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Executive Summary 
The PEAS Girls’ Enrolment, Attendance, Retention and Results (GEARR) project is a 3.5-year programme funded 
by the Girls’ Education Challenge (GEC) that aims to address the barriers marginalised girls face to secondary 
school participation through a holistic set of interventions delivered in rural communities throughout Uganda. The 
project is being evaluated through a cohort tracking study comparing the educational outcomes of girls enrolled in 
16 PEAS ‘treatment’ schools receiving GEARR programme interventions, with the outcomes of girls in 5 PEAS 
internal control schools not receiving GEARR interventions and girls in 5 non-PEAS control schools.  

This report presents the findings of the midline evaluation, which was conducted in September-October 2015 after 
18 months of project implementation in treatment schools. The key findings of the report are as follows: 

1. The GEARR interventions have been successful in achieving the project objectives of improving girls’ 

enrolment, attendance, retention, and results; headline figures across the key outcomes are summarised below: 

Literacy & 
Numeracy 

Absolute 
Attainment 

Relative 
Attainment 

Attendance Retention Enrolment 

 Despite significant 
challenges with 
EGRA and EGMA 
results, greater 
improvements 
recorded among 
girls in treatment 
schools vis-à-vis 
girls in both PEAS 
control schools 
and non-PEAS 
control schools 

 Statistically 
significant 
improvements in 
literacy among 
PEAS treatment 
school girls above 
PEAS control 
school girls 

 Girls’ average 
division results in 
UCE (O-level) 
exams have 
improved by 0.27 
points since 2013 

 Girls’ pass rates 
have improved 
by 7.3% since 
2013; the 
percentage 
achieving a good 
pass (Division 1-
3) has improved 
by 14.5%  

 Girls have 
narrowed the 
gender gap – 
only 1% less girls 
passed exams in 
GEC intervention 
schools than did 
boys in 2015 

 Between 2014-
15, treatment 
schools improved 
their average 
value add score 
for girls from 
+1.56 to +2.12 

 Treatment 
schools are 
supporting girls 
to, on average, 
achieve 2.12 
points better in 
their UCE exams 
than would be 
predicted given 
their PLE scores 

 Result puts 
treatment 
schools in top 
20% of schools 
nationally for 
girls’ value add 

 Average girls’ 
attendance is 
85.8% in 
intervention 
schools 

 6% improvement 
in treatment 
schools above 
baseline 
attendance 

 Attendance in 
treatment schools 
at midline is 
17.1% higher 
than attendance 
in non-PEAS 
control schools, 
and 4.9% higher 
than PEAS 
control schools 

 Despite 
challenges with 
data, retention in 
intervention 
schools has 
improved since 
baseline, and is 
estimated at 
c.90% (in-year 
retention) 

 Retention is 
higher in 
intervention 
schools than 
non-PEAS 
control schools 
by circa 5-15% 

 Total girls’ 
enrolment in 
intervention 
schools has 
grown by 
78.9% since 
2013  

 Girls’ 
enrolment 
has 
increased at 
1.3x the rate 
of boys’ 
enrolment in 
treatment 
schools 

 4,924 girls 
benefitting 
from GEC 
interventions 
in 2015 

2. Project has been most successful in addressing school-based barriers to girls’ participation in learning 

The barriers the project has made the most progress in addressing are (1) a lack of safe, girl-friendly learning 
environments, and (2) an outdated curriculum. To some extent, the project has also made progress in addressing 
(3) early pregnancy as a barrier for girls. The interventions which have proven the most effective in reducing these 
barriers have been: (a) improvements to school facilities (e.g. installation of separate sanitary facilities, school 
fences, lighting in dorms, etc); (b) package of gender-sensitive school support and supervision which has made the 
schools more supportive environments for girls; and (c) curriculum improvements to the teaching of literacy in 
schools. These interventions have worked well because PEAS has been able to fully control the introduction of 
these changes in the schools, and continually re-enforce them through support visits and inspections. They also 
have worked well because they have provided tangible improvements to the school environments which have 
responded to community demands, and shown the school to be actively investing in girls – with noted impact on 
the behaviour of school staff and boys, and noted change in girls’ experiences at school. 

