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1. Background and context
1.1 Project summary
INSPIRE is a five-year (2024–2029) smallholder development project funded by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN), implemented by a consortium led by GOAL and Wageningen Environmental Research (WENR), in collaboration with Resilience BV and Agriterra as contracted partners, and three local partners: A2N, VEDCO, and FINASP.
The overall project objective is: Resilient and inclusive economic development of rural lowland communities. The planned impact is: SHFs achieve increased income and resilient livelihoods to climate change and market deficiencies. 
INSPIRE pursues this goal through three complementary pathways:
· Pathway 1: Participatory Integrated Planning – supporting inclusive community and household decision-making and action planning, with a focus on sustainable land use via Integrated Farming Practices and Sustainable Intensification.
· Pathway 2: Farming systems development – providing targeted training and group learning to enable SHFs to sustainably increase yields and incomes.
· Pathway 3: Inclusive Market Development and Farmers’ Organisation: enabling (informal) Entrepreneurial Groups and VSLAs to integrate in agri-business networks at district level for better access to inputs, services, finance and markets, coordinated by Anchor coops and SACCOs that will be capacitated to consolidate the networks upon project exit.
The project aims to enrol 240.000 households in the PIP process, of which 200.000 are expected to complete it and participate in other support activities. These households live in ten districts: five in Busoga and five in Lango. 

1.2 Alignment with donor and national policy
INSPIRE aligns with the EKN Netherlands Result Framework and IGG Food and Nutrition Security indicators on productivity and income, and sustainable farmland use result areas.

1.3 Rationale for the mid-term review
By Q1 of 2027, INSPIRE will be halfway its’ planned lifetime. Starting in Q3 of 2024 it had a protracted Inception Phase of slightly over one year to complete a series of formative studies and to start up the PIP process who’s initial outcomes were to be used as the foundation for the choices in the Inception Phase. It was also the time that the PIP methodology was adjusted to the lowland context (so far, it had only been used in highlands). 
Since the approval of the Inception Report in Q4 of 2025, the project has been in full operational mode. At the time of the MTR all concepts will have been implemented for at least one year and the MTR will shed light on the progress made and the challenges encountered. 


2. Purpose and objectives
2.1 Purpose
The MTR will make a qualitative assessment of the relevancy, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of the interventions of INSPIRE. It will support the project to learn from the progress and challenges and advise on potential adjustments of its approach and methods.  
The MTR tests the PIP-based theory of change in real-world conditions, and outlines what is working, for whom, and under what circumstances. 
The review is formative. Its primary output is a strategic overview of where the INSPIRE project logic holds, where it fails, and what corrections the project could make. The Result Framework will be reviewed as well: to which extent are the indicators relevant and measurable and the targets realistic? 
2.2 Objectives
The review has six objectives:
1. Review the overall project strategy of in terms of its analytical foundation (formative studies) and its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. Review the theory of change, from the PIP process at community and HH level to (in-) formal farmer organisations and to markets and private sector actors. Set out which assumptions hold, which do not, and what recalibration might be needed. 
2. Are we doing what we agreed to do? Assess the progress of the main interventions: the delivery against plans, and key bottlenecks. What went well, and what can be improved on PIP, Irrigation/Extension, Entrepreneurial Groups/VSLAs, Anchor Coops/ SACCOs and access to finance with PCP. 
3. Are we achieving what we intended to achieve? Assess emerging results, the effecti-veness of the approach, and whether the ToC and its assumptions remain valid. Assess the plausible impact of INSPIRE on its three most important impact indictors: sustainable land use, yields and incomes.
4. Review the organisational setup of INSPIRE with a focus on the synergy between pathways, the integration of activities and the MEAL setup. Assess the coherence and synergy between interventions and their embedding in communities, local government systems and private sector. Which elements are (most) likely to be sustained on project exit by households, communities, local government and the private sector? 
5. Assess the extent to which INSPIRE's MEAL system generates credible data for tracking progress towards outcomes and informing management decision making.
6. What should we do differently? Formulate concrete recommendations for the remaining project implementation period and feed the design of the endline and external evaluation. Identify strategic and operational adjustments needed to improve effectiveness, sustainability, and the likelihood of achieving the intended outcomes.

