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The Humanitarian Impact Institute (HIl) analysed a
sample of evaluation tender documents publicly
advertised by a range of INGOs, donors and UN
agencies from 2023 and 2024.

The purpose was to determine how deeply inclusion




Review Introduction

Evaluations that are not

inclusive omit an
examination of the different ways that
interventions impact diverse groups of people. At
best, evaluations that are not inclusive may lead to
this lack of understanding and some groups being
left behind by the analysis and, subsequently,
further iterations of the intervention. At worst, it
may reinforce discrimination. In this way, the
methodological and practical choices we make
about evaluations have ethical repercussions.

In strategy and policy, many humanitarian
organisations and donors express a commitment
to gender equality, disability inclusion, inclusive
programming/'Leave No One Behind’ or some
combination or variant of these (hereafter called
‘inclusive programming’). However, for vyears,
reports have shown that despite these
commitments, humanitarian responses continue

to struggle to deliver inclusive programming
(ALNAP, 2018cited in ODIHPG, November 2020).

This failure to understand or address the specific
barriers to the access and inclusion of diverse
groups of people (beyond activities for
predetermined groups such as older people or
persons living with disabilities), prompts questions
about the interventions’ effectiveness and ethics.

Through its evaluation and research work, Hill
provides evidence that supports organisations to
explore their achievements and gaps in these
areas. We also aim to provide forward-thinking

organisations to advance their work to achieve
more inclusive humanitarian and development
programming.

However, there are clearly many challenges to
advancing an inclusive programming agenda.
These include where donors and organisations’
commitments on inclusive programming are not
aligned - with the misalignment extending to
evaluations. It also includes when the concept of
inclusive programming is poorly or inconsistently
defined and understood with the result that its
integration inthe project cycle is poorly applied.

With poor to inconsistent results in delivering
inclusive programming, itis notsurprising perhaps
that the various elements of evaluations are
equally poor and inconsistent on inclusion.

“Being invisible in data means being
invisible in the analysis that
underpins the prioritisation of aid
and funding.”

(ODI, 2020, p.25)

HIl aims to apply an inclusion lens by building
specific questions into an evaluation to assess
impact and change for different groups. Also, by
continuing to highlight gaps in, or indeed the
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absence of, inclusive programming we ensure the
issue remains visible. HIl also underscores the
consequences of omitting attention to inclusion in
evaluations and to prompt evaluation
commissioners into taking appropriate action in
their interventions.

This review exploresinclusive evaluations - what it
is and why it is important. This review also
examines donors’ requirements regarding, and
organisational commitments to, inclusive
programming and by extension, evaluations.

Through a review of 20 Terms of Reference (ToR)
or Requests for Proposals (RfPs) for evaluations,
this article identifies the degree to which
organisations seek to examine the inclusiveness of
their programming in evaluations, the gaps in
ToR/RfPs in triggering attention to inclusive
programming, and how these can be closed to
respond to donor requirements and to enhance
organisational learning and action on inclusive
programming. The review concludes by
proposing changes that organisations can make in
their evaluation exercises and donors can make in
their demandsfor more inclusive evaluations and
reporting.

While it quickly becomes clear that there is much
to be done to make evaluations more inclusive,
exactly how and the extent to which we can do this
often depends on the extent to which the
intervention itself was inclusive, as well as the
parameters and the purpose of the evaluation
exercise. These parameters are defined in the
ToR/RfP and may include:

— to collect data about the inclusiveness of an
intervention itself;

— to ensure that affected people, particulary
those from traditionally marginalised or
excluded groups, participate in the process;
and/or

— to use the evaluation process and findings to
stimulate  change in  the  projects
implementation and environment.

Inclusive Evaluations

However, HIl has found that many evaluation
ToR/RfPs do not have an explicit purpose relating
to inclusion or any element of it.

