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 Executive Summary 

1. Background 

The current evaluation, commissioned by Government of Tanzania and the Swedish 

International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), covers the Education 

Program for Results (EPforR) 2014-2021, Tanzania. The evaluation ran from May 

to October 2020 and focused on relevance, effectiveness and sustainability with a 

forward looking approach as to what future support might include. Taking place as it 

did at the height of the COVID-19 pandemic and corresponding restrictions on 

international and national travel, the evaluation faced significant challenges but was 

successfully completed based on videoconference interviews and discussions, available 

reports, and additional data provided by Government partners and the Technical 

Assistance Support (TAS) Team, established to support and assist Government to 

implement the programme. The evaluation was also able to draw on the report and 

support of Mokoro Limited, which had recently completed the first phase of their 

evaluation of results-based financing in the education sector that includes Tanzania, 

Nepal and Mozambique. 

 

Initially supported by Sida, World Bank and the Department for International 

Development (DFID), EPforR was the first education support programme in the world 

to use the ‘program for results’ funding mechanism, where funds are effectively sector 

budget support but only released once a pre-agreed set of disbursement-linked results 

(DLRs) - measured by various disbursement-linked results indicators (DLIs) – are 

partially or wholly achieved. The EPforR started out as the ‘Big Results Now in 

Education’ programme before morphing into the EPforR following the 2016 mid-term 

review and the decision by all three DPs to significantly increase their level of funding 

and to extend the programme to end 2020/mid 2021. In 2018/19, the Global Partnership 

for Education (GPE) Literacy and Numeracy Education Support Programme, Phase 

Two (2019/20 to 2022/23) joined EPforR as a co-financing partner, while the Korean 

International Cooperation Agency (KOICA) will soon provide additional support to 

student survival and transition rates. The total funding potentially available from all 

development partners is thus approximately USD 514m. 

 

The overall objective of EPforR is to improve education quality in Tanzanian primary 

and secondary schools. As originally designed, it included six DLRs (with 17 DLIs 

linked to them): 

• DLR 1: Foundational activities.  

• DLR 2: adequate and timely resource flows to schools (money and materials) and 

for priority activities. 

• DLR 3: improved education management information system. 

• DLR 4: more equitable teacher deployment. 

• DLR 5: implementation of key “quick win” initiatives. 

• DLR 6: learning outcomes. 
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Following the 2016 election and mid-term review, and with the additional funding 

provided by the DPs supporting the programme, the list of DLRs and DLIs was revised. 

The following were changed, removed or added, giving a new total of nine DLRs and 

19 DLIs: 

• DLR 1: A new set of foundational activities was added. 

• DLR 2 was revised to increase the frequency of Capitation Grant payments and release 

of funds to schools, and a new DLI 2.3 was added that aimed to incentivise Government 

to reduce the pupil/textbook ratio. 

• Original DLI 5.1 and 5.3 were adjudged to have been completed and were removed 

from DLR 5, which now only includes a focus on School Incentive Grants.  

• Since the assessment tool required by DLR 6, DLR 6 focused on conducting the 

assessment of learning outcomes (although, as described in Chapter 3, the tool was 

subsequently redesigned with EPforR support).  

• DLI 7 and 8 were introduced to increase survival and transition rates, especially for 

girls, and to implement the school quality assurance system developed under the first 

phase. 

• DLR 9, solely supported by World Bank, was added to provide capacity development 

for planning, policy development and innovation. 

 

2. Relevance 

The original programme was designed following a period of extensive consultation 

with all relevant Government stakeholders during 2013, both within Tanzania (during 

what is referred to as a ‘laboratory’ or ‘lab’ that included Government, DPs, civil 

society organisations and private sector stakeholders) and at a subsequent workshop 

with Government officials at World Bank offices in Washington. It was largely 

reflective of Government’s own identified needs and was also closely aligned with 

Government’s education policy and Sida’s Results Strategy for Sweden’s International 

Development Cooperation in Tanzania (2013 – 2019). Although some processes were 

added that were not yet part of Government’s system – such as School Incentive Grants 

and 3R assessment tools – the programme was generally very well aligned with the 

administrative systems of Government and, in most cases, required Government to 

spend its own funds, using its own systems, before programme funds are disbursed. 

The only areas of the programme that were not fully integrated into Government’s 

systems at design stage were the TAS Team (contracted directly by DFID to streamline 

the process and to avoid Government having to use some its available funds for 

technical assistance) and the Independent Verification Team (currently contracted by 

DFID outside of EPforR funding). Overall, the programme is thus assessed as highly 

relevant at the time of adoption.  

 

The EPforR went through a redesign following the mid-term review and the extension 

of the programme and additional funding. DLRs and DLIs are also regularly assessed 

during Strategic Management Team meetings and revised where necessary in 

agreement between Government and DPs. The programme has also become 

increasingly aligned with Government systems and has contributed to a revision of 

systems (such as the development of a ‘home-grown’ learning outcome assessment tool 

and a revision of the system for payment of Capitation Grants). Some concerns were 

raised though amongst those consulted as to whether or not additional DLRs / DLIs 

should have been added after the mid-term review and increased levels of funding or 

whether a smaller set of DLRs should have been maintained. Arguments for both 
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approaches are included in the report but, when viewed only from the perspective of 

the ‘relevance’ criterion, the programme continued to remain focused on issues of 

primary concern within the sector and thus remained highly relevant.  

 

Two policy decisions took place following the election of the new Government in 2016: 

the introduction of fee-free basic education that dramatically increased the number of 

pupils in primary and secondary schools, coupled with a slow-down in the pace of 

hiring of new teachers. Both of these created challenges for many DLIs - particularly 

those linked to pupil/teacher ratios, pupil/textbook ratios, retention and survival rates, 

as well as the outcomes related to reading and arithmetic scores – that the EPforR has 

struggled to address. At the highest policy level, the second Education Sector 

Development Plan (ESDP) II 2017-2021 was introduced following the review of the 

first ESDP (2012-2016). ESDP II is broadly framed and targets many of the issues on 

which the EPforR focus. Although EPforR remains aligned with the ESDP II and 

priorities within the sector, the relationship between EPforR and ESDP II has evolved 

over time. The process for developing ESDP II (supported in part by the TAS Team) 

was complicated and the Plan went through a revision process that led to several 

misalignments within the ESDP-II, between the strategic plan, the logframe, the 

operational plan and the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) Framework. Nonetheless, 

the programme continued to focus on pressing issues within the sector and is assessed 

to have remained largely relevant over time.  

 

3. Effectiveness  

The section on effectiveness begins with an overview of progress against all of the 

DLRs and DLIs, summarised as well in Annex E, and key challenges that the 

programme has faced. It also includes an overview of the contribution of the 

programme to construction (where the majority of the funds have been used) and 

capacity development provided by the TAS Team as part of their contract with, and 

funded by, DFID. For reasons of space, and since these issues are well known to key 

stakeholders, progress in these areas is not repeated here. Instead, we provide a 

summary of answers to key questions posed in the terms of reference: 

 

According to those consulted, EPforR foundational activities have been most 

successful when they are driven by the needs of Government and clearly linked to 

recurrent DLRs and DLIs in the programme. The foundational activities in the first 

‘phase’ of the programme were specifically required to contribute to Government’s 

ability to make progress towards recurrent DLRs. Similarly, the revised foundational 

activities related to the development of the SQA manual and Teacher Deployment 

Strategy have been or are potentially more likely to be effective since they link to 

recurrent DLRs. On the other hand, where the linkages to recurrent DLRs are less clear 

or the implementation of the foundational activity is not incentivised by other DLRs or 

appear to be driven by DP priorities rather than needs identified by Government (such 

as the School Construction Strategy and the Strategy for Inclusive Education), they 

take longer to complete and implement.  

 

DLRs that include incentives for LGAs and schools are also more likely to be 

successful. Although the amount of funds released to the national level creates 

incentives, they constitute only a relatively small percentage of the overall education 

budget. For LGAs and schools on the other hand, the release of funds across agreed 
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budget lines, the regular provision of Capitation Grants, and the increased supply of 

textbooks (DLR 2) has considerably greater impact. Those that allow greater flexibility 

(DLI 2.2) rather than the release of funds that can only be used for specified budget 

lines (DLI 2.1 and 2.3) are also particularly valuable since they allow LGAs and 

schools to target those issues which they determine are the most pressing. Although the 

inclusion of School Incentive Grants (DLI 5.2) may no longer be necessary and the 

grants are only available to a limited number of schools in the country, they clearly 

make a difference to the 400 schools that receive them and the provision of direct 

rewards to schools allows schools to use the funds according to their own priorities and 

have greatly increased the ability of schools and LGAs to focus funds where they are 

most needed. And while the inclusion of a focus on textbooks (DLI 2.3) was not driven 

by the programme, the programme showed flexibility in adapting to ‘new’ priorities 

within Government following the mid-term review.  

 

Those DLRs and DLIs focused on data management and use have also been particularly 

successful. In addition to foundational activities to increase the availability of data and 

enhance data management systems, DLR 3 and DLR 8 have directly contributed to the 

development of world class data management systems and generated huge amounts of 

data of relevance to both the programme and the entire sector. EPforR has also 

contributed to the achievement of outcome-level results in relation to DLR 6 and 

DLR 7 that are not directly incentivised. Although it is difficult to attribute success or 

progress to any one programme the provision of actual data related to both 3R 

assessments and survival and retention rates has contributed significantly to both 

DLRs. The experience of DLR 6 and 7 highlight several key lessons learned. First, 

outcome-level results need to be clearly linked to output and process DLRs/DLIs that 

focus on strengthening the system. Rather than being a complex academic undertaking, 

and an end in itself, the assessment analysis should be used by stakeholders to inform 

the system, which requires a ‘systemic change thinking’ approach that takes time to be 

achieved. Also, while EPforR chose early learning outcomes and not exam pass rates 

as an outcome DLR, exam pass rates have always been of huge importance to parents 

and politicians. It will take time for the focus of interest to shift to a concern that 

children are effectively learning in early grades, but this also requires more open 

dialogue and more Government communication and it will be important to consider 

incentivising Government to drive this dialogue forward.  

 

The main external factors affecting the achievement of DLR 4 (but that have impacted 

on other DLRs too) have been the introduction of fee-free basic education that 

dramatically increased the number of pupils and the slowdown in appointment of 

teachers that have impacted on the ability of LGAs to continue to increase the equitable 

distribution of teachers beyond what they have already been able to achieve. Although 

teachers are obviously critical for any education to take place and a continued focus on 

DLR 4 is required, DLRs like DLR 4 that require a level of political will for public 

service reform need to be supported by political dialogue, pressure from DPs, and 

support to Ministries to advocate for change. DLRs that target different ‘levels’ of 

Government and that have closely linked DLIs – as is the case with DLR 4 – 

significantly increase internal coherence but run the risk that problems affecting 

achievement of one of the DLIs also affect the achievement of other DLI(s) falling 

under the same result. It is also noted that DLR 4 focuses on only one part of the puzzle 

of long-term Government system strengthening. Stakeholders raised the question of 
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whether EPforR has engaged with the issue of ‘teachers-in-schools’ in a holistic way, 

which would entail developing and incentivising a process encompassing teacher 

recruitment to deployment to career progression to motivation, remuneration and 

performance rewards. Challenges that arose during implementation suggest a need for 

greater Government engagement and ownership and understanding of DLR 4 at the 

design stage, and particularly in the adaptive management of specific DLI protocols. 

Other external factors that have potentially impacted on the achievement of results and 

that are difficult to mitigate against include cultural attitudes to pregnant girls and 

young mothers in schools that can impact on survival rates. DLRs that aim to simply 

reimburse expenses incurred by Government, such as DLR 9, have also been less 

successful than others and have not actively incentivised performance in this area.  

 

EPforR largely supports Government to implement its own priorities, using its own 

systems and tools (with support to the development of additional systems), to increase 

access to and the quality of basic education. Given how integrated it is into 

Government’s systems and the level of ownership, alignment with Government 

priorities in the ESDP, harmonisation amongst DPs, the focus on results and the fact 

that one common report is prepared, the EPforR is highly compliant with both the Paris 

Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action. Alignment with 

national systems also increases relevance, effectiveness and sustainability. Various 

specific issues were noted though related to the alignment in terms of prioritising 

results, the fact that new systems need to be evidence-based and problem driven to 

succeed, and the fact that ‘systems-strengthening’ and ‘reform’ are interlinked, but not 

synonymous. The report also notes the misalignment with sector plans (ESDP II) 

suggested in the section on ‘relevance’ above, but that the EPforR has contributed 

significantly to sector dialogue and donor coordination.  

 

The advantage of working with multiple Ministries in a results-based programme like 

EPforR is fairly obvious: the Ministry of Education, Science and Technology 

(MoEST), President’s Office, Regional Administration and Local Government (PO-

RALG) and Ministry of Finance and Planning (MoFP) all have a role to play in 

achieving results there is a need for common understanding and cooperation amongst 

them if these are to be achieved. DPs are not forced to rely on only one ministry for 

success, each ministry having its strengths, and working with multiple ministries also 

ensures that DPs and programme implementers have a bird’s eye view of what is 

happening in the sector, where to focus, and how to address issues holistically. 

Although some tensions appear to have been created by splitting the responsibility for 

basic education between the two, such a split is necessary given the decentralised 

approach adopted by Tanzania, under which PO-RALG is responsible for 

implementation of basic services at local level, including schools, whereas MoEST is 

responsible for policy. The main disadvantage is that it potentially slows down 

decision-making processes. The definition of what constitutes policy and what 

implementation, and the change in the mandates of MoEST and PO-RALG, has proven 

problematic and, although MoEST and PO-RALG reportedly cooperate better as a 

result of the programme, EPforR may even have inadvertently fuelled competition 

between Ministries. But while other Ministries and agencies play a role in 

implementation under DLRs and DLIs, the report does not argue for the inclusion of 

any other Government partners.  
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The advantages of multiple development partners (DPs) are the level of resources 

available and the fact that DPs are able to speak with one voice when communicating 

with Government or engaging in political dialogue. Having multiple DPs also ensures 

sufficient funds are available for results to be achieved, brings in a range of perspectives 

and helps to broaden the focus of the programme, and helps to reduce transaction costs 

for both Government and DPs and increase compliance with principles of aid 

effectiveness. Multiple DPs can lead to challenges as priorities change though, where 

some are more focused on particular results than others, or where DPs begin to prepare 

new programmes on different timeframes. DPs appear to have diverged after the mid-

term review in terms of the balance of ‘stretch’ and feasibility required of the 

programme. The lack of a single coherent and iterative theory of change – an important 

feature of adaptive programming - the programme lacks a compass (as opposed to a 

map) for policy dialogue; and by extension it is difficult to sustain attention on results 

when contexts outside the programme change. 

 

Although ‘programme for results’ programmes do not develop new strategies, 

processes, services, systems or procedures, EPforR has directly incentivised and 

supported (through the TAS Team) the development of numerous strategies and 

procedures that have led to changes in the way MoEST and PO-RALG in particular 

implement their roles and responsibilities in the basic education sector. EPforR has 

been more successful in introducing real changes in systems and procedures where 

strategies and systems included as foundational activities are incentivised by other 

DLRs and where they are changes that Government actually requested.  

EPforR has directly contributed to the timely and predictable release of funds linked to 

agreed budget lines by MoFP. EPforR has had a profound effect on the regular 

provision of Capitation Grants and also contributed to reform in this area: the mid-term 

review was reported to have directly informed the decision to allocate the grants 

directly to schools rather than to LGAs. On the other hand, the decision to focus on 

provision of an adequate number of textbooks to schools was driven by factors outside 

of the programme.  

 

EPforR has had a profound impact on the equitable distribution of teachers despite the 

fact that the shortage of teachers remains. The programme continues to support this 

through support to the new software system being implemented to ‘decide’ where new 

teachers will be posted, and through the incentivisation of and support to the 

development of the new teacher deployment policy. School Incentive Grants were 

introduced by the programme, and EPforR is thus solely responsible in that regard. The 

report also notes the contribution of the programme to the development of the ESDP 

II. 

 

Although LGAs have been able to ensure more equitable teacher deployment, their 

ability to do so depends on various factors. Most importantly, the fact that there are 

simply insufficient numbers of teachers means that, even where they are equitably 

distributed amongst schools within each LGA, there simply are not enough teachers to 

address the gaps and the average pupil/teacher ratios (PTR) continues to increase 

nationally and at LGA level. The national standard for pupil/classroom ratios (PCR) 

has remained the same since 2014: 45 pupils per classroom for standard 1 to standard 

7; and 40 per classroom for lower secondary schools. However, despite the fact that the 

Government is constructing new classrooms at a fast rate (with support from local 
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communities as well as funds provided under EPforR) that has helped to mitigate 

against the effects the introduction of fee-free basic education, in the average PCR, the 

PCR in Government primary and secondary schools has remained consistently higher 

than national standards since 2016.  

 

4. Sustainability  

EPforR is well embedded in Government’s institutional structures, systems and 

processes, and the level of Government ownership is high. Ownership is a key 

determinant of sustainability and sustainability of benefits can thus be expected even if 

no future funding were to be provided. EPforR is also heavily focused on institutional 

development and strengthening and has contributed significantly to the development 

of strategies, systems, processes, and structures to support basic education that will 

remain in place for years. All of the DLRs ultimately aim at improved sector 

performance. Although ‘impact’ was expressly excluded from the ToR for the current 

evaluation, and while Government representatives were adamant that the decision 

about which DLRs should be included, changed or excluded can only be taken by 

agreement between Government and DPs, observations are included that those 

responsible for formulating future Sida support might consider to increase the 

sustainability of future support:  

• Foundational activities should be linked to recurrent DLRs and institutionalisation 

of strategies such as those related to inclusive education and construction would be 

improved if future programming were to include DLRs, DLIs and incentives 

directly related to them.  

• DLI 2.1 significantly increased the level and predictability of financial flows but a 

similar DLR would need to remain under any future planning. DLI 2.2 has also 

been particularly successful, with many of the opinion that Capitation Grants have 

become so deeply embedded in the system that they might be removed from future 

programmes. Others argued that the grants are so important to schools that they 

should continue to be incentivised. An adequate supply of textbooks (DLI 2.3) is 

fundamental, but some of those consulted would prefer to see more of a focus on 

incentivising an adequate supply of teachers rather than the supply of textbooks.  

• DLR 3 has had considerable success and EPforR has contributed to what many 

refer to as a world class data management system. Significant capacity has been 

built within PO-RALG that augur well for sustainability. Some stakeholders argued 

that DLR 3 has been redundant for some time since the BEMIS is fully functional, 

data is already available online, and sufficient capacity exists. To increase 

sustainability and build on successes, future programming might consider shifting 

the focus to building the capacity of LGAs to use data in planning, and to 

incentivising the central level to making the data more accessible and usable by 

LGAs and schools through plain language analyses of what the data shows. DLR 3 

could also be tweaked to extend AESPR reporting to include systems-

strengthening, DP-supported projects and learning from the LGA Learning 

Network and to shift the focus from collection of data to using the data in the 

AESPR for planning.  

• DLR 4 has been the result most directly affected by the introduction of fee-free 

education and is not sustainable without the provision of new teachers to meet the 

demand created. Given the fundamental importance of teachers to the achievement 

of any results in basic education, DLR 4 will thus need to be retained. Sustainability 

might be enhanced by the inclusion of an incentive linked to the degree to which 
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programme partners are able to successfully lobby and advocate for more teachers 

to be provided, using data generated by the programme, and backed up with 

increased political dialogue between DPs and those responsible for taking such 

decisions.  

• The only remaining indicator in DLR 5 (SIGs) is simple to achieve and there is 

very little incentive provided to change or improve anything. The grants are only 

provided to 400 schools and create comparatively little impact on the overall quality 

of education in the programme. On that basis, it is argued that DLR 5 could be 

dropped from future programming. Should it be considered for inclusion, 

sustainability might be enhanced by increasing the size of the grants and the number 

of schools that would be eligible. 

• DLR 6 and 7 are outcome level results and the sustainability of both is dependent 

on the sustainability of other DLRs as well as a range of factors outside the 

programme’s control. At the same time, both are fundamental in a results-based 

approach and at least one of the two (and probably both) need to be retained. The 

sustainability of both could be enhanced by ensuring that a theory of change and 

results framework is developed that clearly links DLRs focused on the output level 

to the expected outcomes in DLR 6 and/or DLR 7. Sustainability of DLR 6 might 

also be enhanced by incentivising the development of a new 3R assessment tool 

and/or methodology that is less costly to implement than the current system If DLI 

7.1 is to be retained, sustainability might be enhanced by changing the incentive to 

reward those LGAs that maintain high levels of retention, since they have improved 

so much that they cannot keep improving. The survival rate of girls (DLI 7.2) in 

most regions of the country is not a problem and consideration might be given to 

refocusing the DLI more broadly on gender equity or to focusing on completion 

rates or survival rates to secondary schools.  

• DLR 8 has the potential to create significant high-level impact, but it is a new and 

emerging DLR that will need to continue to be incentivised. The system is relatively 

new and its sustainability cannot yet be measured, but many of those consulted 

pointed to the fact that considerable additional technical and financial support will 

be required for sustainability to be achieved.  

• DLR 9 took time to get up and running and is only supported by World Bank. 

Although it has contributed to the development of new systems, it has essentially 

been used for World Bank to support capacity development. Its sustainability is 

questioned, its impact has been minimal, and strong arguments were made for it to 

be excluded from future programming. Although there is a need for capacity at both 

central and LGA levels, capacity development might be considered as an ‘addition’ 

to future programmes to enhance sustainability. 

EPforR has included a significant focus on operational effectiveness and institutional 

capacity building through support to the development of strategies and processes. The 

TAS Team has also provided capacity development for individuals, Ministries and 

LGAs. Sustainability of benefits is thus enhanced, but as with any capacity building of 

civil servants, there are challenges to ensure capacity is not lost. In particular, high staff 

turnover within Ministries, transfers of key staff whose capacity has been built, and 

retirements and death all impact on sustainability over time and is one of the reasons 

that programmes such as EPforR should focus more on institutional strengthening than 

on building the capacity of individuals.  

 



E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

 

xiii 

 

Although the degree to which the programme has contributed to behaviour change at 

both central and LGA levels is worthy of a separate impact assessment, the current 

evaluation specifically excluded ‘impact’. Nonetheless, and recognising that changes 

in behaviour take longer to be achieved than the timeframes of the EPforR, some 

examples of behaviour change were reported. And while the terms of reference for the 

evaluation did not include a focus on the impact of COVID-19, it was inevitable that 

the issue would arise given the context in which the evaluation took place. Although 

Tanzania is reported to have avoided the worst of the pandemic, the impact of COVID-

19 on education in other countries and the fact that future pandemics and climate 

change might well affect Tanzania in future, led many of those consulted to suggest 

future programming might also need to focus on resilience to future shocks. 

Suggestions in this regard included an increased focus on online learning and teaching 

resources, increased access to internet and mobile technology, and radio and home-

based, paper-based activities and exercises.  

 

5. The way forward 

Noting that the current evaluation cannot substitute for a formulation mission, and 

more importantly that Government stakeholders were adamant that Government 

should take the lead in the development of future DLRs and DLIs, some suggestions 

for what designers of future Sida support might consider are captured in the report. 

These include: 

• The need to focus on a few strategic DLRs that are easily measurable on a national 

scale and verifiable, that DLIs should be challenging but achievable, and that the 

risk is spread across DLIs so that if one DLI fails due to unforeseen circumstances, 

the loss in disbursement is not catastrophic. 

• While future programming should specify results, it should not dictate how the 

Government achieves those results (other than basic safeguards regarding human 

rights and environmental issues). 

• EPforR is by design an adaptive programme that needs to be ‘agile’ and able to 

respond to changes in the sector’s broad political economy. However, the 

programme is not supported by the requisite learning mechanism and/or change 

management strategy to enable it to function well as a mechanism for a ‘joined-

up’ approach to decision making, across DPs as well as between DPs and GoT. 

• To increase internal coherence, ensure a more adaptive approach, and increase 

overall effectiveness around commonly agreed outcomes, a common theory of 

change should be developed, in consultation with Government, and included in any 

future programme.  

• Results-based programmes like EPforR will always require technical assistance to 

succeed. Although the size of the Team might need to be reconsidered, the amount 

of technical assistance required is dependent on the nature of the programme, the 

roles and functions assigned to the team, and the level of capacity development to 

be provided. Any determination of its size and nature, and the roles and functions 

of a TAS Team, would be premature at this stage. 

• Future support should include some level of skills development for LGAs in terms 

of leadership, project management, financial management, planning (including the 

use of available data to enhance plans) and monitoring and evaluation that would 

enhance their role in education but also the capacity of the LGAs more generally. 

• Many of those consulted from outside of Government also suggested that future 

programming should include some movement from quantity to quality. But while 
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Government and DPs agree on most issues, it is not clear that they agree on quality 

as the top item on the education agenda.  

• When it comes to what might be included from the poverty perspective, 

stakeholders noted that the Government is already addressing the issue through the 

introduction of fee-free basic education, and the programme already focuses on 

those schools where teacher and classroom shortages are most pronounced. The 

following additional suggestions were provided: 

o Consideration could be given to including a DLR or DLIs that reward 

Government for specifically seeking to address infrastructure gaps in less 

well-resourced and more remote schools.  

o Future support to Capitation Grants might include a foundational activity to 

revise the policy to increase the size of the grants and to introduce a new 

formula to ensure more funds are made available to more remote and less 

well-resourced primary and secondary schools. 

o Less well-resourced and more remote schools are also the least likely to 

attract new teachers. Although the new systems introduced regarding the 

posting of new teachers are expected to ensure a more equitable distribution 

based on where the need is greatest, future programming might include 

incentives for teachers to move to less well-resourced schools.  

6. Recommendations 

a. Recommendations for the remainder of the programme period 
 

(Ranked according to importance):  
 

1. Together with other DPs supporting EPforR and other programmes targeting the 

education sector, and in close consultation with MoEST and PO-RALG, Sida 

should consider ways that MoEST, PO-RALG and even MoFP might engage with 

policy- and decision-makers to address the shortage of teachers (in addition to the 

13,000 new teachers to be employed during 2020), including increased use of 

political dialogue by Sweden and other donor countries.  

2. Together with other DPs, Sida should consider how to use the remainder of the 

EPforR programme period to use both the programme and political dialogue to 

leverage additional funding for the basic education sector, in particular to address 

the impact of the fee free basic education policy 

b. Recommendations for future support 

(Ranked according to importance):  

 

i. Building on success 

1. Any future programme involving multiple donors should develop a common theory 

of change and results framework against which to measure progress. A shared 

problem-driven iterative adaptation approach should be considered to formulate 

and track shared assumptions within the current political economy context. 

Common metrics should also be included to avoid confusion and disparities in how 

much funding is disbursed and, for challenging DLRs, a micro-level theory of 

change should be considered to clearly link the DLRs. 

2. Although Government should lead the process to design new DLRs and DLIs, it is 

recommended that future programming include a limited number DLRs, preferably 

those incentivising institutional strengthening; trade-offs between ambitious 
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(‘stretchable’) and achievable (‘low-hanging’) DLI’s; context-appropriate metrics; 

and agreement on flexibility in disbursements.  

3. Future Sida support should aim to ensure continuity with EPforR systems-

strengthening, including taking forward the Teacher Deployment Strategy; 

implementation of the SQA Framework, focusing on improved pedagogy; support 

to TIE; the direct-to-school Capitation Grant formula; the National Strategy for 

Inclusive Education; and mainstreaming the new National Education Sector 

Communication Strategy.  

4. Institutional change introduced by EPforR should be stabilised by ensuring a strong 

focus on quality teaching and learning, particularly through a holistic approach to 

teachers’ recruitment, deployment, pre-service training and continuous 

professional development, motivation and morale, remuneration and performance 

awards, teaching and learning, taking a holistic approach and encouraging ‘out-of-

the box’ thinking and short- and medium-term plans to address teacher shortages 

(if these persist). 

5. DPs should continue to dialogue with Government on how to make best use of 

external TA and the optimal mix between long- and short-term advisers. 

Consideration should be given during this process to the introduction of a structured 

capacity building component for the EPforR cycle in line with existing ESDP 

systems-strengthening strategies that might include a ‘rolling’ institutionalised 

training programme for sector staff in designing DLRs, developing implementation 

plans to achieve targets, monitoring DLIs, and adapting the programme, analysing 

data, reporting and operationalising recommendations. 

 

ii. Revisiting existing DLIs 

6. Future support to Capitation Grants should include a foundational activity to revise 

the Policy to increase the size of the grants and to introduce a new formula to ensure 

more funds are made available to more remote and less well-resourced primary and 

secondary schools.  

7. Future programming should include a focus on improving the capacity of LGAs to 

enhance the quality of data they are required to provide and to plan using available 

data (BEMIS and SQA data in particular) and should include measures to engage 

communities in implementing plans to reach DLI targets.  

8. Similarly, support should also be provided to the central level as well to increase 

data collection, analysis, and sharing of trends and analysis in accessible format 

with LGAs and others such as politicians, members of the media, and communities.  

9. Future programming should include incentives to encourage Government to 

develop resilience to shocks (including those related to future pandemics and/or 

climate change) such as distance learning, training for teachers on how to use 

available technologies, increasing access to internet-based resources for both 

teachers and students, and low-cost strategies and approaches to ensure students in 

less well-resourced schools are not prejudiced by lack of access to technological 

solutions. 

10. Designers of future programming should consider introducing higher-tier DLI, 

incentivising the production and use of an aggregated district SQA score card. 