3. Project has been least successful in addressing external barriers to girls’ school participation 

The project has had the least effect on addressing barriers that exist largely outside the school environment – 
specifically, barriers such as (1) poverty and (2) unsafe journeys to school. Interventions addressing these factors 
have largely been confined to community engagement work to increase awareness of these issues. While it is not 
PEAS’ view that its community engagement work is not helping, PEAS acknowledges the scale of activities have 
been too light-touch to make a notable difference to changing community behaviours towards girls in the 18 months 
since project implementation began. Similarly, PEAS has been in on-going discussions with the Ministry of 
Education and Sports (MoES) since 2013 about agreeing a new bilateral Public Private Partnership (PPP). Though 
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strong progress has been made, PEAS has not yet secured additional financing to reduce school fees and 
eliminate the single, largest barrier to marginalised girls’ school participation. These findings are being incorporated 
to inform on-going programme design. 

4. The internal control experiment has been damaging to students  

The GEARR programme has had the unintended effect of worsening learning outcomes for students in PEAS’ 5 
internal control schools. While it was envisioned at the time of study design that internal control schools would carry 
on ‘as usual’, there instead has been a deterioration in performance in these schools over the past 2 years. 
Students are doing worse on measures of absolute and relative attainment, less girls are successfully completing 
school, and the gender gap is widening relative to baseline figures. PEAS is investigating the reasons for this 
deterioration, and will be identifying measures to rapidly improve the control schools. However, the design of the 
evaluation has been highly problematic due to the effect it has had on students under PEAS’ duty of care. 

The ensuing report follows the format designated by the Fund Manager, with sections that examine, in turn, the 
project design, learning outcomes achieved at midline, progress against the project log frame, project impact on 
reducing barriers to girls’ school participation, and project sustainability. Lessons learnt are discussed throughout, 
with summary findings and recommendations for the final year of implementation included at the end of the report.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background to project 

1.1.1 Project theory of change and assumptions 

In Uganda, girls face significant barriers to participating in secondary education. At present, less than 1 in 4 girls 

eligible to attend secondary school enrols in the first place, and among those who do only 34% complete the lower 

secondary cycle (O-level).1 The barriers girls face are multi-faceted, from poverty to early pregnancy, to a general 

lack of girl-friendly school environments and practices. The PEAS Girls’ Enrolment, Attendance, Retention and 

Results (GEARR) project supported by the Girls’ Education Challenge (GEC) fund aims to tackle many of these 

barriers in a holistic manner through delivering interventions both in schools and rural communities throughout 

Uganda to promote the education of marginalised girls in Uganda.  

The PEAS GEARR Theory of Change is based around a logical process, which identifies the specific barriers 

marginalised girls face and addresses them holistically through a set of targeted activities intended to improve girls’ 

enrolment, attendance, retention, and learning results in secondary school. 

Barriers 

The barriers girls face to participating in secondary education can broadly can be grouped as below: 

                                                
1 Mildred Barungi and Ibrahim Kasirye, ‘Performance of Public-Private Partnerships in delivering social services: The Case of Universal 
Secondary Education Policy Implementation in Uganda’, EPRC Policy Brief, April 2015. 

Barriers
Target 
groups

Assumptions Activities

Demand-Side Barriers

• Poverty and community 
perceptions preference educating 
boys

• Early pregnancy viewed as end of 
a girl’s education

• Curriculum not seen as relevant 
to modern life/economy

Environmental Barriers

• Lack of safety on journey to/from 
school

• Limited access to sanitary wear to 
enable participation in school 
while menstruating

Supply-Side Barriers

• Lack of physical access to 
a secondary school in 
vicinity of home

• Unaffordable school fees
• Outdated curriculum
• Lack of safe, girl-friendly 

learning environments

Internal Barriers

• Low confidence
• Lack of female role 

models
• Poverty
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While the majority of the barriers above remain true at midline, PEAS has made a change to its theory of change 

since baseline. As documented in the baseline report, PEAS found through household surveys that community 

attitudes towards educating girls were more positive than originally assumed. As a result, PEAS’ community 

engagement work has been re-focused from promoting the value of girls’ education to communities, to instead 

working with communities on what they can do to help girls access and stay in school. 