Review Limitations

No two ToR/RfPs are the same. This can also be
true of the same organisation. In addition, there is
no standard for inclusive programming in
evaluation ToR/RfPs. The degree of attention to
inclusive programming in evaluations can be
driven by a number of factors. These include:

— the contracting organisation’s agenda and the
prominence of inclusion intheir MEAL systems
and processes;

— the ToR/RfP drafter's familiarity with or
commitment to this agenda; and

— the use and reuse of evaluation ToR/RfP
templates without further, context-specific
development of the theme.

In our examination of evaluation ToR/RfPs, HIl
notesthatthe evaluation ToR/RfPs oftendonot tell
the full story of the contracting organisation’s
attention to inclusive programming and that the
issue emerges later in the contracting and
implementation phases - in
periodic meetings. In this way, the issue may be
elaborated furtherin the inception report and the
final evaluation questions and, therefore, in the
evaluation’s data collection.

interviews and

However, our experience also shows thatthe level
of attention to inclusive programming in the
ToR/RfP is more often than not a good barometer
of the level of importance given by the
organisation to the theme in the overall report.

Further, this review does not look at evaluation
ToR/RfPs for interventions that target specific
groups or inclusive actions, such as those whose
primary goal is to address gender equality,
women's empowerment or a specific group, e.g.
persons with disabilities, LGBTQI+ individuals and
communities.




D First Things First: Defining ‘inclusive evaluations'’

How ‘inclusive programming’ (and, therefore, ‘inclusive evaluations’) are defined is the starting question.
For this, Hll turns to the ODI's HPG Working Paper on ‘Inclusion and Exclusion in Humanitarian Action:
The State of Play’, which states:

“Inclusive humanitarian action means the ability to reach people most affected by a crisis
with the services, assistance and protection they need, while ensuring their effective
participation in the planning and execution of the response. Failing to reach individuals
who are marginalised and excluded means that humanitarian actors cannot claim to
uphold the principle of impartiality, which is at the heart of the humanitarian mission.
Humanitarian responses that are not inclusive also lack accountability to affected people.
More pragmatically, inclusion and impartiality should guide how limited humanitarian
resources are prioritised, to ensure that humanitarian action is as effective as it can be.”

- Veronique Barbelet and Caitlin Wake, ODI, HPG (November 2020)

When we speak or read about ‘inclusion’ in humanitarian programming, it is often intended and/or
understood to refer to the specifictargeting of women or persons with disabilities (i.e. ‘gender-inclusive’
and 'disability-inclusive’ respectively).

While including these groups in assistance and protection interventions and as actors with agency in
humanitarian action is certainly an important part of being inclusive, it is not complete.

It may overlook other groups that are marginalised or at risk of exclusion. It may also overlook other
aspects ofa person’s identity that intersect with their gender and/or disability to impact whether or not
they experience discrimination or exclusion and further reduce their participation in or benefit from the
intervention.

In this way, therefore, inclusive programming means that thatall groups, regardless of identity, are visible,
are represented meaningfully and participate proactively in the intervention.

Inclusive evaluations means that this visibility, representation and participation are mirrored and,
therefore, measured and reported in evaluations.




{i@@ Inclusive Evaluations on Shaky Programming Foundations

The case for inclusive evaluations from the
perspective of programming effectiveness is well
established. The extent to which all affected
persons are included in programming and
participate in project management processes are
measures of the effectiveness of interventions.
Therefore, inclusion - and participation - are key to
the measurement of the effectiveness of
humanitarian interventions.

There are equally important and related ethical
reasons for inclusive evaluations. Equality, non-
discrimination and participation are core human
rights principlesthatare centraltothe way we work
and closely tied to the pledges to ‘leave no one
behind and 'nothing about us without us’, which
establish affected people as rights-holders and
agents in  humanitarian and development
interventions.

Inclusive evaluations can, therefore, drive positive
change towards inclusion butthe processitself can
also empower the stakeholders involved and
prevent further discrimination and exclusion.

Inclusive evaluations promote accountability to
inclusion commitments by providing information
on the way in which humanitarian and
development interventions affect diverse groups
of people differently and contribute towards the
achievement of these commitments.