11. Instead of focusing only on transition rates for girls, DLR 7 might be shifted to 

focus on transition rates for boys in those regions where boys are more likely to 

drop out than girls, and on girls only in those regions where the transition rate for 

girls is lower than boys.  
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 1 Introduction 

1.1  BACKGROUND 
NIRAS has been contracted by the Embassy of Sweden, Tanzania / Swedish 

International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) to conduct an evaluation of the 

Sida-supported Education Program for Results (EPforR) 2014-2021, Tanzania1. 

The evaluation team selected for the assignment was: 

• Greg Moran, Team Leader.  

• Criana Connal, Senior Education Expert. 

• Stephen Kirama, Economist.  

• Yvonne Leung, Research Assistant.  

1.2  OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 
According to the original terms of reference (ToR)2, the purpose of the evaluation was 

to assist Sida and the Government of Tanzania to assess progress of the ongoing EPforR 

programme to learn what works well and less well when it comes to relevance, 

effectiveness and sustainability. The evaluation was jointly commissioned by the 

Government of Tanzania and Sida to be used to inform decisions on future 

programming and to provide Sida, Government and other stakeholders with input for 

upcoming discussions. ‘Other stakeholders’ were defined in the ToR and preliminary 

discussions with Sida to include World Bank, Department for International 

Development (DFID), the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), and the Korean 

International Cooperation Agency (KOICA).  

 

To achieve this purpose, the original objectives of the evaluation were to:  

1) Evaluate the relevance of the EPforR. 

2) Identify successful key lessons in relation to the effectiveness of the 

programme. 

3) Assess the sustainability of the programme; the extent to which the programme 

design and implementation has been incorporated in institutional capacity and 

structures. 

4) Provide guidance and recommendations for future programming.  

 
 

 

 
1 The official title of the programme includes the American spelling of ‘programme’. For the sake of 

consistency, the English spelling of ‘programme’ is used in this report except when referring to the 
name of the programme itself.  

2 Attached as Annex A.  
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The evaluation was also expected to contribute to other research and evaluations 

planned or being conducted3, including an ongoing World Bank evaluation of results-

based financing in the education sector that includes Tanzania, Nepal and Mozambique 

being simultaneously implemented by Mokoro Limited (hereafter, ‘Mokoro’). 

However, after the start-up meeting with the Embassy on 7 May 2020, it became 

apparent that the Mokoro evaluation overlapped with the evaluation originally planned 

by Sida. As a result, and after consultation with Government stakeholders and 

development partners (DPs), it was agreed that the evaluation would be revised to avoid 

duplication and to complement what had already been done by Mokoro.  

 

The ToR were thus revised in consultation with Government and shared with NIRAS 

on 19 May 20204. According to the revised ToR, the purpose and objectives of the 

evaluation remain essentially the same, with a slight revision of objective 2 to read 

‘identify key lessons, successes and challenges in relation to the effectiveness of the 

programme’. The main changes related to the evaluation questions and the requirement 

for ‘proposals on future areas / disbursement-linked results that are missing in the 

current programme in relation to poverty perspective, national ownership and 

sustainability’. These revised questions were used to develop the evaluation matrix in 

the Inception Report and are included at the start of the relevant Chapters and sections 

below. 

 

The changes introduced in the revised ToR also made it clear that the current evaluation 

needed to be more formative than summative, focusing on lessons learned and 

providing input to Government and Sida on the remainder of the programme period as 

well as future result-based programming within the education sector in Tanzania 

generally, and in relation to the poverty perspective, national ownership and 

sustainability in particular. 

1.3  EVALUATION PERIOD 
According to the original ToR, the timeframe to be covered by the evaluation was 

2017 – 2021, which is aligned both with the second Education Sector Development 

Plan (ESDP) II 2016/17 – 2020/21 and the extended period of the programme (which 

was initially planned to come to an end in 2019). However, in line with the revised ToR 

and the inception meeting, the timeframe was extended to cover the whole period of 

the programme, starting in 2014. There is no fixed end date other than the last date on 

which evidence, data or reports are available, as supplemented by consultations.  

 
 

 

 
3 The original ToR list the following ongoing or planned evaluations on the result-based programming on 

education in Tanzania: 

• World Bank ‘Results-Based Financing in Education: Learning From What Works’ through 
Results in Education for All Children. 

• World Bank ongoing evaluation of result-based financing in the education sector (with 
Mozambique, Nepal, and Tanzania as country cases).  

• A planned strategic evaluation to be commissioned by Sida in 2020 on strategic learnings from 
Bolivia, Bangladesh, Cambodia and result-based education programme in Tanzania.  

4 The final ToR are attached as Annex B.  
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1.4  METHODOLOGY 
The evaluation began with a videoconference start-up meeting with Sida on 7 May 

2020. After the ToR had been revised, start-up meetings were also held with the two 

Committees established to oversee and manage the evaluation on 27 May and 4 June 

2020 respectively: 

• A Steering Committee chaired by the Ministry of Education, Science and 

Technology (MoEST) Permanent Secretary and made up of ‘political level’ 

representatives of Government and representatives of the Embassy. The role of the 

Steering Committee was to provide overall guidance and steering, and specifically 

to approve the inception and final reports.  

• A Technical Committee made up of administrative heads and leaders from 

Government as well as representatives of the Embassy. The Technical Committee’s 

role was to advise the Steering Committee on technical matters, and to review and 

provide comments on the draft inception and draft final reports, assist the evaluation 

team to secure meetings with Government representatives, and to participate in the 

inception meeting and validation workshop. 

 

The inception phase for the evaluation began immediately after the start-up meeting 

with Sida on 7 May 2020 and included a thorough document review / desk study5 

(that continued throughout the assignment), additional discussions with the Technical 

Committee, and the submission of the draft inception report on 29 May 2020. A brief 

inception meeting was held with the Technical Committee on 3 June 2020 to present 

the draft report and to elicit verbal comments. Written comments to the draft were 

provided by Sida on 5 June 2020 and by the Technical Committee shortly thereafter. 

The team then revised the report and submitted the final inception report for approval 

on 10 June 2020, which was approved on 12 June 2020. 

 

As further discussed in Section 1.5 below, the COVID-19 outbreak meant that the team 

leader was not able to visit Tanzania for the data gathering phase scheduled for 15-25 

June 2020. Coupled with concerns about team members based in Dar es Salaam 

travelling during the pandemic, it was agreed that all interviews would be conducted 

via videoconferencing. Although assisted by the Technical Committee, the process of 

securing interviews with Government staff proved somewhat challenging and led to 

delays. Although it was not possible to secure a meeting with Ministry of Finance and 

Planning (MoFP), the team was able to consult with 37 stakeholders during initial 

consultations. These included the Commissioner for Education, the Permanent 

Secretary of MoEST, the Deputy Permanent Secretary in President’s Office, Regional 

Administration and Local Government (PO-RALG) the EPforR Coordination Units in 

MoEST and PO-RALG, Tanzania Institute of Education, Teachers Service 

Commission, National Examinations Council for Tanzania, current and former 

members of the Technical Assistance Support Team, all DPs supporting EPforR, 

representatives of four civil society organisations, and the Mokoro evaluation team6. 

 
 

 

 
5 A list of all documents consulted is attached as Annex C.  
6 A list of all of those consulted is attached as Annex D.  
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Following consultations and preliminary analysis of available reports and data, the 

team compiled a debriefing note and PowerPoint presentation and prepared to conduct 

a validation workshop with the Technical Committee on 3 July 2020. However, on 

the day before the workshop, the Technical Committee advised that Government 

representatives would not be available and that they would submit a revised date on 6 

July 2020. Nonetheless, it was agreed with Sida that the workshop would take place 

with members of the Embassy and the meeting went ahead on 3 July 2020 as planned. 

When no revised date was forthcoming from Government representatives, and since 

the report-writing process needed to commence, it was agreed with the Embassy that 

the team would conduct a presentation of the draft final report (instead of a debriefing) 

in the week 3-7 August 2020.  

 

In the meantime, the team compiled a draft final report, submitted on 24 July 2020. 

After the presentation of the draft report and written comments on 17 August 2020, the 

team conducted follow up interviews where possible with Government and other 

stakeholders7, revised the report and submitted the current final report in English and 

a comment sheet setting out how each comment received has been addressed on 1 

September 2020. Once the English version of the final report has been approved by 11 

September 2020, NIRAS will translate the report into Kiswahili and submit the 

translated version on 2 October 2020.  

 

On a date to be agreed with the Steering Committee, but after the election in October 

2020 (as agreed with the Steering Committee), the team will conduct a dissemination 

seminar in Dar es Salaam with the Steering Committee, Technical Committee, other 

Government stakeholders, World Bank, DFID, GPE and other Development partners, 

local government authorities and civil society organisations.  

1.5  LIMITATIONS 
The biggest challenges for the evaluation were those occasioned by the outbreak of the 

COVID-19 pandemic that prevented the team leader from travelling to Tanzania, 

prevented some interviewees from travelling back to Tanzania from their home 

countries, and limited internal travel. Although the adapted methodology allowed the 

evaluation to proceed largely as planned, the pandemic nonetheless denied the team an 

invaluable opportunity to meet with stakeholders face to face or to travel to or consult 

with representatives of LGAs and/or schools8. Together with a level of ‘interview 

fatigue’ amongst Government officials given how closely this evaluation followed on 

from the World Bank supported evaluation conducted by Mokoro, it may also have 

contributed to the difficulties and delays encountered with securing meetings with key 

Government partners (see Section 1.4 above).  

 
 

 

 
7 The team was able to consult with the current and former TAS Team Leader, a regular consultant to 

the programme, the Mokoro Evaluation Team and representatives of MoEST and PO-RALG. Attempts 
to secure meetings with senior management of MoEST and PO-RALG proved unsuccessful and 
emailed questions to various DPs were sent but not replied to.  

8 Attempts to put together virtual meetings with representatives of LGAs, suggested in the methodology 
in the Inception Report, were not successful.  
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When it comes to availability of data, the team faced two limitations: Generally, 

although significant levels of data are available in annual and other reports, the 

2019/2020 EPforR Annual Report is still under preparation and verification and will 

only be considered at the next Strategic Management Team meeting. However, with 

the support of both the TAS Team and the Mokoro evaluation team, and by relying on 

more recent data uploaded to Government’ open source data portal, the current 

evaluation team were able to access more recent data for particular issues and areas 

falling under the current evaluation.   

 

At a more specific level, the revised ToR added a new question on ‘how many primary 

and secondary schools meet the national standards of the government regarding 

teacher/student ratio; % compliance with teacher allocation protocol; 

student/classroom ratio; student/textbook ratio; and water and sanitation hygiene 

(WASH) facilities’. Since teacher/student and student/textbook ratios are directly 

linked to the disbursement-linked results and indicators at the heart of the programme, 

sufficient data exist in these areas. However, obtaining data related to access to WASH 

facilities proved more challenging – it is not tracked because the EPforR does not 

contain any DLIs linked to it. It also became apparent during interviews that, in 

collaboration with the World Bank Development Impact Evaluation Group, the WASH 

Group at DFID and the D-ICT, PO-RALG are undertaking a detailed mapping of the 

WASH situation in Tanzania. It was thus agreed with Sida and Government that this 

question would be removed and left to others to conduct. Pupil/classroom ratios are 

also not linked to any EPforR indicators and are thus not tracked by the programme. 

While there is open source data available for 2020 on the Government’s portal, the 

portal does not include data on previous years. However, the TAS Team and the 

Mokoro Evaluation team were extremely helpful and were able to provide the 

evaluators with invaluable data in this regard.   

 

Although these challenges no doubt impacted on the evaluation, the evaluation team 

was able to consult almost all stakeholders originally listed in the Inception Report. 

The team also had access to all Annual Reports, the Mid-Term Review, and the Mokoro 

report, as well as various other documents and data. The evaluation team is thus 

confident there was sufficient consultation and written data and information on which 

to base their conclusions and recommendations in this report.  
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 2 The Education Program for Results  

2.1  BACKGROUND 
The Education Program for Results (EPforR) started out as the Big Results Now! In 

Education (BRNEd) programme in 2014, jointly supported by World Bank, DFID and 

Sida, with an expected end date of 2018. It was the first education programme in the 

world to use the World Bank’s Program for Results funding mechanism9. According 

to this approach, funds are released once Government meets a set of previously 

determined results (known as disbursement linked results). Disbursement-linked 

results are measured according to a pre-agreed set of disbursement-linked indicators. 

Once the indicators have been satisfied (either wholly or partially, depending on the 

agreement), funds are released into the Government’s budget. It is thus a form of sector 

budget support but characterised by the fact that funds are only released on 

achievements of results.  

 

Since the operational calendars for the three DPs were not the same, the initial, 

foundational activities for the BRNEd were funded by World Bank in 2014, with Sida 

and DFID joining in 2015, bringing the total budget available for disbursement to USD 

257m10. Following the 2016 mid-term review, DPs agreed to extend the programme in 

2017 with significant levels of additional funding. World Bank extended its financing 

by one year to 2018/19 (subsequently extended to end 2020) with an additional USD 

80m. Sida extended its financing until 2019/20 (subsequently increased to mid 2021) 

with an additional SEK 635m. And DFID extended its support to 2019/20 

(subsequently extended to January 2021) with a further GBP 36m. In 2018/19, the 

Global Partnership for Education (GPE) Literacy and Numeracy Education Support 

Programme, Phase Two (2019/20 to 2022/23) - where Sida is the Grant Agent and the 

United States Agency for International Development (USAID) is the Coordinating 

Agent - joined as a co-financing partner with an additional USD 57.85m. Most recently, 

the Korean International Cooperation Agency (KOICA) will contribute a further USD 

7m, focused on student survival and transition rates only and expected to run from 2020 

to 2023 (even though the current EPforR will come to an end before that date). The 

total funding potentially available from all development partners is thus approximately 

USD 514m. 

 
 

 

 
9 See for example the 2020 Programme Operations Manual, page ii. 
10 Government signed the agreement with the World Bank in June 2014 and the finance agreements 

with DFID and Sida in July 2015. 
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2.2  OBJECTIVE, DLRS AND DLIS 
The overall objective of EPforR is to improve education quality in Tanzanian primary 

and secondary schools. To achieve this objective, EPforR uses a system of 

Disbursement-Linked Results (DLRs), measured by a small number of Disbursement-

Linked Indicators (DLIs) for each DLR. The DLRs are a mix of developmental 

outcomes (national average performance of children in language and mathematics 

skills) and intermediate or process outcomes that are designed to build sustainable 

institutional capacity (for example, reliable funding flows to schools and more 

equitable teacher distribution). Funds are disbursed based on the successful delivery of 

agreed results, which are independently verified on a six-monthly, annual or bi-annual 

basis by an Independent Verification Team funded directly by DFID.  

 

As originally designed, and as illustrated in Table 1 below, the original BRNEd 

included six DLRs. Activities under DLR 1, DLI 5.1 (guidelines for School Incentive 

Grants and a Student / Teacher Enrichment Programme) and DLI 6.1 (development of 

a 3Rs (reading, writing and arithmetic) assessment tool) were foundational activities 

that were included to set up the underlying systems and policies necessary for the 

effective and equitable functioning of the basic education sub-sector and to form the 

basis for the recurrent DLRs (with 17 DLIs linked to them): 

• DLR 2: adequate and timely resource flows to schools (money and materials) and 

for priority activities. 

• DLR 3: improved education management information system. 

• DLR 4: more equitable teacher deployment. 

• DLR 5: implementation of key “quick win” initiatives. 

• DLR 6: learning outcomes11. 

 
Table 1: Original and revised DLRs and DLIs12 
 

Original BRNEd DLRs (2014) Revised DLRs (Mid-Term Review 2016) 
Foundational DLRs: Results Area 1. Ensuring robust system-level framework for RBF model 
 

1.1. Agree on a 4-year BRNEd budget framework 1.1. Approve a Schools Quality Assurance 

Operations Manual 
1.2. Establish robust and comprehensive Education 

Management Information System (EMIS) 
1.2. Approve an updated Primary Teacher 

Deployment Strategy 
1.3. Prepare format for Capitation Grant (CG) 

transfer to schools 
1.3. Approve a new National Strategy for Inclusive 

Education 
1.4. Prepare a list of primary and secondary schools 1.4. Approve a Schools Infrastructure Strategy 
1.5. Establish format, baseline and targets for PTR  
Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 2. Ensuring adequate and timely resource flows 
 

2.1. Release total level of funding quarterly against 

agreed BRNEd budget lines 
2.1 Release total level of funding 6 monthly against 

agreed EPforR budget lines  
2.2. Local Government Authorities (LGAs) release 

quarterly CGs to schools 
2.2 Release monthly total level of CGs to schools 

nationwide  

 2.3 Primary schools have an adequate supply of 

textbooks  

 
 

 

 
11 Mid-term review, page 4 ff.  
12 In Table 1, those DLIs ‘assigned’ to the central level are presented in italics; those assigned to LGAs 

are underlined; bold text is used for the ‘shared’ textbook DLI. (Source: Mokoro, page xv.) 
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Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 3. Improved results monitoring and data management 
 

3.1. Release Annual Summary Education 

Performance Report (ASEPR) 
3.1 Release Annual Summary Education Performance 

Report (ASEPR)  
3.2. Make available annual school-level EMIS 

data set (in agreed format) by all LGAs 
3.2 Make available annual school-level EMIS data set 

by all LGAs  
Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 4. Ensuring adequate teacher deployment across and within districts 
 

4.1 Meet annual target for # of LGAs achieving 

acceptable primary pupil/teacher ratio range  
4.1 Meet annual target for # of LGAs achieving 

acceptable primary pupil/teacher ratio range  
4.2. LGAs meet annual target for # of schools 

achieving acceptable primary pupil/teacher ratio 

range 

4.2 LGAs meet annual target for # of schools 

achieving acceptable primary pupil/teacher ratio 

range  

Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 5. Ensuring effective implementation of priority BRNEd/EPforR 

interventions 
 

5.1. Prepare guideline for (a) School Incentive 

Grants and (b) Student Teacher Enrichment 

Programme (Foundational DLR) 

 

5.2. Meet annual target for # of schools receiving 

School Incentive Grants 
5.2 Meet annual target for # of schools receiving 

incentive grants per annum 
5.3 Meet annual target for # of schools receiving 
Student Teacher Enrichment Programme per 

annum  

 

Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 6. Increasing/Improving student learning outcomes 
 

6.1. Develop 3Rs assessment tools  
6.2 Meet annual target of improvement in average 

Kiswahili words per minute in 3R assessment 

6.2 National average for reading correct wpm in 

Oral Reading Fluency submodule of 3R assessment 

(Std 2 students) 
 6.3 National average for level 2 addition and 

subtraction sub-module of 3R assessment  
Additional Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 7. Improving student retention 
 7.1 LGAs improve aggregate Primary and Lower 

Secondary Education Survival Rates  
 7.2 LGAs improve girls’ transition rates from 

primary to secondary  
Additional Recurrent DLRs: Results Area 8. Improving overall quality of schools 
 8.1 Meet annual target for conducting Whole School 

Quality Assurance Visits  
 8.2 LGAs improve their Overall School Quality 

Scores 
Additional Recurrent DLR: Results Area 9. Building national capacity for planning, policy and innovation 
 9.1 Meet annual target for number of commissions 

awarded for policy, planning and innovation  

 

Following the election and the mid-term review in 2016, and with the additional 

funding provided by the DPs supporting the programme, the BRNEd was rebranded as 

the Education Program for Results (EPforR) and the list of DLRs and DLIs was revised. 

As illustrated in Table 1, although some DLIs remained the same, the following were 

changed, removed or added, giving a new total of nine DLRs and 19 DLIs: 
 

• Since the original set of DLIs in DLR 1 had all been achieved by the mid-term 

review13, they were replaced with a new set of foundational activities: the 

development of a Schools Quality Assurance Operations Manual and the creation 

of three new strategies: the Primary Teacher Deployment Strategy, National 

 
 

 

 
13 All foundational activities (DLI 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 5.1a, 5.1b and 6.1) were achieved by November 
2014, save for 1.2 (Establish robust comprehensive EMIS) which was achieved in September 2015.  
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Strategy for Inclusive Education and the Schools Infrastructure (construction and 

maintenance) Strategy.  

• DLI 2.1 and 2.2 were revised to increase the frequency of Capitation Grant 

payments and release of funds to schools, and a new DLI 2.3 was added that aimed 

to incentivise Government to reduce the pupil/textbook ratio. 

• Although DLI 5.2 remained essentially the same, DLI 5.1 and 5.3 were adjudged 

to have been completed and were removed from DLR 5.  

• Since the assessment tool required by DLR 6.1 had been developed, the DLI was 

removed (although, as described in Chapter 3, the tool was subsequently redesigned 

with EPforR support).  

• DLI 7 and 8 were introduced to increase survival and transition rates, especially for 

girls, and to implement the school quality assurance system developed under the 

first phase of the programme.  

• DLR 9, solely supported by World Bank, was added to provide capacity 

development for planning, policy development and innovation. 

 

Under the original arrangements for the four-year programme, 22.3% of the maximum 

possible payments were designated at local government authority (LGA) level and the 

remainder at national level (MoEST, MoFP and PO-RALG)14. After the mid-term 

review and with the additional financing, the balance shifted towards local-level 

implementation. The maximum possible payments over the revised six-year 

programme thus increased from 22.3% to 32.1% at LGA level and decreased to 67.9% 

at the national level15.  

 

Although the original intention amongst DPs was to support each of the DLRs and 

DLIs on a pro-rata basis (depending on the percentage of funds provided to the overall 

programme), DPs do not link their funding to each DLI with the same ‘weight’16. In 

 
 

 

 
14 The DLIs against which funds were to be released to LGAs were 2.2, 3.2, 4.2 and 5.3. In the original 

design this was equal to USD 57.5m out of the then total of USD 257m, around 22.3%.  
15 According to the 2019 Programme Operations Manual, 2019 the DLIs linked to release of funds to 

LGAs were 2.2 (up to 2016-17), 3.2, 4.2, 5.3, 7.1, 7.2 and 8.2. This equals USD159.8m out of the then 
total of USD 498.5m; around 32.1%. 

16 According to the those involved at that time, the original intention (and design) was that all three 
partners would support each DLI in a pro-rata manner according to their overall contribution: USD 
122m (50%) from World Bank, USD 93m (37.5%) from DFID, and USD 30m (12.5%) from Sida. For 
administrative reasons, World Bank needed to complete and approve their Program Appraisal 
Document before the final overall allocations to each DLI had been agreed and it was reported that 
there was some shifting in fund allocations by central World Bank staff despite the agreement reached 
with in-country World Bank representatives. The reason provided for this was that the Bank’s financing 
framework needed to be able to be implemented as a functional programme irrespective of whether 
DFID and Sida could finalise their support. As a result, the World Bank allocations agreed in its 
Program Appraisal Document were not fully aligned to the pro-rata approach and Sida and DFID had 
to then provide differing amounts to DLIs to ensure they were fully funded and in accordance with the 
total amount agreed between the three partners and Government. Sida and DFID then adopted a pro-
rata approach between themselves (broadly 3% DFID for every 1% Sida) to ensure collective support 
to each DLI. After the DFID business case was signed off and its funds allocated, Sida funding 
increased (from SEK 200m to SEK 280m), with the additional funds being allocated DLI 4.2.  
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addition to the fact that only World Bank support DLR 9 and that KOICA and GPE 

link the release of their funds only to certain indicators17, DFID, World Bank and Sida 

incentivise some DLIs more than others. For example, according to the commitments 

for the first two years of funding, Sida provided 50% of the disbursement linked to DLI 

4.2 (while DFID provided 17% and World Bank 33%), but only 12% of the 

disbursement for DLI 2.2 (compared to 38% provided by DFID and 50% by World 

Bank).  

2.3  MANAGEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION 
The management structure and rules for implementation are set out in a Programme 

Operations Manual that is revised annually. According to the latest version (June 

201918), the EPforR is implemented primarily through MoEST and PO-RALG with 

financial release and engagement from the MoFP, and engagement around teacher 

employment from the President’s Office, Public Service Management and Good 

Governance (PO-PSM)19. Although not mentioned in the Manual, the programme also 

engages with Tanzania Institute for Education (TIE) in relation to textbook 

development and provision, and the National Examinations Council of Tanzania 

(NECTA) in relation to the assessment of learners.  

 

Under the current institutional arrangements, implementation of EPforR is overseen by 

the EPforR Coordination Unit in MoEST, which reports to the Director for Policy and 

Planning, with EPforR focal persons in PO-RALG and MoFP. Overall strategic 

oversight is provided by the EPforR Strategic Management Team (SMT)20, chaired by 

the MoEST Permanent Secretary, with the Deputy Permanent Secretary of PO-RALG 

and one of the DPs as co-chairs, which also provides. The SMT aims to meet at least 

twice a year (although that is not always possible) to approve the six-monthly fund 

release requests and the Annual EPforR Report, and to review the independent 

verification report prior to the second annual fund release request.  

 

A Technical Assistance Support (TAS) Team is provided by DFID out of its overall 

financial commitment to education in Tanzania but contracted separately21. The TAS 

Team provides technical assistance to the Government as directed by MoEST, PO-

RALG and MoFP22 and is also responsible for sourcing and/or providing capacity 

 
 

 

 
17 KOICA only link their funds to DLI 7.1 and 7.2, while GPE funds are linked to DLI’s 2.2, 3.1, 3.2, 5.2, 

6.2, 7.1, 7.2 and 8.1.  
18 Page 113ff. 
19 Programme management was initially through BRNEd structures, established for that purpose. 

Following the transition to the EPforR and the disbanding of those structures, EPforR implementation 
has been mainstreamed into the daily functioning of MoEST and PO-RALG. 

20 Made up of representatives from MoEST, MoFP, PO-RALG, PO-PSM, NECTA, Tanzania Education 
Authority, TIE, DFID, World Bank, Sida and the TAS Team. 

21 At an approximate cost of GBP 12,000 per month. 
22 The TAS Team is provided by Cambridge Education. The Team appointed for the ‘second phase’ 
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development to individuals within key Ministries and LGAs. DFID also currently 

provides the funding for the Independent Verification Team, contracted separately to 

verify data related to the programme’s DLIs23.  

 

The World Bank, DFID, Sida, GPE, MoEST and PO-RALG have jointly developed a 

comprehensive results framework as a basis for measuring and monitoring the 

programme that includes five programme development objective indicators and 22 

intermediate results indicators. However, the approach is slightly confusing, since 

World Bank and Sida follow the results framework in the Programme Operations 

Manual to measure overall progress, while DFID use an aligned logical framework that 

includes key DFID results. GPE has a separate results framework, based on the EPforR 

indicators related to the sub-set of DLIs financed by GPE. Both the DFID logframe and 

the GPE results framework are also annexed to the Programme Operations Manual. 

 
 

 

 
(when issues such as inclusive education, child protection and construction were added) includes: 
Team Leader and Chief Technical Adviser (full time); Deputy Team Leader and Education Specialist 
(full time); PFM Specialist (full time); M&E and Data/Technology Specialist (full time); Capacity 
Building and Communications Specialist (full time); Inclusive Education and Equity Specialist (full 
time); Senior National Education Specialist (part time); Research Manager (part time) ; and Project 
Manager (part time).  

23 The cost of the Independent Verification Team has been approximately GBP 300,000 per annum for 
the past two years.  
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 3 Findings 

3.1  RELEVANCE 
The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s Development 

Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) defines ‘relevance’ as the extent to which a 

programme’s objectives and design respond to beneficiaries’, global, country, and 

partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so if circumstances 

change24. In this section, we look at the level of alignment of the EPforR with 

Government’s and Sida’s policies and priorities at the time of design, the changes that 

occurred in basic education during implementation, and the degree to which the 

programme was able to respond to these changes and thus remain relevant over time.  

 

The evaluation matrix in the inception report included the following evaluation 

questions linked to relevance25: 

 
Evaluation questions  

1. To what extent is the programme aligned with the administrative systems of the Government of 

Tanzania? 

2. What changes or reforms took place in basic education during the programme? What caused these 

and to what extent was the programme and its administrative systems able to adapt to the 

changes? 

3.1.1 Relevance at design  
The original programme was designed following a period of extensive consultation 

with all relevant Government stakeholders during 2013, both within Tanzania (during 

what is referred to as a ‘laboratory’ or ‘lab’ that included Government, DPs, civil 

society organisations and private sector stakeholders) and at a subsequent workshop 

with Government officials at World Bank offices in Washington. Although two issues 

did not emerge during the lab process but rather during consultations around the final 

 
 

 

 
24 Op. cit. page 7. 
25 The matrix contained two additional questions from the ToR to those listed above:  

• How could existing DLRs be made more relevant to Tanzania’s needs – now and/or under a 
future phase? 

• What additional DLRs might be considered to enhance the relevance of the programme in a 
future phase, particularly when it comes to the poverty perspective, national ownership and 
sustainability? 

 Since they are more forward looking, the first has been moved to Section 3.2 and the second to 
Chapter 4 below. 
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design (strengthened data and information management systems and the focus on the 

pupil/teacher ratio and equitable distribution of teachers), the programme was largely 

based on the needs within the basic education sector identified by Government itself. 

It was also closely aligned with Government’s education policy at the time. Although 

it does not specifically focus on one of the most pressing needs within the sector – 

infrastructure development – EPforR is a form of sector budget support that allows 

government to spend the funds, once released, on its own priorities, including 

construction and renovations, as long as the funds are used in the education sector 

broadly (not just for basic education)26. The programme was also completely in line 

with Sida policy related to development and education generally, and specifically for 

Tanzania as contained in the Results Strategy for Sweden’s International Development 

Cooperation in Tanzania (2013 – 2019) that was in place at design stage. 