3. Scope
3.1 Temporal scope
The review covers the period from the start on 1 August 2024 to the end of 2026. Projects reports and data from the MEAL system will be availed to the reviewers to complement their field work. 
3.2 Geographic scope
The review covers all ten INSPIRE districts in the two sub-regions of Lango and Busoga. The three farming systems that INSPIRE distinguishes will be taken into account in the planning of the field work in the inception of the MTR. 
	Sub-region
	Operational districts

	Busoga
	Jinja Rural, Luuka Kamuli, Kaliro, Buyende

	Lango
	Amolatar, Dokolo, Alebtong, Lira rural and Kole 



3.3 Thematic scope
The MTR will focus on the main concept used in INSPIRE:
1. The PIP approach at the community and household level leading to an integrated set of Community Action Plans (CAPs), Households PIPs and Integrated Plot Plans (IPPs). 
· Farmers Led Irrigation and Farmers Learning Groups on irrigation, crops and livestock.  
· Entrepreneurial Groups & VSLAs linked to companies via Agri-Business Cluster workshop 
· Anchor Cooperatives that are strengthened to enhance their turnover and outreach and supported to coordinate district level agri-business networks 
· Access to finance through PCP capitalising SACCO, Coops and entrepreneurial farmer as well as capitalise VSLAs that lend the money on to PIP households.
· Embedding in- and cooperation with- District Local Governments 
4. Review questions
The review is based on a set of concrete questions organised around the strategic progress, the project logic and the implementation strategy. 
1. To what extent are project interventions advancing the targeted 200,000 smallholder farmers along the project logic chain, from PIP to Learning Groups, to Entrepreneurial Groups/VSLAs, to cooperatives and SACCOs, and ultimately to markets and private sector actors? Where does the chain logic hold, where does it break? Which assumptions in the theory of change are supported by the evidence and which are under stress? 
2. What are the most common pathways of PIP Households to become more resilient (as a result of more sustainable land use and higher yields and incomes)?
3. Identify the strengths and weaknesses across programmatic areas, and evaluate which outcomes or results exceed or fall short of targets, along with the reasons.
4. Is the allocation of time, energy and budget in INSPIRE between the main interventions balanced? If not, how can it be finetuned?
5. To what extent do INSPIRE's MEAL systems and processes generate accurate, reliable, and timely data for measuring progress towards intended outcomes and informing management decision-making?
6. Based on the findings, which programme updates or operational changes are needed to direct adjustments for the remaining implementation period until July 2029?
More detailed research questions are formulated in Annex I. The consultants will reflect on these questions in their proposal   
5. Approach and methodology 
5.1 Methodology 
We expect the consultancy team to propose a methodology to address the main research questions in chapter four and the guiding research questions in Annex 1. If the consultants feel not all questions can be addressed, they will indicate this in their proposal. During Inception the specific outcomes to be examined in depth will be agreed upon by the team, INSPIRE and EKN. 
As the project operates in three different farming systems, the selection of districts to be visited will ensure all three farming systems are represented. At least one district per farming system will be studied intensively; the findings there will be validated in adjacent districts. 
5.2 Document review
The consultant reviews the formative studies of INSPIRE (incl. the Baseline Report), the Inception Report (incl. the Result Framework), the 2025 Annual Report and the Reflection Report on the first half of 2026. Relevant review- and evaluation reports of similar EKN sponsored projects will be availed for review, to identify potential lessons learnt for INSPIRE.  
The team will review the PIP Survey implemented by the project in Q2 of 2026; next to reviewing the data it will also reflect in the methodology used. 
The consultants will study the PIP modules, the Extension Strategy & Guidelines and the Project Implementation Manual. All financial and narrative progress reports from implementing partners and District Teams will be available.
5.3 Focus group discussions
Focus group discussions are to be conducted with the following participants: CVC members, PIP-Innovators and G1s, members of all types of farmers groups (Learning Groups, Entrepreneurial Groups, VSLAs). Separate FGDs with women and youth are to be planned. Members of at least six Anchor Coops and three Anchor SACCOs need to be interviewed (see Annex I and II for the terminology). We expect at least 30 FGDs to be organised.
5.4 Key informant interviews
Key informant interviews are conducted at district, community, and private-sector levels to interpret the data, test the theory of change's assumptions, and identify (local) policy issues. Potential key informants include District Production & Marketing Officers, District Agricultural Officers, sub-county chiefs, Cooperative and SACCO leaders, off-takers, input suppliers, and finance partners. These interviews primarily focus on external stakeholders, as internal perspectives are documented in administrative records and the inception briefing. We expect at least 30 FGDs to be organised.
5.5 Sense-making workshops 
The consultant will discuss their initial findings at district level with the District Teams (in the intensively studied districts). At project level a one-day sense-making workshop will be organised with the INSPIRE Management Team. 
6. Governance and accountability
6.1 Review governance
As the lead of the consortium GOAL handles the contractual relations with the MTR team: the Tor, the selection of the team and the payments. As a donor EKN has to give a no-objection to the ToR and the selection of the MTR team.
The consultant submit their inception report and the final MTR report to a Review Reference Group (RRG) consisting of EKN and the members of the project Steering Committee (the four international partners: GOAL, WENR, Resilience BV and Agriterra). The RRG approves both reports during a 10-working-day no-objection period. 
Before submitting their final report, the team will present their findings, conclusions and recommendation in a validation meeting to the RRG and to representatives of the three national implementing partners (VEDCO, A2N and FINASP).
The consultant retains editorial control over findings and recommendations within the approved methodology.
GOAL and the INSPIRE MEAL Team facilitate the MTR in an advisory capacity, ensure access and provide logistics. 
6.2 Roles and responsibilities
	Actor
	Responsibility