Inclusive evaluations can also help promote
change through the iterative process of using the

knowledge produced to enhance sustainable
inclusive programming. However, HIl findsthatthe
project cycle - from design to implementationto
evaluation - is often fragmented with inclusive
programming omitted from the full cycle.

MEAL staff may find themselves working on
interventions that integrate inclusion in the design
and implementation phases, thus providing “an
obvious roadmap to follow, such as a theory of
change and a logframe” (Falkenburg, 19 January
2021) or, at the other end of the scale, where
inclusion is not considered at all or considered
inconsistently and, therefore, has no established
framework or baseline.

In HIl's experience, when it comes to reflecting
inclusive programming in evaluations, the ToR
often do not incorporate methodology and
processesthat promote inclusive programming at
all, orincorporate it inadequately orincompletely.
This is problematic. As Barbelet and Wake note,
“Inclusive humanitarian action has been at the
centre of a number of policy discussions,
commitments and initiatives in recent years, yet in
practice responses continue to struggle to deliver
it.” (ODI, HPG, November 2020).

By extension, evaluations that fail to analyse
inclusive humanitarian action cannot highlight
inclusion learnings on effectiveness, regardless of
the ethics and effectiveness of the action.
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gﬁﬁ Inclusion in Evaluation Criteria

Although the Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS)
is emerging more often as an evaluative
framework, the majority of evaluation exercises
require an examination of the performance of the
action againstthe OECD DAC criteria - relevance,
coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and
sustainability.

Importantly, in June 2023, OECD DAC published
'‘Applying a Human Rights and Gender Equality
Lens tothe OECD Evaluation Criteria’, which gives
practical guidance on incorporating a human
rights and gender equality lens into the six OECD

evaluation criteria. The 2023 publication was far
from the first technical guidance on the topic and
a small sample of prior publications on the same
theme is provided below.’

While the long list of technical guidance is
important, HIl believes that the positioning of
guidance on gender, disability or human rights in

T United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), August 2014, 'Guidance
Document on Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in
Evaluations’; UN Women, 2014, Guide for the evaluation of
programmes and projects with a gender, human rights and
intercultural perspective; UN Women, 2015, ‘How to Manage
Gender-Responsive Evaluation Handbook’; IOM Office of the
Inspector General, May 2018, Guidance for Addressing Gender in
Evaluations; references to inclusiveness in the IASC Inter-Agency

evaluations  separate from, rather than
mainstreamed into, overarching guidance, is not
helpful to advancing attention to the issue.

In this regard, in their November 2020 paper on
‘Inclusion and Exclusion in Humanitarian Action’
Barbelet and Wake suggestthat the development
of technical guidance thatfocuses on the inclusion
and participation of specific groups (e.g. HelpAge
on OlderPeople; Humanity & Inclusion on persons
living with disabilities) has not yet led to more
inclusive humanitarian outcomes.

On the contrary, they find efforts to foster greater
inclusion of specific groups are either not
applicable to other groups or to the broader
inclusive programming agenda. Rather, they
argue, this has the potential to increase
competition between, and decrease attention to,
different groups.

Humanitarian Evaluations (IAHEs) Process Guidelines, May 2018;
CBM's disability audits that sought to understand how far
humanitarian responses ensure disability inclusion in humanitarian
response, 2019; World Vision, April 2020, ‘A Toolkit for Integrating
Gender Equality and Social Inclusion in Design, Monitoring and
Evaluation’; and UNEG, 2022, Guidance on Integrating Disability
Inclusion in Evaluations and Reporting on the UNDIS Entity
Accountability Framework Evaluation Indicator.


https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/applying-a-human-rights-and-gender-equality-lens-to-the-oecd-evaluation-criteria_9aaf2f98-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/applying-a-human-rights-and-gender-equality-lens-to-the-oecd-evaluation-criteria_9aaf2f98-en.html
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HIl reviewed 20 evaluation ToR/RfPs to identify the
degree to which contracting organisations seek to
examine the inclusiveness of their programming.
The sample consultancies and tenders were found
on the DevelopmentAid and ReliefWeb websites
and are dated 2023 to August 2024.