1.1.2 Summary of interventions 

As suggested above, the project’s interventions are multi-faceted to address the barriers girls face in a holistic 

manner. At the time of the midline evaluation, the active GEARR project interventions were as below: 

Demand-side barriers 

 Community engagement plan: To 

promote the benefits of secondary 

education for girls and work with 

communities on how to keep girls 

enrolled 

 Business clubs: To improve the 

relevance of education by providing 

girls practical learning opportunities 

through school enterprise projects 

 Life skills curriculum: Integrating 

lessons teaching key life knowledge 

and skillsets into the national 

curriculum to increase the relevance 

of secondary education  

Supply-side barriers 

 School fences: To improve girls’ and parents’ feelings of safety 

while at school 

 Advocacy to Ugandan Ministry of Education and Sports: To 

advocate for a higher USE (Universal Secondary Education) 

subsidy to enable schools to lower fees and give poor households 

a greater chance of educating all children 

 Income Generating Activities (IGAs): School-based farms to 

increase schools revenues and lower costs 

 Sanitary facilities: Separate toilet and washing facilities for girls to 

increase their comfort and safety at school 

 PEAS Girls’ Policy: Making schools more girl-friendly through 

improving staff awareness of stereotypes and how to better 

support girls’ participation and leadership in school 

 Gender Responsive Pedagogy (GRP): Integration into teacher 

Continuing Professional Development (CPD) schemes to 

constantly reinforce how classroom practice can better support 

girls 

 Literacy curriculum improvements: Teacher training to support 

the teaching of literacy across the curriculum, and to provide 

students with extra-curricular opportunities to build their literacy 

skills through e.g. debates and newspapers 

 Curriculum progression maps: To support students in mastering 

‘hard’ subjects through ensuring teaching occurs on time as 

specified in the national curriculum, and to enable progressive 

testing and target setting for individual students 

 Mock examinations: To provide finalist students practice in sitting 

exams and help teachers set improvement strategies prior to UCE 

examinations 

 School inspections: Annual PEAS school inspections to assess 

whether schools are becoming more gender-responsive through 

consulting with female students and teachers and making 

recommendations for improvement to school leadership teams  

 School information management system: Provision of IT 

equipment and database software package for recording and 

tracking girls’ attendance and results to enable school leaders to 

access real-time data and develop tailored responses  

 School leader financial training: Training for school directors to 

support them in managing budgets effectively to help schools 

reduce costs and, in turn, reduce school fees 

Internal barriers 

 Girls clubs: To improve girls’ 

confidence, safety, and aspirations 

through providing a space for peer-to-

peer support and mentoring from 

senior women teachers and pastoral 

staff 

Environmental barriers 

 Water points and hygiene: Provision 

of clean, safe drinking water and 

hygiene lessons on school premises 

so girls do not have to leave school 

grounds to fetch water, increasing 

girls’ safety and decreasing the risk of 

students contracting water-borne 

diseases 

 Sanitary kits and training: Provision 

of sanitary kits to girls (e.g. reusable 

pads, soap) and training to school 

staff to help girls to stay in school 

while on their periods 
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Changes to interventions 

There have been several important changes and additions to the GEARR project interventions since the time of the 
project proposal. These changes are summarised in detail in Annex 3, though generally have been the result of 
one or a combination of the following factors: (a) baseline evaluation revealing intervention was not appropriate to 
address evidenced barriers to girls’ education; (b) design phase/consultation revealing intervention did not address 
barriers appropriately; (c) design phase/consultation revealing intervention was not feasible to implement as 
envisioned; (d) project pilot demonstrating intervention was not effective in achieving its aims; and/or (e) project 
pilot demonstrating intervention was not financially sustainable. Where these factors have been evidenced in the 
project design and pilot phases, PEAS has adapted activities to achieve the same purpose as originally planned 
activities, though with greater effectiveness.  

It should also be noted that many of the GEARR project interventions were designed to be rolled out in stages, 
generally starting with a design phase and pilot in a select number of treatment schools. The pilots were used to 
test new approaches to determine whether they would be effective in achieving their aims and feasible to 
implement at scale. As documented in Annex 3, there was a great deal of learning from these pilots which led to 
PEAS replacing entire interventions in some cases (e.g. IGA curriculum) and adapting interventions prior to roll-out 
in others (e.g. remedial learning strategies). During the endline year (2016), all pilots have concluded, and all 
interventions are being implemented in all GEC treatment schools. 