Despite the fact that some processes were added that were not yet part of Government’s 

system – such as School Inventive Grants and 3R assessment tools – the programme 

was generally very well aligned with the administrative systems of Government and, 

in most cases, required Government to spend its own funds, using its own systems, 

before programme funds are disbursed27. For example, the programme was designed to 

ensure that funds allocated to basic education in the national budget were released on 

time, that Capacitation Grants were paid to LGAs (initially) and to schools (following 

the mid-term review), and that the AESPR required to be prepared and shared by 

Government was produced and shared. It was also well embedded physically in 

Government, with EPforR Coordination Units established in MoEST and PO-RALG 

and with counterparts identified from amongst MoEST, PO-RALG and MoFP staff 

members. Over time, a member of the TAS Team was also embedded in MoEST 

(although they have now moved back to the TAS office), PO-RALG Directorate of 

Information and Communication Technology (D-ICT), and PO-RALG’s Department 

of Education and Administration.  

The only areas of the programme that were not fully integrated into Government’s 

systems at design stage were the TAS Team (contracted directly by DFID to streamline 

the process and to avoid Government having to use some its available funds for 

technical assistance) and the Independent Verification Team (currently contracted by 

DFID using its funding for EPforR). The main rationale for contracting the Independent 

Verification Team outside of the EPforR is essential to ensure its independence. 

According to those consulted, the only alternative would be to include the funds for 

this in the programme and leave it to Government to contract the team, which would 

reduce its independence and the reliability of its findings.  

 
 

 

 
26 Infrastructure development was identified as a need by Government and was considered for inclusion 

under the programme. However, this was not supported by all three DPs or during the laboratory that 
was held as part of the design process to agree on the DLRs and DLIs. Instead, it was agreed to link 
the release of funds to other issues but to then give Government complete leeway to decide how to 
spend the released funds, provided they were used in the education sector, including on infrastructure 
development.  

27 Although some questions are raised in the Mokoro report around alignment with public finance rules, 
and although the funds are ‘off budget’ and paid into a separate bank account, the manner in which 
the funds are managed is in line with Government’s financial rules and systems. 
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The programme is thus assessed as highly relevant at the time of adoption.  

3.1.2 Relevance over time 
The EPforR went through a redesign following the mid-term review and the extension 

of the programme and additional funding made available by Sida, World Bank and 

DFID. DLRs and DLIs are also regularly assessed during SMT meetings and revised 

where necessary in agreement between Government and DPs. The programme has also 

become increasingly aligned with Government systems and has contributed to a 

revision of those systems. For example, the 3R assessment that was previously 

contracted out has now been internalised into the operations of the National 

Examinations Council of Tanzania that, with the assistance of the programme, has 

developed its own ‘home-grown’ assessment tools, while the payment of Capitation 

Grants is now directly to schools rather than to LGAs. The programme has also 

contributed significantly to the development of new systems, particularly when it 

comes to the foundational activities and data collection and analysis (as further 

elaborated in Chapter 3 below).  

While there are cases where changes proposed by Government have not been accepted 

or agreed to by DPs28, Government stakeholders consulted during the evaluation were 

satisfied that DPs generally listen to their requests, discuss these, and have been able 

to justify their reluctance to change some DLIs to address difficulties experienced by 

Government in achieving them. Suggestions from DPs are also not always immediately 

accepted – some have been rejected – which illustrates levels of ownership by 

Government. It was generally agreed that the level of consultation and responsiveness 

to the programme is very good and, given that Government ‘owns’ the funds that are 

released on satisfaction of the DLIs and can choose where to utilise them, the level of 

national ownership is high. The programme was also able to introduce new systems 

and influence changes in Government systems where necessary.  

Some concerns were raised though amongst those consulted as to whether or not 

additional DLRs / DLIs should have been added after the mid-term review and 

increased levels of funding. Some of those consulted believed that this increased 

relevance by incentivising Government to focus on additional pressing issues within 

the sector. Others were of the opinion that additional DLRs / DLIs increased the level 

and complexity of verification required and split the release of funds across too many 

indicators, making it harder for Government to access funds. Although there are good 

arguments for both approaches, the EPforR is essentially a form of sector budget 

support. While DLRs and DLIs are intended to incentivise Government to address 

particular issues, they are rarely directly supported and only serve as indicators against 

which sector budget support funding is released. Although it is understandable that 

some DPs would seek to build on the programme’s success at mid-term review stage 

by adding additional DLRs and DLIs, such additions increase transaction costs for both 

DPs and Government and make monitoring of progress more difficult and expensive, 

which in turn impacts on sustainability. Stakeholders generally agree that a highly 

 
 

 

 
28 See for example the proposal from MoEST and PO-RALG to redesign DLI 4.2 to reward LGAs 

achieving more equitable PTRs across schools regardless of whether schools are in the acceptable 
range dealt with in Section 3.2.4 below. 
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complex monitoring process arguably undermines the likelihood of institutionalisation 

of the RBF mechanisms in Government systems. However, when viewed only from the 

perspective of the ‘relevance’ criterion, the programme continued to remain focused on 

issues of primary concern within the sector and thus remained highly relevant.  

Three major changes in policy have taken place during implementation. The first was 

the introduction of fee free basic education in 2016, which created significant 

challenges for many DLIs, particularly those linked to pupil/teacher ratios, 

pupil/textbook ratios, retention and survival rates, as well as the outcomes related to 

reading and arithmetic scores. While the programme has adjusted its support to address 

the increase in students (including construction of infrastructure and inclusion of DLIs 

linked to textbooks, learning outcomes and survival rates), it has struggled to address 

the second ‘policy’ change introduced by Government in 2016: the decision to slow 

down the pace of hiring of civil servants, including new teachers. Although around 

4,000 new science teachers were employed in 2019 and it is reported that an additional 

13,000 teachers will be employed during 2020, the fact that so few teachers have been 

employed since 2016 has continued to create problems.  

 

The employment of teachers is beyond the control of MoEST and PO-RALG, but some 

DPs pointed out that the programme has not been able to develop a policy response to 

address the shortage and that MoEST and PO-RALG. Some suggested it might have 

chosen to develop alternative strategies for increasing the number of available teachers 

such as through the use of short-term contracts with unemployed or retired teachers. 

Such an approach was not supported by representatives of PO-RALG though, who 

noted that appointing teachers on a part-time basis would not have been sustainable and 

it is unclear who would pay for them. An alternative approach was also suggested: to 

consider revising the teacher allocation protocols so that (through the raising of 

maximum class sizes) the available teachers could be allocated as fairly as possible; 

and for MoEST and PO-RALG to use the fact that class sizes have significantly 

increased to lobby for additional teachers to be provided. Reportedly, a detailed model 

for this was proposed by the TAS Team and attempts were made to have the new 

protocols adopted that, while discussed at various annual review meetings, have yet to 

bear fruit. 

 

At the highest level, the major policy change was the introduction of the second 

Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP) II 2017-2021 following the review of the 

first ESDP (2012-2016). ESDP II is broadly framed when it comes to basic education 

but targets many of the issues on which the EPforR focuses – shortages of classrooms 

and textbooks; shortage of teachers and unequal distribution of teachers across the 

country; high pupil/teacher ratios; inequity related to (1) gender, (2) geography, and (3) 

other forms of disadvantage including exclusion due to disability, extreme poverty, 

special educational needs, refugee status, etc.; and gender disparities evident in drop-

out rates and in learning outcomes. The EPforR thus remains aligned with the ESDP II 

and priorities within the sector.  

However, the relationship between EPforR and ESDP II has evolved over time. 

Stakeholders point out that BRNEd focused on ‘quick wins’ for basic education, 

assuming these would be mainstreamed into ESDP II and taken forward. Yet ESDP-II 

is ultimately a sector plan with many competing priorities across several sub-sectors. 

While a first draft of the current ESDP-II was submitted in December 2016, this was 
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not considered a credible plan by GPE and the TAS Team was asked to revise the plan. 

During the revision process, there was closer integration with GPE, and arguably a 

prioritisation of the Basic Education sub-sector in the ESDP Operational plan and 

budget in view of potential additional financing for EPforR. Subsequently, however, 

the focus of education financing has shifted to increased investment in technical and 

vocational education and training and increasing access to higher education29. As a result 

of the revision, several misalignments are evident within the ESDP-II, between the 

strategic plan, the logframe, the operational plan and the monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E) Framework. For example, ESDP II outcomes appear as logframe outputs and 

some ESDP II outcomes are entirely dropped from the logframe. More importantly 

from the perspective of the relevance of the EPforR, the EPforR results framework does 

not really incorporate or completely align with the ESDP II logframe and indicators in 

ESDP II. From the perspective of Sida, Sweden adopted a new ‘Strategy for Sweden’s 

development cooperation with Tanzania 2020-2024’ that contains a similar focus on 

education to the previous Strategy and with which the EPforR remains closely aligned.  

Although World Bank, DFID and Government argue that the EPforR was not really a 

programme in the true sense of the word but rather a set of agreed results and indicators 

that DPs coalesced around to determine when their support to the sector would be 

released, the EPforR has many features of a programme. It has a Programme Operations 

Manual that only applies to EPforR, the TAS Team was set up to assist in 

implementation (although, in practice, it does more than that), and there is a common 

Annual Report shared with all DPs supporting it. At least in its earliest incarnation, it 

appears to have been conceived as a ‘basket’ fund. However, that approach has changed 

somewhat: from the early decision for DPs to attach more ‘weight’ to certain DLIs than 

others, through the use of different metrics (for example, by World Bank when it comes 

to disbursements under DLR 8), the inclusion of one DLR that only World Bank funds, 

and the addition of GPE and KOICA which both link their funds to particular indicators 

only.  

While Government generally developed a response to dealing with the COVID-19 

pandemic, the programme itself did not respond directly to a significant development 

in the education sector. The process of developing DLIs takes time and, while World 

Bank and DFID offered to release funds to address the effects of the pandemic, these 

could not be agreed or finalised before schools were reopened on 29 June 202030. 

Nonetheless, the programme continued to focus on pressing issues within the sector 

and is assessed to have remained largely relevant over time.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
29 Mulongo et al, 2020, page 9.  

30 ‘Tanzania Schools Reopen Today’: Daily Nation, 29 June 2020 

(https://www.nation.co.ke/kenya/news/africa/tanzania-schools-reopen-today-1291396) 
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3.2  EFFECTIVENESS 
The following evaluation questions were included in the inception report related to 

effectiveness31: 

 
Evaluation questions  

1. What were the major external and internal factors influencing the achievement or non-

achievement of the objectives? 

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the following when it comes to the programme’s 

effectiveness? 

a. The level of alignment with national systems. 

b. Working with multiple donors in a result-based programme. 

c. Working with multiple ministries in a result-based programme. 

3. What changes did the programme introduce into processes, services, systems or procedures and 

what drove the reforms? 

4. Were key institutions or decision-makers that could have influenced the programme outcomes 

omitted from or insufficiently included in the programme structure or insufficiently ‘rewarded’ 

for their role? If so, what potentially would be the implications in respect to transaction costs, 

decision-making processes and timelines had they been included? 

5. How many primary and secondary schools meet the national standards of the government 

regarding Teacher-student ratio/% compliance with teacher allocation protocol; student-

classroom ratio; student-textbook ratio and WASH facilities? 

 

This Section begins with a brief overview of performance regarding the DLRs and 

DLIs. It then provides answers to the questions above as well as additional comments 

to programme achievements that are not directly included in the list of DLRs – 

infrastructure and capacity development. A summary table, providing an overview of 

achievements of each DLI, is also attached as Annex E.  

3.2.1 Foundational activities (original and revised) 
The original design of the programme included five ‘foundational activities’ under 

DLR 1, two under DLR 5 and one under DLR 632 that were regarded as systems and 

processes that needed to be in place for the effective implementation of the remaining 

DLRs and DLIs. These activities were directly funded by World Bank while Sida and 

DFID were finalising their involvement in EPforR and were widely supported by 

Government, which made it easy for them to be achieved. All were completed by 

November 2014, save for DLI 1.2, which was completed in September 201533.  

 

 
 

 

 
31 OECD/DAC define ‘effectiveness’ as the extent to which the programme achieved or is expected to 

achieve its objectives and results, including any differential results across groups. Op. Cit. page 9. 
32 DLI 1.1: Agree on a 4-year BRNEd budget framework. DLI 1.2: Establish robust and comprehensive 
EMIS. DLI 1.3: Prepare format for Capitation Grant transfer to schools. DLI 1.4: Prepare a list of primary 
and secondary schools. DLI 1.5: Establish format, baseline and targets for pupil/teacher ratio. DLI 5.1 
Prepare guidelines for School Incentive Grants and Student Teacher Enrichment Programme. DLI 6.1: 
Develop 3Rs assessment tools. 
33 As noted later in this report, DLI 6.1 has subsequently been revised with the development (with 

EPforR assistance) of a new tool and system by NECTA. 
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A further set of foundational activities were added following the mid-term review under 

a new DLR 1. The School Quality Assurance (SQA) Manual, Primary Teacher 

Deployment Strategy and National Strategy for Inclusive Education were completed 

and approved by the deadline of 31 December 2017. The development of the National 

School Construction and Maintenance Strategy was delayed somewhat, but completed 

by September 2019 and is already being implemented.  

3.2.2 DLR 2: Financial releases 
Performance against DLI 2.1 (release of funds against agree budget lines) has generally 

been good34, although disbursement decreased slightly in Year 5 (86%) reportedly 

because of under-disbursement of Capitation Grants to primary schools in 2019. 

Disbursements have generally been better in relation to Capitation Grants (although 

questions were raised as to the inclusion of these grants under DLI 2.1 in 2018 when 

they are specifically addressed by DLI 2.235), additional school fee replacement funds 

for secondary schools, school incentive grants, and funds for teachers (motivation and 

training) and monitoring and evaluation, but less so in relation to school quality 

assurance and textbooks36. Even so, compliance has been impressive and the fact that 

funds linked to agreed budget lines are released by Government each year has led to 

significant improvements in the availability and predictability of funds37. 

 

Although Capitation Grants were introduced with DP support in 2001, the 

disbursement was unreliable in the years leading up to EPforR. Since the inclusion of 

Capitation Grants under DLI 2.2, the situation improved significantly and disbursement 

of the grants was widely reported as a major achievement of EPforR. The grants are 

relatively small though and have not increased for some time despite this having been 

raised since at least the 2017 annual review. Many of those consulted also questioned 

the simple per capita formula used to determine the size of the grants (numbers of 

pupils), which prejudices smaller, less well-resourced, and more remote schools38, and 

the release of funds also differs between different levels of basic education, where 

 
 

 

 
34 Disbursement of funds under DLI 2.1 increased from 63% (Year 1) to 75% (Year 2) to 77% (Year 3) 

and 97% in Year 4. 
35 Although not widely reported by those consulted, the concern raised relates to possible gaming of DLI 

2.1. In 2018, the budget for DLI 2.1 included a component for the Capitation Grants that was not 
based on the MoEST funding formula and was far less than the amount required. Acceptance of this 
budget as the basis for fund release would allow for high disbursement against DLI 2.1 whilst schools 
were receiving funds below the agreed levels. Both MoEST and PO-RALG indicated that this was 
because MoFP would not provide sufficient budget. Ultimately, MoEST and PO-RALG were able to 
negotiate a mid-year budget increase to prevent this from happening. 

36 Included in comments to the draft version of this report from the Mokoro team.  
37 As noted in the World Bank, (2014), Secondary Education Development Program II: November 2013 

Aide Memoire, in the fiscal year 2012-2013 some districts received eleven times more funding per 
student than others. Furthermore, there was little predictability of financial flows, with Councils passing 
on varying amounts of money to schools at irregular intervals.  

38 As a simple example, it was noted that a piece of chalk costs the same whether there are 10 or 100 
pupils in the classroom where it is being used. 

 

 

 



3  F I N D I N G S  

 

19 

 

primary special schools, pre-primary and primary grants are lower than for the 

secondary schools39.  
 

The inclusion of DLI 2.1 and 2.2 has clearly provided an incentive to Government to 

ensure timely release of budgeted funds and Capitation Grants but, despite progress, 

the decline in both DLR 2.1 and 2.2 in Year 5 is significant given that DLR 2 constitutes 

29% of the total six-year budget of the EPforR (with 20% accruing to LGAs) and any 

non-compliance in this area has the potential to impact negatively on other DLRs and 

DLIs.  
 

DLI 2.3 (textbooks for primary schools) was introduced after the mid-term review and 

in response to Government’s decision in 2014 to ‘recentralise’ textbook provision 

under the Tanzanian Institute for Education and difficulties that had emerged in the 

first years of operation of the new system40 and aimed to incentivise Government to 

ensure a pupil/book ratio of 4:1 across 26 core textbooks41. Disbursement is split 50/50 

between the national and LGA levels. Although the DLI has only been assessed in 2018 

and 2019, supply of early grade and Standard 4 and Standard 5 textbooks has improved. 

But while the availability of textbooks for Standards 6 and 7 appears to be deteriorating, 

these grades are still on the old syllabus and there has been no re-supply of textbooks 

for the old syllabus while the new syllabus is being finalised. 
 

Graph 1: Pupil/book ratio (Primary Schools) 2018 and 2019  

 
Source: Mokoro, page 125. 
At LGA level, 159 out of 184 LGAs (86%) achieved the minimum requirement of 50% 

of their schools attaining the 4:1 target after weighting in favour of lower standards 

(Standards 1 and 2) compared to 131 LGAs (71%) the previous year.  

 
 

 

 
39 Primary schools receive TZS 6,000 and secondary schools TZS 12,500 per student per annum. 
40 Mokoro, page 124. Prior to centralising textbook production and distribution under the Institute, 

responsibility for the production of textbooks had been outsourced to private companies. 
41 For reading, writing and arithmetic for Standard 1 – 2 and English, Kiswahili, Mathematics and 

Science for Standard 3 to Standard 7. 
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3.2.3 DLR 3 – Improved results monitoring and data management 
DLR 3 directly supports an ESDP II key performance indicator that requires all sector 

performance indicators to be annually updated, analysed, and presented in the national 

statistical abstract: Basic Education Statistics in Tanzania. DLR 3 aimed to ensure 

availability, better analysis and greater use of comprehensive, reliable, and timely data 

at national and local levels. DLI 3.1 and 3.2 are mutually supportive, as the AESPR 

presentation of basic education performance relies on an agreed list of school data for 

all schools, uploaded by LGAs annually by 31 July. 

 

Although the focus under EPforR has understandably been on a Basic Education 

Management Information System (BEMIS) rather than on a system for the entire 

education sector, DLR 3 was widely reported as one of EPforR’s success stories. The 

AESPR includes rich analyses of regional/district-level disparities for basic education 

and trends in enrolment, retention, teacher numbers and distribution, textbook 

availability and exam performance (amongst others). And with strong champions in the 

PO-RALG Directorate of Information and Communication Technology (D-ICT), 

BEMIS has developed into an internationally comparable system, of which sector 

stakeholders are justifiably proud. Through its engagement with EPforR, D-ICT 

capacity for data system-strengthening and management has increased exponentially42. 

While some stakeholders suggested the BEMIS Annual School Census system may be 

replaced by a ‘revamped’ version of the D-ICT’s School Information System - if 

resources are available - others refute this possibility. Considering what one 

Government official described as a “tug of war” (see text box below), it may be a good 

idea to systematically debate and reach consensus on the future of the Annual School 

Census system and strengthen ongoing development of the Integrated System for 

Education Statistics, which envisages harmonisation of the BEMIS and SQA-MIS. 

 

In addition to the BEMIS, DLR 9 and the TAS Team have supported D-ICT in 

developing the following innovative systems. 

• The digitised ‘Selection System’ for Form 1 and Form 5, integrated with NECTA’s 

examinations database of exams and matching children’s preferred option of 

schools to selection based on their examination results. 

• The Claims and Debt Management Information System has digitised civil 

servants’, including teachers’, claims for allowances/reimbursements. 

• The Automated Teachers Upgrading and Promotion System is intended to bring 

transparency to teacher promotion through the application of universal criteria such 

as length of service, academic qualifications and performance record.  

• The Online Teachers Employment Application System is designed to enable PO-

RALG to apply the complex teacher deployment formula, allocating teachers to 

schools with the greatest needs and allowing teachers to apply for vacancies online. 

 

 
 

 

 
42 The D-ICT also benefitted from considerable amounts of technical and funding from other projects, 

including the USAID-financed Public Sector System Strengthening programme. 
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Although the evaluation team were unable to consult LGAs and explore how these new 

systems may support evidence-based planning at decentralised levels, stakeholders 

flagged the risk that technology-driven solutions often assume there is a genuine 

demand for evidence-based planning in the first place and that there are willing users 

of the technical solutions. 

Despite significant achievements, several challenges remain. 

BEMIS has significantly increased the amount of data available since 2015, as was 

widely reported. And it does appear that LGAs are using at least some of the available 

data – for example, in deciding where to allocate teachers to ensure more equitable 

allocation and in identifying where new classrooms are required that is reportedly based 

on data on pupil/teacher ratios in schools. But the data available on the Government 

portal is usually in a fairly raw format, presented school-by-school with little analysis 

provided. Moreover, MoEST stakeholders raised the need for their direct access tothe 

BEMIS data managed by PO-RALG, which required for MoEST decision making and 

reporting on Sustainable Development Goal 4 target indicators. 

• Data cleaning processes. The schedule of completing the Annual School Census in 

March, uploading the data by end-July and releasing the AESPR by end-September 

each year, is tight. The process of cleaning data and ensuring accuracy and 

completeness by 31 July is laborious and time-consuming. As noted in the Mokoro 

report and confirmed in interviews with Government data experts, LGAs are 

incentivised to produce and upload the data but, under pressure to do so, pay little 

attention to data quality. This said, D-ICT staff have recognised these challenges 

and plan to improve data cleaning through in-built data triangulations and checks, 

and to strengthen data use by developing analytical and reporting 

tools/functionalities for BEMIS. 

ZOOM-IN: A PLATFORM FOR INTRA-GOVERNMENTAL DIALOGUE 

A critically important, unintended result for EPforR is the way in which DLR 3 has 

functioned as a platform for dialogue and conflict resolution. Various reports allude 

to the political economy dimensions of systems development. The Mokoro Report 

mentions the slow start with the data related DLIs due to the time it took to decide 

where the BEMIS function would be located. The TAS Team highlights the formal 

and informal incentives behind the resistance to digital transformation: “Notable 

intra-governmental concerns have been raised about the ownership and management 

of different data systems” and “the further strengthening of the data system needs 

further intra-governmental discussion” (2018 Annual Report, page 116.). DFID’s 

2019 Annual Review notes the “political economy incentives” underlying the 

demand for data. Government stakeholders point more directly to systems 

development - specifically software platforms - as a “tug of war”. But while the 

history of the development BEMIS has been fraught, it is clear that EPforR has 

provided an important incentive for Government to resolve the software platform 

issue that compromised data and information flows prior to 2015. There is now 

greater clarity on roles and responsibilities: PO-RALG is operationally responsible 

for the Annual School Census, its future development and maintenance; and MoEST 

is responsible for assuring systems development adheres to international digital 

principles. Intensive efforts on the part of the TAS and D-ICT have resulted in 

BEMIS being the world-class system it is today. 
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• Data use for decision-making. While the rich analyses presented in the AESPR has 

increased appreciation of the need for more contextualised strategies, EPforR 

Annual Reports point out that there is little evidence of LGAs discussing or 

planning such strategies, highlighting the need for greater attention to 

implementation plans for LGAs to achieve targets, moving beyond a focus on the 

monitoring of DLIs.  

 

Finally, there are opportunities to expand on the gains made in the AESPR by 

expanding the scope of analyses. For example, there is mention of data generated by 

the School Quality Assurance System as well as the Action Plan for the National 

Strategy for Inclusive Education, but no analysis is provided. Performance under other 

programmes such as the Education Quality Improvement Programme - Tanzania 

(EQUIP-T) and Tusome Pamoja is also not included in the AESPR. Analysis of 

disaggregated data to explain the geographical disparities is limited, based primarily on 

Government analysts’ understanding of the sector, and there is no discussion of 

systemic issues/strategies or focused analysis leading to the production of succinct 

policy briefs for use by policy makers and planners43. DPs and Government 

stakeholders alike reported that Ministry staff continue to rely on technical assistance 

to assist the Ministry in the production of the report.  

Some of those consulted also pointed out that While EPforR has contributed 

significantly to the amount of data available, there is general consensus on the potential 

of redesigning DLI 3.2 to incentivise the analysis and use of annual school census data 

by Government staff at central and LGA levels.  

3.2.4 DLR 4 - Ensuring adequate teacher deployment across and within districts 
The metric chosen to measure the degree to which Government has been able to ensures 

adequate teacher deployment is the pupil/teacher ratio (PTR) within primary schools. 

Progress in this area was initially good and annual targets for DLI 4.144 were fully met 

for 2014 to 201645. However, with the introduction of fee-free basic education and 

slowdown of hiring of new teachers in 2016, performance started to decline in 2017 

and has continued to do so: the average primary PTR rose from 42.6 in 2014/15 to 57 

in October 2019, even after taking into account the approximately 4,000 new teachers 

 
 

 

 
43 AESPR 2019, page 162.  
44 DLI 4.1 is measured by the number of LGAs within an acceptable range. Although initially based on 

the target range of 35-50 pupils per teacher ratio in the teacher deployment policy, it was agreed with 
DPs that EPforR would use a target range of 35-53 from 2017. While the 2014 baseline was set at 107 
out of 162, with the creation of more LGAs from 2018 onwards it was agreed to change the target from 
a set number of LGAs to a proportion of the total number of LGAs. It is also noted that, by agreement, 
EPforR only tracks the pupil/teacher ratio for primary schools. The rationale is that primary school 
teachers all teach the entire range of subjects. Teachers in secondary schools are more specialised 
and tracking the ratio would require an assessment per subject. 

45 For Year 1 (2014/15), a target of 112 out of 162 LGAs was set. Exactly 112 LGAs achieved the 
acceptable range. There were 25 LGAs above the range and 27 below it. The target for Year 2 
(2015/16) was 117 out of 180 LGAs and 127 LGAs achieved the acceptable range. (2019 Annual 
Report, page 66ff). 

 

 

 



3  F I N D I N G S  

 

23 

 

deployed after the conclusion of the annual school census46. As illustrated in the graph 

below, there has been a steady decline in the number of schools meeting the agreed 

acceptable range over time: 
 

Graph 2: Trend of PTR by Number of Schools 2016 – 2020 

Source: Consolidated Data on Pupil Teacher Ratio provided by TAS 2016 - 2020 

 

According to the latest data available, the average PTR for government schools across 

the country has increased to 63.99 pupils per teacher in 2020 (compared to the agreed 

acceptable range of 35-53). The number of government primary schools currently 

falling within the acceptable PTR range has dropped to 4,687 (57%). 1,821 (10%) are 

below the acceptable range and 9,907 (17%) have more than 53 pupils per teacher47.  

 

DLI 4.1 and 4.2 are closely linked and performance against DLI 4.2 has fluctuated 

considerably over time48. Limited progress in the first years of the programme was 

 
 

 

 
46 2019 Annual Report, page 71. Only 79 LGAs were able to achieve the PTR range in Year 3 (2016/17) 

and only 78 achieved the expanded range (35-53) in Year 4 (2017/18). By 2019, only 60 LGAs were 
within the range: there were 1,043 schools with a PTR of over 100 and 4,343 schools with a PTR over 
75 (27% of all government primary schools in Mainland Tanzania). 

47 By comparison, 1,683 non-government primary schools fall below 35 pupils per teacher; 61 fall within 
the range of 35-53; and only two have more than 53 pupils per teacher.  

48 According to the summary of performance over time in the 2019 EPforR Annual Report: 

• 53 LGAs met the annual target for schools achieving acceptable primary PTR range in Year 1.  

• In Year 2, the number of schools within the acceptable range rose by 7.3% and the number of 
schools with PTR below 35 reduced by 7.2%.  

• In Year 3, the number of schools with a PTR above the acceptable range rose from 5,944 in 2016 
to 7,429 in 2017 although the number of schools within the acceptable range increased slightly 
(from 5,653 to 5,742). The number of schools with PTR below the acceptable range dropped from 
4,482 in 2016 to 2,963 in 2017.  

• The number of schools within the acceptable range increased from 5,742 to 6,011 in Year 4 (partly 
as a result of the increase in the acceptable range agreed between Government and DPs but also 
as a result of LGAs re-deploying teachers from schools with low PTR48).  
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reportedly linked to the fact that LGAs were unaware of the DLI and so poor 

performance could be expected49. The TAS Team actively sought to address this with 

regular meetings with all LGAs each year. With greater understanding of the DLI and 

the rewards attached to it, LGAs actively sought to redeploy teachers from schools with 

many teachers to those with a shortage, and success in this regard was noted by many 

of those consulted. The TAS Team conclude that “even during a time of increasing 

teacher shortages and rising PTR, on average the Councils have improved the equity 

of teacher distribution by over 32%.”50 Performance obviously varies across LGAs, 

but, overall, 167 Councils improved the equity of teacher distribution over the five 

years since 2015 while only 17 did not51. 