Dimensions of inclusion in ToR/RfPs

of the 20 ToR/RfPs

Seven (35%) concem
interventions in Ukraine, ten (50%) in Afghanistan,
Ethiopia, Iraq, Somalia, South Sudan and Syria and
the final (15%) concerning multi-
country/regional or general interventions. Donors
include the Disasters Emergency Committee
(DEC), the European Union/European
Commission, USAID, the United Nations (UN),
INGOs' own funds and a range of Ministries of
Foreign Affairs (in Europe and Canada).

three

Inclusive Evaluations

Inclusion in Evaluations: A Snapshot

We explored whether the ToR/RfP made any
references or provisions for gender, age, disability
or inclusion more broadly under the sections on:

1. The intervention’s background/context/
analysis;
2. The evaluation questions;
3. The proposed methodology; and
. The consultants’ qualifications and skills.

The analysis found that only two (10%) of the
ToR/RfPs referred to some element of inclusive
programming in all four sections and one (5%)
made noreference atalltoinclusive programming
in the four sections. In between, seven (35%)
referred to some elementin only one of the four
sections; and five (25%) each referred to some
element of inclusive programming in two and
three sections.

Ten (50%) of the ToR/RfPs made some reference
to at least one dimension of inclusion (most
frequently gender) in the project summary/
background/analysis/context section; 13 (65%)
included evaluation questions that sought some
analysis of performance on at leastone element of
inclusion (most frequently gender and disability
butrarely, ifever,two ormore intersectingfactors);
and six (30%) each included some reference to or
requirement for at least one element of inclusive
programming in the methodology and consultant
qualifications and skills sections.

Inclusion in four dimensions of TOR/RfPs

Ep—

Ef Project Context

{:@?} Methodology

Qualifications & Skills



The Challenges for Inclusive Evaluations

Inclusion is often not integrated into
evaluations

As noted above, we did not include evaluation
ToR/RfPs for interventions that addressed a
specificgroup of people, such aswomen andgitls,
older women and men, persons living with
disabilities, LGBTQIA+ individuals, etc. Rather, the
focus was on examining the level of attention to
inclusive  programming  mainstreamed  in
evaluation ToR/RfPs for general humanitarian and
development interventions. As such, we found
that, where a ToR/RfP does not contain coherent
or consistent attention to inclusion, this may
suggest and resultin a limited review of inclusion
in the evaluation. Furthermore, beyond inclusion-
targeted interventions, evaluations were not
designed (or were inadequately or inconsistently
designed)to explore inclusion. More broadly, we
found that the concept of inclusive programming -
including inclusive evaluations - in humanitarian
and development interventions continues to be
poorly or inconsistently understood and,
consequently, poorly orinconsistently reflected in
evaluation ToR/RfPs.

Donors do not require inclusive
evaluations

Where donors to humanitarian and development
interventions do not require that the contracting

organisation reports on inclusion, there may be a
tendency to omit it ratherthan dedicate the time
and resources required to include it in the
evaluation exercise. This may signal that the
contracting organisation's motivation for the
exercise is heavily weighted toward donor
reporting rather than accountability to affected
people; and/or a narrower view of the
intervention’s relevance, effectiveness, efficiency
and impact that ignores the diversity of people’s
experiences, capacity torespond, needs, priorities
and access.

No or limited attention to inclusion in the
analysis/baseline

Challengesarisewhereinclusionis notconsidered
in the intervention’s analysis/baseline. Where an
intervention incorporates inclusion or some
element(s) of inclusion in earlier stages of the
project cycle - i.e. in its design, implementation
and monitoring - the information that is generated
makes it possible to identify and measure the
effects of the intervention’s activities on women,
girls, boys and men from diverse groups. In this
scenario, greater efforts in data-gathering are
required to make comparisons between the initial
conditions and the ones existing at the moment of
the evaluation;
judgments.

and to support evaluative
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The design ofan inclusive evaluation depends on
an analysis or baseline study that addresses
in turn informs our
approach, including data
disaggregation, indicators and data collection
methods.

inclusion issues, which
methodological

In terms of indicators, it is also common for an
intervention’s objectives to lack adequate
attentionto, and articulation of, the perspective of
diverse groups of affected people - which in tum
affects the indicators used to measure progress.