1.2 M&E approach and research methods 

1.2.1 Evaluation approach 

M&E framework  

The PEAS GEARR M&E framework aims to evaluate the performance of the programme by comparing the gains 

made in enrolment, attendance, retention and attainment by girls in 16 PEAS GEC ‘treatment’ schools against the 

progress of girls in two separate control groups. Due to the presence of a DfID UK Aid Match (UKAM) grant at the 

time of baseline, it was requested that one of these control groups be formed of 5 schools in the PEAS network 

which would continue receiving UKAM-funded support, though not receive any GEC interventions. Girls in these 5 

schools form the ‘PEAS Control Group’ and enable an opportunity to track the impact of UKAM v. GEC funding. 

The project is also measuring impact against the progress of girls in 5 non-PEAS control schools to enable a view 

of the combined impact of GEC and UKAM funding.  

As agreed with the Fund Manager at the time of the baseline study design, the treatment and control schools were 

selected due to them being well-matched along the following criteria: 

a. Geographic location and socio-economic conditions of surrounding community 

b. Age of the school 

c. Proportion of girls’ enrolment at the school 

d. Historical girls’ learning outcomes (i.e. national exam results) 

e. Attendance and retention patterns 

f. Size of the school  

g. Presence of day/boarding sections 

h. Size of school management and teaching team 

For the PEAS treatment and control schools, the above data was already available from PEAS’ internal Monitoring 

& Evaluation (M&E) practices, enabling PEAS and the external evaluator to appropriately match and select schools 

to be allocated to treatment and control groups. To identify non-PEAS control schools, District Education Offices 

were visited in five geographically spread treatment school districts to consult with the District Inspector of Schools 

to select well-matched private, USE schools to participate in the study. 

It was agreed with the Fund Manager that all PEAS schools (i.e. treatment and control) would receive a specified 

subset of GEARR interventions due to ethical and child protection concerns – these interventions were (1) child 

protection training and support; (2) construction of water and hygiene facilities, as well as fences; and (3) capitation 

grant advocacy. However, the GEC ‘treatment’ schools only would receive the full package of GEARR 

programming outlined in section 1.1.2. 

As the GEARR project is a holistic programme tackling barriers to girls’ participation in education at different points 

(e.g. enrolling in school in the first place, staying in school, etc), the logframe and evaluation methodology have 
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been designed to examine the project’s impact on girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention and results separately. 

Beneath each of these high-level outcomes are a series of output indicators which track the degree to which the 

project is making progress in addressing the underlying barriers that influence each of these areas (e.g. to what 

extent is the project addressing barriers that prohibit girls from enrolling in school?). The project also has a 

payment-by-results (PbR) contract, which will release 10% of the total project budget subject to targets for girls’ 

improvements in literacy and numeracy above and beyond control school girls being met. 

In line with the programme requirements, PEAS commissioned a Ugandan external evaluation firm, FRIENDS 

Consult Ltd (FCL), to independently assess the project. With support and quality assurance from PEAS, FCL has 

managed all data collection in the field during the baseline and midline evaluation years, including administration of 

the household and girls’ surveys, literacy and numeracy testing, focus groups and key informant interviews, and 

attendance spot checks.  

Midline Evaluation Design 

Following the extension of the GEARR project, the evaluation is using a cohort-tracking approach to assess the 

progress of female students at 3 different points in time. Three different cohort groups were selected for tracking at 

baseline as below. Girls in P7 (Primary 7) at baseline were girls living in the catchment areas for the treatment and 

control schools who had recently completed primary school and were eligible to enrol in secondary school the 

following academic year. The other two cohort groups were girls already enrolled in the first or second year of 

secondary school (S1 or S2) in the treatment and control schools. 