 

However, the shortage of teachers has meant that, over time, even those that were able 

to achieve a more equitable distribution still wind up in a situation where the shortages 

are themselves eventually spread across all schools and the period 2016 to 2018 saw a 

deterioration in the equity of teacher distribution within LGAs. Even so, there was a 

slight improvement in 2019 despite the continued rise in PTR and as a result of “a 

determined effort to post more teachers to the neediest districts.”52  

 

In response to difficulties in meeting targets, MoEST and PO-RALG proposed a 

redesign of DLI 4.2 to reward LGAs achieving more equitable PTRs across schools 

regardless of whether schools are in the acceptable range. To keep attention focused on 

the issue of teacher shortages, and the possibility that MoEST might use deteriorating 

performance to leverage discussions at Cabinet level, DPs rejected this proposal at the 

2019 SMT meeting. Instead, it was proposed that a new foundational DLR be created 

that establishes a different way of rewarding Councils for innovative ways of deploying 

teachers, especially to the schools with the highest pupil/teacher ratio. The situation is 

expected to improve in 2020 as PO-RALG applies the new Primary Teacher 

 
 

 

 

• In Year 5, the number of schools within acceptable range dropped from 6,011 to 5,546; the number 
of schools below acceptable range dropped from 2,390 to 1,871; and the number of schools with 
PTR above the acceptable range increased from 7,741 to 8,795.  

49 Draft TAS paper: ‘How Effective have DLRs 4.1 and 4.2 been in Improving the Equitable Distribution 
of Teachers?” 

50 Ibid. 
51 Ibid. Seven Councils have consistently maintained above average equity in teacher distribution and 

improved that equity by more than 50% over the five-year period. They are, in order of improved 
performance, starting with the most improved: Bukoba MC, Ifakara TC, Mkinga, Babati TC, Kinondoni 
MC, Ushetu and Nachingwea. Five Councils have consistently been top performers: Kigoma MC, 
Ifakara TC, Makambako TC, Arusha CC and Songea MC. There are five Councils where the 
performance has steadily deteriorated from above average in 2015-2016 to below average in 2018-
2019: Pangani, Makete, Mbarali, Songea DC and Sikonge. There are six Councils where the inequity 
of teacher distribution has been consistently high throughout the five years and remains so (far above 
the national average): Tabora MC, Dodoma CC, Same, Mbeya DC, Siha and Kondoa TC. All six of 
these Councils have an aggregate PTR that is still within the acceptable range and yet they have the 
most inequitable teacher distribution among schools.  

52 Draft TAS paper: ‘How Effective have DLRs 4.1 and 4.2 been in Improving the Equitable Distribution 
of Teachers?” shared with the evaluation team.  
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Deployment Formula through a new computer-based system that aims (at least in part) 

to remove the possibility of teachers or others influencing decisions about where 

teachers will be deployed53. A working group to propose a new policy linked to the 

new computer-based system was expected to be convened under the Commissioner 

during the week commencing 16 December 2019, although the new policy is yet to be 

finalised. Prior to the introduction of the system, decisions on where to allocate teachers 

were made at central level using available data supported under the programme to 

determine in which LGAs the need was greatest in terms of shortages of teachers and 

the need for classrooms, while LGAs were able to rely on data on PTR to determine 

which schools were most in need. 

3.2.5 DLR 5: Ensuring effective implementation of priority BRNEd / EPforR 
interventions 

 

DLR 5 aimed to incentivise Government to deliver two BRNEd priority initiatives: 

School Incentive Grants (SIGs) and the Student Teacher Enrichment Programme 

 
 

 

 
53 Draft TAS paper: ‘How Effective have DLRs 4.1 and 4.2 been in Improving the Equitable Distribution 

of Teachers?” shared with the evaluation team. 

ZOOM-IN: THE POLITICAL WILL FOR SOLUTIONS  

DLR 4 took a two-pronged approach to address challenges related to teacher 

deployment and the PTR. At the technical level, protocols were developed to make 

it easier for LGAs to know what they should be doing. At the decision-making 

level, national agents were incentivised to deploy teachers to LGAs and LGAs were 

incentivised to send teachers where they were most needed. Yet there appears to be 

a ‘missing middle’: the political, with a big ‘P’, support for solutions and decision-

making. 

 

With that in mind, it is interesting to consider how political will paved the way for 

solutions in another area of EPforR. According to the TAS Team, the change 

introduced by DLI 2.1, whereby Government transferred monthly payments 

directly from the treasury to schools’ bank accounts, was met by political 

resistance. Progress for this DLR was thus blocked for 12 months. The impasse was 

resolved through political intervention of the President, and in a matter of days, the 

first payments were made to all 20,000 plus schools (Mulongo et al, 2020, page 

10.). 

 

In sum, DLRs can help to relieve the ‘human factor’ of political pressure with 

regard to, for instance, the allocation of funds and teachers to schools creates. But 

when the DLIs run into trouble, this is resolved by the human factor of political 

engagement. The persistent conundrum suggests a need for DPs to step up their 

support the efforts of MoEST and PO-RALG to engage at the highest levels with a 

key resourcing issue: the underfunding of basic education, which affects many 

other systems beyond teacher deployment. 
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(STEP). The SIG guidelines (DLI 5.1a ) and STEP guidelines (DLI 5.1b) were finalised 

in the first year of the programme. DLI 5.3 was discontinued after the mid-term review, 

based on the assessment that the STEP training had been integrated into regular in-

service training for teachers. DLI 5.2 (provision of SIGs) is thus the only DLI under 

this result that has remained over the entire period of the programme.  

 

Many of those consulted regarded the awards of SIGs as successful in that they create 

a level of competition amongst schools54. However, the system of ranking schools 

reportedly prejudices less well-resourced schools while those that receive the grant are 

in a better position to improve in future (and thus better placed to secure future grants). 

DLI 5.2 reportedly also opens the door to possible ‘gaming’ of exam results to secure 

the grants55. The possibility of weaker students being removed before exams was seen 

as a potential perverse incentive at the design stage, particularly when consideration 

was being given to DLIs related to national exam scores and district average exam 

scores. These DLIs were not adopted primarily due to concerns over the exam system 

though this potential perverse incentive was also an important factor. 

 

The level of the SIGs is quite small compared to the potential impact of barring weaker 

students from school, although feedback from teachers and MoEST has previously 

been that it is unlikely and viewed very negatively by communities and district 

officials. Although not raised during consultations, Sida note that the exclusion of small 

schools from the school rankings is a more pressing concern: having a DLI linked to 

this area and DP support for the view that all schools should be included provided a 

major contribution to their eventual inclusion in the ranking system.  

 

Awareness of the system also differs widely amongst the stakeholders (head of schools, 

schools committee and school boards)56. And while the financial needs of many schools 

are high, very few qualify for the grant (400 out of 19,954 government schools). DPs 

also raise concerns about the lack of transparency, especially since the independent 

verification team found some schools receive the grant when they do not qualify and 

vice versa57. In addition, those who suggested the grants should continue in future 

programming (not supported by many of those consulted) argue that the grants should 

 
 

 

 
54 Currently, SIGs are awarded to 400 schools based on exam results: 310 to the most improved 

Government primary and secondary schools and 90 to the top performing Government primary and 
secondary schools 

55 Mokoro, page 170. The Mokoro report suggests that this DLI could have been revised after the mid-
term review or during annual reviews to address the possibility of gaming. According to the report, “the 
evidence from RISE that the school ranking system leads some schools to push out weaker students 
to achieve higher pass rates was not yet available at redesign, but the argument made by the EPforR 
DPs that the Integrity study (2016) did not find evidence of schools gaming was a simplification - this 
small-scale qualitative study did not focus on that.” 

56 2019 Annual Report, page 79.  

57 Mokoro, page 109. 
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be linked to the SQA system instead of exams, although others argue that the SQA only 

reaches 25% of schools each year and it takes four years for all schools to be reached.  

3.2.6 DLR 6 - Improving early grade 3R learning outcomes 
DLR 6 was initially the programme’s only outcome-level DLR. Although various 

theories of change exist58, the general approach (at least for World Bank and DFID) 

appears to be that activities and progress under all other DLRs and DLIs were expected 

to lead ultimately to improved student learning outcomes in PSLE and CSEE 

examinations as the ‘higher order’ outcome/impact, with improved student 

performance in 3R assessments as one of five ‘final outcomes’59. In addition to the 

foundational activity to develop the reading, writing and arithmetic (3R) assessment 

tool (DLI 6.1) that was completed in November 2014, DLR 6 includes two DLIs 

intended to focus attention on early grade learning (reading and arithmetic) as the basis 

of quality learning outcomes throughout the basic education cycle. Both DLIs are 

aligned with the ESDP II Sub-Programme on Quality and Learning60. 
 

DLI 6 requires a 3R assessment of Standard 2 children to be conducted every two years 

using a methodology consistent with the October 2013 baseline study carried out by 

Research Triangle Institute International, financed by USAID, and using the Early 

Grade Mathematics Assessment (EGMA) and Early Grade Reading Assessment 

(EGRA) tools61. During 2016, two separate and parallel assessments were conducted; 

one by Research Triangle Institute International for full compatibility with the 2013 

baseline and using EGRA and EGMA62; and another by NECTA using a ‘home-grown’ 

methodology supported under the programme. In 2017/18, a survey using the EGRA 

and EGMA assessment tool was again conducted by Research Triangle Institute 

International together with NECTA. The survey sampled 675 schools in all mainland 

regions plus Zanzibar and found a decline in the mean reading speed to 17.3 words per 

minute and a decline in arithmetic to 19.7% correct answers63. During 2019, NECTA 

conducted a further assessment on its own and using their home-grown assessment 

 
 

 

 
58 The Mokoro report lists the theories of change from the World Bank’s first Program Appraisal 

Document; the World Bank’s second Program Appraisal Document; the DFID BRNed Business Case; 
the DFID Costed Extension; and the GPE2 Variable Tranche.  

59 The other four ‘final outcomes’ listed are Identification of lagging schools, students, and teachers; 
increased teacher effort measured through classroom presence; improved teacher proficiency in 3R 
subjects; and improved textbook/student ratio.  

60 Which includes key performance indicators for both exam pass rates and early grade learning, albeit 
with a different metric and targets from the ones used for DLR 6. 

61 According to the baseline in 2013, the reading speed for mainland Tanzania was 17.9 words per 
minute while the average score in the arithmetic assessment was 22.6% correct answers. 

62 650 schools with 25 schools were sampled from each of the 25 regions of the Tanzania mainland and 
another 25 schools from Zanzibar and Pemba. 

63 There are some concerns around this assessment, since, according to the Mokoro report, the 
detailed ‘RTI Report’ was not published, with Government stakeholders saying their request for access 
to RTI data and software was refused.  
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tool64. According to the report (dated 2020), the target for reading skills in DLR 6.2  20 

correct words per minute  was comfortably met:  

 

“The 2019 reading assessment aimed to determine the performance of pupils on 

two sub-tasks: ORF and Reading for Comprehension (RC). Although the 

proportion of pupils who could read 50 correct words per minute remained 

unchanged relative to the baseline (4.7% in 2013, against 5.2% in 2019), oral 

reading fluency improved to 26.18 correct words per minute, hence meeting the 

national EPforR target of 20 correct words per minute.” 65 

 

Girls achieved a higher mean than boys in the assessment, with girls achieving a mean 

of 28.1 correct words per minute compared to 24.2 for boys 66. While progress in the 

area of addition and subtraction has been slower (target 22%; achieved 17.1%) but has 

still improved from 8.2% in 201367. A slight disparity remains between boys (17.5%) 

and girls (16.7%) in arithmetic68.   
 

Government stakeholders reportedly view the metric as problematic in terms of the 

contextual relevance of the benchmarks, on the basis that the benchmark of ‘correct 

words per minute’ should not pertain to Kiswahili, a language with many long words. 

They also question why writing skills are not assessed. Similarly, DPs have divergent 

positions with regard to the importance of international comparability vis-à-vis in-

country comparability over time. The lack of methodological consensus is exacerbated 

by the divergencies between EGRA / EGMA results and other survey-based 

assessments conducted under the EQUIP-T project and the multi-country Uwezo 

assessment (implemented by the CSO, Twaweza)69. Many of those consulted also 

raised the fact that the methodology is expensive, which raises questions around its 

sustainability and which illustrates a critical tension between the desire for high level 

accurate outcome focussed monitoring to justify fund release with the need to develop 

sustainable and often cheaper and less robust systems that can be sustained70.  
 

The Mokoro report also raises additional challenges when it comes to using such an 

assessment to determine whether the quality of education is improving. For example, 

although the assessment is sample-based, various issues impact on improvements in 

 
 

 

 
64 The sample size was 524 schools, with at least one school from each of the 186 Districts and 

including approx. 33,000 pupils (which will remain the sample size from now on). 
65 NECTA, Standard Two National Assessment, Report on Reading, Arithmetic and Writing Assessment 

(2020) page XV.  
66 Ibid 
67 Op cit, page 44 
68 Ibid. 
69 Uwezo means ‘capability’ in Kiswahili. It is a five year initiative that aims to improve competencies in 

literacy and numeracy among children aged 6-16 years old in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. 
(https://www.uwezo.net/). 

70 The cost of the assessment process was raised at design stage. At that time, USAID had indicated 
that they would conduct these expensive assessments periodically (every 2 years). However, this was 
not a sustainable approach over the longer term. Reliance on this external source was questioned and 
seen as a weakness in the approach. 

 

https://www.uwezo.net/
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relation to 3Rs at national, regional and school levels – including levels of poverty, 

access to textbooks, PTRs and the quality of teachers. Noting too that improvements in 

3Rs take time to be achieved, attributing any improvements exclusively to EPforR 

when other programmes and other issues may also have had an impact is impossible.  

3.2.7 DLR 7 – Student retention and survival rates 
DLR 7 was introduced after the mid-term review, at least partly in response to the 

introduction of fee free basic education and the potential impact on retention and 

survival rates (particularly for girls) and based on anecdotal evidence that girls were 

surviving to a lesser degree than boys. In the World Bank’s revised version of the 

theory of change, it is listed as one of the outcomes of the programme, to which other 

DLRs would contribute, while it forms part of the overall impact level (together with 

better learning outcomes) in the revised DFID version.  
 

Performance against DLI 7.1 (at least 40% of LGAs achieve an improvement in 

survival rates) has varied over the years, with a significant decline in Year 5: 

• In Year 3 (2016/17): 150 out of 184 LGAs were able to improve their Primary 

Survival Rate (PSR). All 26 regions improved their overall Basic Education 

Survival Rate (BESR) although only 14 regions improved their Lower Secondary 

Education Survival Rate (LSSR).  

• During Year 4 (2017/18), 173 out of 184 LGAs improved their PSR, 111 Councils 

improved their LSSR, and at the Regional level, and 17 out of 26 regions improved 

their LSSR.  

• In Year 5 (2018/19), there was a reversal: only 34 LGAs were able to improve their 

PSR and most saw the PSR decline. Fifty-seven LGAs improved their LSSR, but 

only three regions saw an overall improvement.  

DLI 7.2. is the only DLI with a gender focus and was intended to address the perceived 

historical gender imbalance in the primary to lower secondary transition rate. It was 

also based on the realisation that the fee-free basic education policy was leading to 

classroom overcrowding and was intended to compensate for the fact that, with the 

changes to Capitation Grants, DLI 2.2 no longer rewarded LGAs. As illustrated in 

graph 3, there has been steady improvement in the transition rate for girls compared to 

boys71: 

 

 
 

 

 
71 Girls’ transition rate is calculated by comparing grade-specific enrolment rates in Year 7 primary and 

Form 1 secondary in two consecutive years. 
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Graph 3: Girls’ and boys’ transition rates from primary to secondary 

 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that various measures to improve retention are taken by 

LGAs that fall outside the incentives created by the EPforR, including school feeding 

initiatives, building hostels for girls, and community contributions to reduce 

overcrowding by recruiting part-time teachers. However, the programme can certainly 

be said to have contributed to greater survival and retention rates.  

For example: 

• EPforR incentivised and directly supported improved data and information, regular 

and predictable Capitation Grant releases, teacher reallocation, more equitable 

textbook provision, and the development of STEP.  

• It incentivised and directly supported improved prioritisation and management of 

resources. 

• It facilitated / enabled / encouraged staff to take on a more performance and 

results orientated approach. 

• It provided: greater funding at LGA level to respond to local needs, and at school 

level through Capitation Grants. 

• It (indirectly) enabled MoEST to direct additional funding to a construction.  

• It highlighted / advocated / rewarded improvement in other areas: girls’ transition, 

literacy numeracy, improving survival rates.  

Nevertheless, challenges emerged with regard to the DLIs, outlined below.  

• Attribution or contribution? As with any indicators at this level, improved 

student retention and survival rates are really the anticipated outcomes or impacts 

of the programme. As with DLR 6, attributing improvements exclusively to EPforR 

is difficult given that multiple factors are at play and multiple programmes targeting 

basic education can also be expected to have contributed to improvements. The 

extent to which LGAs are responsible for the improvement for which they are 

incentivised is unclear. Many factors contribute to students’ retention that are not 

included in the analyses of DL1 7.1 and 7.2. In addition to the introduction of free 

basic education, policies and practices regarding national examinations should also 

be considered. Non-school factors, such as household poverty and the influence of 

poverty alleviation measures such as the Productive Social Safety Net Project 

conditional cash transfers, should also be factored into analyses.  

• Pregnant girls and young mothers. Government’s current approach is that 

pregnant girls and young mothers need to be able to care for their children, which 

is difficult in an ordinary classroom environment. Instead, pregnant girls and young 
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mothers are provided with alternative education pathways in a non-formal 

schooling system where girls are able to attend together with their children. If they 

perform well in the non-formal system, they are allowed back into the regular 

schooling system. This has a bearing on transition rates for girls and Government 

has committed to finding ways for girls to return to school, although these have as 

yet not been finalised. 

• Parallel metrics. As with DLI 8.1, DLI 7.1 is an example of DPs using different 

metrics. Performance for this DLI was assessed for the first time in 2017 using the 

World Bank’s metric72. But the assessment showed that the number of LGAs and 

Regions with improved survival rates greatly exceeded the target, depriving many 

LGAs from receiving any reward despite significant improvements. Consequently, 

Sida decided to allocate its financing through a different methodology: the year-on-

year increase in survival rates in percentage terms. In 2017, 165 LGAs were eligible 

to receive some disbursement using the Sida metric in, compared to the 98 eligible 

LGAS under the WB metric. Since 2017, DFID has adopted the same methodology 

as Sida whilst the WB continues to use its own.  

 

The main concern raised in various reports and during consultations though is that, in 

most regions, it is actually boys who drop out of the system at primary and secondary 

levels rather than girls. While stakeholders suggest there is greater attention to the 

differences between regions and LGAs with regard to the gender balance in survival 

and transition rates, it would appear that an indicator like DLI 7.2 might need to be 

more nuanced in future. Instead of focusing only on transition rates for girls, the DLI 

might be shifted to focus on transition rates for boys in those regions where boys are 

more likely to drop out than girls, and on girls only in those regions where the transition 

rate for girls is lower than boys.  

3.2.8 DLR 8 – Strengthening School Quality Assurance (SQA) 
SQA reform entails a shift from the former checklist style to a more comprehensive 

approach focused on five key domains and providing supportive mentorship to school 

managers on how to improve the quality of education. Due to the slow rollout of the 

new SQA framework, performance under DLI 8.1 was first measured in 2018/19. 

Despite contested metrics, 89% of visits were conducted.  

Measuring performance against this DLI met with some difficulties. According to the 

Programme Operations Manual, schools visited must display a School Summary 

Report Card to be eligible under this DLI. During the independent verification process, 

the Independent Verification Team visited 233 schools that had received a WSV 

(among their larger sample of schools visited for EPforR verification). To be as 

generous as possible, World Bank, Sida and GPE accepted schools as eligible if it was 

confirmed that there were two or more copies of the School Summary Report Card at 

the school, one of which could then be displayed, while DFID accepted schools that 

 
 

 

 
72 The World Bank rewards a maximum of 41%of LGAs for most improved PSR and LGAs within a 

maximum of 38% of Regions for most improved LSSR. 
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had received the Report Card even if it was not displayed. As a result, only 46.35% of 

schools met the criteria for disbursement of Sida, World Bank and GPE funds linked 

to DLI 8.1, whereas 77.25% met DFID’s criteria73. When it comes to DLI 8.2, two 

different assessment methods were also used: 143 LGAs achieved improvements 

during 2018/19 under the World Bank’s system and 109 LGAs did so under the 

aggregated system used by the Government, DFID and Sida.  

 

The reduction in disbursement under DLI 8.1 as a result of schools not displaying the 

report card engendered significant debate during the 2019 EPforR review. MoEST 

argued that the public display of the School Summary Report Card was not appropriate 

in the Tanzanian context, given high levels of illiteracy in some communities, the fact 

that less well-resourced schools do not have notice boards on which to display the 

report card, and the lack of discussion to explain complex scoring metric(s). These 

issues appear to have been resolved: the agreed school quality metric has been revised 

and MoEST has proposed an alternative way of disseminating Score Cards74. These 

solutions also point to a further key feature of the reform. The new system cuts across 

the mandates of MoEST and PO-RALG in ways that are new, involving stakeholders 

from ministerial to school-community levels. While the SQA Division Director drew 

attention to shorter, clearer reports that are of practical use to LGA staff, LGAs have 

to fully play their role in supporting the schools for the SQA to be effective. A recent 

study of the reformed system by RISE found that, while Ward Education Officers 

appreciate the new framework and would like to play their part, their engagement in 

school visits is limited – partly because they are overwhelmed by other compliance 

duties and are not incentivised to take on their new role.  

 

Two further challenges for the SQA system were identified. Firstly, recommendations 

in the WSV reports rarely result in school management taking action, even after a 

follow-up visit. Where recommendations require interventions at higher levels, LGAs 

do not necessarily engage in measures to address bottlenecks in quality teaching and 

learning. This appears to be an accountability challenge: each link in the accountability 

chain (community leader, school leadership, LGA leaderships and upwards) is not 

actively engaging in the reformed system as intended. Secondly, the production of vast 

amounts of mostly qualitative data has led to the need to digitise the data. However, 

this will take time and require significant resources to build capacities for data 

processing and management. Moreover, the establishment of a School Quality 

Assurance Management Information System (SQA-MIS) is underpinned by a 

challenging institutional change: collaborative decision-making by MoEST and PO-

RALG to ensure the SQA-MIS and the BEMIS ‘speak’ to each other. Further, as 

 
 

 

 
73 EPforR 2019 Annual Report, page 108ff. 
74 During routine school-community meetings convened by school leadership and the SMCs/Schools 

Boards and including community leaders, the SQA Report will be disseminated, accompanied by a 
discussion of the Score Cards which are included in the report. 
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mentioned by the TAS Team, DLR 8 requires a change of culture, which takes time to 

accomplish.  

3.2.9 DLR 9 - Building national capacity for planning, policy and innovation 
DLR 9 is only supported by World Bank. Although its indicator relates to meeting an 

annual target for number of commissions awarded for policy, planning and innovation, 

it was reportedly introduced as a way for World Bank to support capacity building to 

supplement that provided by the TAS Team and funded by DFID. To date, funding 

ZOOM-IN: LINKING SYSTEMS STRENGTHENING AND REFORM 

The reformed SQA system is the foundation for several ESDP-II sub-programmes 

and will likely continue to be so for some time. It is celebrated by Government and 

DPs alike as a potential lynchpin for efforts to improve learning outcomes, 

providing a much-needed link between understanding the need for pedagogical 

support, supervising professional development, and coordinating follow-up to the 

teachers. Indeed, Government stakeholders present the new SQA system as the 

only mechanism that will ensure education quality and better learning in the long 

term. Yet as a robust ‘world class system’ (as it is often described), it rests on 

comparatively weak foundations. There are problematic assumptions behind the 

progress of results from the development of the system to its roll-out as a system 

output, and on to the intended institutional reform. 

• While DPs suggest DLR 8 emerged out of Government-driven discussions 

during the mid-term review, senior management in MoEST suggest that these 

were driven primarily by GPE, leveraging continuity between GPE-LANES 

and additional financing, with an emphasis on TA support in designing the 

new system. That said, the SQA Directorate is taking steps to ‘own’ the new 

framework, intending to review and further tailor it to the Tanzanian context 

by, for example, simplifying the self-evaluation tool.  

• The timeframe for roll-out required a ‘settling-in’ phase - an opportunity for 

learning before the new, sophisticated system was rolled out - but this was not 

factored into planning. Targets for Year One assumed the system was up and 

running and the cumulative target for 2017/18 and 2018/19 assumed that twice 

the annual targets would be met in in 18 months with no improvement to the 

system itself.  

• It is not clear that the strategies needed to embed reform have been developed. 

There is agreement among stakeholders that the new SQA system depends on 

a change of culture in terms of individual mind-set and organisational 

capacities. But a realistic implementation plan is required to meet the “need for 

intensive follow-up, monitoring and support for years to come in order to 

ensure that the changed ways of working are fully embedded and 

institutionalised”. 

• The approach assumes financial resources are available to implement a 

realistic plan. Funds for DLR 8 are ringfenced via an SQA budget line in the 

EPforR Budget Framework. However, as for all DLRs, the SMT decides the 

use of the DLR 8 rewards which accrue to the national level. In 2018/19, 

where the SQA Directorate may have prioritised funding for implementing the 

new system, the mid-term review agreed to prioritise office construction. 
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under DLR 9 has been used to contract in capacity building for the school construction 

quality management system for contractors and consultants; and three streams of work 

have been completed in-house by PO-RALG: (i) development of an online application 

system for teacher postings; (ii) development of a teacher transfer system which is 

integrated with PO-PSM’s Lawson payroll database; and (iii) an online system for the 

Form 5 selection process. The online application and teacher transfer systems are linked 

to DLR 4 and are expected to contribute to more equitable distribution of teachers, and 

the introduction of the electronic Form 5 selection process has reportedly reduced 

transaction costs. But while the DLR has incentivised Government to put systems in 

place in a faster timeframe, the DLR has not really supported or strengthened policy 

development capacity within Government and the DLR (as per the stated intention). It 

has also been suggested that some of the funds under DLR 9 might be used to support 

strengthening of the teacher deployment system (and thus support the Primary Teacher 

Deployment Strategy developed with EPforR support), but no decision appears to have 

been taken yet.  

3.2.10 Construction  
Even though the EPforR specifically excludes construction from the list of DLRs and 

DLIs, all of the Government staff consulted regarded EPforR’s contribution to the 

construction of new or renovated classrooms, schools and other facilities as its biggest 

success. Few of those consulted highlighted progress with DLRs and DLIs until 

prompted. Similarly, all Annual Reports include an assessment of the impressive levels 

of construction and renovations conducted with EPforR funds, including for primary 

and secondary schools but also the construction of lecture halls and laboratories for 

universities, rehabilitation of teacher training colleges and so on.  

The fact that EPforR has made funds available for construction is indeed a ‘success’ of 

the programme even though it is not listed as a result. Government regularly provides 

less funding than allocated in the budget to education, there are thus limited funds 

available for construction, and EPforR funds fill an important gap. The fact that funds 

have been made available for construction is reportedly one of the greatest contributors 

to the fact that the pupil/classroom ratio (PCR), while increasing, has not increased at 

the same rate as would have been expected by the increase in pupils with the 

introduction of fee-free basic education. However, a significant portion of EPforR 

funds has been used to construct facilities for tertiary education institutions even though 

Government provides comparatively more funding to tertiary education compared to 

basic education. Although in compliance with the programme, which states that funds 

can be used for anything as long as it is in the education sector, it does raise questions 

as to whether a future programme targeting education would not be more internally 

coherent if it were to prioritise construction of primary and lower secondary schools, 

classrooms and facilities that would help to reduce the PCR, bring schools closer to 

pupils, and encourage transition and survival rates. 

3.2.11 Capacity building 
EPforR is primarily an institutional development programme, incentivising and 

supporting government to develop systems and processes, and individual capacity 

development for staff of Ministries and LGAs is not directly included. However, 

capacity building for staff and Ministries is amongst the roles and functions of the TAS 

Team, funded separately by DFID but put in place to assist in implementation and 

achievement of results. Under its Training and Capacity Building Plan and using DFID 
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funding, the TAS Team has conducted or supported a range of capacity development 

activities, from awareness raising workshops on the EPforR and how it works with 

MoEST, PO-RALG and LGA staff, to short-term training courses, on-the-job 

mentoring and support, and funding for 19 staff of MoEST, PO-RALG and MoFP to 

study towards Diplomas, Masters’ Degrees and Doctorates. Such support has no doubt 

contributed to achievement of the DLIs and DLRs, but it has faced similar challenges 

to many attempts to build the capacity of civil servants elsewhere: high levels of staff 

turnover in particular, but also the fact that on-the-job training is hampered by 

Government staff wanting to travel as much as possible to workshops and meetings 

outside of their regular place of employment as a way of supplementing their income 

with daily subsistence allowances. As a result, staff are often not available when 

mentoring and assistance are on offer.  

 

Finally, as already noted, some support has been provided to LGAs to raise awareness 

and understanding of the programme, the rewards provided under it, and how to access 

these. While this has reportedly borne fruit and LGAs are now better able to understand 

the programme and how to secure funds for their LGA, it was suggested by many of 

those consulted that LGAs need to be strengthened more broadly if they are to play a 

meaningful role in enhancing access to quality education. Examples of what such 

capacity building might target include financial management and planning, project 

management and monitoring and evaluation skills, as well as training on how to 

interpret and use data developed with EPforR support to BEMIS and the SQA system. 

With TAS Team support, PO-RALG have begun a process to develop learning 

networks for LGAs to allow them to share knowledge and experience when it comes 

to basic education, but this is in its infancy (a pilot is expected to be conducted in or 

around September 2020) and it is as yet unclear what skills development and data 

analysis training will be provided (if any).  

