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Terms of Reference (ToR) for
External Endline Evaluation of Education Initiative – ‘e!quality 2.0’ 
1. Background
1.1 About IID
The Institute for Informed Development (IID) is a public policy institute committed to shaping an “IID Society” — a society that is informed, inclusive, and democratic. IID’s vision is to make policy public for an informed, inclusive, and democratic society.
IID pursues this vision through its “3i” missions: Inquire (generating evidence for policy), Inform (supporting people and policymakers with accessible knowledge), and Involve (enabling meaningful public participation in public policy). Building on this mandate, IID leads education accountability and inclusion work that applies evidence-led social accountability approaches to advance more equitable education policy, financing, and local governance.
1.2 Overview of e!quality 2.0
e!quality 2.0 is an education accountability and inclusion initiative led by IID in Bangladesh, implemented with support from the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) through its Education Out Loud (EOL) programme (Operational Component 2).
The initiative is implemented through the e!quality consortium, led by IID and comprising a national-level education consortium network and grassroots community-based organisations. While implementation has national reach through consortium engagement, the initiative includes deeper grassroots focus in Gaibandha and Sreemangal, where community-facing accountability and inclusion work has been anchored more intensively.
e!quality 2.0 aims to contribute to a fair, resilient, and future-ready education system by strengthening evidence-based social accountability, with a strong focus on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) and financial transparency. It connects lived experiences from communities with decision-making spaces, including policy and budgeting processes, so that education reforms are informed by credible citizen evidence and inclusive public learning.


The initiative is designed around three linked pathways:
1. generating and consolidating credible evidence on education inclusion and accountability gaps;
2. strengthening the capacity of youth and community-based actors to engage constructively in accountability and advocacy; and
3. promoting learning, documentation, and exchange so approaches can be improved, adapted, and sustained beyond the initiative’s lifecycle.
2. Purpose and objectives of the evaluation
The purpose of this endline evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of e!quality 2.0’s performance and results, and to generate actionable learning for IID and the e!quality consortium. The evaluation will:
· Assess the initiative using the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria: relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability.
· Examine the consortium’s contribution to outcomes, including how the consortium’s ways of working shaped results and reach.
· Assess the initiative’s civil society reach, including the extent to which civil society organisations were engaged as beneficiaries and/or as actors in social accountability processes.
· Review the influence of structured learning and reflection on organisational practices and programme delivery.
· Provide clear, prioritised, evidence-based recommendations for IID and the consortium.
3. Scope of the evaluation
3.1 Time scope
IID’s education initiative ‘e!quality’ began in 2022. The current approved implementation period of ‘e!quality 2.0’ for this endline evaluation is 2024–2026.
The evaluation will primarily assess the initiative’s design, delivery, and results during 2024–2026. In addition, the evaluator is expected to review the initiative from the beginning (2022 onwards) to understand how the work evolved over time, what was established in earlier years, and how earlier foundations may have contributed to later outcomes. This broader review should be proportionate and used to strengthen interpretation of findings.
3.2 Geographic and Thematic Scope
The evaluation will cover the project’s geographic coverage (both at national-level and grassroot-level) and the full range of major project components, including:
· Evidence generation, consolidation, and use in advocacy and accountability
· Social accountability processes and engagement with education governance actors and duty-bearers
· Work related to financial transparency in education (where relevant to the approved design)
· Capacity strengthening for youth and community-based actors
· Gender Equality and Social Inlusion (GESI) integration and inclusion results
· Learning, documentation, and knowledge exchange
3.4 Basis for evaluation
The evaluation must be anchored in the latest approved project design, including any approved adaptations during implementation. The evaluator should examine both:
a) how the approved design and adaptations were implemented; and
b) what they contributed to results.
4.  Evaluation criteria and key evaluation questions
Bidders should propose an evaluation matrix mapping questions to methods, sources, and evidence/verification.
4.1 OECD DAC criteria
As a minimum, the evaluation shall include considerations of all or some of the following OECD DAC evaluation criteria:
· Relevance: is the intervention doing the right things?
· Coherence: how well does the intervention fit?
· Effectiveness: is the intervention achieving its objectives?
· Efficiency: how well are resources being used?
· Impact: what difference does the intervention make?
· Sustainability: will the benefits last?


4.2 Additional learning questions for the endline evaluation
The evaluation should address the learning questions below within the main report (not as a separate standalone submission). The sub-questions in italic are illustrative guidance and do not require separate standalone responses. The learning questions should be addressed within the main evaluation analysis and report (not as a separate submission).
1. What has been the total civil society reach of the OC2 alliance during the project?
· How many civil society organisations/groups have the ‘e!quality’ initiative reached during the project?  This could be CSO members of the lead organisation or of an alliance member, formal CSOs/CBOs, CSO networks, like youth networks involved in the project. Please specify type of civil society organisation in the count.  