Evaluation Cohort Groups 

Baseline Grade (2013) Midline Grade (2015) Endline Grade (2016) 

P7 S2 S3 

S1 S3 S4 

S2 S4 S5/graduated1 
1Unfortunately, due to the project being extended by a full year, it is unlikely that many girls in 
the original S2 cohort group will be contactable at endline. This is due to most students in 
Uganda leaving school after completing S4. PEAS flagged this issue to the Fund Manager 
(FM) at the time of contract extension and will work with the FM to address this appropriately 
in planning for the endline fieldwork 

Lastly, a cohort of out-of-school girls (OOS) was selected to track over the life of the project to examine the degree 

to which barriers to their participation in schooling were or weren’t being addressed through the project. The 

sampling strategy used at baseline to select cohort girls from each group is described below. 

 P7 cohort: Identified through primary schools in the catchment areas of study schools; a 7-km radius 

around the study schools was established and contact made with primary heads to help identify girls falling 

into the marginalised groups targeted by the project. Consent from caregivers was obtained prior to 

interviewing identified P7 girls. 

 S1 and S2 cohorts: Identified through the study schools; school leaders were asked about the 

characteristics of the girls enrolled in school to ensure they fit with targeted marginalised groups and 

eligible girls were then sampled randomly; consent was obtained from caregivers prior to interviewing 

selected girls. 

 OOS cohort: Identified by the external evaluators working with community leaders, primary and secondary 

school teachers to identify girls who were known not to have continued to secondary school or to have 

dropped out of secondary school; consent from caregivers was obtained prior to interviewing OOS girls. 

At midline, the external evaluation team sought to re-contact the same girls who were interviewed at baseline. 

Where girls were not found to be present in study schools in the first instance, the evaluation team was provided 

with guidelines for determining whether the girl was still eligible for the study and could be re-contacted through 

other means. If it was determined that she could not be re-contacted, guidelines were then provided for making an 

appropriate substitution. The full re-contact protocols are included in the annexed set of midline evaluation tools, 

though, in brief, the evaluators were instructed to make substitutions as follows: 

 In-school girls: Substitute with a girl from the same school, of the same age, and ideally in the same grade 

and class as the baseline girl had she progressed at a normal pace without repeating any year; for P7 girls, 

the school should be the study school which it was anticipated the girl would enrol in; substitutes should be 

randomly selected from a list of all girls fulfilling this criteria. 
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 Out-of-school girls: If possible, substitute with a different girl from the same household who is between the 

ages of 13-17 and eligible to enrol in secondary school but not currently enrolled; or substitute entire 

household with a neighbouring household containing eligible girl/s following a random walk procedure. 

The initial study design had anticipated a 20% attrition rate between baseline and endline to maintain a statistically 

significant sample. Unfortunately, the external evaluation team encountered attrition rates at midline that were 

substantially higher than this figure. The number of girls who were successfully re-contacted, and the number who 

had to be substituted are summarised in the table below by cohort group. 

Midline Participant Numbers & Attrition 

Cohort Group 
PEAS Treatment PEAS Control Non PEAS Control 

Attrition 
Re-contact Substitute Re-contact Substitute Re-contact Substitute 

P7-S2 74 222 38 101 19 97 76.2% 

S1-S3 77 60 37 26 26 26 44.4% 

S2-S4 37 28 23 15 19 14 41.9% 

IS GIRLS TOTAL 188 310 98 142 64 137 62.7% 

OOS GIRLS 23 100 13 56 15 34 78.8% 

The reasons for high attrition are discussed in section 1.2.2 below, though unfortunately mean that the cohort 

sample size at midline was sufficiently reduced such that a cohort tracking study will no longer yield representative 

comparisons. Instead a cross-sectional analysis has been employed for the PEAS midline evaluation.  

Research Tools 

All research tools were adapted by PEAS from the baseline tools following guidance from the Fund Manager. FCL 

and the Fund Manager also checked the tools for quality-assurance prior to them being used in the field. A 

summary of all tools used and the process used to adapt them for the midline evaluation is provided below. 