3.2.12 Which internal or external factors influence the achievement or non-
achievement of objectives? 

 

According to those consulted, EPforR foundational activities have been most 

successful when they are driven by the needs of Government and clearly linked to 

recurrent DLRs and DLIs in the programme. The foundational activities in the first 

‘phase’ of the programme were specifically required to agree and prioritise where funds 

would most be required, to enhance the provision of Capitation Grants (linked to DLI 

2.2), to determine baselines and targets for PTR (linked to DLR 4), to develop 

guidelines to provide the School Incentive Grants under DLR 5, to develop the 

assessment tools with which to measure progress under DLR 6, and to provide the data 

that the entire programme would need. Similarly, the revised foundational activities 

related to the development of the SQA manual and Teacher Deployment Strategy have 

been or are potentially more likely to be effective since they link to recurrent DLRs. 

On the other hand, where the linkages to recurrent DLRs are less clear or the 

implementation of the foundational activity is not incentivised by other DLRs or appear 

to be driven by DP priorities rather than needs identified by Government (such as the 

School Construction Strategy and the Strategy for Inclusive Education), they take 

longer to complete and implement.  
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Those DLRs that include incentives for LGAs and schools are also more likely to be 

successful. Although the amount of funds released to the national level is significant 

and no doubt creates incentives for the national level, they constitute only a relatively 

small percentage of the overall education budget. For LGAs and schools on the other 

hand, the release of funds across agreed budget lines, the regular provision of 

Capitation Grants, and the increased supply of textbooks (DLR 2) has considerably 

greater impact. Those that allow greater flexibility (DLI 2.2) rather than the release of 

funds that can only be used for specified budget lines (DLI 2.1 and 2.3) are also 

particularly valuable since they allow LGAs and schools to target those issues which 

they determine are the most pressing. Even though not every LGA has to increase 

performance for related funds to be released, LGAs have increasingly understood that 

their share of the available funds is linked to performance, and there is thus an incentive 

created to focus on addressing problems identified during Whole School Visits or in 

the data being generated by the programme. While the inclusion of a focus on textbooks 

(DLI 2.3) was not driven by the programme, the programme showed flexibility in 

adapting to ‘new’ priorities within Government following the mid-term review.  

 

Although the inclusion of School Incentive Grants (DLI 5.2) may no longer be 

necessary (see Section 3.3 below) and the grants are only available to a limited number 

of schools in the country, they clearly make a difference to the 400 schools that receive 

them. Together with the Capitation Grants, which (now that they are provided directly 

to schools) the provision of direct rewards to schools allows schools to use the funds 

according to their own priorities and have greatly increased the ability of schools and 

LGAs to focus funds where they are most needed.  

 

Those DLRs and DLIs focused on data management and use have also been particularly 

successful. In addition to foundational activities to increase the availability of data and 

enhance data management systems, DLR 3 and DLR 8 have directly contributed to the 

development of world class data management systems and generated huge amounts of 

data of relevance to both the programme and the entire sector. One of the primary 

reasons cited for the success of these DLRs is that Government clearly sees the need 

for data availability and management and is thus supportive of the intended results.  

 

The EPforR has contributed to the achievement of outcome-level results in relation to 

DLR 6 and DLR 7 that are not directly incentivised. Of course, as with any results at 

this level, it is difficult to attribute success or progress to any one programme and many 

factors have potentially contributed to improvements in reading and writing beyond 

EPforR or any other programmes supporting basic education. Similarly, multiple 

factors contribute to increased retention and survival rates that make attribution 

difficult, but it was reported that the provision of actual data related to both 3R 

assessments and survival and retention rates (as opposed to anecdotal evidence) has 

contributed significantly to both DLRs. The experience of DLR 6 and 7 highlight 

several key lessons learned. First, outcome-level results need to be clearly linked to 

output and process DLRs/DLIs that focus on strengthening the system. Rather than 

being a complex academic undertaking, and an end in itself, the assessment analysis 

should be used by stakeholders to inform the system, which requires a ‘systemic change 

thinking’ approach that takes time to be achieved. Also, while EPforR chose early 

learning outcomes and not exam pass rates as an outcome DLR, exam pass rates have 

always been of huge importance to parents and politicians. It will take time for the 
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focus of interest to shift to a concern that children are effectively learning in early 

grades, but this also requires more open dialogue and more Government 

communication and it will be important to consider incentivising Government to drive 

this dialogue forward.  

The programme has been less successful where ‘external’ factors beyond the control 

of the programme or the partners (MoEST and PO-RALG) are at play. As already 

noted, the biggest external factors affecting the achievement of DLR 4 in particular 

(but that has impacted on other DLRs too) have been the introduction of fee-free basic 

education that dramatically increased the number of pupils and the slowdown in 

appointment of teachers that have impacted on the ability of LGAs to continue to 

increase the equitable distribution of teachers beyond what they have already been able 

to achieve. Given the nature of the programme and the fact that it is the bureaucratic 

level that is targeted rather than the political decision-making level, the programme has 

also not been able to address the challenges created by the (political) decision to slow 

down the recruitment of new teachers. Although teachers are obviously critical for any 

education to take place and a continued focus on DLR 4 is required, DLRs like DLR 4 

that require a level of political will for public service reform need to be supported by 

political dialogue, pressure from DPs, and support to Ministries to advocate for change. 

 

Two other factors have played a role in whether or not the anticipated result in DLR 4 

has been achieved: 

• Responsible agents. MoEST and PO-RALG were the agents responsible for 

developing the new deployment strategy, with national-level rewards accruing to 

PO-RALG going through the MoEST-managed account. However, the MoFP 

(responsible for resource allocation for teachers’ salaries) and PO-PSM 

(responsible for issuing recruitment permits) are the agents responsible for enabling 

performance of the DLIs and neither are rewarded or incentivised to perform. 

Meanwhile, as deteriorating performance at LGA level affects disbursement, both 

MoEST and PO-RALG officials view these DLIs as punishment for something not 

under their mandates75. At the same time, some of those consulted have argued that 

MoEST and PO-RALG could have done more to focus on alternative, technical 

strategies to increase the number of teachers even while no new teachers have been 

appointed – for example, through appointing part-time teachers, rehiring retired 

teachers on a short-term basis. 

• Risk of perverse incentives. DLI 4.2. has reportedly emerged as a gameable 

incentive. According to anecdotal evidence in discussions with PO-RALG), some 

LGAs reportedly cherry pick schools nearest to the acceptable range and redeploy 

teachers there to bring them into the range, rather than redeploying teachers to the 

neediest schools, farthest from the acceptable range. But while the evaluation team 

considered various options to determine whether or not any evidence could be 

found to back up the assertion that some LGAs may be gaming the DLI (for 

example, by moving teachers to schools that are just above the acceptable range 

from others so that the number of school in the acceptable range increases even 

 
 

 

 
75 Mokoro, page 106.  
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though the schools from which they are moved then fall considerably below the 

range), doing so is not really possible. For a start, the number of schools is not 

constant over the life of the programme, and measuring how many schools have 

dipped from just above to just below the range (suggested to the team as a way of 

finding ‘evidence’) does not take into account the significant shortage of teachers 

created by the decision in 2016 to slow down the employment of teachers despite 

the high rate of attrition amongst teachers. More importantly perhaps, in 

consultations with the Mokoro team during the process to revise the draft evaluation 

report, it was noted that the Mokoro team had not found any evidence to support 

the concern that LGAs may be gaming the system.  

 

DLRs that target different ‘levels’ of Government and that have closely linked DLIs – 

as is the case with DLR 4 – significantly increase internal coherence but run the risk 

that problems affecting achievement of one of the DLIs also affect the achievement of 

other DLI(s) falling under the same result. It was also pointed out by some of those 

consulted that DLR 4 focuses on only one part of the puzzle of long-term Government 

system strengthening. Stakeholders raised the question of whether EPforR has engaged 

with the issue of ‘teachers-in-schools’ in a holistic way, which would entail developing 

and incentivising a process encompassing teacher recruitment to deployment to career 

progression to motivation, remuneration and performance rewards76. Although it is 

recognised that it may be premature to shift the focus to a more complex approach, it 

was noted that the inconsistencies in teacher-related policies (for example between the 

current teacher workload and average class size policies) cannot be solved without 

revising existing policies. Although the process followed under EPforR was coherent 

and technically sound, challenges that arose during implementation suggest a need for 

greater Government engagement and ownership and understanding of DLR 4 at the 

design stage, and particularly in the adaptive management of specific DLI protocols. 

This is linked to the need for greater LGA engagement in the overall programme as 

well as in specific DLI design, driven by their actual use of the data they produce. 

Furthermore, while innovations such as the Online Teachers Employment Application 

System enable PO-RALG to apply the complex teacher deployment formula, 

stakeholders report limited access and use of this system by LGAs as yet77. Other 

external factors beyond the programme’s control that have potentially impacted on the 

achievement of results and that are difficult to mitigate against include cultural attitudes 

to pregnant girls and young mothers in schools that can impact on survival rates. 

 

DLRs that aim to simply reimburse expenses incurred by Government, such as DLR 

9, have also been less successful than others and have not actively incentivised 

performance in this area.  

 
 

 

 
76 It is noted that, at the request of MoEST and PO-RALG, a scalable teacher incentive performance 

pay model, involving Government staff (SQAOs, WEOs), is already being developed. This is inspired 
by Twaweza’s Kiufunza pilot of a scheme to motivate teachers through remuneration (small financial 
bonuses linked to independently measured learning improvement of Std 1-3 pupils) as a complement 
to INSET. 

77 Mokoro, page 102.  
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3.2.13 Advantages and disadvantages of alignment with national systems. 
As dealt with in the section on relevance above, the EPforR largely supports 

Government to implement its own priorities, using its own systems and tools (with 

support to the development of additional systems largely supported by Government), 

to increase access to and the quality of basic education. Given how integrated it is into 

Government’s systems and the level of ownership, alignment with Government 

priorities in the ESDP, harmonisation amongst DPs, the focus on results and the fact 

that one common report is prepared, the EPforR is highly compliant with both the Paris 

Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action. Alignment with 

national systems also increases relevance, effectiveness and sustainability. The 

following specific issues were noted though: 

i. Alignment in terms of prioritising results 

A country-owned results framework is core to the EPforR approach. All stakeholders 

agree on the importance of a DLR framework that focuses on government’s priority 

reforms, supporting what Government already wants to do but is struggling to achieve. 

Government officials repeatedly assert the need to strengthen existing systems rather 

than introducing new things. While Government and DPs agree on all the major issues, 

however, it is not clear that they agree on quality as the top item on the education 

agenda. While DPs understandably want to focus on the overall objective of the 

programme – increased quality of education - Government (and particularly LGAs) 

want more classrooms and teachers (quantity rather than quality).  

ii. New systems need to be evidence-based and problem driven  

Although the original set of foundational activities were clearly linked to what was 

needed for the achievement of the remaining DLIs, a problem with the second set is 

that some are perceived as being linked to DP priorities. Even while school construction 

and inclusive education are priority strategies in the ESDP, Government stakeholders 

mention the strong role played by the World Bank in DLI 1.4, focusing on secondary 

school construction in preparation of its secondary education support programme. DLI 

1.3 (Inclusive Education Strategy) was also reported to be more of a donor priority than 

one identified by Government, which has focused only on inclusivity for children with 

hearing disabilities as a result of poor performance of such children highlighted in the 

media. 

EPforR is also not a mechanism to change Government’s mind. Generally, a focus on 

inputs raises the risk of ‘backdoor results-based financing: that is, using the instrument 

in name only, to accelerate disbursement while continuing with business as usual. 

Indeed, the Principle-Agent model that underpins results-based financing presumes 

there is a fundamental difference in objectives between actors which the Principles 

‘solve’ by offering a contract that aligns the Agents’ priorities with their own. The 

danger is that when results are not achieved, and non-payment enforced, Government 

and DPs alike are frustrated (as mentioned with regard to DLR 8 above). It is critical 

that EPforR continue as a mechanism to agree on priorities and then enable 

Government to stick to what they say they would do in that area.  
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iii. ‘Systems-strengthening’ and ‘reform’ are interlinked, not synonymous  

EPforR DLIs arguably focused on strengthening one part of the system, with little 

consideration to how that part works with others78. For example, TIE focuses on 

providing new textbooks but the bottleneck of how well children actually use these 

books is not incentivised. Stakeholders note that system strengthening is “a messy 

business”, requiring multiple entry-points to achieve reform: technical, financial, and 

political. A key finding in the Mokoro report is that, while EPforR may be useful for 

scaling up proven innovations, it is not necessarily suited to testing new approaches79. 

A way forward suggested by Sida, DFID and the TAS Team is to ensure that pilot 

innovations tested in project mode (the implementation arm) work hand-in-hand with 

the RBF instrument strengthens systems (the reform arm).  

iv. Alignment with sector plans 

As already dealt with in the section on relevance above (Section 3.1.2), while all DLRs 

broadly align with ESDP-II strategies, the relationship between the financing 

instrument and the sector’s medium-term sector plan has evolved over time. The 

revision of the ESDP at more or less the same time that future Sida support will be 

finalised potentially provides a powerful platform for harmonisation and joint planning. 

MoEST and PO-RALG will likely collaborate at the sub-national levels, to respond to 

the regional disparities identified in the latest AESPR.  

v. Sector dialogue and donor coordination 

Senior management in MoEST assert that dialogue is at the heart of effective 

performance of Tanzania’s education system. Indeed, a key action point in the latest 

AESPR is to “strengthen the coordination and collaboration mechanisms with 

Development Partners … to ensure alignment with the Government’s efforts”80. 

Coordination amongst EPforR donors is generally good; annual reviews are held, 

regular SMT meetings are conducted involving Government and DPs, and EPforR DPs 

meet amongst themselves for issues related to the programme as well as attending 

larger coordination meetings for DPs in the sector.  
 

Yet sector dialogue and donor coordination, arguably, has been compromised in several 

ways. First, while dialogue around the process of managing and monitoring ESDP II is 

led by MoEST through the Education Sector Development Committee (ESDC), 

discussions focus on basic education; for example stakeholders question. why the GPE 

report is discussed in the ESDC but the progress of other programmes is not. Similarly, 

the purpose of the ESDC is to ensure human capital development but the Technical 

Working Groups for Access and Quality Improvement; Monitoring, Evaluation, and 

Learning; and Resource Allocation, Cost Efficiency and Financing are mostly about 

basic education. Again, while the main donor coordination mechanism for ESDP II is 

the AESPR, like the ESDC, this does not include a process whereby all/the largest 

 
 

 

 
78 Rather, the results-based financing instrument typically takes a ‘system-approach’, considering how 

the elements within the education system interact with each other, strengthening those that are 
malfunctioning; this reinforces how the system works as a whole – bringing system coherence - which 
drives achievement of the desired institutional change, i.e. reform. 

79 Mokoro, 2020.  
80 AESPR, 2019, page 91.  
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donor-financed programmes, including EPforR, report on progress towards ESDP 

targets.  
 

Second, EPforR itself is a mechanism for dialogue: at the technical level through the 

TAS Team; at the development partnership level through the SMT; and at the political 

level through parliamentary discussion on the use of funds. However, the Technical 

Working Groups are not working well with EPforR Coordination Units (although it 

does seem that a Government review of these structures is underway). Moreover, the 

EPforR dialogue and ESDP II dialogue structures are not entirely in sync. The SMT 

focuses on technical decision-making for EPforR but not systemic issues across the 

sector, while the ESDC discusses cross-cutting issues but without the inclusion of 

MoFP, and discussion on fundamental crosscutting issues affecting the sector overall 

is limited. In short, EPforR has arguably emerged as a ‘default coordination’ 

mechanism for the sector, taking precedence over broader dialogue structures and the 

importance of regular and routine monitoring and coordination of ESDP seems to have 

declined. In a climate where dialogue has been difficult, DPs increasingly resort to 

bilateral exchange and networking81. 

3.2.14 Advantages and disadvantages of multiple ministries and multiple DPs in a 
results-based programme 

i. Multiple Ministries 

The advantage of working with multiple Ministries in a results-based programme like 

EPforR is fairly obvious: MoEST, PO-RALG and MoFP all have a role to play in 

achieving results there is a need for common understanding and cooperation amongst 

them if these are to be achieved. DPs are not forced to rely on only one ministry for 

success, each ministry having its strengths, and working with multiple ministries also 

ensures that DPs and programme implementers have a bird’s eye view of what is 

happening in the sector, where to focus, and how to address issues holistically. 

Although some tensions appear to have been created by splitting the responsibility for 

basic education between the two, such a split is necessary given the decentralised 

approach adopted by Tanzania, under which PO-RALG is responsible for 

implementation of basic services at local level, including schools, whereas MoEST is 

responsible for policy. The distinction between what constitutes policy and what 

constitutes implementation is not always clearly defined and can lead to tensions. 

Although competition for resources remains, EPforR has reportedly helped to enhance 

collaboration between MoEST and PO-RALG by including both as key partners under 

the programme and during Strategic Management Team meetings, co-chaired by 

MoEST and PO-RALG. Other examples include during the development of ESDP II 

(where the programme facilitated meetings of the joint task force that included 

representatives of both MoEST and PO-RALG) and various topic-specific joint 

working groups that have been established and supported to deal with issues where the 

distinction between policy and implementation is not always clear. Such working 

groups have included those on Capitation Grants, teacher deployment, inclusive 

 
 

 

 
81 Mokoro, page 149.  
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education, the Schools Construction and Maintenance Strategy and the 

Communications Strategy.  

Those directly involved in EPforR consulted during the evaluation also stated that 

Government partners increasingly appreciate the result-focused nature of the 

mechanism and the large volume of funding for education with few strings attached. 

The use of the ‘force account’ for school infrastructure construction is also appreciated.  

The main disadvantage of working with multiple Ministries is that it potentially slows 

down decision-making processes. The change in the mandates of MoEST and PO-

RALG has also proven problematic. For example, it is not clear which Ministry leads 

on teacher deployment: as a policy reform, it is led by MoEST, but PO-RALG leads on 

implementation of the strategy. EPforR may even have inadvertently fuelled 

competition between Ministries. MoEST handles all account transactions, which has 

reportedly led to resentment in MoFP – MoFP do not control the funds and, other than 

a few workshops, they receive no incentive under the programme. PO-RALG 

meanwhile have argued that their ownership of the programme is undermined by 

unbalanced arrangements in the design of how rewards are assigned.  

WERE KEY INSTITUTIONS OMITTED OR INSUFFICIENTLY INCLUDED OR 

REWARDED? 

Although the original design of the programme did not directly incentivise PO-RALG, that changed 

with the redesign following the mid-term review and PO-RALG are reportedly far more satisfied 

with the level of financial incentives provided (even though funds are still disbursed to MoEST). 

Some concerns are raised in Mokoro and elsewhere that MoFP is not directly incentivised – as 

pointed out in the DFID 2019 EPforR Annual Review, there is an assumption made (although not 

expressly stated in the theory of change) that the MoFP would respond to incentives that directly 

benefit MoEST and PO-RALG. While it was not possible to meet with MoFP during the current 

evaluation, most of those consulted believe that MoFP is simply required to do what it would 

ordinarily do and does not need direct incentivisation – the incentive is essentially that the 

programme provides significant levels of funding to the country that would otherwise not be 

available. In addition, the TAS Team has provided some short-term training to MoFP staff and there 

is a Public Finance Management Reform Programme providing capacity development to the 

Ministry.  
 

Neither NECTA nor the TIE were included as partners under the programme, even though both have 

important roles to play - directly and indirectly - in achieving the DLRs on the basis that they were 

not central to decision-making processes. But while no direct support is provided to TIE, the 

programme has supported NECTA to develop new learner assessment tools. Both also fall under the 

MoEST and so both are already supported to some degree. The relevant indicators also incentivise 

Government to focus on issues of particular relevance to NECTA and TIE in ways it might otherwise 

not have prioritised. Given their role in employment of teachers, some have argued that the 

President’s Office, Public Service Management and Good Governance (PO-PSM) might also have 

been included. However, given that the low pace of civil servant employment comes from the highest 

political level, and given that decisions on the allocation of teachers are made by PO-RALG rather 

than PO-PSM, it is unclear how including PO-PSM would have alleviated the situation.  
 

Since EPforR funds are essentially sector budget support, the direct inclusion of other stakeholders 

would be unlikely to increase transaction costs. However, the real question as to which institutions, 

Ministries etc. should be included or directly incentivised depends primarily on who is responsible 

for achieving results and, ultimately, improving the quality of basic education. 
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ii. Multiple donors 

The advantages of multiple DPs, generally, are obvious in terms of the level of 

resources available and the fact that DPs are able to speak with one voice when 

communicating with Government or engaging in political dialogue. Having multiple 

DPs in the same programme also ensures sufficient funds are available for results to be 

achieved, brings in a range of perspectives and helps to broaden the focus of the 

programme. When multiple DPs in a results-based programme agree to a common set 

of indicators and results, common monitoring and evaluation systems, and accept one 

common report for all, it also helps to reduce transaction costs for both Government 

and DPs and increase compliance with principles of aid effectiveness.  

However, multiple DPs can lead to challenges as priorities change, where some are 

more focused on particular results than others, or where DPs begin to prepare new 

programmes on different timeframes. As the EPforR framework expanded post mid-

term review, DPs appear to have diverged in terms of the balance of ‘stretch’ and 

feasibility required of the programme, as evident in the different formulae used for the 

release of funds under some DLRs. Overall, the most contentious area between the 

World Bank, DFID and Sida appears to be in terms of adaptive programming and 

responsiveness to changes, where a balance between keeping the Government’s eye on 

results and conditional financing needed to be found. While DFID and Sida have been 

willing to provide more funds where targets are exceeded, the World Bank disagrees82. 

Differences between DPs are also reflected in three separate theories of change, where 

the World Bank’s theory (to which Sida aligns) focuses on impact-level results, DFID’s 

on outcomes, and GPE-LANES II on process outputs/outcomes. Without a single 

coherent and iterative theory of change – an important feature of adaptive programming 

- the programme lacks a compass (as opposed to a map) for policy dialogue; and by 

extension it is difficult to sustain attention on results when contexts outside the 

programme change.  

3.2.15 What changes did the programme introduce into processes, services, systems 
or procedures and what drove the reforms? 

 

Although ‘programme for results’ programmes do not develop new strategies, 

processes, services, systems or procedures, EPforR has directly incentivised and 

supported (through the TAS Team) the development of numerous strategies and 

procedures that have led to changes in the way MoEST and PO-RALG in particular 

implement their roles and responsibilities in the basic education sector:   

• Development of a format for Capitation Grant disbursements.  

• Guidelines for School Incentive Grants.  

• Guidelines for the Student Teacher Enrichment Programme (now integrated into 

regular in-service training for teachers). 

 
 

 

 
82 World Bank were reportedly unable institutionally to adopt this type of approach, but the initial 
design did cater for this to some extent. For example, Sida and DFID were able to agree on an 
approach to re-channel unspent funds to DLR 6. 
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• Development of 3R assessment tools – both as a foundational activity in the first 

phase of the programme as well as support to NECTA to develop a home-grown 

tool and approach.  

• Development of the SQA system.  

• Development of an updated Primary Teacher Deployment Strategy and a computer-

based system to remove the ‘human factor’ in deciding where teachers need to be 

allocated.  

• The National Strategy for Inclusive Education.  

• The National School Construction and Maintenance Strategy. 

• The digitised ‘Selection System’ for Form 1 and Form 5. 

• The Claims and Debt Management Information System for civil servants’, 

including teachers’, claims for allowances/reimbursements. 

• The Automated Teachers Upgrading and Promotion System. 

 

As already noted, EPforR has been more successful in introducing real changes in 

systems and procedures where strategies and systems included as foundational 

activities are incentivised by other DLRs and where they are changes that Government 

actually requested. Those like the National Strategy for Inclusive Education, widely 

reported to have been more donor-driven than a response to Government’s needs, have 

as yet contributed to less reform (other than for children with hearing disabilities). On 

the other hand, while the National School Construction and Maintenance Strategy was 

reportedly pushed by World Bank, it aligns with Government priorities and needs, 

which no doubt accounts for the fact that it is already being used to govern the 

construction of new schools and classrooms.  

 

EPforR has directly contributed to the timely and predictable release of funds linked to 

agreed budget lines by MoFP even though the amount of funding linked to this DLI is 

minimal compared to the amount of funds released when the DLI is satisfied. While 

suggestions to reconsider the size of Capitation Grants and the formula used to 

determine these have been on the table for some time, EPforR has had a profound effect 

on the regular provision of the grants and also contributed to reform in this area: the 

mid-term review was reported to have directly informed the decision to allocate the 

grants directly to schools rather than to LGAs. On the other hand, although DLI 2.3 

was added to the programme after the mid-term review, has no doubt incentivised 

Government in the area of textbook provision, and is a good example of the programme 

adapting to changing needs and priorities, the decision to focus on provision of an 

adequate number of textbooks to schools was driven by factors outside of the 

programme.  

 

Despite the challenges created by the shortage of teachers, EPforR has had a profound 

impact on the equitable distribution of teachers through the support to the development 

of the abovementioned strategies, but also through the provision of data that has been 

used to inform decision-making at both central and LGA levels. The programme 

continues to support this through support to the new software system being 

implemented to ‘decide’ where new teachers will be posted, and through the 

incentivisation of and support to the development of the new teacher deployment 

policy. Although the system is new and the policy yet to be finalised, both are expected 

to continue to contribute to improvements in the equitable allocation of teachers going 

forward. Equitable teacher allocation depends on an adequate supply of teachers and 
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the programme has to date been unable to drive reform in this area. School Incentive 

Grants on the other hand were introduced by the programme, and EPforR is thus solely 

responsible in that regard.  

 

Finally, despite support to the revision of ESDP I and the development of ESDP II not 

being incentivised under the programme and no DLIs are linked to it, EPforR (and the 

TAS Team in particular) played a key role in the development of the new plan - at the 

invitation of Government - when the finalisation of the plan was off track to meet the 

2016 deadline. The programme can thus be credited with having played a constructive 

role in the development of education policy at the highest level. Again noting that the 

current evaluation does not consider ‘impact’, contributions at this level have enormous 

potential to create ongoing impact on reforms across the entire sector and not just in 

basic education.  

 

3.2.16 Compliance with standards on PTR, teacher deployment and pupil/classroom 
ratio83 

Note:  

Although PTR and teacher deployment were included in the relevant question in the 

evaluation matrix in the inception report (and thus in the above heading), both issues 

are covered in detail in Section 3.2.4 above and the text is not repeated here. Instead, 

in this section we focus primarily on pupil/classroom ratios.  

 

The introduction of fee-free basic education coupled with the low pace of employment 

of teachers post-2016 (save for the employment of around 4,000 in 2019) and limited 

Government funding for infrastructure development has had a negative impact on 

pupil/teacher, student/classroom and pupil/textbook ratios. Although it was reported 

that many LGAs have been able to ensure more equitable teacher deployment – moving 

teachers from schools with many to those with fewer – their ability to do so within their 

available budget depends on various factors, including how close schools are together 

within the LGA and the costs involved where teachers have had to move residence 

when schools are more spread out than in other LGAs. More importantly, while LGAs 

did well in previous years when it comes to ensuring a more equitable distribution of 

teachers, the fact that there are simply insufficient numbers of teachers means that, even 

where they are equitably distributed amongst schools within each LGA, there simply 

are not enough teachers to address the gaps and the average PTR continues to increase 

nationally and at LGA level.  

 

 
 

 

 
83 This question in the ToR also included an assessment of compliance with national standards on 

access to WASH facilities. As dealt with in Section 1.5 above, it was not possible for the team to 
evaluate this given the limited data available. And given the fact PO-RALG is currently undertaking an 
assessment of access to WASH facilities (with World Bank and DFID support), it was agreed with Sida 
and MoEST not to duplicate what other DPs were already supporting and to leave this to the current 
project within PO-RALG.  
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The national standard for pupil/classroom ratios (PCR) has remained the same since 

2014: 45 pupils per classroom for standard 1 to standard 7; and 40 per classroom for 

lower secondary schools. However, despite the fact that the Government is constructing 

new classrooms at a fast rate (with support from local communities as well as funds 

provided under EPforR)84 that has helped to mitigate against the effects the introduction 

of fee-free basic education, in the average PCR, the PCR in Government primary and 

secondary schools has remained consistently higher than the national averages since 

2016, as illustrated in the table below: 

 
Table 2: Average PCR for Government Primary and Lower Secondary Schools 

 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Primary schools 77 77 81 84 81 

Lower secondary schools 42 40 45 47 46 

Source: TAS data 

 

The PCR is also significantly higher in some regions than others, which tends to skew 

the national averages. For example, in 2017 the national aggregate PCR in primary 

schools was 77, with regional variations from 37:1 in Kilimanjaro to 125:1 in Geita. In 

2018, the PCR had risen to 133 pupils per classroom Geita Region compared to the 

national average of 8185.  

3.3  SUSTAINABILITY 
The inception report included the following evaluation questions related to the 

sustainability of the EPforR86: 

 
Evaluation questions  

1. How far is the programme embedded in institutional structures and able to continue even if there 

were no external funding in a future phase? 

2. Are there any current DLRs supporting improved sector performance that are high impact but 

require further time and support to be institutionalised? What changes would be needed to see 

them become sustainable? 

3. How could existing DLRs be made more relevant to Tanzania’s needs – now and/or under a 

future phase? 

 
 

 

 
84 “From 2016 to 2017 the number of primary classrooms increased by 8,177 to 116,681 and the 

number of secondary classrooms increased by 4,667 to 39,490. In 2018 there have been further 
increases of 1,524 primary classrooms (bringing the total to 118,205) and 896 secondary classrooms 
(bringing the total to 40,386).” 2019 Annual Report, page 29. 

85 Ibid.  
86 As with the section on relevance, the ToR and evaluation matrix included two additional questions 

under this heading – both of which are better addressed in Chapter 4 on lessons learned for future 
support: If a future phase were to be supported: 

• What would be the best balance between a complex programme and national ownership?  