Disaggregated data allows usto assess the impact
of an intervention on different groups of affected
people and reveal any patterns concerning their
participation in and access to intervention
activities. The absence of disaggregated data has
the potential to render some groups invisible in
the data and, therefore, excluded from the
intervention. In addition, as noted in UNEG 2022,
disaggregated data on persons with disabilities is
perceived as being relatively more scarce and
unreliable.

In 2020, ODI/HPG noted that the lack of indicators
that measure inclusion more broadly, as opposed
to a single diversity factor, such as gender, age or
disability,and processestoapplythesein practice,
were a major barrierto understanding the degree
to which humanitarian action was inclusive.

Inclusion and participation are complementary
actions. Involving diverse groups of affected
people andstakeholdersinthe evaluation exercise
can make it more effective and accountable. As
subjectexpertsontheirown situation, programme
participants’ knowledge can inform the design of
an evaluation exercise, elicit a deeper and more
nuanced understanding of findings and more
relevant recommendations.

Inclusive Evaluations

An inclusive and participatory model of evaluation
ensures diverse groups of affected people and
other stakeholders in the intervention have the
time and space to speak for themselves. On the
other hand, a model of evaluation that does not
intentionally build inclusive and participatory
practices into the methodology will omit these
voices and experiences.

Consultation with excluded, marginalised and
hard-to-reach populations is often perceived as
inherently more difficult, costly and time-
consuming. In the absence of a motivation from
the donor, the organisation’s own agenda and/or
the intervention’sobjectives on particularinclusion
issues, there may then be a tendency to avoid
addressing these challenges in the interests of
time and money. (UNEG 2022)

Finally under 'participation’ and related to the
pointabove about the relevance of indictors, the
“[plositionality of evaluatorsis also key, as defining
indicators is not a neutral or objective process - it
is a set of choices that determine what matters.”
(PARTOS, 2024)

Greater emphasisis needed on qualitative over
quantitative data and process. When it comes to
social phenomena like gendered norms and
power dynamics, research demonstrates that
change is not linear. There is some degree of
presumption or even pressure for evaluations to
show a positive impact, this may notbe the case in
some of its aspects or activities. Evidence has
shown that
opportunity for disrupting social norms, including
those related to gender equality and women'’s
empowerment and leadership. However, the
window is narrow and backlash may manifest
quickly. Therefore, inclusive evaluations must be
ready to provide evidence-based descriptions of
the window of opportunity forchange and what lay
on either side of it before and during/after the
crisis. (PARTOS)

crises can open windows of
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i1& Conclusion and Recommendations

If an evaluationis notinclusive then the results cannot advance inclusion in the program/project being
evaluated. Donors and organisations that value inclusion can take concrete steps to reverse this. As an
imprimatur, Hll's review of publicly tendered evaluation ToR/RfPs shows the scale of the challenge -
evaluation ToRs are not sufficiently inclusive in their requirements.

"For programming and evaluationsto meet donor (and internal organisational) stated commitments to
inclusion, there should be lessreliance on addressing the needs of specific groups in targeted actions...
and an increasing focus on wider inclusion to in allhumanitarian and developmentactions.” (Barbelet and
Wake, 2020, p16-17)

To this end, HIl includes Community Validation Workshops (CVWs) in its evaluations where time and
budget are available. The purpose of such workshops is to engage with diverse groups within affected
communities to decide how progress should be defined and measured and, consequently, to
collaboratively choose relevantindicators and metrics, as well as participatory data collection methods
and to involve diverse groups of affected people in interpreting data and implementing findings and
recommendations. However, Hllfindsthatitis notalways possibletoincorporate CVWs into the evaluation
exercise where the contracting organisation’s budget and timeframe do not accommodate it.

Effective inclusive evaluations require a set of enabling conditions. This includes dedicated
attention through an organisational commitment to inclusion and the mainstreaming of
inclusion into the project cycle, as well as dedicated human and financial resources.

