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Terms of Reference

LFA Spot check Terms of Reference
Assessment of supervision effectiveness in a given health program

August 2016

Overview: 

Supervision of health facility and district/regional staff is key to ensuring that skills are developed and protocols are followed.  The Global Fund places much emphasis on good quality supervision which leads to concrete actions which are followed-up and built-upon. 

Background:

Global Fund Country Team to provide relevant details from the program/grant.

Objectives:

The objectives of this spot check are to:
1. Assess the availability and use of supervision policies and guidelines;
2. Assess the adequacy and effectiveness of supervision for improving quality of services in a given health program (TB, HIV, Malaria or Health Systems Strengthening, HSS);
3. Understand the processes/activities carried out at various administrative levels under the broad area of supervision as envisaged in the M&E plan or other relevant document; and 
4. Provide appropriate recommendations to improve supervision for the respective health program.

Scope of work and Methodology:

· The review may be limited to a particular health program (TB, HIV or malaria or HSS) or any of its components (for example, MDR TB program, TB/HIV program, PMTCT, ART, LLINs, etc.)
· The review should be conducted in the context of monitoring activities and program performance. The LFA is expected to check whether the supervision focuses on issues identified in the performance reports.
· The review should be conducted at national and sub-national levels and at the health facility level. The review at the national level will include a review of supervision plans, staffing, budget and follow up actions. The review should be repeated at the regional level, if applicable. 
· Selection of sites and rationale must be agreed and confirmed with the Global Fund Country Team. Some considerations include, but are not limited to, specific operating areas that may be new, areas that have recently undergone a change in the implementation model, or areas flagged as having problems from a number of sources. The selection should take into consideration the available health infrastructure, the supervision plan, the budget and expenditures.
· The supervision arrangements could differ from one country to the other, from one program to the other in the same country, or between different regions of the country within the same program. LFA should describe these arrangements in detail in the space for comments while commenting on the adequacy and appropriateness. 

The Global Fund Country Team will guide and assist the LFA regarding the sampling for each spot check. .

Expected time and LOE Required: 

The LFA programmatic/M&E Expert should undertake this task, with inputs from the Finance Expert and Team Leader or as required from other team members, both for preparation and for writing the report. The LoE per Expert for this task is expected to take 4-8 hours at the national and regional levels, between 2-4 hours at the district level and between 2-3 hours a the health facility level. The LoE for this task, including report writing, depends on which elements of the ToR and the number and location of service delivery sites included in the review, as agreed between the Country Team and the LFA.

Required background reading:

The LFA should review, among other documents, outstanding or due Conditions and/or Management Actions, the relevant M&E plan or strategic plan to get information around targets set on supervision visits, budget, PSM plan to know about the vehicles and staffing, health infrastructure available in the country and for that health program. 

LFA obligation:

If the review identifies clear evidence of fraud, the LFA should use the Global Fund communication protocol to inform the Global Fund Secretariat & the OIG to allow evidence collection & other issues relevant to a possible criminal investigation.


	Country:
	
	Disease Component:
	

	PR:
	
	Grant Number:
	

	LFA Conducting Assessment:
	
	Date of Assessment:
	

	List of sites:
	



	The following questions are assessed at the NATIONAL level.  The assessment below should be done comprehensively for 2 recent supervision visits. It is noted that the LFA cannot witness the actual supervision but if there are major areas that are missed in the supervision report (for example, condition of the laboratory), these should be noted.

	Estimated time required: 4-8 hours



1. SUPERVISION PLAN AND DOCUMENTS

	Question
	Yes
	No
	Partly

	1.1 Is there a national policy or guidelines on supervision at the national level?
	☐
	☐
	

	1.2 If so, is this policy/are these guidelines up to date?
	☐
	☐
	

	1.3 Is there a supervision plan with concrete targets? (This could be a section in the M&E plan, or several sections scattered across the M&E plan, work plan and budget).
	☐
	☐
	

	1.4 Are standard checklists used during supervision visits?
	☐
	☐
	

	1.5 Are there any reports on follow-up actions to be taken after the visit or reports on actions taken?
	☐
	☐
	

	1.6 Use this space to provide any further details on the questions above or other pertinent information.





2. STAFFING FOR SUPERVISION – NATIONAL LEVEL

	Question
	Yes
	No
	Partly

	2.1 How many staff members are dedicated to supervision at the national level?


	2.2 What is their training?


	2.3 Does the LFA deem the number of staff adequate to meet the supervision demands?
	☐

	☐

	

	2.4 Use this space to provide any further details on the questions above or other pertinent information.






3. SUPERVISIONS CONDUCTED – NATIONAL LEVEL

	Question
	Yes
	No
	Partly

	3.1 To which administrative level does the national-level staff provide supervision?
· Province/region                                                                                              
· District                                                                                                                   
· Sub-district                                                                                                           
· Other (specify)
	

☐
☐
☐
☐
	

☐
☐
☐
☐
	

	3.2 How frequently are supervisions from the national level to the relevant lower administrative level(s) supposed to be occurring (according to targets set in the M&E plan or strategic plan?)
[If that national level is providing supervision to more than one lower administrative level, please provide answers for each separate level]

	3.3 How frequently are these supervisions actually occurring?
[If that national level is providing supervision to more than one lower administrative level, please provide answers for each separate level]

	3.4 What is the proportion of lower administrative levels visited in the last quarter relative to the planned number?
[If that national level is providing supervision to more than one lower administrative level, please provide answers for each separate level]

	3.5 What are the coordination arrangements around supervision?

	3.6 When was the last time the national level supervision team visited the province/region, district, sub-district?
· What was the purpose?
· What issues were discussed?
· Why?
[If that national level is providing supervision to more than one lower administrative level, please provide answers for each separate level]


	Ask for the last 2 reports of supervisions conducted by the national level; the corresponding follow up letters from the national level to the lower level and the reports on action taken by the entity that received the supervision.