· To which extent were these civil society organisations represented primarily as beneficiaries, or as actors in social accountability processes?
2. How has the consortium of organisations implementing the ‘e!quality’ initiative contributed to the outcomes of the initiative?
· Did the consortium members already have an established working relationship or were the consortium formed to apply for the EOL OC2 grant?
· Has the composition of the consortium had any significance in achieving the e!quality initiative’s results?
· Has the composition of the consortium made a difference in reaching the marginalised groups that the ‘e!quality’ initiative set out to reach? 
· What would be done differently in future regarding consortium working arrangements (e.g., consortium composition, lead?
· Is there anything that could be done differently in terms of the consortium composition, lead organisation or other, if it were to seek similar funding opportunities in the future?
3. Have the learning efforts of Education Out Loud made any difference to the OC2 alliance organisations (lead organisation/alliance member organisations)?
· Are there any changed practices, approach, behaviours or systems in the ‘e!quality’ consortium organisation(s) that can be attributed to participation in EOL learning initiatives (learning collaboratives, training, action research, learning events) - whether carried out by EOL staff, Global Campaign for Education  (GCE) or learning partners? 
· If so, which learning initiative was most effective for the consortium organization(s) and why? 
· Has the consotrium organisation(s) been able to institutionalise learning and reflective practice? If so, at what level? and how?
4. Amid political turbulence and contextual disruption, how effectively did the ‘e!quality’ initiative adapt and continue delivering credible accountability and inclusion work?
· What adaptation choices were most effective, and what risks/trade-offs emerged?
· What could have been done better to navigate the context (planning, risk management, safeguarding, engagement strategy, communication, sequencing)?
5. Approach and methodology
Bidders should propose a rigorous and feasible methodology appropriate to the scope, with clear triangulation and transparent limitations. The methodology is expected to include:
1. Document review: Review key project documents including the latest approved design, results and MEL frameworks, monitoring data, narrative and financial reports (where relevant), learning products, tools, and verification materials.
2. Stakeholder mapping and sampling: A sampling strategy that reflects national reach and grassroots depth, including targeted work in Gaibandha and Sreemangal, and meaningful inclusion of marginalised groups as feasible and ethical.
3. Primary data collection: Typically including key informant interviews and group discussions. Bidders may propose additional methods (e.g., surveys, outcome-focused inquiry, case-based methods) where they strengthen validity and fit the timeframe.
4. Triangulation and contribution analysis: A clear approach to validating findings across multiple sources, and to assessing contribution (rather than attribution), including attention to contextual constraints.
5. GESI-informed analysis: An explicit plan for assessing GESI integration and inclusion outcomes, including participation quality (voice, influence, responsiveness) and any relevant adaptations reflected in the approved design.
6. Deliverables and reporting requirements
All deliverables must be submitted in English, in editable formats (Word and PowerPoint) and final PDF.
1. Inception Report:
· Refined evaluation questions and matrix (DAC + additional learning questions)
· Final methodology and sampling plan
· Data collection tools and quality assurance approach
· Ethics/safeguarding and data management approach
· Detailed workplan aligned to the agreed timeframe
2. Data collection package: Final tools used (interview/FGD guides and any survey instruments), sampling note, and fieldwork quality assurance notes.
3. Draft Evaluation Report: A complete draft report for factual validation.
4. Final Evaluation Report: The final report should include findings, conclusions, and recommendations, with annexes including (at minimum) the evaluation matrix, tools, list of stakeholders consulted (anonymised where appropriate), and documents reviewed.
5. Narratives / case-based learning: In addition to standard evaluative analysis, the final report should include a case-informed results narrative grounded in evidence and triangulated accounts. This component is intended to strengthen learning and illustrate how change happened (or did not happen) in different contexts. The narrative should include:
· What worked well, illustrated through a portfolio of evidence-informed stories of change commensurate with a multi-year initiative. The portfolio should include at least 15 outcome/impact narratives or case-based accounts, covering both national-level and grassroots experiences, including Gaibandha and Sreemangal.
· What did not work well, including constraints, implementation bottlenecks, unintended effects (where applicable), and clear learning to inform future programming and adaptive management.
The cases should be concise and credible, clearly linked to the evaluation findings and conclusions, and appropriately anonymised where needed to ensure confidentiality and do-no-harm.
The evaluator may present these as a dedicated section in the report and/or as a short annex of case narratives, provided they remain directly linked to the evaluation’s evidence and analysis.
6. Executive Summary (maximum 5 pages): A standalone summary of key findings, conclusions, and priority recommendations, including concise reflections relevant to the additional learning questions.
7. Presentation deck / learning briefing: A slide deck summarising key findings and recommendations for a learning/validation session with IID and consortium representatives.