	Review Reference Group 
	Approves inception report and the final report. The members are the project Steering Committee and EKN.

	Review Coordination (MEAL advisors of GOAL Uganda and of INSPIRE)
	Coordinates logistics and field entry. Provide access to all relevant data and documentation. Advisory on methodology.

	Contract administration (GOAL procurement)
	Procures the consultant, signs the contract, and processes payment. GOAL will seek a no objection on the selected consultants from the Steering Committee and EKN.

	Consultant (Team Leader)
	Holds full editorial independence over findings and recommen-dations within the approved methodology. Submits deliverables direct to the Reference Group. Accountable for technical quality, timeliness, ethics, field supervision, analysis, and reporting.

	District and field teams
	Support field entry and logistics. Does not influence sampling, selection, or responses.



6.3 Independence and conflict of interest
The consultant is independent from GOAL and the project partners. The consultant and each team member disclose any prior or current engagement with EKN, GOAL or any project partner within the past 6 months. GOAL/EKN review disclosures before awarding the contract. 
6.4 Ethics and safeguarding
Each team member signs the GOAL safeguarding policy. The MTR team will follow good ethical practices such as informed consent, confidentiality, voluntary participation, and protection of participants' information. Any data need to be protected through encrypted storage, controlled access, and pseudonymisation of identifiers. Any safeguarding disclosure during fieldwork is referred immediately through the GOAL pathway.
7. Deliverables and schedule
7.1 Deliverables
	#
	Deliverable
	Content

	1
	Inception report
	Refined questions, field visiting plan from the operational areas, data collection approach, analysis plan, and work plan.

	2
	Fieldwork 
	Schedule for a 3 weeks field visit in Busoga and Lango and the support needed from the project. 

	4
	Draft review report
	Full draft report addressing the research questions based on the findings of the field work; incl. draft recommendations.

	5
	Validation workshop
	Presentation of findings to EKN and INSPIRE partners (inter-national and national), with a documented response to comments.

	6
	Final MTR report 
	Final report with all findings and recommendations. Detailed annexes will be agreed during Inception.


The Final report will not exceed 50 pages. More details can be provided in Annexes. The Table of Contents shall at least cover:
1. Introduction
2. Methodology 
3. Findings
a. Overall strategy and approach
b. Pathway 1: Participatory Integrated Planning
c. Pathway 2: Irrigation and extension
d. Pathway 3: Inclusive markets (private sector and Entrepreneurial Groups) 
e. Pathway 3: Anchor Cooperatives, Anchor SACCOs and VSLAs
f. Cross cutting themes
g. ToC and MEAL: MEAL approach and setup, Result Framework and Targets. 
h. Management and Organisation
4. Conclusions and recommendations
a. Relevancy 
b. Coherence 
c. Effectiveness
d. Efficiency
e. Impact 
f. Sustainability 
7.2 Indicative timeline
The planned contract signing date is 19 December 2026, with the actual work to start in January 2027. The final report is due before the end of March 2027. If the signing is delayed, the dates in the table shift accordingly.