	3.7 What are the dates of the supervision?
Supervision 1:
Supervision 2: 

	3.8 What are the dates on the latest performance/monitoring report(s) submitted?
Performance report 1: 
Performance report 2:

	3.9 Did the supervisors review the latest performance reports of the area before conducting the supervisory visit?
	☐

	☐

	

	3.10 Based on the review of performance reports, were issues highlighted in previous reports addressed in the supervisory visit?
	☐
	☐
	

	3.11 What are the dates of the follow-up letter?
Follow up letter 1: 
Follow up letter 2:

	3.12a Are the recommendations made time-bound and directed at a specific position?  

3.12b Are budget indications included?
	☐


☐
	☐


☐
	


☐

	3.13 Correlate the supervisory reports with the expenditures submitted/claimed by the supervisors to understand what was done during the last supervision visits by the national level staff.  Focus on: time spent per site, number of sites visited, distances travelled (or distance of HF from nearest large town - to check if supervision is being conducted in hard-to-reach areas).




	3.14 Use this space to provide any further details on the questions above or other pertinent information.






	At the REGIONAL level: where applicable, the processes for NATIONAL LEVEL should be repeated at the regional level, with adjustments made for the administrative level.  Estimated time required: 4-8 hours

	



	The following questions are assessed at the DISTRICT level.  

	Estimated time required: 2-4 hours.



4. STAFFING FOR SUPERVISION – DISTRICT LEVEL

	Question
	Yes
	No
	Partly

	4.1 How many staff members are dedicated to supervision at the district level?


	4.2 What is their training?

	4.3 Does the LFA deem the number of staff adequate to meet the supervision demands?
	☐

	☐

	

	4.4 Have supervision activities been incorporated into the work plan and budgets?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	4.5 Use this space to provide any further details on the questions above or other pertinent information.





5. SUPERVISION CONDUCTED – DISTRICT LEVEL

	Question
	Yes
	No
	Partly

	5.1 How frequently are supervisions from the district level to the health facilities supposed to be occurring (according to targets set in the M&E plan or strategic plan?)

	5.2 How frequently are these supervisions actually occurring?

	5.3 What is the proportion of health facilities visited in the last quarter relative to the planned number?

	Ask for the latest supervision report from the district; the corresponding follow up letter from the district level to the lower level and the report on action taken by the health facility/entity that received the supervision.

	5.4 Based on supervision reports and interviews, do district staff see ‘on-the-job training’ as part of supervision?
	☐

	☐

	☐


	5.5 Based on supervision reports and interviews, do district staff members see ‘on-the-job training’ see supervision as a fault finding exercise?  
	☐

	☐

	☐


	5.6 Are both strengths and weaknesses noted?  [The LFA will have to look at reports of supervision conducted by the district staff at the health facility level].
	☐

	☐

	☐


	5.7 Use this space to provide any further details on the questions above or other pertinent information.






6. VISIT TO HEALTH FACILITIES 

	At the HEALTH FACILITY level: meet with the medical officer in charge, the person in charge of the medical stores, the person in charge of the laboratory and other relevant personnel who had received supervision from the higher level.
Estimated time required: 2-3 hours

	



	Question
	Yes
	No
	Partly

	6.1 When did this health facility receive its last supervision?

	6.2 Are the supervisions conducted according to the set schedule?

	6.3 Is a supervision report available with the medical officer-in-charge, in the laboratory and in the medical stores, etc.?
	☐

	☐

	

	6.4 Are the relevant staff members in the health facility aware of the strengths and weaknesses mentioned in the last supervision report?
	☐

	☐

	☐


	6.5 Have there been any follow up actions taken based on the supervision report?  If so, what actions?
	☐

	☐

	☐


	6.6 Do the people interviewed feel that the supervision they received was beneficial?
	☐

	☐

	

	6.7 If not, how could they benefit more from the supervision they receive?


	6.8 Use this space to provide any further details on the questions above or other pertinent information.











7. CUSTOMISABLE SECTION 

The Country Team and LFA team can use this section to include additional questions that they would like answered. To avoid duplication, only include additional questions if they are not captured in the preceding sections. 

	




8. MAIN ISSUES IDENTIFIED AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The LFA should classify its findings into major and minor issues and list them in descending priority (i.e. start list of major issues with those of highest priority). Only findings that can be adequately substantiated should be included in the below tables.

Definitions of major and minor issues:
Major Issues: There are significant gaps in capacities/processes/systems that pose major risks to a successful implementation of the reviewed/assessed activity. 

Minor Issues: Required capacity/processes/systems are generally in place. The identified gaps pose minor risks that can be managed and/or strengthening measures can be implemented within a short timeframe. 

Recommendations should be (a) detailed – with all the relevant information included, (b) specific and contextualized, (c) realistically achievable in the implementation context, (c) time-bound, and (d) identify the main entity responsible for implementation of the recommendations.

	Identified MAJOR Issues
	LFA Recommendations
	Suggested Timeframe for Implementation
	Proposed entity responsible for implementation

	1.

	
	
	

	2.

	
	
	

	3.

	
	
	

	

	
	
	







	Identified MINOR Issues
	LFA Recommendations
	Suggested Timeframe for Implementation
	Proposed entity responsible for implementation

	1.

	
	
	

	2.

	
	
	

	3.

	
	
	

	

	
	
	



9. PERSONS INTERVIEWED/CONSULTED (add more rows as needed)

	Name
	Title
	Workplace
	Contact Details

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



10. DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
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