• What capacity should lie with MoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP, and what capacity should be 
external? 
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4. How has the operational effectiveness and institutional capacity (e.g., structure / operations / 

governance), knowledge and planning at MoFP, MoEST and PO-RALG been built through 

programme and how will it be sustained after the programme ending (Technical Assistance 

Support team)?  

5. Which changes to Government’s administrative systems would need to be sustained for benefits 

to be continued and for a new phase to be effective? Are these sustainable: if not, why not and 

what would the impact be? 

 

3.3.1 How far is the programme embedded in institutional structures and able to 
continue even if there were no external funding in a future phase? 

 

As dealt with in Section 3.2.11, EPforR is well embedded in Government’s institutional 

structures, systems and processes, often merely incentivising Government to 

implement its own policies and plans, which will continue to be implemented even if 

funding were to come to an end. The level of Government ownership of the EPforR is 

also very high: in almost all cases save for the inclusion of foundational activities that 

appear to have been driven by DPs, the DLRs and DLIs have been prioritised by 

Government based on their own needs. Ownership is a key determinant of 

sustainability and the fact that ownership is high augurs well for the sustainability of 

results. Sustainability of benefits can thus be expected even if no future funding were 

to be provided. For example, classrooms and other facilities that have been built or 

renovated with EPforR funds will continue to enhance access to education while 

support provided to the increased supply of textbooks and to increasing the retention 

and survival rates, particularly of girls, will also continue to bear fruit long after EPforR 

has ended. The EPforR is also heavily focused on institutional development and 

strengthening and has contributed significantly to the development of strategies, 

systems, processes, and structures to support basic education that will remain in place 

for years.  

3.3.2 Are there any current DLRs supporting improved sector performance that are 
high impact but require further time and support to be institutionalised? What 
changes would be needed to see them become sustainable? How could existing 
DLRs be made more relevant to Tanzania’s needs – now and/or under a future 
phase?87 

 

All of the DLRs ultimately aim at improved sector performance. Although ‘impact’ 

was expressly excluded from the ToR for the current evaluation, and while Government 

representatives were adamant that the decision about which DLRs should be included, 

changed or excluded can only be taken by agreement between Government and DPs, 

the following observations are made that those responsible for formulating future Sida 

support might consider to increase the sustainability of future support.  

 

Foundational activities under both the first and second ‘phases’ of the programme 

included significant support to the development of data that would be required to 

 
 

 

 
87 Given the similarities between question 2 and question 3 in the list of questions included at the start 

of this section, they have been combined in the text that follows.  
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measure progress and determine impact. Although not all have been implemented as 

yet to the fullest degree, they are in place and can be expected to continue to bear fruit 

and have an impact even if the programme were to come to an end. As already 

mentioned, foundational activities are more likely to be successful when linked to 

recurrent DLRs and impact and institutionalisation of strategies such as those related 

to inclusive education and construction would be improved if future programming were 

to include DLRs, DLIs and incentives directly related to them.  

 

DLI 2.1 was reported to have significantly increased the level and predictability of 

financial flows. However, it would appear that a similar DLR would need to remain 

under any future planning. According to the TAS Team (which is reportedly not 

contested by Government), a focus on priority budget is required in any programme for 

results to ensure that the necessary level of funding is available for other DLRs to 

succeed. DLI 2.2 has also been particularly successful, with at least some of those 

consulted of the opinion that the provision of Capitation Grants has become so deeply 

embedded in the system that it might feasibly be removed from any future programme. 

Such an opinion is not shared by all of those consulted though, with some arguing that 

the grants were only initially developed with DP support (albeit around 2001) and that 

they are so important to schools that the provision of the grants should continue to be 

incentivised despite the fact that they have become entrenched. As is well known in the 

sector, a major issue with the grants is the size of the grant and the simple formula used 

to calculate how much each school is provide with. Sustainability might therefore be 

enhanced by support to a foundational activity in a future programme to revise the 

policy and/or formula used. An adequate supply of textbooks (DLI 2.3) is of course 

fundamental to education. But while the supply has increased for most grades, the 

incentive for progress in this area has been created by Parliament’s and the media’s 

focus on the issue and, if choices had to be made, some of those consulted would prefer 

to see more of a focus on incentivising an adequate supply of teachers rather than the 

supply of textbooks. No suggestions were received though for how the sustainability 

of DLI 2.3 might be enhanced.  

 

DLR 3 has had considerable success and EPforR has contributed to what many refer 

to as a world class data management system. Significant capacity has been built within 

PO-RALG that augur well for sustainability, and some stakeholders argued that DLR 

3 has been redundant for some time since the BEMIS is fully functional, data is already 

available online, and sufficient capacity exists. As a result, disbursements against DLI 

3.1 and 3.2 are consistently at 100%. But while both might be dropped from future 

programming, care should be taken ‘not to take one’s eye off the ball’ (as one 

interviewee said). To ensure sustainability and build on successes of the current 

programme, future programming might consider shifting the focus to building the 

capacity of LGAs to plan, and to use data in planning, and to incentivising the central 

level to making the data more accessible and usable by LGAs and schools through plain 

language analyses of what the data shows and how and where LGAs and schools need 

to focus as well as the publication of their analysis (in addition to the AESPR) in a way 

that both politicians and members of the public can digest and make sense of without 

needing to be experts in analysing raw data themselves. DLR 3 could also be tweaked 

to extend AESPR reporting to include systems-strengthening, DP-supported projects 

and learning from the LGA Learning Network and to shift the focus from collection of 

data to using the data in the AESPR for planning. Consensus-based dialogue could also 
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be supported on how to move forward to resolve harmonisation bottlenecks and to 

ground future systems development in evidence not just available technical solutions.  

 

DLR 4 has been the result most directly affected by the introduction of fee-free 

education and the slowdown in the hiring of new teachers. Even though LGAs have 

done admirably in ensuring a more equitable distribution of teachers to schools falling 

under their control, DLR 4 is not sustainable without the provision of new teachers to 

meet the demand created by fee-free basic education and the attrition rate amongst 

teachers as a simple result of retirement, death or resignation. Given the fundamental 

importance of teachers to the achievement of any results in basic education, DLR 4 will 

thus need to be retained. Although decisions on the employment of teachers are 

intensely political, sustainability might be enhanced by  “tweaking” DLR 4 to include 

a more holistic approach to teacher deployment by engaging Government directly in 

the design of the results and indicators. 

 

The only remaining DLI under DLR 5 is the provision of SIGs. The indicator is simple 

to achieve and there is thus very little incentive provided to change or improve anything 

in order for the funds to be released. And while the grants are no doubt prized and 

welcomed by those who receive them, they are only provided to 400 schools and create 

comparatively little impact on the overall quality of education in the programme. On 

that basis, it is argued that DLR 5 could be dropped from future programming. Should 

it be considered for inclusion, sustainability might be enhanced by increasing the size 

of the grants and the number of schools that would be eligible to receive them and by 

linking the SIGs to the SQA system (already incentivised under the programme) rather 

than to exam results to shift the focus to learning rather than cramming for exams 

(although it is noted too that the SQA only requires schools to be visited every four 

years, which might make linking it to the SQA difficult). 

 

DLR 6 and 7 are outcome level results (the first focused on quality and the second on 

quantity) and the sustainability of both is dependent on the sustainability of other DLRs 

as well as a range of factors outside the programme’s control. At the same time, both 

DLRs are fundamental in a results-based approach and at least one of the two (and 

probably both) need to be retained. The sustainability of both could be enhanced though 

by ensuring that a theory of change and results framework is developed that clearly 

links DLRs focused on the output level to the expected outcomes in DLR 6 and/or DLR 

7. Sustainability of DLR 6 might also be enhanced by incentivising the development 

of a new 3R assessment tool and/or methodology that, while still complying with 

international standards, is less costly to implement than the current system (for 

example, by reducing the sample size or exploring online solutions). In addition, DLR 

6 might also be expanded (in scope rather than in the size of the sample) to include an 

assessment of writing skills and to incentivise collaboration of NECTA with MoEST 

and PO-RALG. It was also suggested that, if DLI 7.1 is to be retained, sustainability 

might be enhanced by changing the incentive to reward those LGAs that maintain high 

levels of retention, since they have improved so much that they cannot keep improving, 

For DLI 7.2, the survival rate of girls in most regions of the country is not a problem – 

although more boys reportedly enter the education system than girls, girls that do enter 

are more likely to survive than boys. Consideration might need to be given to 

refocusing the DLI more broadly on gender equity between boys and girls or to 

focusing on completion rates or survival rates to the secondary schools.  
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DLR 8 has already met with considerable success and has the potential to create 

significant high-level impact, but it is a new and emerging DLR that will need to 

continue to be incentivised under future programming. At present though, whole school 

visits are conducted on a simple rotational basis, with 25% of schools visited each year 

and follow-up visits only provided when serious problems are noted that need to be 

addressed. According to some of those consulted, the system means that sufficient data 

already exists for weaker schools to be identified and for those to be prioritised – which 

in turn could be incentivised in future programmes. The system is relatively new and 

its sustainability cannot yet be measured, but many of those consulted pointed to the 

fact that considerable additional technical and financial support will be required for 

sustainability to be achieved. To that end, consideration could be given to increasing 

levels of Government ownership, developing a realistic costed plan to roll out the 

reformed system, and incentivising follow-up of the SQA recommendations involving 

both LGAs and communities. 

 

DLR 9 was introduced late, took time to get up and running, and is only supported by 

World Bank. Although it has contributed to the development of new systems (as dealt 

with in various places in this report), it has essentially been used to supplement capacity 

development provided by the TAS Team with DFID support. Its sustainability is 

questioned, its impact has been minimal, and strong arguments were made for it to be 

excluded from future programming. Although there is a need for capacity development 

at both central and LGA levels, including in the area of policy development for MoEST, 

capacity development might be considered as an ‘addition’ to future programmes to 

enhance sustainability of both benefits and results.  

 

At the same time, concerns were raised by many of those consulted that the list of DLRs 

and DLIs increased over time, particularly following the mid-term review and the 

increase in funding by all three of the DPs supporting the programme at that stage – 

Sida, DFID and World Bank. Should Sida support results-based financing in future, 

either in a joined-up programme with others or through separate support, and to 

enhance ownership and sustainability, Sida should consider focusing particularly on 

those DLRs that include an aspect of institutional development and strengthening of 

existing and new systems and processes.  

 

Two final points are made related to sustainability: 

• Although not directly incentivised by the programme (and thus not included in the 

list above), the independent verification of results is crucial to the programme but 

expensive to conduct. As a result, Government might not be interested in continuing 

with it if there were no reward for doing so. 

• As pointed out in the Mokoro report and many of those consulted, the biggest threat 

to sustainability of results is simply the inadequate funding of the basic education 

system that has continued despite the significant increase in students following the 

introduction of fee-free basic education88.  

 
 

 

 
88 Mokoro, page 92. 
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3.3.3 How has the operational effectiveness and institutional capacity (e.g., structure / 
operations / governance), knowledge and planning at MoFP, MoEST and PO-
RALG been built through programme and how will it be sustained after the 
programme ending (Technical Assistance Support team)?  

 

As dealt with in Section 3.2.13, the EPforR has included a significant focus on 

increasing operational effectiveness and institutional capacity building through support 

to the development of strategies and processes. Although not included as a DLR or in 

the programme’s results framework, the TAS Team has provided significant capacity 

development for individuals, Ministries and LGAs, ranging from simple awareness-

raising workshops to on-the-job mentoring and advice and support for senior staff to 

study towards post-graduate degrees. Particularly notable in this regard is the level of 

data management capacity that has been built in PO-RALG’s D-ICT, but capacity has 

also been built within MoEST89. As with any programme that provides such support, 

sustainability of benefits is enhanced, since those who have been trained will remain in 

the system long after the EPforR comes to an end. However, as with any capacity 

building of civil servants, there are challenges to ensure capacity is not lost. In 

particular, high staff turnover within Ministries, transfers of key staff whose capacity 

has been built, and retirements and death all impact on sustainability over time and is 

one of the reasons that programmes such as EPforR should focus more on institutional 

strengthening than on building the capacity of individuals.  

 

However, all of this needs to be seen in the context of the role of the TAS Team. The 

Team appears to have led the EPforR cycle of implementation, monitoring, reporting, 

calculation of performance, independent verification, recalculation of performance and 

claims, then back to implementation. This has been exacerbated by two things. First, 

the lack of frequent (for example, quarterly) and continuous programme monitoring 

and developmental evaluation to identify deteriorating performance. Second, the lack 

of a systematic change-management strategy to enable rapid-cycle adaptation: SMT 

meeting minutes show there was limited technical discussion of observed change or of 

Independent Verification Team recommendations. As a result, it appears that EPforR 

management within Government had limited engagement in adaptive programming. 

This was seen in the case of those DLIs like DLI 4.2 that Government officials 

perceived as no longer actionable by them, and therefore needed modification. Changes 

to the protocols were not proactive, based on periodic, change-management discussion. 

Rather, as in the case of DLI 8.2, Government actors requested the adaptation of DLIs 

only when performance became problematic. At the end of the day, with no examples 

of major redesign proposed by Government having been agreed to thus far, DPs 

continue to have the upper hand in the discussions on trade-offs between stretch and 

feasibility. 

 

 
 

 

 
89 Since the team were not able to meet with MoFP, it is not possible to verify whether any institutional 

or individual capacity has been built within the Ministry, but based on how little the EPforR or TAS 
Team have targeted MoFP, it is unlikely that capacity has been enhanced to any degree by the 
programme.  
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Although the degree to which the programme has contributed to behaviour change at 

both central and LGA levels is worthy of a separate impact assessment, the current 

evaluation specifically excluded ‘impact’ from the list of OECD/DAC criteria to be 

considered. Nonetheless, and recognising that changes in behaviour take longer to be 

achieved than the timeframes of the EPforR, some examples of behaviour change were 

reported.  

• MoEST and PO-RALG both reported that the programme has significantly 

increased their focus on results and the use of evidence-based data in that regard. 

The development of data gathering and management systems as original 

foundational activities and under DLR 3 and DLR 7 has dramatically increased the 

level of data available and, while there is room for better analysis and use of data 

at both central and LGA levels, it was reported to have contributed to an increase 

in evidence-based decision making across the entire sector – not just in those areas 

supported by or incentivised under the programme.  

• Some of those consulted pointed to a fear of failure amongst Government 

employees that might ordinarily limit their willingness to report problems and 

challenges. The fact that the EPforR has supported the collection and management 

of actual data has reportedly mitigated against this though and contributed to 

increased levels of openness and transparency by ensuring that relevant data are 

now publicly available. 

• Although the evaluation team were not able to consult with LGAs, there is 

anecdotal evidence of behaviour changes at LGA level related to all DLIs 

incentivising LGAs and schools, directly attributable to the fact that rewards for 

improvements are provided the awareness raising activities conducted by the TAS 

Team to explain the system and how rewards can be accessed and the need for 

LGAs and schools to focus on results.  

 

3.3.4 Which changes to Government’s administrative systems would need to be 
sustained for benefits to be continued and for a new phase to be effective? Are 
these sustainable: if not, why not and what would the impact be? 

 

As noted in Section 3.2.15 above, EPforR has incentivised and supported the 

development of various new systems that are not repeated here. And as already noted, 

those introduced as foundational activities in particular are more likely to become 

entrenched and sustainable where they are linked to recurrent DLRs and where they 

respond to those issues prioritised by Government rather than those responding to DP 

priorities. In addition, the following specific observations were made regarding which 

administrative systems would need to be sustained: 

  

• The programme has contributed to the revision of the system for payment of 

Capitation Grants. The changes are well entrenched and are widely reported to be 

sustainable.  

• Significant changes have been introduced to the way in which the centre and LGAs 

allocate teachers. Although it is too soon to determine the sustainability of the new 

computer-based system, the equitable distribution of teachers at both central and 

LGA levels is not sustainable without a significant increase in new teachers.  

• Although the programme incentivises the distribution of textbooks, new systems 

for how these are produced and distributed were not driven by the programme.  
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• EPforR has played an important role in the development of data management 

systems. BEMIS is deeply entrenched and can be expected to be sustained. 

However, the sustainability of the SQA, although too soon to measure, will in all 

likelihood require additional financial and technical support. Failure to do so could 

significantly impact on Government’s ability to continue with the system. 

• SIGs were introduced directly as a result of EPforR. The degree to which they 

would be sustained if future support is not provided is questionable, but the impact 

would be minimal given that only 400 schools qualify for the grants.  
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 4 Conclusions and the way forward 

4.1  CONCLUSIONS  
Based as it is largely on Government’s priorities at the time of design, the identified 

needs in the basic education sector, and high levels of consultation with a range of 

stakeholders, the EPforR was highly relevant at design stage. Although it does not 

directly address the infrastructure needs within the country (other than support to the 

development of the National Schools Infrastructure Strategy), EPforR funding is 

essentially sector budget support and the bulk of available funding has been used for 

infrastructure development (although not only to address the needs in the basic 

education sector). The programme was also completely in line with Sida policy at the 

time of design and, other than the TAS Team and Independent Verification Team 

contracted separately, is fully integrated into Government’s systems. 

Following the change of Government and the mid-term review in 2016, the EPforR 

went through a significant redesign process that was also Government-led and highly 

consultative. The programme is also regularly reviewed and DLIs revised (if agreed to) 

at Strategic Management Team meetings. Although it has struggled to address 

shortages of teachers following the introduction of fee-free basic education in 2016 and 

the low pace of new civil servant appointments (including teachers) from 2016, both 

of these are outside of its control. DLIs were also has adapted the DLIs to support 

Government’s renewed focus on textbooks and to include an additional outcome-level 

DLR to incentivise improvements in survival and retention rates. EPforR is also 

substantially aligned with both the ESDP II (although it does not specifically align its 

results framework with that in the ESDP II and is not perfectly aligned with the strategic 

plan, operational plan or M&E framework) and the new Sida Strategy for Sweden’s 

Development Cooperation with Tanzania 2020-2024. It has thus remained largely 

relevant over time.  

  

EPforR helped to keep the education system on track throughout the period following 

the introduction of fee free basic education, ensuring that Capitation Grants were 

received by schools, incentivising improvement in key sector indicators such as 

pupil/teacher ratios, and building consensus around the importance of data, including 

early grade learning outcome results. As captured in the graph below, annual 

performance has varied but EPforR has generally performed well with aggregate 

annual performance ranging from a low of 69% in Year 1 to highs of 84% in Years 2 

and 5. Although not a perfect measure of performance, disbursement levels have been 



4  C O N C L U S I O N S  A N D  T H E  W A Y  F O R W A R D  

 

55 

 

good90, with approximately USD 235m disbursed out of the maximum of USD 310m 

available for disbursement so far: 

 
Graph 4: Performance and disbursement Year 1 – 5 (USD) 

 

In addition to the development of a world class system for the management, gathering, 

sharing and analysis of data as a result of the programme, EPforR has made significant 

contributions to increased school quality assurance; the availability of textbooks 

(although not uniformly across all grades); and improvements in girls’ transition rates 

to secondary schools, closing the gap between girls and boys significantly each year.  

 

As illustrated in the previous Chapter, effectiveness varies from one DLI to the next. 

For at least some DLRs/DLIs, effectiveness has been made more challenging with the 

introduction of fee-free basic education in 2016 and the low pace of employment of 

new teachers since then. Notable in this regard are pupil-textbook ratios, pupil/teacher 

ratios and, possibly, a slight decline in student retention rates (DLR7.1). On the other 

hand, while not included as a DLR, funds for construction made available under the 

programme have helped to mitigate the impact of new policies on student/classroom 

ratios. Some challenges also remain with DLRs that have otherwise been highly 

successful: for example, data cleaning processes leave little time available for attention 

to data quality; data is not as yet being maximised by LGAs for planning purposes; and 

improvements in data management only focuses on the basic education sector even 

though similar data is required for the entire sector to produce the AESPR.  

 

The programme is well embedded in Government systems and largely incentivises 

Government to implement its own policies, priorities and strategies (including those 

 
 

 

 
90 Aggregate annual performance in the first five years is 68.54%, 84.17%, 78.27%, 69.22% and 

76.78% respectively. 
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developed with EPforR support). Although challenges to sustainability are identified 

in Chapter 3, benefits already accrued under the programme will continue to be felt for 

many years, including new strategies and approaches, infrastructure developed with 

EPforR funds, textbooks, better retention of students and survival rates for girls and 

world class data management systems. Those who have benefited from capacity 

development provided under the programme will also continue to use the knowledge 

and skills they have acquired to continue to improve basic education in the country. 

Nonetheless, Government will struggle to sustain some benefits and results that have 

yet to be fully implemented or that are expensive to maintain in the absence of 

additional funding or incentivisation. Examples include the independent verification of 

data, the School Quality Assurance System and the 3R assessments, at least in their 

current form, given the limited funding provided to basic education by Government. 

And unless the shortage of teachers is addressed and adequate funds are provided by 

Government to address the challenges created by the introduction of fee free basic 

education, the sustainability of many results will remain a challenge.  

4.2  THE WAY FORWARD 
The following evaluation questions listed in the inception report have been moved into 

this section: 

 
Evaluation questions  

If a future phase were to be supported: 

1. What would be the best balance between a complex programme and national ownership?  

2. What capacity should lie with MoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP, and what capacity should be 

external? 

3. What additional DLRs might be considered to enhance the relevance of the programme in a 

future phase, particularly when it comes to the poverty perspective, national ownership and 

sustainability? 

 

4.2.1 What would be the best balance between a complex programme and national 
ownership? 

 

Despite the fact that EPforR is a complex programme spanning various Ministries and 

with sometimes competing demands and focus amongst DPs, levels of national 

ownership are already high. There is a strong demand in Government for a second 

EPforR phase, even if in a different format to the current programme. Most of those 

consulted agree on the need to focus on a few strategic DLRs that are easily measurable 

on a national scale and verifiable, that DLIs should be challenging but achievable, and 

that the risk is spread across DLIs so that if one DLI fails due to unforeseen 

circumstances, the loss in disbursement is not catastrophic. However, as was regularly 

stressed by Government stakeholders, leadership from Government senior 

management in any design process is critical and the selection of DLRs and DLIs 

should only be done in consultation with Government and driven by Government’s 

own priorities if levels of Government ownership are to be maintained. Given that 

discussions are underway between Government and DPs at the time of writing of this 

report, it is noted that any future programme, and the DLRs and DLIs incentivised 

under it, should also be very closely aligned with whatever is prioritised in the new 

ESDP. While it should specify results, jointly identified by Government and DPs, it 
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should not dictate how the Government achieves those results (other than basic 

safeguards regarding human rights and environmental issues).  

In addition to leading design and providing a strategic vision through the revised ESDP, 

it is imperative that Government drives the development of costed implementation 

plans to take forward the system-strengthening interventions introduced by the DLIs 

and stabilise the reforms triggered by EPforR in its initial phase.  

 

EPforR is by design an adaptive programme. Stakeholders assert that the programme 

benefits from continuity because it is signed in by Government and not a political party 

and is therefore less vulnerable to changes in political leadership. Yet development 

partnership is an uncertain and changeable context: new DP contributions change the 

balance between DLI values, not all DPs fund all DLIs, and different sets of metrics 

are used for two of the recurrent DLRs. The EPforR programme needs to be ‘agile’, 

able to respond to changes in the sector’s broad political economy. However, the 

programme is not supported by the requisite learning mechanism and/or change 

management strategy to enable it to function well as a mechanism for a ‘joined-up’ 

approach to decision making, across DPs as well as between DPs and GoT.  

 

Differences between DPs are also reflected in three separate theories of change, where 

the World Bank’s theory (to which Sida aligns) focuses on impact-level results, DFID’s 

on outcomes, and the GPE-LANES II on process outputs/outcomes. On the one hand, 

without a single coherent and iterative theory of change – an important feature of 

adaptive programming - the programme lacks a compass (as opposed to a map) for 

policy dialogue; and by extension it is difficult to sustain attention on results when 

contexts outside the programme change. On the other hand, the three theories share the 

macro-level aim to institutionalise a culture of results as a way of sustaining 

improvements in basic education results over the long term. To increase internal 

coherence, ensure a more adaptive approach, and increase overall effectiveness around 

commonly agreed outcomes, a common theory of change should be developed, in 

consultation with Government, and included in any future programme.  

 

4.2.2 What capacity should lie with MoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP, and what capacity 
should be external? 

 

As described in Section 3.2.11 above, EPforR has contributed to building the 

institutional capacity of MoEST and PO-RALG as well as to building the capacity of 

individuals - primarily through the TAS Team but also through ‘learning by doing’. 

While it was not possible to consult with MoFP during the current evaluation, most of 

those consulted were of the opinion that results-based programmes like EPforR, 

particularly complex ones crossing various Ministries, will always require technical 

assistance to succeed. Although the size of the Team might need to be reconsidered, 
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with more use of short-term rather than long-term consultants91, the amount of technical 

assistance required is dependent on the nature of the programme, the roles and 

functions assigned to the team, and the level of capacity development to be provided. 

Any determination of its size and nature would be premature at this stage. Similarly, it 

would be premature at this stage to determine what roles and functions would need to 

be assigned to the Team, or what additional capacity would be required, until it is 

agreed what results and indicators a future programme would include.  

Many of those consulted were of the opinion that future support should include some 

level of skills development for LGAs in terms of leadership, project management, 

financial management, planning (including the use of available data to enhance plans) 

and monitoring and evaluation that would enhance not only their role in education but 

also the capacity of the LGAs more generally. In this regard, it is noted that PO-RALG 

(with TAS assistance) is developing and will soon pilot an LGA Learning Network that 

that a future programme might support. The aim of the networks is to allow LGAs to 

share best practices and lesson learned in relation to the DLRs, enabling better-

performing regions and LGAs to support their peers and identify mechanisms to apply 

best practice at all levels in the decentralized administrative hierarchy.  

 

4.2.3 What additional DLRs might be considered to enhance the relevance of the 
programme in a future phase, particularly when it comes to the poverty 
perspective, national ownership and sustainability? 

 

The programme is already highly relevant and levels of national ownership are high. 

In addition to ensuring Government is intimately involved in the design of future 

support, including the specific DLRs and DLIs to be included to ensure continued 

levels of national ownership, suggestions for how sustainability might be enhanced 

have also been provided in Section 3.3 above. When it comes to what might be included 

from the poverty perspective, some of those consulted noted that the Government is 

already addressing the issue through the introduction of fee-free basic education, and 

the programme already includes a poverty perspective in that it focuses on those 

schools where teacher and classroom shortages are most pronounced. The following 

additional suggestions were provided: 

• Consideration could be given to including a DLR or DLIs that reward Government 

for specifically seeking to address infrastructure gaps in less well-resourced and 

more remote schools.  

 
 

 

 
91 The perception that the TAS Team is very large at the moment appears to have been created during 

the last SMT meeting, where a large number of people stood up when the TAS Team was asked to 
introduce themselves. Allegedly, many of those who stood up were not actually members of the Team 
– they included members of the EQUIP-T team provided by Cambridge Education as well as visitors 
from Cambridge Education’s head office who were in the country at the time. Nonetheless, the Team 
appointed for the ‘second phase’ (when issues such as inclusive education, child protection and 
construction were added) includes: Team Leader and Chief Technical Adviser (full time); Deputy Team 
Leader and Education Specialist (full time); PFM Specialist (full time); M&E and Data/Technology 
Specialist (full time); Capacity Building and Communications Specialist (full time); Inclusive Education 
and Equity Specialist (full time); Senior National Education Specialist (part time); Research Manager 
(part time) ; and Project Manager (part time).  
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• Future support to Capitation Grants might include a foundational activity to revise 

the policy to increase the size of the grants and to introduce a new formula to ensure 

more funds are made available to more remote and less well-resourced primary and 

secondary schools. 

• Less well-resourced and more remote schools are also the least likely to attract new 

teachers. Although the new systems introduced regarding the posting of new 

teachers are expected to ensure a more equitable distribution based on where the 

need is greatest, future programming might include incentives for teachers to move 

to less well-resourced schools.  

 

Additional suggestions for what a new programme might include put forward by 

stakeholders consulted include the following (noting that the evaluation team does not 

necessarily agree with all suggestions but includes them for consideration by those 

responsible for formulation of future Sida support): 

• An increased focus on teacher motivation (in addition to the limited focus in EPforR 

on settling outstanding claims), including the development of clear human resource 

management policies (such as on performance assessment, salary increases, 

promotion and transfers) and payment of non-salary claims and debts. TAS have 

supported PO-RALG to develop a system to track debt government owes to 

teachers and Government is reportedly trying to pay the debts. A future programme 

might include an incentive in this regard, linking a disbursement to the degree to 

which debts have been cleared.  

• Given that any new programme is likely to include the new systems, processes and 

approaches, a future programme might benefit from a component or some form of 

capacity development on change management and tools and methods for systematic 

adaptive programming to strengthening SMT decision making.  

• Although Tanzania appears to have avoided the impact of COVID-19, lessons 

learned in other countries suggest that the education system in Tanzania needs to 

develop resilience to future shocks. The possibility of future epidemics and 

pandemics is high, but other shocks can also be anticipated, including those linked 

to climate change such as flooding and droughts that could disrupt schooling. While 

the draft programmes of DFID (Shule Bora) and World Bank (BOOST92) include 

some level of teacher training, such training should include using 

videoconferencing tools and online learning resources to assist them to conduct 

learning even when schools are closed. Students will also need to be provided with 

tools and equipment to enable them to learn remotely. All of this depends largely 

on access to internet of course, but that too is something that future programming 

(by Sida and/or others) could seek to support and address. To ensure a focus on the 

poverty perspective, low-cost options such as radio or paper-based assignments and 

activities should be considered.  