	Phase
	Timing
	Main activities

	Inception
	Weeks 1 - 3 of January 2027
	Desk review, design the tools), sampling and field visit plan, EKN approval of inception report.

	Fieldwork
	February
	Field work across Busoga and Lango, completed with a presentation of the finding and recommendations at EKN 

	Draft report 
	First week March 
	Submitted to Steering Committee 

	Final report
	Before end of March 
	Final report submitted to Review Reference Group and no-objection from EKN 



8. Review team composition and qualifications
8.1 Team structure
The review employs three consultants, either as individuals or a firm based in Uganda. The specified specialist roles explained here are necessary. 
8.2 International Team Leader
The Team Leader is to be an iinternational expert with a PhD or Master's degree in agriculture, rural development, or a related field. At least 10 years of senior experience in reviews and evaluations, with at least three mid-term or final reviews of large donor-funded projects. Documented field experience with participatory approaches and smallholder agricultural development. Fluent in English. Working knowledge of Lusoga/Langi is an advantage. 
8.3 Required national specialists
The team leader is supported by two national specialists. In the technical proposal, the consultant names the persons holding each competence.
· Specialist in Participatory Approaches with a background in social sciences (e.g. rural sociology, anthropology). Documented experience designing or reviewing participatory household and community planning approaches, such as PIP or others, in sub-Saharan Africa. Gender, equity, and social inclusion competence is a requirement of this role and is evidenced, not assumed. 
· Agricultural expert with a focus on agro-economy, cooperative- and market development. Master's degree or higher in agriculture, agribusiness, or development economics. Documented field experience with smallholder development including farmer organisations, cooperatives, input and service hubs, output markets, and rural finance, including VSLA and SACCOs. 


9. Budget and payment
9.1 Budget envelope
The consultant submits a detailed financial proposal in Ugandan shillings, including a line-item budget and a total fee. The fee covers professional fees, accommodation, report design, and printing. The consultant itemises taxes. GOAL handles value-added tax in accordance with Ugandan tax regulations. The maximum available budget is 300 Million including all taxes.  
GOAL will avail all necessary logistics. 
9.2 Payment schedule
	Tranche
	Trigger
	Percentage

	1
	EKN approval of the inception report
	40 per cent

	2
	Draft report and validation workshop completed
	40 per cent

	3
	EKN approval of the final report and sub-region briefs
	20 per cent



10. Proposal submission requirements and Evaluation Criteria
Proposals will be evaluated using a quality and cost-based approach (80% technical, 20% financial) based on three stages of evaluation (preliminary, technical and financial). Through The evaluation criteria and scoring are as shown below.
To comply with GOAL Due Diligence Policy, all applicants must submit the following documents as part of their application and, if selected, will need to complete GOALs vetting procedure:
· Company legal registration documents (Certificate of Incorporation, Articles of Association, or equivalent).
· Valid Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) Tax Compliance Certificate.
· Valid trading licence or business permit.
· Company profile, including organisational background, organisational chart, core technical competencies, and relevant track record.
· CVs of all proposed team members (maximum 4 pages per person), clearly stating qualifications, relevant experience ad proposed role in this assignment.
· References for at least three comparable assignments successfully completed within the past five years, including client organisation name, assignment description and value, and key client contact details. 
Only firms that meet the preliminary (eligibility) screening will proceed to the technical evaluation. 
10.1 Technical proposal
The consultant submits a technical proposal of up to 20 pages, excluding annexes. The proposal shall include at least:
· an understanding and appreciation of the assignment 
· an understanding and appreciated of the theory of change and overall project strategy
· the proposed methodology incl. sampling from operational areas, target groups, an outline of the topics to be discussed in FGDs and KIIs, an analysis plan, a work plan aligned with given timeframe, and a risk register with mitigation measures.