Where the conditions fall short of this, there are several actions that can be taken by donors, contracting
organisations and external evaluators.

@ﬁ@ Explicitly Require Inclusive Evaluations

Finding: Alimited percentage of evaluation ToRs/RfPs require evaluatorsto designinclusive evaluations.
At the same time, guidance to the integration of a single factor of identity or diversity (e.g. gender,
disability) is not helpful to enhancing the broader inclusive programming and inclusive evaluations.

It is therefore recommended that:
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Guidance is included in evaluation ToRs/RfPs to consolidate and mainstream all forms of
identity/diversity exclusion in the evaluation.

In addition, where absent from the evaluation ToR/RfP and subsequent process, the evaluation
should focus on recommendations for integration of inclusive programming in future phases or
similar activities and, thereafter, its integration into future MEAL exercises.

]

Finding: More donors are explicitly askingfor the integration ofinclusive programmingor, at least, some
discrete elements of inclusion such as gender, age and/or disability. Most organisations have specific
expectations(policies, guidance, valuesstatements)requiringall aspectsoftheirworkto be inclusive. This
is not always reflected in the evaluation ToRs/RfPs.

It is therefore recommended that:

Evaluation commissioners must be more proactive in aligning with their own organisational
commitments to inclusion, even where a donor does not explicitly require attention to the issue.

e

Finding: Beyond inclusion-targeted interventions, where anintervention did not consider inclusion in its
original analysis and design, steps can be taken to retrofit inclusion into evaluation exercises. The
evaluation exercise can explicitly seek information that is complementary to that produced by the
project/programme itself in order to reconstruct the situation at the intervention’s start date. This can
include secondary datafrom the period around the start date as well as primary data from stakeholders
engaged in the evaluation.In addition, the evaluation exercise offers the opportunity for the contracting
organisation and the evaluation team to review the indicators to ensure they measure the project’s results
from the perspective of diverse groups of affected people.

In terms of disaggregated data, where big data sets are not available, smaller data sets from interest
groups such as women's rights organisations, organisations for persons with disabilities, youth groups,
etc. can provide ‘good enough’ quantitative data, while focus group discussions with the same ‘interest
groups’ can supplementsuch data with good qualitative data. In the total absence of disaggregated data,
evaluations can highlight areas where the collection and analysis of such data be improved in the new
cycle of designing and programming.

In terms of quantitative and qualitative indicators, formulating relevantinclusive indicators is an important
precondition forinclusive evaluations. Such indicators should focus on both the impact on diverse groups
of affected people who participate in or benefit from the intervention (outcome and impact indicators)
and the degree to which an intervention strives to be inclusive (process indicators).

It is therefore recommended that:

Evaluation commissioners consider and include requirements for evaluations to identify
opportunities for increasing inclusion in the program/project being evaluated.

10
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Participatory evaluations

Ideally, evaluation exercises should be designed collaboratively with partner organisations, donors and
project participants. (PARTOS, 2024)

The presumed high cost and time investment - which is often not the case - is a poor justification for not
engaging with diverse groups from the affected population. Good planning would allow for focus group
discussionsto be conducted with diverse groups, using appropriate accommodation measures, such as
scheduling, access and childcare for women, access and diverse communication channels and formats
for persons with disabilities, etc.

« Creater acknowledgement that progress in inclusion issues is often not linear

Potential avenues to address this issue include adjusting expectations for immediate or quantifiable
results; and capturing and contextualising backlash and failures as well as successes. (PARTOS, 2024)

11
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Annex A

Contracting D c Analysis / C Evaluation Methodol Cl'?nsu'lta o q

Organisation onor ountry VSIS ontext Questions (EQS) ethodology Quali ICSili'.lllzr‘IS an

INGO DEC Ukraine No reference (NR) NR NR NR

INGO DEC Ukraine Reference to a gender | One EQ each under Evaluate men and NR

Consortium analysis relevance and women's participation in

effectiveness project activities
INGO DEC Ukraine NR Two EQs under NR NR
appropriateness and
relevance

INGO MFA Ukraine NR Two EQs relate to NR Strong understanding /
reaching “people with experience of “social
vulnerabilities” & fabric” and gender and
“approaches to gender participatory approaches
and inclusion...”