1. Questionnaires 

a. In-school girls: Adapted from the baseline questionnaire, which was itself based on a template 

provided by Coffey International; the survey captured information about girls’ participation in school 

and attitudes towards education, as well as capturing background characteristics and information 

to report against output indicators; the questionnaire was administered orally to girls in English or 

their local language if comprehension was poor. 

b. Out-of-school girls: Adapted from the baseline questionnaire, which was based on a template 

provided by Coffey International; the survey captured information about girls’ reasons for not 

participating in schooling as well as capturing background characteristics; the questionnaire was 

administered orally to girls in English or their local language if comprehension was poor. 

c. Primary caregivers: Adapted from the baseline questionnaire, which was based on a template 

provided by Coffey International; the survey captured information on girls’ home situation (for 

substitute girls), as well as examining attitudes towards girls’ education and barriers to school 

participation; the questionnaire was administered orally to caregivers in English or their local 

language if comprehension was poor. 

2. Learning tests 

a. Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA): The oral reading passage used to calculate students’ 

words per minute (WpM) scores was adapted by PEAS in consultation with PwC. As it was felt the 

baseline reading passage was inappropriate to the Ugandan context – using language and subject 

content that would be unfamiliar to rural Ugandan students – the PEAS Education team developed 

a series of new reading passages at the same reading level as the baseline passage. Six 

passages were tested by FCL alongside the baseline passage during pilot testing in August 2015. 

Though FCL’s management of the pilot testing was problematic, the external evaluators eventually 

recommended 2 passages they felt provided the closest match to scores on the baseline passage 

to enable comparability. One selected passage was used at midline and the other will be used at 

endline. Testing was conducted orally in English with visual prompts provided to the student. 
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b. Early Grade Maths Assessment (EGMA): Following the Fund Manager’s guidance, PEAS adapted 

each section of the EGMA by changing the numbers and corresponding solutions for each 

question in the test. In this way, the tasks were exactly the same as at baseline though with 

different solutions. Testing was conducted orally in English with visual prompts provided to the 

student. 

3. Focus group discussion guides (FGDs): Adapted from baseline FGDs to enable a more nuanced 

understanding of the data collected in the questionnaires. The groups listed below were engaged to further 

explore the barriers to girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention, and learning. Focus groups were conducted 

orally in English or in local languages if comprehension was poor. 

a. In-school girls 

b. Out-of-school girls 

c. In-school boys 

d. Male teachers 

e. Female teachers 

f. Male caregivers 

g. Female caregivers 

4. Key informant interviews: Adapted from the baseline tool to query barriers to girls’ enrolment, 

attendance, retention and achievement from the perspective of school leaders; the tool also probed for 

views on changes at the school since the baseline year; interviews were conducted orally in English. 

a. Headteachers/School Directors 

Changes to evaluation design since baseline 

There have been several key changes to the evaluation design since baseline, which are documented below. 

Removal of PEAS control schools from Payment by Results (PbR) conditions 

While the Fund Manager originally requested that performance against learning and attendance targets be 
assessed against both PEAS control and non-PEAS control groups – with payment split 50-50 for performance 
against the improvement targets for each comparison – PEAS argued for the PbR condition with internal control 
schools to be removed. PEAS felt that the presence of a financial incentive for holding a subset of girls under its 
care back from making gains in learning was ethically problematic, and also created a distorting opportunity for 
PEAS to effectively ‘game’ the results by intentionally teaching students in different subsets of schools differently. 
On these grounds, the Fund Manager agreed to remove PEAS control schools from the PbR contract, though 
asked that the evaluation continue to track and test students in these schools out of intellectual interest. 

Removal of Attendance from PbR conditions 

Due to issues with the reliability of attendance data across all GEC projects, the Fund Manager issued the option to 
remove attendance from the PbR contract following the baseline evaluation. PEAS opted for this change due to 
concerns with the accessibility and reliability of school attendance registers in control schools. These concerns 
have proven to be well-founded at midline, as non-PEAS control schools overwhelmingly have not availed up-to-
date attendance data to the external evaluation team. As a result of the change, 100% of PEAS’ PbR is now 
dependent on learning outcomes.  