10.2 Financial proposal
The consultant submits a separate financial proposal in Ugandan shillings, with a line-item budget and a total fee. Taxes are itemised.
10.3 Evaluation of proposals

	Selection/Award Criteria
	Requirements
	Weight
	 

	Understanding the ToR, proposed approach, methodology and planned fieldwork.  
	Clear understanding and interpretation of the ToR.
	12
	 

	
	Proposed approach and methodology aligns with the requirements. 
	16
	

	
	Clear field work Plans 
	7
	

	
	Work plan realism and risk management 
	10
	

	 
	Sub-Total
	 
	45

	Team composition and qualifications, with weight on field and participatory experience, including grassroots participatory approaches 
	Qualifications and experience of the international team leader in terms of years and similar assignments completed  
	16
	 

	
	Qualifications and experience of the national team members  in number of years and similar assignments completed (8 each)  
	16
	

	
	Complementarity and compatibility of the composed teams
	3
	

	 
	Sub-Total
	 
	35

	 
	Total Technical
	 
	80

	Financial proposal 
	 
	 
	20

	 
	GRAND TOTAL (Technical +Financial)
	 
	100



GOAL awards the contract to the consultant with the highest combined technical and financial score.
10.4 Submission address and deadline
Interested firms should submit a technical and financial proposal by 29th November 2026 at 17:00 Hours (East Africa Time) online to the address provided in the ITT, the subject line: “Proposal for Mid – Term Review for INSPIRE Project.” Late submissions are rejected.
11. Preparation, review, and approval
These terms of reference are prepared by GOAL and approved by EKN.
	Authentication
	Name
	Title

	Prepared by
	Gabriel
	Senior MEAL Advisor, INSPIRE

	Reviewed by
	Denis Kuffoko
	GOAL Uganda Head of Meal 

	Submitted by
	Gerrit Holtland 
	Team Leader, INSPIRE

	Approved by
	Timothy Abeikis
	Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, Kampala




Annex I Program overview 

INSPIRE uses the Participatory Integrated Planning (PIP) approach to empower communities and households via a visioning and planning process to enhance the resilience, sustainability and productivity of their livelihoods, land use, and farming systems. Strengthening social cohesion and fostering agency is both the main objective and tool of PIP.

The PIP starts with establishing Community Vision Committees (CVCs) to coordinate the design and implementation of Community Action Plans (CAPs) on Natural Resource Management, Social Action, and Rural Infrastructure. The CVC is responsible for mobilizing community members to implement their CAPS. In case a CAP requires co-funding by the project, this is done in coordination with the Local Government that is expected to contribute a fair share as well in terms of expertise, machinery and budget. 

The CVC also selects 30 PIP Innovators (PIs) who are trained to develop action plans (HH-PPIs) to enhance the resilience of their household, and Integrated Plot Plans (IPPs) for a selected piece of land to pilot sustainable farming practices. PIs also drive the scaling of HH-PIPs and IPPs to their peers. Four PIP modules are used:
· In Module 1 communities are supported to develop Community Action Plans (CAPs) 
· In Module 2 PIs are trained to develop an household PIP and an Integrated Plot Plan (IPP). In a training on kitchen gardening, the main Sustainable Farming Practices are explained and discussed. This supports the development of HH-PIPs and IPPs.
· In Module 4 the community plans to reverse land degradation in a ‘restoration site’ 
· In Module 5 PIs train their peers on developing HH-PIPs and IPPs (Module 2). Each PI selects and trains 6-10 peers (G1s), who each select 2-4 others (G2s). 

Based on all PIP plans developed at community, household and plot level, INSPIRE facilitates learning and access to knowledge and skills on sustainable farming practices (Pathway 2). Next to demand-driven Technical Training on specific topics, two types of joint learning groups are organised:
· Peer Learning Groups (PLGs) to follow up on the PIP process. PLGs consist of 3-5 PIs and their G1s. All members have their own PIP or IPP, based on their own vision and objectives and using their own resources. PIs are trained to facilitate the learning sessions. PIP-HHs can voluntarily join one, or both, of the two options:
· PIP Peer Learning Groups (PPLGs) of up to 40 HHs that meet every season to jointly review their Lesson Learned on implementing their HH-PIP
· IPP Peer Learning Groups (IPLGs) of up to 40 HHs that meet quarterly to jointly review their Lesson Learned from their Integrated Plot Plans.
· Farmers Learning Groups (FLGs): up to 30 HHs piloting sustainable farming practices. All FLG members jointly decide on an innovation package to be piloted on Learning Plots (LPs) managed by three elected Lead Framers. The project provides the additional inputs for LPs. The Regular Learning Session organised on the PLs are facilitated by field staff (incl. Government Ext. Workers): 
· Irrigation Learning Groups (ILG) on irrigated horticultural production 
· Crop Learning Groups (FLGs) on rainfed crop production 
· Livestock Learning Groups (LLGs) on livestock production.