INGO INGO [ Ukraine NR Specific EQs on gender, [NR NR

Consortium equality and/or inclusion

in coherence,
effectiveness, efficiency,
impact

International MFA Ukraine “The project mainstreams| One EQ under Mainstream gender and | NR

Organisation a gender-sensitive... effectiveness related to | disability inclusion and
approach...to ensure gender mainstreaming | comply with the
local data-gathering and| and disability inclusion. |organisation’s guidance
analysis...” for addressing gender in

evaluations and Gender
Marker.

INGO MFA Ukraine The projects Theory of [ NR NR Background in cross-
Change includes an 'IF' cutting programme issues,
step on gender sensitivity, such as gender equality,

women’s empowerment,
etc.

United Nations |EU Afghanistan| Minimal - “... with focus | Four EQs about gender |Take a “gender- Team Leader must have
on women journalists” under relevance; one responsive approach”. "proven experience in

question about women | Team must demonstrate | carrying out gender-
journalists under Do No | commitment to gender | responsive evaluations”.
Harm / Safety integration and comply | Gender balanced team
with UNEG guidelines on
humanrights and gender
equality
INGO MFA South Target of intervention is | Consider gender NR NR
Sudan young people with focus | equality, marginalised
on women and girls. groups and inclusion in
all EQs
INGO EU/EC | South One project output refers| NR References to gender NR
Sudan to the female leadership and youth “"dimensions”,
and strengthening disaggregated data,
gender equality and “gender-related
inclusion of persons with strategies and
disabilities. outcomes”, “people with
specific needs” and
“other ethnic groups”.
INGO MFA Somalia NR Reference to gender NR NR
equality, age, disability,
vulnerable groups and
inclusion in EQs

13
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Donor

Country

Analysis / Context

Inclusive Evaluations

Evaluation
Questions (EQs)

Methodology

Consultant
Qualifications and
Skills

INGO INGO | Somalia Address problems of NR NR NR
discrimination,
marginalisation and
stigmatisation of young
people without parental
care, distinguishing
between gender.

INGO withlocal | Country | Syria NR Reference to the CHS NR NR

partners Pooled and, therefore, to

Funds consultative assessment
of capacities, needs,
preferences,
perceptions, access to
and by "different groups”

INGO UN Irag Education programme | Reference under ‘Access’ | Ethical considerations | Experience of conducting
with a focus on inclusive, | to inclusive and gender- [under the methodology | ethical and inclusive
gender-sensitive and responsive education section include sensitive | studies involving children
child-friendly services and under to child rights, gender, | and children’s
environments. Project ‘Learning’ to “quality, inclusion and cultural participatory techniques;
summary refers explicitly| inclusive and efficient contexts marginalized, deprived
to girls and boys, learning opportunities” and/or vulnerable groups
including those with in culturally-appropriate
disabilities and sensitive ways.

INGO MFA Iraq ‘About Us’ provides that | NR NR NR
programming is
thematically focused on
protection in
displacement, child and
GBV protection, inter-
communal violence
reduction, social
cohesion, and civic
engagement.

INGO MFA Ethiopia NR The EQs refer to “target |NR NR

beneficiaries”, “intended
groups”, “missed by the
project or prevented
from participating” and
“all groups, including
women and marginalised
groups”.

INGO EU/EC |Regional NR NR Note how services Experience in evaluations
address gender equality | that “integrate gender
and women'’s issues”. Gender balanced
empowerment team

INGO EU/EC | Regional NR Referencein background | NR NR

to gender / equality,

including connection

with climate change and

development.
INGO MFA Global / The consortium strives | One ofthe key objectives | NR Technical knowledge and
Consortia General for "more equitable and | of the evaluation is experience of cross-cutting

inclusive outcomes”

around the “root causes
of inequality”.

issues such as gender
equality and disability
issues.
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