to the interview stage 65.0% 

 

The service providers that achieve the minimum threshold in Stage One will be called for an interview. 

Failure to meet a minimum total interview threshold of 70% will result in disqualification of bidder. 

8.2 Stage Two 

Those bidders that meet the minimum threshold in Stage One will attend an interview, which will 

include delivering a presentation to the evaluation panel. This process will be used to verify the 

following: 

DESCRIPTION WEIGHT  

Demonstration of knowledge and skills 40% 

Demonstration of the understanding of the Terms of Reference (ToR)  60% 

 

Those bidders reaching a minimum threshold of 70% will be considered for appointment. 

Note that proposals received in response to these terms of reference shall be valid for a period of 90 

(ninety) days from the closing date of the bid. 

 