Based on the same PIP plans, Pathway 3 facilitates the establishment of informal farmer groups to organise access to inputs, finance and markets. These Entrepreneurial Groups (EGs) often include a saving function in the form of a Village Saving and Loan Association (VSLA). EGs and VSLAs are facilitated to develop and constitute a district level agribusiness network of companies and farmers’ organisations. Per district one Anchor Coop and one Anchor SACCO are selected and supported to function as the hub in this network. They organise bi-annual Agri-Business Cluster workshops (ABCs) with the DLG where companies engage with PIP farmers, FLGs and EGs/VSLAs for inclusive access to inputs, finance and markets. Based on their joint interest they develop ABC-Follow up Action Plans (AFAP) that are documented, facilitated and monitored by INSPRE. PIP farmers and VSLAs are also linked SACCOs capitalised by Pearl Capital Partners (PCP) that is funded under INSPIRE as well. VSLAs are supported by training and digitalisation to improve their administration and access to cheap capital.

To organise the transition and cooperation between pathways we organise pre-seasonal PIP Harvesting Workshops where communities formulate their priorities and needs for the coming season under three headings: Community Action Plans, Extension Agenda and Economic Development Agenda. All informal groups are supported to prepare for these workshops so that these can formulate well-founded and representative priorities. To ensure a smooth, seasonal planning process, a strict timeline is used in January and July. The steps are:  
· Week 1: All informal groups review and adjust their plans. Each group elects their representatives to the upcoming ABC and PIP Harvesting Workshop.
· Week 2: PIP Harvesting Workshop in all Communities 
· Week 3: Agri-Business Cluster Workshop 
· Week 4: Planning the support based on the above. This is done in two steps: first in the INSPIRE District Teams and secondly with the District Local Governments. The latter includes signed ToRs with DLG-staff to deliver the services as requested by the PIP Community.  

The next graph visualises the main interventions of INSPIRE and the relations between them incl. the role of DLG, the private sector, Anchor FOs and PCP.
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Annex II Detailed review questions

The follow research questions will guide the MTR team in reviewing INSPIRE.

A. The PIP approach at the community and household level (pathway 1)
1. Are we doing what we agreed to do? 
a. Is the project on track to achieve its target in terms of PIP Outreach? 
b. Is the quality of the process up to standards?

2. Are we achieving what we intended to achieve? 
a. What is the extent of community ownership of the community PIP plans?  Do Community Action Plans address relevant problems and bottlenecks? Are they realistic? Do households actively participate in the implementation?
b. To what extent does PIP foster intrinsic motivation and inclusive joint decision-making and collective action at community and household levels? Has the PIP process transformed and empowered households (PIs, G1s, G2s) and communities in addressing their socio‑economic and environmental challenges?
c. What is the contribution of local governments? What lessons can be learned? What is the probability for CAPs to be sustained, expanded or replicated?  
d. To what extent are HH-PIPs and IPPs realistic and implemented? What is their impact when implemented? To which extent are they scaled out to other fields?  
e. How effective is the cascading process? What are the difference between the PIP Innovators trained by the project and the G1 and G2 farmers trained by their peers?
f. How, and to what extent, have PIP results shaped the design and adaptation of sub-sequent project activities, and what mechanisms enable (or hinder) this influence?

3. What should we do differently?
a. How can the PIP process be improved (section of HHs, length; content;  etc.)
b. How can the connection between PIP and other interventions and stakeholders be improved?

B. Irrigation, extension and farming systems (pathway 2)
4. Are we doing what we agreed to do? 
a. Is INSPIRE on track to achieve its target in terms of implementing the interventions under pathway 2: irrigation and extension?