Many of those consulted from outside of Government also suggested that future 

programming should include some movement from quantity to quality. But while 

 
 

 

 
92 BOOST is not an acronym but is ‘short’ for BOOSTing Student Learning Outcomes. 
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Government and DPs agree on most issues, it is not clear that they agree on quality as 

the top item on the education agenda. For example, Government want more classrooms 

and teachers (quantity rather than quality), while DPs would like to see how increased 

quantity would lead to improvements in quality. And while Government would be in 

favour of including foundational activities that support the implementation and 

achievement of other DLRs and DLIs, care should be taken to ensure that these are 

what Government actually wants and needs to support its progress towards results 

rather than being driven by donor-priorities. In this regard, it was reported by numerous 

non-Government stakeholders that the Construction and Maintenance Strategy, while 

supported by Government and now being implemented, was initially pushed for by 

World Bank in preparation for its secondary education programme that will include 

significant levels of construction. Similarly, it was widely reported that, although 

Government were concerned by negative media coverage related to the poor results 

being achieved by children with hearing disabilities, the push for a comprehensive 

Inclusive Education Strategy came primarily from DPs rather than from Government, 

which reportedly accounts for the slow pace of implementation.  
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 5 Recommendations 

5.1  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE REMAINDER 
OF THE PROGRAMME PERIOD 

 

Although no major recommendations are made for changes to the current programme, 

given how close it is to completion and the fact that any changes could only be agreed 

to at the next SMT meeting, the following recommendations are made for Sida to 

consider immediately (ranked according to importance):  
 

3. Together with other DPs supporting EPforR and other programmes targeting the 

education sector, and in close consultation with MoEST and PO-RALG, Sida 

should consider ways that MoEST, PO-RALG and even MoFP might engage with 

policy- and decision-makers to address the shortage of teachers (in addition to the 

13,000 new teachers to be employed during 2020), including increased use of 

political dialogue by Sweden and other donor countries.  

4. Together with other DPs, Sida should consider how to use the remainder of the 

EPforR programme period to use both the programme and political dialogue to 

leverage additional funding for the basic education sector, in particular to address 

the impact of the fee free basic education policy.  

5.2  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE SUPPORT 
The following recommendations are made (ranked in order of importance) to input into 

any discussions between Government, Sida and others towards the design of future 

Sida support: 

5.2.1 Building on success 

1. Any future programme involving multiple donors should develop a common theory 

of change and results framework against which to measure progress. A shared 

problem-driven iterative adaptation approach should be considered to formulate 

and track shared assumptions within the current political economy context. 

Common metrics should also be included to avoid confusion and disparities in how 

much funding is disbursed and, for challenging DLRs, a micro-level theory of 

change should be considered to clearly link the DLRs. 

2. Although Government should lead the process to design new DLRs and DLIs, it is 

recommended that future programming include a limited number DLRs, preferably 

those incentivising institutional strengthening; trade-offs between ambitious 

(‘stretchable’) and achievable (‘low-hanging’) DLI’s; context-appropriate metrics; 

and agreement on flexibility in disbursements.  

3. Future Sida support should aim to ensure continuity with EPforR systems-

strengthening, including taking forward the Teacher Deployment Strategy; 

implementation of the SQA Framework, focusing on improved pedagogy; support 

to TIE; the direct-to-school Capitation Grant formula; the National Strategy for 
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Inclusive Education; and mainstreaming the new National Education Sector 

Communication Strategy.  

4. Institutional change introduced by EPforR should be stabilised by ensuring a strong 

focus on quality teaching and learning, particularly through a holistic approach to 

teachers’ recruitment, deployment, pre-service training and continuous 

professional development, motivation and morale, remuneration and performance 

awards, teaching and learning, taking a holistic approach and encouraging ‘out-of-

the box’ thinking and short- and medium-term plans to address teacher shortages 

(if these persist). 

5. DPs should continue to dialogue with Government on how to make best use of 

external TA and the optimal mix between long- and short-term advisers. 

Consideration should be given during this process to the introduction of a structured 

capacity building component for the EPforR cycle in line with existing ESDP 

systems-strengthening strategies that might include a ‘rolling’ institutionalised 

training programme for sector staff in designing DLRs, developing implementation 

plans to achieve targets, monitoring DLIs, and adapting the programme, analysing 

data, reporting and operationalising recommendations. 

 

5.2.2 Revisiting existing DLIs 

 

6. Future support to Capitation Grants should include a foundational activity to revise 

the Policy to increase the size of the grants and to introduce a new formula to ensure 

more funds are made available to more remote and less well-resourced primary and 

secondary schools.  

7. Future programming should include a focus on improving the capacity of LGAs to 

enhance the quality of data they are required to provide and to plan using available 

data (BEMIS and SQA data in particular) and should include measures to engage 

communities in implementing plans to reach DLI targets.  

8. Similarly, support should also be provided to the central level as well to increase 

data collection, analysis, and sharing of trends and analysis in accessible format 

with LGAs and others such as politicians, members of the media, and communities.  

9. Future programming should include incentives to encourage Government to 

develop resilience to shocks (including those related to future pandemics and/or 

climate change) such as distance learning, training for teachers on how to use 

available technologies, increasing access to internet-based resources for both 

teachers and students, and low-cost strategies and approaches to ensure students in 

less well-resourced schools are not prejudiced by lack of access to technological 

solutions. 

10. Designers of future programming should consider introducing higher-tier DLI, 

incentivising the production and use of an aggregated district SQA score card. 

11. Instead of focusing only on transition rates for girls, DLR 7 might be shifted to 

focus on transition rates for boys in those regions where boys are more likely to 

drop out than girls, and on girls only in those regions where the transition rate for 

girls is lower than boys.  



 

 

63 

 

 

 

Annex A: Original Terms of Reference 

 

 

 

Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of the 
Education Program for Results (EPforR) 2017-
2021, Tanzania  

Date: 2020-03-10 

 

1. Introduction 

The Government of Tanzania in collaboration with Development Partners is implementing 

Education Programme for Results (EPforR). The programme is designed to improve the 

quality of Basic Education (currently seven years of primary and four years of lower 

secondary) to achieve improved learning outcomes for children and a greater number of girls 

and boys acquiring basic knowledge and skills in school. “Program for Results” (PforR) is a 

recently developed modality for international development assistance. Instead of financing 

inputs (schools, textbooks, teacher training, etc.), Development Partners disburse funds based 

on the successful delivery of agreed results by the recipient Government and independent 

verification. The approach adheres to Government priorities, works within Government plans 

and budgets and aims to build sustainable institutional capacity within the Government’s own 

programme delivery system.  

 

EPforR was initially designed and approved to run for four years 2014-2019, with the 

allocation of US$ 257 million from Development Partners ( World Bank, the UK 

Government (DFID) and the Swedish Government (Sida)). Sida has been supporting EPforR 

since 2015. The World Bank has extended its financing by one year and added US$ 80 

million; Sida has extended its financing by two years and added SEK 635 million; and DFID 

has extended its financing by two years and added £ 36 million.  

Moreover, the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), where Sida is also the Grant Agent 

for the GPE funds, has also started co-financing with the addition of US$ 57.85 million. The 

total funding potentially available from the four Development Partners is therefore about US$ 

507 million at current exchange rates, equivalent to about TZS 1.162 trillion. 

Education is a key to sustainable poverty reduction, both on the individual and society level. 

The program aims to strengthen the national education systems to allow for equal access to 

quality education and to learning, thus equity in the system is key.  

 

Disbursement of funds by Development Partners in the EPforR program is linked to the 

achievement by Government of a series of Disbursement-Linked Results (DLRs), which 

cover nine areas:  
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(1) foundational Activities, setting up the underlying systems and policies necessary for the 

effective and equitable functioning of the Basic Education sub-sector and to form the basis 

for recurrent DLRs (i.e. DLRs that are assessed on a periodic basis, usually annually); (2) 

adequate and timely resource flows to schools (money and materials) and for priority 

activities; (3) improved education management information system; (4) more equitable 

teacher deployment; (5) implementation of key “quick win” initiatives; (6) learning 

outcomes; (7) student retention; (8) improved school quality; and (9) strengthened 

capacity for evidence-based education policy.  

2.  Evaluation rationale 

Entering into year 2020, the last year of activities in the program, learnings and upcoming 

discussions concerning the preparation of a new phase need to be informed by evidence. This 

evaluation will provide opportunity for Government and stakeholders to have informed future 

plans and strategies. In addition, stakeholders and donor partners have different time frames in 

the preparations. For Sida preparations for a new phase need to start first half of 2020.  

The EPforR program continues to be highly effective, and overall performance in Year 5 has 

improved on the previous two years. Aggregate annual performance in the first five years is 

68.54%, 84.17%, 78.27%, 69.21% and 83.95% respectively. In general, the performance 

against most DLRs is very good, although there has been a deterioration in student retention 

(DLR 7.1) and performance against DLRs 4.1 and 4.2 continues to decline year by year due 

to inadequate numbers of teachers being deployed.  

 

Disbursement of funds (DLRs 2.1 and 2.2) has declined slightly this year, and this is the first 

time since the introduction of direct-to-school Capitation Grant disbursement in January 2016 

that 100% disbursement of the CG budget or better has not been achieved. On the other hand, 

there has been a major improvement in the availability of textbooks (DLR 2.3), continuing 

excellent performance in improving girls’ transition rates to secondary school (DLR 7.2) and 

very good achievement of the new Schools Quality Assurance DLRs (8.1 and 8.2).  

 

Despite the generally good performance against the DLRs that disburse at LGA level, more 

detailed analysis shows that there are large variations in performance across the country, 

allowing for more targeted approaches to be developed to enable low performing Councils 

and Regions to be supported in addressing areas of weakness, so that no children are left 

behind due to their place of residence.  

 

The evaluations shall review and assess the performance of the EPforR in terms of relevance, 

effectiveness and sustainability. The evaluations shall be based on the guiding program 

documents, results frameworks, reports, interviews and other relevant information provided 

by relevant stakeholders.  

3. Evaluation objectives  

The evaluations should be guided by the three criteria: Relevance; Effectiveness; and 

Sustainability. For each of the criteria, the Consultant(s) should get specific information on 

the programs’ performance from stakeholders.  

The evaluation objectives are to 

1) evaluate the relevance of the EPforR program 

2) identify successful key lessons in relation to the effectiveness of the program  

3) assess the sustainability of the program; the extent to which the program design and 

implementation has been incorporated in institutional capacity and structures  
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4) provide guidance and recommendations for future programming.  

 

Below is the specific information that should be collected under each criterion. 

 

The evaluation questions are:  

Relevance  

1. Is the intervention in tune with administrative systems of the Government of 

Tanzania? 

2. Are program objectives relevant to the specific needs and priorities of the Sector? 

Effectiveness:  

3. What were the major external and internal factors influencing the achievement or 

non-achievement of the objectives? 

4. How flexible was the program in adapting to changing needs? 

5. What are the pros and cons with the level of alignment applied in the program?  

6. What are the pros and cons working with multiple donors in a result-based program?  

7. What are the pros and cons working with multiple ministries in a result-based 

program?  

8. What are the intended and unintended, positive and negative, effects from the 

program?  

9. Did the program take timely measures to mitigate the unplanned negative impacts? 

What was the result? 

Sustainability 

10. How far was the program embedded in institutional structures? 

11. How has the operational effectiveness) and institutional capacity (e.g., 

structure/operations/governance), knowledge and planning at MoF, MoEST and PO-

RALG’s been built through program and how will it be sustained after the program 

ending (TA team)?  

12. How well is the program applying the principles in the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness  

Recommendations 

On each of the areas provide guidance and recommendations for future programming.  

Questions are expected to be developed in the tender by the tenderer based on the above 

questions and further developed during the inception phase of the evaluation. 

For further information, the project/program proposal is attached as Annex A.  

The intervention logic or theory of change of the project/programme shall be further elaborated 

by the Consultant(s) in the inception report.  

4. Evaluation scope 

The evaluation is expected to generate relevant findings, lessons, and recommendations 

which will inform dialogues on future program design. This evaluation will complement 
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other ongoing or planned evaluations on the result-based programming on education in 

Tanzania:  

• World Bank “Results Based Financing in Education What Works” through Results in 

Education for All Children (REACH) 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/915061548222619389/Results-Based-

Financing-in-Education-Learning-from-What-Works  
 

• World Bank Evaluation (Mokoro Lt) ongoing evaluation of result-based financing in 

the education sector: country-level analysis, with Mozambique, Nepal, and Tanzania 

as country cases. The assessments will explore to what extent, in what ways and 

under which conditions has RBF contributed to strengthen education systems to 

deliver results. The country-level experiences of using results-based financing in the 

education sector, and document and assess the design, implementation experience, 

and impacts of results-based financing in the three selected countries and compare 

the findings with other approaches to education financing. (Questions annex B) 

 

• Planned strategic evaluation commissioned by Sida in 2020 on strategic learnings 

from Bolivia, Bangladesh, Cambodia and result-based education program in 

Tanzania. 

 

If needed, the scope of the evaluation may be further elaborated by the Consultant(s) in the 

inception report. 

5. Evaluation purpose: Intended use and intended 
users 

The purpose of the evaluation is to help Sida and the Government of Tanzania to assess 

progress of on-going program to learn from what works well and less well; when it comes to 

relevance, effectiveness and sustainability.  

The evaluation will be used to inform decisions on how future program will be improved and 

to provide Sida and the Government of Tanzania and other stakeholders, namely World bank, 

DFID and GPE, with input to upcoming discussions.  

The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Swedish Embassy of Tanzania (Sida), the 

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MoEST), PO-RALG and Ministry of Finance.  

Secondary intended users are other stakeholders in the program; namely World bank, DFID, 

GPE and other stakeholders.  

The evaluation is to be designed, conducted and reported to meet the needs of the primary 

intended users and tenderers shall elaborate in the tender how this will be ensured during the 

evaluation process.  

During the inception phase, the Consultant(s) and the users will agree on who will be 

responsible for keeping the various stakeholders informed about the evaluation.  

6. Evaluation approach and methods 

The Consultant(s) should propose a methodology for carrying out the assignment before 

commencement that must be approved by the Government and Swedish Embassy in Dar es 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/915061548222619389/Results-Based-Financing-in-Education-Learning-from-What-Works
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/915061548222619389/Results-Based-Financing-in-Education-Learning-from-What-Works
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Salaam. We would encourage that both quantitative and qualitative methods should be 

employed. The evaluation design, methodology and methods for data collection and analysis 

are expected to be fully developed and presented in the inception report. Limitations to the 

methodology and methods shall be made explicit and the consequences of these limitations 

discussed. A gender responsive methodology, methods and tools and data analysis techniques 

should be used. A clear distinction is to be made between evaluation approach/methodology 

and methods. The Consultant(s) should also identify limitations and constraints with the chosen 

approach and method and to the extent possible, present mitigation measures to address them. 

There are several key participants in the EPforR program that need to be interviewed noting 

that EPforR program was co-funded by World Bank, DFID and Sida and multiple 

stakeholders including Government ministries and institutions were involved.  

 

The approach to evaluation is utilization-focused, which means the Consultant(s) should 

facilitate the entire evaluation process with careful consideration of how everything that is 

done will affect the use of the evaluation. It is therefore expected that the Consultant(s), in their 

tender, present i) how intended users are to participate in and contribute to the evaluation 

process; ii) methodology and methods for data collection that create space for reflection, 

discussion and learning between the intended users of the evaluation; and iii) how report be 

structured 

The evaluation team should ensure that all data are collected according to ethical 
standards and that collected data are organized, secured and preserved. All data and 
findings will remain the property of the Swedish Embassy and the Government of 
Tanzania at the conclusion of the evaluation contract.  

7. Organisation of evaluation management  

The evaluation is jointly commissioned by the Government of Tanzania and the Swedish 

Embassy in Tanzania. This evaluation is Government-led on the implementation part, while 

the Swedish embassy is the contractual part. The intended primary users are Sida and the 

Government of Tanzania. The intended primary users of the evaluation form a Steering Group, 

which has contributed to and agreed on the ToR for this evaluation. The Steering Group is a 

decision-making body. Its functions are derived from the major phases of evaluation which 

include, approval of the inception report and the final report of the evaluation. There will be 

start-up meetings of the Steering Group for set up of the evaluation process and later with 

Consultant(s); as well as in the debriefing/validation workshop where preliminary findings and 

conclusions are discussed. There will be a Technical Committee that, among other things, 

shall advise the Steering Group on technical matters, review relevant documents and 

participate in debriefing/validation workshops. 

8. Evaluation quality 

Evaluations shall conform to OECD/DAC’s Quality Standards for Development Evaluation93. 

The Consultant(s) shall use the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation94. The 

 
 

 

 
93 DAC Quality Standards for development Evaluation, OECD, 2010. 
94 Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, Sida in cooperation with 

OECD/DAC, 2014. 
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Consultant(s) shall specify how quality assurance will be handled by them during the 

evaluation process. 

9. Time schedule and deliverables 

It is expected that a time and work plan is presented in the tender and further detailed in the 

inception report. The evaluation shall be carried out [May to October 2020]. The timing of any 

field visits, surveys and interviews need to be settled by the Consultant(s) in dialogue with the 

main stakeholders during the inception phase.  

The Consultant(s) will submit draft reports to the MoEST and Embassy of Sweden for review 

and feedback by all stakeholders before completing the reports. The draft reports should be 

submitted simultaneously, with a deadline on 28 August, 2020. The final reports should be 

submitted at latest 2 weeks after feedback on the draft reports has been shared with the 

consultants. 
 
The table below lists key deliverables for the evaluation process. Deadlines for final inception 

report and final report must be kept in the tender, but alternative deadlines for other deliverables 

may be suggested by the consultant and negotiated during the inception phase. 

Deliverables Participants Deadlines 

1. Start-up meetings 

Dar es Salaam/Dodoma 

TBD 

Jointly Steering Group 

Sida and Government of 

Tanzania (MOEST, PO-

RALG AND MOF) 

22 April, 2020 

[Allow a minimum of 6 

weeks from start of call-

off process to start of the 

assignment. This period 

should include at least 2 

weeks for submission of 

the tender, time needed 

for evaluation of tenders 

at Sida/Embassy, and the 

10-day stand still period 

before a contract can be 

signed with the winning 

firm.] 

2. Draft inception report  25th May , 2020 

Allow 4 weeks for the 

inception phase] 

3. Inception meeting  

Dar es Salaam/Dodoma  

Steering group Sida and 

Government of Tanzania 

(MOEST, PO-RALG 

AND MOF) 

3rd June, 2020 

4. Comments from 

intended users to 

Consultant(s) 

  24th June2020  

[Allow at least 2 weeks 

for commenting] 
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5. Data collection, analysis 

and report writing 

Consultant(s)  By 31st July, 2020  

6. Debriefing/validation 

workshop (meeting) 

Steering group Sida and 

Government of Tanzania 

(MOEST, PO-RALG 

AND MOF) 

12th August, 2020 

7. Draft evaluation report  28 th August, 2020 

8. Comments from 

intended users to 

Consultant(s) 

 14th September, 2020  

[Allow at least 2 weeks 

for commenting and plan 

for quality assurance of 

revised versions] 

9. Final evaluation report  30 September 2020 

[Allow at least 2 weeks 

for revisions] 

10. Seminar [Dar es 

Salaam] 

Steering group Sida and 

Government of Tanzania 

(MoEST, PO-RALG 

AND MoF) 

Other stakeholders; 

World bank, DFID, GPE 

and other Development 

partners and LGA, CSO 

6th October, 2020  

 

The inception report will form the basis for the continued evaluation process and shall be 

approved by government and Sida before the evaluation proceeds to implementation. The 

inception report should be written in English and cover evaluability issues and interpretations 

of evaluation questions, present the evaluation approach/methodology (including how a 

utilization-focused and gender responsive approach will be ensured), methods for data 

collection and analysis as well as the full evaluation design and reporting. A clear distinction 

between the evaluation approach/methodology and methods for data collection shall be made. 

A specific time and work plan, including number of hours/working days for each team member, 

for the remainder of the evaluation should be presented. The time plan shall allow space for 

reflection and learning between the intended users of the evaluation.  

The final report shall be written in English and be professionally proof-read. For a wider 

usage of the document among stakeholders, it is advised that a Kiswahili version be in place. 
The final report should have clear structure and follow the report format in the Sida 

Decentralised Evaluation Report Template for decentralised evaluations (see Annex B). The 

executive summary should be maximum 3 pages. The evaluation approach/methodology and 

methods for data collection used shall be clearly described and explained in detail and a clear 

distinction between the two shall be made. All limitations to the methodology and methods 

shall be made explicit and the consequences of these limitations discussed. Findings shall flow 

logically from the data, showing a clear line of evidence to support the conclusions. 
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Conclusions should be substantiated by findings and analysis. Evaluation findings, conclusions 

and recommendations should reflect a gender analysis/an analysis of identified and relevant 

cross-cutting issues. Attention to socio-cultural issues in Tanzania should also be considered. 

Recommendations and lessons learned should flow logically from conclusions. 

Recommendations should be specific, directed to relevant stakeholders and categorised as a 

short-term, medium-term and long-term. The report should be no more than 45 excluding 

annexes (including Terms of Reference and Inception Report). The Consultant(s) shall adhere 

to the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation95.  

The Consultant(s) shall, upon approval of the final report, submit the report to the government 

and Swedish Embassy of Sweden. The report should be published into the Sida Decentralised 

Evaluation Report and shared within the country.  

11. Evaluation team qualification  

Sida’s framework agreement for evaluation services stipulates that a ‘core team member’ (i.e. 

a senior consultant with high level of evaluation competence) shall lead the evaluation team. 

The following mandatory qualifications are already specified for each consultant level in the 

framework agreement: Academic background, evaluation skills, number of years of working 

experience and English language skills. Include only additional (if any) specific qualifications 

that are required within the team, and not specified at an individual level. Additional 

qualifications may vary depending on the assignment, but might include local knowledge, 

subject matter expertise, language skills etc. 

 

In addition to the qualifications already stated in the framework agreement for evaluation 

services, the evaluation team shall include the following competencies  

 

• The team leader shall be a designated senior education expert from the Core team, 

responsible for quality assurance.  

• At least one member of the team, preferably the team leader, must have knowledge 

about Result-based financing in education. 

• At least one member of the team, must have experience of working in Tanzania and 

is familiar with the existing education system.  

• At least one member of the team, must have experience of working in Tanzania and 

is familiar with the existing Government financial systems.  

• All members must have very good knowledge in spoken and written English. At least 

one member shall be fluent in Swahili. 

 

It is desirable that the evaluation team includes the following competencies  

• Vast experience in Basic Education in Tanzania 

• Experience in working with LGAs  

A CV for each team member shall be included in the call-off response. It should contain a full 

description of relevant qualifications and professional work experience. 

 
 

 

 
95 Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, Sida in cooperation with 

OECD/DAC, 2014 
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It is important that the competencies of the individual team members are complimentary. It is 

highly recommended that local consultants are included in the team if appropriate. 

The Consultant(s) must be independent from the evaluation object and evaluated activities, 
and have no stake in the outcome of the evaluation.  

12. Financial and human resources 

The maximum budget amount available for the evaluation is  

The contact person at Sida/Swedish Embassy, Tanzania is Paula Engwall, First secretary 

Education. The contact person for the Government of Tanzania, is the Director for Policy and 

Planning 

The contact persons should be consulted if any problems arise during the evaluation process. 

Relevant Sida documentation will be provided by Paula Engwall and Stella Mayanje, Swedish 

embassy Tanzania. On the other hand program documentation will be provided by the EPforR 

Coordinator. 

Contact details to intended users (cooperation partners, Swedish Embassies, other donors etc.) 

will be provided by Director of Policy and Planning, MoEST and Director for Education 

Administration, PO-RALG. 

The Consultant(s), with support from the Government, will be required to arrange the logistics 

including any necessary security arrangements. 

13. Annexes 

 Annex A “List of key documentation”,  

Annex B “Decentralised Evaluation Report Template”.  

Annex C “Project/Programme document” 

 

Annex A: List of key documentation 

 

1. The Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP)  

 

2. BRN documents as background documents 

 

3. EPforR program design document 

 

4. Programme Operations Manual and its revisions 

 

 

Annex B: Decentralised evaluation report template  
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Annex C: Project/Programme document 

1. Annual reports 

2. Verification reports 

3. Minutes SMT meetings 

4. Aide mémoire 
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Annex B: Final Terms of Reference 

 

 
 

 

 

Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of the 
Education Program for Results (EPforR) 2015-
2021, Tanzania  

Date: 2020-05-19 

 

1. Introduction 

The Government of Tanzania in collaboration with Development Partners is implementing 

Education Programme for Results (EPforR). The programme is designed to improve the 

quality of Basic Education (currently seven years of primary and four years of lower 

secondary) to achieve improved learning outcomes for children and a greater number of girls 

and boys acquiring basic knowledge and skills in school. “Program for Results” (PforR) is a 

recently developed modality for international development assistance. Instead of financing 

inputs (schools, textbooks, teacher training, etc.), Development Partners disburse funds based 

on the successful delivery of agreed results by the recipient Government and independent 

verification. The approach adheres to Government priorities, works within Government plans 

and budgets and aims to build sustainable institutional capacity within the Government’s own 

programme delivery system.  

 

EPforR was initially designed and approved to run for four years 2014-2019, with the 

allocation of US$ 257 million from Development Partners ( World Bank, the UK 

Government (DFID) and the Swedish Government (Sida)). Sida has been supporting EPforR 

since 2015. The World Bank has extended its financing by one year and added US$ 80 

million; Sida has extended its financing by two years and added SEK 635 million; and DFID 

has extended its financing by two years and added £ 36 million.  

Moreover, the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), where Sida is also the Grant Agent 

for the GPE funds, has also started co-financing with the addition of US$ 57.85 million. The 

total funding potentially available from the four Development Partners is therefore about US$ 

507 million at current exchange rates, equivalent to about TZS 1.162 trillion. 

Education is a key to sustainable poverty reduction, both on the individual and society level. 

The program aims to strengthen the national education systems to allow for equal access to 

quality education and to learning, thus equity in the system is key.  
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Disbursement of funds by Development Partners in the EPforR program is linked to the 

achievement by Government of a series of Disbursement-Linked Results (DLRs), which 

cover nine areas:  

(1) foundational Activities, setting up the underlying systems and policies necessary for the 

effective and equitable functioning of the Basic Education sub-sector and to form the basis 

for recurrent DLRs (i.e. DLRs that are assessed on a periodic basis, usually annually); (2) 

adequate and timely resource flows to schools (money and materials) and for priority 

activities; (3) improved education management information system; (4) more equitable 

teacher deployment; (5) implementation of key “quick win” initiatives; (6) learning 

outcomes; (7) student retention; (8) improved school quality; and (9) strengthened 

capacity for evidence-based education policy.  

2.  Evaluation rationale 

Entering into year 2020, the last year of activities in the program, learnings and upcoming 

discussions concerning the preparation of a new phase need to be informed by evidence. This 

evaluation will provide opportunity for Government and stakeholders to have informed future 

plans and strategies. In addition, stakeholders and donor partners have different time frames in 

the preparations. For Sida preparations for a new phase need to start first half of 2020.  

The EPforR program continues to be highly effective, and overall performance in Year 5 has 

improved on the previous two years. Aggregate annual performance in the first five years is 

68.54%, 84.17%, 78.27%, 69.21% and 83.95% respectively. In general, the performance 

against most DLRs is very good, although there has been a deterioration in student retention 

(DLR 7.1) and performance against DLRs 4.1 and 4.2 continues to decline year by year due 

to inadequate numbers of teachers being deployed. 

 

Disbursement of funds (DLRs 2.1 and 2.2) has declined slightly this year, and this is the first 

time since the introduction of direct-to-school Capitation Grant disbursement in January 2016 

that 100% disbursement of the CG budget or better has not been achieved. On the other hand, 

there has been a major improvement in the availability of textbooks (DLR 2.3), continuing 

excellent performance in improving girls’ transition rates to secondary school (DLR 7.2) and 

very good achievement of the new Schools Quality Assurance DLRs (8.1 and 8.2).  

 

Despite the generally good performance against the DLRs that disburse at LGA level, more 

detailed analysis shows that there are large variations in performance across the country, 

allowing for more targeted approaches to be developed to enable low performing Councils 

and Regions to be supported in addressing areas of weakness, so that no children are left 

behind due to their place of residence.  

 

The evaluations shall review and assess the performance of the EPforR in terms of relevance, 

effectiveness and sustainability. The evaluations shall be based on the guiding program 

documents, results frameworks, reports, interviews and other relevant information provided 

by relevant stakeholders.  

3. Evaluation objectives  

The evaluations should be guided by the three criteria: Relevance; Effectiveness; and 

Sustainability. For each of the criteria, the Consultant(s) should get specific information on 

the programs’ performance from stakeholders.  
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The evaluation objectives are to 

1) evaluate the relevance of the EPforR program 

2) identify key lessons, successes and challenges in relation to the effectiveness of the 

program  

3) assess the sustainability of the program; the extent to which the program design and 

implementation has been incorporated in institutional capacity and structures  

4) provide guidance and recommendations for future programming.  

 

Below is the specific information that should be collected under each criterion. 

 

The evaluation questions are:  

Relevance  

1. Is the intervention in tune with administrative systems of the Government of 

Tanzania? 

o How did administrative systems adapt and what caused any reforms to 

happen?  

o Is it sustainable?  

o What elements of the approach are to be sustained? 

o Are there some key elements of the approach that will not be sustained – and 

why?  