7. Duration and workplan expectations
The assignment is expected to be completed within approximately 16–20 weeks. A detailed schedule will be agreed during contracting. Based on current planning, the evaluation is expected to run from mid-June to mid-October.
Indicative timeline (high-level):
· Mid–late June: Contracting, inception, and document review. 
· July: Finalisation of methodology and tools, primary data collection, including consultations with national and grassroots stakeholders 
· August: Analysis and triangulation of findings; development of draft conclusions and case-informed narratives 
· September: Draft report prepared and shared for factual validation and feedback 
· Mid-October: Final report package submitted 
8. Management and coordination
IID will designate a focal team to:
· Provide access to key documents and data
· Support stakeholder coordination and scheduling
· Facilitate field access, where relevant
· Coordinate factual validation of draft deliverables (without influencing independent analysis)
· The Terms of Reference will be finalised and agreed with the Grant Agent prior to commissioning the evaluation.
The evaluator will retain full independence over the analysis, findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
9. Ethics, safeguarding, and data protection
The evaluator must follow ethical evaluation practice, including:
· Informed consent and voluntary participation
· Confidentiality and appropriate anonymisation
· Do-no-harm principles, especially for marginalised groups
· Secure data handling and restricted access to raw data
· Safe, respectful, and non-extractive engagement practices
If engagement with minors or vulnerable groups is proposed, the evaluator must include appropriate safeguarding measures and a clear risk mitigation approach.
10. Confidentiality
The evaluator (and any team members) will be required to maintain strict confidentiality throughout the assignment. This includes, but is not limited to:
· Treating all non-public project information, documents, datasets, and stakeholder information as confidential.
· Not sharing, publishing, or disclosing any information obtained through the assignment to third parties without prior written permission from IID.
· Ensuring that interview notes, recordings, and raw datasets are stored securely with restricted access, and handled in line with agreed data protection measures.
· Using anonymisation and aggregation in reporting to prevent identification of individual respondents, particularly where disclosure could create risk.
· Returning or securely deleting raw data and confidential materials at the end of the assignment, as per IID’s instructions and the agreed data management plan.
A confidentiality undertaking (and conflict of interest declaration) may be required as part of contracting.
11. Evaluator qualifications
For an individual evaluator or the team lead (firm):
· Demonstrated experience conducting evaluations using OECD DAC criteria
· Strong understanding of education systems, social accountability, civil society engagement, and policy influence pathways
· Proven experience integrating Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) into evaluation design and analysis
· Strong qualitative analysis and writing skills; mixed-methods capability preferred
· Ability to deliver high-quality outputs in English within the required timeframe
· Independence, integrity, and transparent conflict-of-interest management
12. Proposal submission requirements
Interested evaluators/firms should submit:
1. Technical proposal including:
· Understanding of the assignment and proposed approach
· Proposed methodology and sampling strategy (including Gaibandha and Sreemangal plan)
· Outline evaluation matrix (DAC + additional learning questions)
· Workplan for 14–16 weeks and team roles (if applicable)
· Ethics, safeguarding, and data protection approach
· Approach to developing the story-informed results narrative and story portfolio
2. Financial proposal: Detailed cost breakdown, including professional fees and any field costs (if applicable), inclusive of taxes.
3. Profile and credentials:
· CV(s) of evaluator(s) / team members
· At least two relevant evaluation samples (preferably education/accountability/GESI-related)
· References for similar assignments
· Conflict of interest declaration
13. Selection criteria (indicative)
Proposals will be assessed based on:
· Technical quality and feasibility of methodology
· Demonstrated relevant evaluation experience and subject-matter fit
· Strength of approach to GESI and inclusion analysis
· Credibility and practicality of the proposed story-informed reporting approach
· Value for money and budget realism
· Availability and delivery capacity within the expected timeframe
14. How to apply
Send the complete application to hr@iid.dev with the subject line: “Application – Endline Evaluation of e!quality 2.0”
Deadline: Applications must be received by 31 May  2026.
Clarifications: Questions or requests for clarification may be submitted to pavel@iid.dev no later than 28 May 2026. Responses may be shared with all applicants to ensure fairness.
Applications will be reviewed on a rolling basis. Interested applicants are therefore encouraged to submit their proposals as early as possible, as the selection process may be concluded once a suitable candidate/firm is identified.
IID is an equal opportunity organisation and is committed to fair, transparent, and merit-based selection processes. IID does not discriminate on the basis of gender, disability, age, ethnicity, religion, or any other status. IID reserves the right to accept or reject any application, to request additional information, and to cancel or amend this ToR at any stage without assigning any reason. Submission of an application does not guarantee selection, and any costs incurred by applicants in preparing or submitting proposals will not be reimbursed.
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