5. Are we achieving what we intended to achieve? 
a. Is the overall setup and approach on irrigation development adequate? Does the balance between water supply, agronomy, access to finance, marketing and group development reflect the priorities and needs of the groups of horticultural farmers? 
b. Is the setup and approach to extension adequate?  Are the principles of activating learning and adult education relevant for the context and properly applied?
c. Are the Sustainable Farming Practices promoted by INSPIRE (in the PIP and in the Extension Strategy) relevant and adequate? Which practices are most easily adopted, and which ones not? What are the barriers? What can be improved?

6. What should we do differently?
a. Is there a need to adjust the irrigation and extension strategy and processes? If so how can these be improved?
b. Is there a need to adjust the connection between the extension pathway and other interventions and stakeholders? If so, how can this be improved?

C. Inclusive Market Development (pathway 3)
7. Are we doing what we agreed to do? 
a. Is INSPIRE on track in establishing and supporting Entrepreneurial Groups, VSLAs, Anchor Cooperatives and SACCOs? 
b. Is the project on track in linking PIP communities and households to private sector companies in pro-poor value chains?

8. Are we achieving what we intended to achieve? 
a. Have the linkages between PIP-household and private companies led to a more inclusive chain integration of these HHs? What is the role of ABCs in this?
b. How effective and relevant are the nascent Entrepreneurial Groups and VSLAs? Is the integration of EGs and VSLAs useful and sustainable? Is the project support adequate? 
c. Assess the progress and potential of the 14 Anchor Coops. Have they been adequately supported to develop their own business in an inclusive way? Have they been able to improve their access to markets? Are PIP-HHs and EGs actively involved and benefitting from this? Any recommendations for improvements?
d. To which extent have EGs/VSLA been connected to Anchor Coops and SACCOs? How is the progress towards developing district level agribusiness networks? What is the role of ABCs in this? What is the potential impact of agribusiness networks? Will the Anchor Coops be able to coordinate district level networks upon project exit?
e. Assess the progress and potential of the 6 Anchor SACCO. Have they been adequately supported to develop their one business in an inclusive way? Are PIP HHs and VSLAs actively involved and benefitting?
f. How is the access to finance chain: from VSLA to SACCO and to PCP. Is the design adequate? How is the actual implementation?

9. What should we do differently on inclusive market development?
a. Is there a need to adjust the work with private sector companies and entrepreneurial farmers? If so how can this be improved 
D. Cross cutting themes 
10. Is there sufficient attention for Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (youth, elderly, people with disabilities, minorities) in the interventions? What (intermediate/ process) results can be seen on GESI? How can it be improved?
11. Is climate change adequately integrated in the interventions? To which extent do project participants become more resilience to climate change and shocks?
E. Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning 
12. Is the Theory of Change adequate or does it need some modification? Can it be simplified? 
13. Is the Result Framework adequate in terms of relevance, coverage and level of detail? Can it be simplified?
14. Is the MEAL Handbook adequate in terms of approach and coverage? Does it provide sufficient guidance to the MEAL team and project staff?   
15. Is the approach of registering all PIP Households for accountability and sampling sub-populations for survey on outcomes and impact adequate? Can it be improved?  
F. Project Management and Organisation
16. How effective is the collaborative governance and implementation structure with four international partners (GOAL, WENR, Agriterra, Resilience BV) and three national partners (A2N, VEDCO, and FINASP) in optimal resource mobilisation (expertise), service delivery and local institutional strengthening?
17. How effective is embedding of the field staff in the District Local Government? How is the coordination and cooperation with local government at project level.  
18. Is the decision making in the project, as explained in the Project Implementation Manual, clear and adequate? Can it be improved?
G. Effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability 
19. To what extent is INSPIRE effective and efficient in enhancing sustainable land use, integrated farming and sustainable intensification?  
20. To what extent is INSPIRE effective and efficient in supporting the value chain integration of PIP-HHs: access to inputs, technologies, knowledge & skills, finance, markets and inclusive farmers organisations? To what extend can results be sustained? 
21. To what extent have smallholders enhanced their productive investments and adopted new technologies, and what barriers prevent wider adoption?
22. Is the project on schedule to meet its 2029 targets based on current progress? Where are the primary efficiency improvements to be made?
23. How sustainable are the local government service, farmers organisations and market links likely to be, beyond the project, and what could enhance their durability?.
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Cascading PIP to 300 peers (G1s & G2s)=> HH-PIPs, kitchen gardens & IPPs
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