 

2. Recommendations on the way forward per DLI. 

Effectiveness:  

3. What were the major external and internal factors influencing the achievement or 

non-achievement of the objectives? 

• Based on the learning, recommend possible ways forward.  

• What DLI are successfully implemented, embedded in the administrative structure 

and capacity and will carried on without external funding in next phase? 

• Are there existing DLIs supporting improved sector performance that are high impact 

but require further time and support to be institutionalised? 

• What changes would be needed to see them become sustainable? 

• What areas/DLIs are important to continue to support in a next phase? 

• Are there missing areas? 

4. What are the pros and cons with the level of alignment with national systems applied 

in the program?  

• Were key institutions or decision makers that could have influenced the 

programme outcomes: omitted from, or insufficiently included in the 

programme structure? or insufficiently ‘rewarded’ for their role? 

• If so what potentially would be the implications in respect to transaction 

costs, decision making processes and timelines had they been included?  

  

5. What are the pros and cons working with multiple donors in a result-based program?  

• Recommendations on the way forward. 

6. What are the pros and cons working with multiple ministries in a result-based 

program?  
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• Recommendations on the way forward. 

Sustainability 

7. How far was the program embedded in institutional structures? 

• How did institutions change and what caused reformations to take place.  

8. What changes did the programme introduce into the: 

• decision making process at central and sub-national levels (who was involved, the 

timing, the information used 

• planning process  

• prioritisation process 

• resource allocation process  

• the targeting of support services (i.e. were understaffed schools also prioritised for 

alternate support) 

• Information systems (accuracy, timeliness, use of information), and  

• regulations or procedures 

• Recommendations on the way forward? 
 

9. How has the operational effectiveness) and institutional capacity (e.g., 

structure/operations/governance), knowledge and planning at MoF, MoEST and PO-

RALG’s been built through program and how will it be sustained after the program 

ending (TA team)?  

• Recommendations on the way forward and the balance between a complex 

program and national ownership and what capacity should lie with MOEST, 

PO-RALG, MOFP and what capacity should be external? 
 

10. How well is the program applying the principles in the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness  

 

11. How many primary and secondary schools meet the national standards of the 

government regarding Teacher:student ratio/% compliance with teacher allocation 

protocol, student-classroom ratio, student-textbook ratio and WASH facilities.  

 

Recommendations 

On each of the areas provide guidance and recommendations for future programming.  

Proposals on future areas/DLIs that is missing in the current program in relation to poverty 

perspective, national ownership and sustainability.  

Questions are expected to be developed in the tender by the tenderer based on the above 

questions and further developed during the inception phase of the evaluation. 

For further information, the project/program proposal is attached as Annex A.  

The intervention logic or theory of change of the project/programme shall be further elaborated 

by the Consultant(s) in the inception report.  

4. Evaluation scope 

The evaluation is expected to be forward looking and generate relevant findings, lessons, and 

recommendations which will inform dialogues on future program design. This evaluation will 

complement other ongoing or planned evaluations on the result-based programming on 

education in Tanzania:  
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• World bank”Results Based Financing in Education What Works” through Results in 

Education for All Children (REACH) 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/915061548222619389/Results-Based-

Financing-in-Education-Learning-from-What-Works  
 

• World Bank Evaluation (Mokoro Lt) ongoing evaluation of result-based financing in 

the education sector: country-level analysis, with Mozambique, Nepal, and Tanzania 

as country cases. The assessments will explore to what extent, in what ways and 

under which conditions has RBF contributed to strengthen education systems to 

deliver results. The country-level experiences of using results-based financing in the 

education sector, and document and assess the design, implementation experience, 

and impacts of results-based financing in the three selected countries and compare 

the findings with other approaches to education financing. (Questions annex B). A 

first draft is available and include many findings of importance for this evaluation. 

Work should not be duplicated.  

 

• Planned strategic evaluation commissioned by Sida in 2020 on strategic learnings 

from Bolivia, Bangladesh, Cambodia and result-based education program in 

Tanzania. 

 

If needed, the scope of the evaluation may be further elaborated by the Consultant(s) in the 

inception report. 

5. Evaluation purpose: Intended use and intended 
users 

The purpose of the evaluation is to help Sida and the Government of Tanzania to assess 

progress of on-going program to learn from what works well and less well; when it comes to 

relevance, effectiveness and sustainability.  

The evaluation will be used to inform decisions on how future program will be improved and 

to provide Sida and the Government of Tanzania and other stakeholders, namely World bank, 

DFID and GPE, with input to upcoming discussions.  

The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Swedish Embassy of Tanzania (Sida), the 

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MoEST), PO-RALG and Ministry of Finance.  

Secondary intended users are other stakeholders in the program; namely World bank, DFID, 

GPE and other stakeholders.  

The evaluation is to be designed, conducted and reported to meet the needs of the primary 

intended users and tenderers shall elaborate in the tender how this will be ensured during the 

evaluation process.  

During the inception phase, the Consultant(s) and the users will agree on who will be 

responsible for keeping the various stakeholders informed about the evaluation.  

6. Evaluation approach and methods 

The Consultant(s) should propose a methodology for carrying out the assignment before 

commencement that must be approved by the Government and Swedish Embassy in Dar es 

Salaam. We would encourage that both quantitative and qualitative methods should be 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/915061548222619389/Results-Based-Financing-in-Education-Learning-from-What-Works
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/915061548222619389/Results-Based-Financing-in-Education-Learning-from-What-Works
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employed. The evaluation design, methodology and methods for data collection and analysis 

are expected to be fully developed and presented in the inception report. Limitations to the 

methodology and methods shall be made explicit and the consequences of these limitations 

discussed. A gender responsive methodology, methods and tools and data analysis techniques 

should be used. A clear distinction is to be made between evaluation approach/methodology 

and methods. The Consultant(s) should also identify limitations and constraints with the chosen 

approach and method and to the extent possible, present mitigation measures to address them. 

There are several key participants in the EPforR program that need to be interviewed noting 

that EPforR program was co-funded by World Bank, DFID and Sida and multiple 

stakeholders including Government ministries and institutions were involved.  

 

The approach to evaluation is utilization-focused, which means the Consultant(s) should 

facilitate the entire evaluation process with careful consideration of how everything that is 

done will affect the use of the evaluation. It is therefore expected that the Consultant(s), in their 

tender, present i) how intended users are to participate in and contribute to the evaluation 

process; ii) methodology and methods for data collection that create space for reflection, 

discussion and learning between the intended users of the evaluation; and iii) how report be 

structured 

The evaluation team should ensure that all data are collected according to ethical standards 

and that collected data are organized, secured and preserved. All data and findings will 

remain the property of the Swedish Embassy and the Government of Tanzania at the 

conclusion of the evaluation contract.  

7. Organisation of evaluation management  

The evaluation is jointly commissioned by the Government of Tanzania and the Swedish 

Embassy in Tanzania. This evaluation is Government-led on the implementation part, while 

the Swedish embassy is the contractual part. The intended primary users are Sida and the 

Government of Tanzania. The intended primary users of the evaluation form a Steering Group, 

which has contributed to and agreed on the ToR for this evaluation. The Steering Group is a 

decision-making body. Its functions are derived from the major phases of evaluation which 

include, approval of the inception report and the final report of the evaluation. There will be 

start-up meetings of the Steering Group for set up of the evaluation process and later with 

Consultant(s); as well as in the debriefing/validation workshop where preliminary findings and 

conclusions are discussed. There will be a Technical Committee that, among other things, 

shall advise the Steering Group on technical matters, review relevant documents and participate 

in debriefing/validation workshops. The consultants shall propose TOR for Steering respective 

Technical Committee.  

8. Evaluation quality 

Evaluations shall conform to OECD/DAC’s Quality Standards for Development Evaluation96. 

The Consultant(s) shall use the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation97. The 

 
 

 

 
96 DAC Quality Standards for development Evaluation, OECD, 2010. 
97 Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, Sida in cooperation with 

OECD/DAC, 2014. 
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Consultant(s) shall specify how quality assurance will be handled by them during the 

evaluation process. 

9. Time schedule and deliverables 

It is expected that a time and work plan is presented in the tender and further detailed in the 

inception report. The evaluation shall be carried out [May to October 2020]. The timing of any 

field visits, surveys and interviews need to be settled by the Consultant(s) in dialogue with the 

main stakeholders during the inception phase.  

The Consultant(s) will submit draft reports to the MoEST and Embassy of Sweden for review 

and feedback by all stakeholders before completing the reports. The draft reports should be 

submitted simultaneously, with a deadline on x August, 2020. The final reports should be 

submitted at latest 2 weeks after feedback on the draft reports has been shared with the 

consultants. 
 
The table below lists key deliverables for the evaluation process. Deadlines for final inception 

report and final report must be kept in the tender, but alternative deadlines for other deliverables 

may be suggested by the consultant and negotiated during the inception phase. 

To be revised 

Deliverables Participants Deadlines 

1. Start-up meetings 

Dar es Salaam/Dodoma 

TBD 

Jointly Steering Group 

Sida and Government of 

Tanzania (MOEST, PO-

RALG AND MOF) 

22 April, 2020 

[Allow a minimum of 6 

weeks from start of call-

off process to start of the 

assignment. This period 

should include at least 2 

weeks for submission of 

the tender, time needed 

for evaluation of tenders 

at Sida/Embassy, and the 

10-day stand still period 

before a contract can be 

signed with the winning 

firm.] 

2. Draft inception report  25th May , 2020 

Allow 4 weeks for the 

inception phase] 

3. Inception meeting  

Dar es Salaam/Dodoma  

Steering group Sida and 

Government of Tanzania 

(MOEST, PO-RALG 

AND MOF) 

3rd June, 2020 
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4. Comments from 

intended users to 

Consultant(s) 

  24th June2020  

[Allow at least 2 weeks 

for commenting] 

5. Data collection, analysis 

and report writing 

Consultant(s)  By 31st July, 2020  

6. Debriefing/validation 

workshop (meeting) 

Steering group Sida and 

Government of Tanzania 

(MOEST, PO-RALG 

AND MOF) 

12th August, 2020 

7. Draft evaluation report  28 th August, 2020 

8. Comments from 

intended users to 

Consultant(s) 

 14th September, 2020  

[Allow at least 2 weeks 

for commenting and plan 

for quality assurance of 

revised versions] 

9. Final evaluation report  30 September 2020 

[Allow at least 2 weeks 

for revisions] 

10. Seminar [Dar es salaam] Steering group Sida and 

Government of Tanzania 

(MoEST, PO-RALG 

AND MoF) 

Other stakeholders; 

World bank, DFID, GPE 

and other Development 

partners and LGA, CSO 

6th October, 2020  

 

The inception report will form the basis for the continued evaluation process and shall be 

approved by government and Sida before the evaluation proceeds to implementation. The 

inception report should be written in English and cover evaluability issues and interpretations 

of evaluation questions, present the evaluation approach/methodology (including how a 

utilization-focused and gender responsive approach will be ensured), methods for data 

collection and analysis as well as the full evaluation design and reporting. A clear distinction 

between the evaluation approach/methodology and methods for data collection shall be made. 

A specific time and work plan, including number of hours/working days for each team member, 

for the remainder of the evaluation should be presented. The time plan shall allow space for 

reflection and learning between the intended users of the evaluation.  

The final report shall be written in English and be professionally proof-read. For a wider 

usage of the document among stakeholders, it is advised that a Kiswahili version be in place. 
The final report should have clear structure and follow the report format in the Sida 

Decentralised Evaluation Report Template for decentralised evaluations (see Annex B). The 
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executive summary should be maximum 3 pages. The evaluation approach/methodology and 

methods for data collection used shall be clearly described and explained in detail and a clear 

distinction between the two shall be made. All limitations to the methodology and methods 

shall be made explicit and the consequences of these limitations discussed. Findings shall flow 

logically from the data, showing a clear line of evidence to support the conclusions. 

Conclusions should be substantiated by findings and analysis. Evaluation findings, conclusions 

and recommendations should reflect a gender analysis/an analysis of identified and relevant 

cross-cutting issues. Attention to socio-cultural issues in Tanzania should also be considered. 

Recommendations and lessons learned should flow logically from conclusions. 

Recommendations should be specific, directed to relevant stakeholders and categorised as a 

short-term, medium-term and long-term. The report should be no more than 45 excluding 

annexes (including Terms of Reference and Inception Report). The Consultant(s) shall adhere 

to the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation98.  

The Consultant(s) shall, upon approval of the final report, submit the report to the government 

and Swedish Embassy of Sweden. The report should be published into the Sida Decentralised 

Evaluation Report and shared within the country.  

11. Evaluation team qualification  

Sida’s framework agreement for evaluation services stipulates that a ‘core team member’ (i.e. 

a senior consultant with high level of evaluation competence) shall lead the evaluation team. 

The following mandatory qualifications are already specified for each consultant level in the 

framework agreement: Academic background, evaluation skills, number of years of working 

experience and English language skills. Include only additional (if any) specific qualifications 

that are required within the team, and not specified at an individual level. Additional 

qualifications may vary depending on the assignment, but might include local knowledge, 

subject matter expertise, language skills etc. 

 

In addition to the qualifications already stated in the framework agreement for evaluation 

services, the evaluation team shall include the following competencies  

 

• The team leader shall be a designated senior education expert from the Core team, 

responsible for quality assurance.  

• At least one member of the team, preferably the team leader, must have knowledge 

about Result-based financing in education. 

• At least one member of the team, must have experience of working in Tanzania and 

is familiar with the existing education system.  

• At least one member of the team, must have experience of working in Tanzania and 

is familiar with the existing Government financial systems.  

 

• All members must have very good knowledge in spoken and written English. At least 

one member shall be fluent in Swahili. 

 

It is desirable that the evaluation team includes the following competencies  

• Vast experience in Basic Education in Tanzania 

 
 

 

 
98 Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, Sida in cooperation with 

OECD/DAC, 2014 
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• Experience in working with LGAs  

A CV for each team member shall be included in the call-off response. It should contain a full 

description of relevant qualifications and professional work experience. 

It is important that the competencies of the individual team members are complimentary. It is 

highly recommended that local consultants are included in the team if appropriate. 

The Consultant(s) must be independent from the evaluation object and evaluated activities, and 

have no stake in the outcome of the evaluation.  

12. Financial and human resources 

The maximum budget amount available for the evaluation is  

The contact person at Sida/Swedish Embassy, Tanzania is Paula Engwall, First secretary 

Education. The contact person for the Government of Tanzania, is the Director for Policy and 

Planning 

The contact persons should be consulted if any problems arise during the evaluation process. 

Relevant Sida documentation will be provided by Paula Engwall and Stella Mayanje, Swedish 

embassy Tanzania. On the other hand program documentation will be provided by the EPforR 

Coordinator. 

Contact details to intended users (cooperation partners, Swedish Embassies, other donors etc.) 

will be provided by Director of Policy and Planning, MoEST and Director for Education 

Administration, PO-RALG. 

The Consultant(s), with support from the Government, will be required to arrange the logistics 

including any necessary security arrangements. 

13. Annexes 

 Annex A “List of key documentation”,  

Annex B “Decentralised Evaluation Report Template”.  

Annex C “Project/Programme document” 

 

Annex A: List of key documentation 

 

12. The Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP)  

 

13. BRN documents as background documents 

 

14. EPforR program design document 

 

15. Programme Operationas Manual and its revisions 
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Annex B: Decentralised evaluation report template  

 

Annex C: Project/Programme document 

5. Annual reports 

6. Verification reports 

7. Minutes SMT meetings 

8. Aide mémoire 
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 Annex C: Documents Consulted 
 

 

 

Annual Reports 

1. EPforR Annual Report 2017 

2. EPforR Annual Report 2018 

3. EPforR Annual Report 2019 

 

Mid Term Review Reports 

1. Programme for Results (PforR) Mid Term Report 2014 – 2016 by the 

Ministry of Education Science and Technology (MOEST), United Republic of 

Tanzania 

 

Policy Documents 

1. Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP) 2017 – 2021 by Ministry of 

Education, Science and Technology, United Republic of Tanzania 

2. SIDA Policy Framework 

3. Strategy for ENG for Sweden’s Development Cooperation with Tanzania 

2013 – 2019 

4. Strategy for ENG for Swedish Development Cooperation with Tanzania 2020 

– 2024 

5. Tanzania Education Sector National Recovery Plan for COVID 19, Ministry 

of Education Science and Technology, 2020 

6. EPfoR Financial Statements, National Audit Office, Office of the Controller 

and Auditor General 2017 

7. Management Letter on the EPforR Financial Statements, National Audit 

Office, Office of the Controller and Auditor General, 2017 

8. Annual Performance Evaluation Report for Financial Year 2017/18, Public 

Procurement Regulation Authority (PPRA) 

9. National Basic Education Statistics (BEST), National Data, Ministry of 

Education Science and Technology, 2018 

 

Programme Operations Manual (POM) 

1. Programme Operations Manual, updated May 2017, Ministry of Education, 

Science and Technology, United Republic of Tanzania 

2. Interim Update POM, Updated June, 2019 

3. Revised EPforR Updated May, 2017, Ministry of Education, Science and 

Technology, United Republic of Tanzania 

4. Final EPforR, March 2018, Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 

United Republic of Tanzania 

5. EPforR, Final Updated and Approved Report August, 2018, Ministry of 

Education, Science and Technology, United Republic of Tanzania 

 

World Bank Reports 

1. Result Based Financing (RBF) in the Education Sector: Country Level 

Analysis, World Bank Group (Mokoro Report) 
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2. Terms of Reference, Evaluating Result Based Financing in the Education 

Sector: Country level Analysis 

3. RBF in Education, learning from What it works, World Bank Report 

4. Tanzania EPforR Verification 2018/19, October 2019 World Bank 

5. Big Result Now (BRN) in Education Sector in Tanzania, June 2014 

6. Learning to realise Education Promise, World Bank Development Report, 

2018 

 

Other Sources 

1. Joint Sector Education Review: Tanzania Mainland, Ministry of Education, 

Science and Technology September, 2017 

2. An Early Stage Review of Country Program Design and Implementation 

Experience with GPE’s Variable Part Financing Mechanism, 2015 – 2019, by 

Global Partnership for Education 

3. “I had a Dream to Finish School” Barriers to Secondary Education in 

Tanzania, Human Right Watch, 2017 

4. Joint Education Sector Review, Ministry of Education, Science and 

Technology, September 2017 

5. The Financial Burden of Free Primary Education in rural Livelihood; A case 

Study from Rural Iringa Region, Tanzania, a paper by Karin Lindsjo in the 

Development Studies Research, An Open Access Journal 

6. HEART (2008) The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the ACCRA 

Agenda for Action 2005/2008 

7. DFID, Addendum to Business Case Including for Bridge Funding and Scale 

Up with Extension. 

8. DFID (2020) Shule Bora (Quality Education) Business Case, Project 

Document 

9. DFID (2019) Annual Review, Education Programme for Results (EPforR) 
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 Annex D: People Consulted 

 

 

 

Name Job title 

Representative Commissioner of Education, MoEST 

Representative Permanent Secretary, MOEST 

Representative Director of Policy and Planning, MoEST and Government Focal Person on 

the Project Evaluation 

Representative Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, MoEST 

Representative Deputy Permanent Secretary, PO-RALG  

Representative MoEST EPforR Coordination Team, Head of Unit 

Representative MoEST EPforR Coordination Team, Monitoring and Evaluation Officer 

Representative Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, MoEST 

Representative Ministry of Education Science and Technology 

Representative National Examination Council of Tanzania (NECTA) 

Representative President Office Regional Administration and Local Government  

Representative President Office Regional Administration and Local Government 

Representative First Secretary, Education, Embassy of Sweden / Sida 

Representative Programme Officer, Embassy of Sweden / Sida 

Representative Financial Controller, Embassy of Sweden / Sida 

Representative Sida Senior Policy Specialist, Education 

Representative Head of Evaluation Unit, Sida 

Representative DFID 

Representative DFID 

Representative GPE 

Representative Chief of Education, KOICA Tanzania 
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Representative World Bank 

Representative World Bank 

Representative TAS Team Leader  

Representative Former TAS Team Leader 

Representative Public Finance Specialist, EPforR 

Representative EpfoR Deputy Team Lead 

Representative Senior Education and Planning Adviser 

Independent Consultant 

Representative Makoro Evalution Team 

Representative Makoro Evaluation Team 

Representative Makoro Evaluation Team 

Representative TWAWEZA 

Representative TWAWEZA 

Representative National Coordinator, TENMET 

Representative Secretary General 

Chama Cha Waalimu Tanzania (CWT) 

Representative Tanzania Service Commission (TSC) 

Representative Tanzania Service Commission (TSC) 
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 Annex E: Overview of EPforR Performance 2014-2020 

Original BRNEd 
DLRs (2014) 

Performance Reward 
level 

Revised EpforR DLRs  
(Mid-Term Review 
2016)  

Performance Reward 
level 

DLR 1: Ensuring robust system-level framework for RBF model (Foundational) 

DLI 1.1: Agree on a 
4-year BRNEd 
budget framework 

Achieved in 
Nov 2014 

National DLI 1.1: Approve a 
Schools Quality 
Assurance 
Operations Manual 

Achieved by end 2017  National 

DLI 1.2: Establish 
robust and 
comprehensive 
EMIS 

Reported as 
achieved in 
Sep 2015 

National DLI 1.2: Approve an 
updated Primary 
Teacher Deployment 
Strategy 

Achieved by end 2017 National 

DLI 1.3: Prepare 
format for 
Capitation Grant 
(CG) transfer to 
schools 

Achieved in 
Nov 2014 

National DLI 1.3: Approve a 
new National 
Strategy for Inclusive 
Education 

Achieved by end 2017  National 

DLI 1.4: Prepare a 
list of primary and 
secondary schools 

Achieved in 
Nov 2014 

National DLI 1.4: Approve a 
Schools 
Infrastructure 
Strategy 

Achieved in Sep 2019  National 

DLI 1.5: Establish 
format, baseline 
and targets for 
pupil/teacher ratio 

Achieved in 
Nov 2014 

National    

DLR 2: Ensuring adequate and timely resource flows (Recurrent) 

  Y1 
(2014/15) 

Y2 
(2015/16) 

Y3 
(2016/17) 

Y4 
(2017/18) 

Y5 
(2018/19) 

 

% 
achievmt 
** 

Claimable 
amount in 
USD 

% 
achievmt 
** 

Claimable 
amount in 
USD 

% 
achievmt 
** 

Claimable 
amount in 
USD 

% 
achievmt 
** 

Claimable 
amount in 
USD 

% 
achievmt 
** 

Claimable 
amount in 
USD 
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DLI 2.1: Release 
total level of 
funding quarterly 
against agreed 
BRNEd budget 
lines 

 National DLI 2.1: Release total 
level of funding 6 
monthly against 
agreed EPforR 
budget lines  

62.94% 11,329,657 74.60% 17,904,003 77.25% 18,903,534 97.38% 22,288,005 86.13% 9,725,327 National 

DLI 2.2: LGAS 
release quarterly 
CGs to schools 

 LGA DLI 2.2: Release 
monthly total level of 
CGs to schools 
nationwide  

82.06% 2,461,721 89.15% 3,566,023 100.00% 7,637,000 100.00% 6,542,925 84.00% 9,452,462 National 

   DLI 2.3: Primary 
schools have an 
adequate supply of 
textbooks  

N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 84.04% 4,863,061 90.04% 6,597,427 National 
50%,  
LGA 50% 

DLR 3: Improved results monitoring and data management (Recurrent)  

DLI 3.1: Release 
Annual Summary 
Education 
Performance 
Report (ASEPR) 

 National DLI 3.1: Release 
Annual Summary 
Education 
Performance Report 
(ASEPR)  

85.98% 2,579,268 100.00% 3,000,000 100.00% 5,006,000 100.00% 2,870,770 100.00% 5,333,978 National 

DLI 3.2: Make 
available annual 
school-level EMIS 
data set (in agreed 
format) by all LGAs 

 LGA DLI 3.2: Make 
available annual 
school-level EMIS 
data set by all LGAs  

95.59% 2,867,722 99.99% 2,999,795 100.00% 5,006,000 100.00% 2,870,770 100.00% 5,333,978 LGA 

DLR 4: Ensuring adequate teacher deployment across and within districts (Recurrent) 

DLI 4.1: Meet 
annual target for # 
of LGAs achieving 
acceptable 
primary 
pupil/teacher ratio 
range  

 National DLI 4.1: Meet annual 
target for # of LGAs 
achieving acceptable 
primary 
pupil/teacher ratio 
range  

100.00% 6,000,000 100.00% 6,000,000 64.75% 4,710,213 61.42% 2,527,134 45.45% 2,256,328 National 

DLI 4.2: LGAs meet 
annual target for # 
of schools 
achieving 
acceptable 
primary 
pupil/teacher ratio 
range 

 LGA DLI 4.2: LGAs meet 
annual target for # of 
schools achieving 
acceptable primary 
pupil/teacher ratio 
range  

20.87% 1,878,000 41.20% 3,739,000 19.62% 2,062,000 100.00% 6,290,925 55.38% 3,825,000 LGA 
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DLR 5: Ensuring effective implementation of priority BRNEd/EPforR interventions (Recurrent) 

DLI 5.1: Prepare 
guideline for 
School Incentive 
Grants and 
Student Teacher 
Enrichment 
Programme 
(Foundational DLI) 

Achieved in 
Nov 2014 

National             

DLI 5.2: Meet 
annual target for # 
of schools 
receiving School 
Incentive Grants 

 Schools DLI 5.2: Meet annual 
target for # of 
schools receiving 
incentive grants per 
annum 

98.33% 3,441,667 100.00% 3,500,000 100.00% 5,384,000 93.92% 2,910,594 100.00% 4,366,275  National 

DLI 5.3: Meet 
annual target for # 
of schools 
receiving Student 
Teacher 
Enrichment 
Programme per 
annum  

 National  100.00% 2,000,000 100.00% 2,000,000 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 National 

DLR 6: Increasing/Improving student learning outcomes (Recurrent) 

DLI 6.1: Develop 
3Rs assessment 
tools 
(Foundational DLI) 

Achieved in 
Nov 2014 

National             

DLI 6.2: Meet 
annual target of 
improvement in 
average Kiswahili 
words per minute 
in 3R assessment 

 National DLI 6.2*: National 
average for reading 
correct wpm in Oral 
Reading Fluency 
(ORF) submodule of 
3R assessment (Std 2 
students) 

N/A* 0 100.00% 20,000,000 N/A* 0 0.00% 0 N/A* 0 National 

DLI 6.3: Meet 
annual target of 
improvement in 
addition and 
subtraction in 3R 
assessment 

 National DLI 6.3*: National 
average for level 2 
addition and 
subtraction sub-
module of 3R 
assessment  

N/A* 0 N/A 0 N/A* 0 0.00% 0 N/A* 0 National 

DLR 7: Improving student retention (Additional recurrent)   



A N N E X  E  -  O V E R V I E W  O F  E P F O R R  P E R F O R M A N C E  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 2 0  
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   DLI 7.1: LGAs 
improve aggregate 
Primary and Lower 
Secondary Education 
Survival Rates 

N/A 0 N/A 0 100.00% 11,000,000 100.00% 9,344,310 50.95% 6,049,729 LGA 

   DLI 7.2: LGAs 
improve girls’ 
transition rates from 
primary to secondary  

N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 100.00% 8,786,925  100.00% 14,986,390  LGA 

DLR 8: Improving overall quality of schools (Additional recurrent)   

   DLI 8.1: Meet annual 
target for conducting 
Whole School QA 
Visits  

N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 Deferred Deferred 43.24% 7,587,289 National 

   DLI 8.2: LGAs 
improve their Overall 
School Quality Scores 

N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 100.00% 7,347,976 LGA 

DLR 9: Building national capacity for planning, policy and innovation (Additional recurrent) 

   DLI 9.1: Meet annual 
target for number of 
commissions 
awarded for policy, 
planning and 
innovation  

N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 Deferred Deferred 100.00% 1,995,775 National 

Total  68.54% 32,558,035 84.17% 62,708,821 78.27% 59,708,747 69.22% 69,295,419 76.78% 84,857,934 

 

* There is no assessment of progress against DLI 6.2 and 6.3 in Years 1, 3 and 5. 

** % claimed against total claimable amount in USD released for DLI per year. 
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Evaluation of the Sida-supported Education Program 
for Results (EPforR) 2014–2021, Tanzania
The current report presents a joint evaluation by Sida and the Government of Tanzania of the Education Program for Results 
(EPforR) 2014–2021, Tanzania. EPforR is supported by Sida, Department for International Development (DFID) and the World Bank 
(with the Global Partnership for Education and Korean International Cooperation Agency joining more recently). The overall objective 
of the EPforR is ‘to improve education quality in Tanzanian primary and secondary schools’. To achieve this objective, and following 
the Program for Results mechanism, EPforR has a range of Disbursement-Linked Results (DLRs), measured by a small number of 
Disbursement-Linked Indicators (DLIs) for each DLR. Funds are disbursed annually based on the successful delivery of agreed 
results, which funds may then be used by Government for anything within the education sector. Given that it is essentially incentivises 
Government to implement its own basic education policies and priorities, the support provided is adjudged as highly relevant to the 
needs in basic education in Tanzania. Although results vary across the DLRs, EPforR has generally been very effective, with 
aggregate annual performance ranging from a low of 69% in Year 1 to highs of 84% in Years 2 and 5. Focusing as it does on institutional 
development (with some individual capacity development for key Government staff), the programme has achieved a high level of 
sustainability of results, although the report notes that some results may not be sustainable without additional technical and financial 
support. Since Sida will soon begin a process to formulate future support to basic education in Tanzania, the report also includes 
recommendations for consideration by those formulating the new support.