Removal of OOS from EGRA and EGMA testing 

During the baseline data collection, significant challenges were encountered with engaging out-of-school girls and 
their caregivers in the evaluation exercise. Out-of-school girls were, for the large part, unwilling to sit the learning 
assessments – with only 2 out of the targeted 400 girls agreeing to do the EGRA and EGMA tests during the first 
round of data collection. Many girls felt that, because they were out of school, there was no need for them to 
complete learning tests. The time taken by the research teams to conduct all the surveys and assessments was 
also significant, with many girls and their families expressing frustration especially as they could not see any 
immediate benefit to their participation in the study. 
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Given the GEARR project activities intended to benefit OOS girls are limited to community engagement work 
advocating for girls' participation in education – and would not have any expected impact on OOS girls’ learning – 
PEAS advocated for the demands on OOS girls to be reduced at midline and endline. The Fund Manager agreed 
to drop EGRA and EGMA testing with OOS girls, though asked that the evaluation team continue conducting 
surveys with OOS and their caregivers to explore how factors influencing their reasons for being out of school 
might have evolved since baseline. 

Reduction of EGRA test to oral reading (WpM) passage only 

As documented in the baseline report, enumerators struggled significantly with administering the oral reading 

passage section of the EGRA test correctly during baseline data collection. Common errors included scoring girls in 

‘steps’ (e.g. rounding up to the nearest 10) rather than recording the precise number of words read, as well as 

failing to record the time remaining if a girl finished the passage in less than 60 seconds. This created substantial 

difficulties for PEAS in reconciling the reported WpM scores. A top-up round of data collection had to be completed 

by the external evaluator under close supervision from PEAS to replace scores which could not be reconciled. 

Given this experience, the fact that (a) the words per minute (WpM) score from the oral reading section is the only 

measure that matters for calculating Payment by Results, and (b) several other sections of the test (such as 

phonics) do not relate to how English is taught in Uganda such that they had a high likelihood of frustrating both 

girls and enumerators, PEAS requested that the EGRA test be reduced to the oral reading passage only. The Fund 

Manager agreed to this revision, which enabled PEAS and FCL to take a stronger focus on supporting enumerators 

to administer the oral reading passage section of the test correctly without getting distracted by other sections. 

1.2.2 Limitations of the evaluation approach  

Attrition 

As suggested above, attrition in the study has been huge and – at 62.7% across all girls who were intended to 

complete learning tests at midline – makes it such that a cohort tracking approach will no longer yield statistically 

significant results. The reasons for attrition are several-fold. Firstly, the largest attrition rates were seen amongst 

the P7 cohort group who were not enrolled in any of the study schools at the time of the baseline. It seems to have 

been an oversight in the original evaluation design to assume that girls who were eligible to attend secondary 

school would proceed to enroll in one of the study schools near their home.  

As time in the field was very stretched, the external evaluators were not able to fully investigate the reasons all lost 

P7 girls did not enroll in the study schools. However, it seems that some did not enroll in secondary school at all, 

while others chose to enroll in alternative schools. As P7 girls were the largest cohort group during the baseline 

evaluation (comprising nearly half of all EGRA and EGMA records), the 76.2% attrition rate among this group has 

hugely negatively impacted the statistical power of the study. 

However, attrition was high among other groups as well – with 44% of baseline S1 girls and 42% of baseline S2 

girls also dropping out of the study. The midline surveys established that the major causes of drop-out for girls are 

still similar to those at baseline, and include a lack of school fees, pregnancies, and early marriage. As these are 

largely socio-economic/cultural barriers that are not fully within the control of schools, it is perhaps not surprising 

that the GEC interventions have not been able to radically change these factors within 2 years. However, given the 

secondary school completion rate for girls in Uganda is only 34%, it was also perhaps naïve of the study design to 

assume that 80% of study girls would still be enrolled in school 3 years onwards. If anything, the study attrition 

rates at midline are consistent with a wider trend wherein approximately 20-25% of girls drop out of secondary 

school with each progressive year.  

It is not known whether this projected attrition was considered at the time of the study design. PEAS and FCL 

flagged the anticipated high attrition rates to the Fund Manager both prior to going into the field, and communicated 

study drop-out rates while in the field. The Fund Manager advised that the planned substitution protocols should be 

followed to replace girls who had dropped out. As a result – and because the cohort sample was so reduced at 

midline – PEAS has had to use a cross-sectional approach for analysing learning test results. This approach 

compares the scores of all cohort girls at baseline with the scores of all re-contacted and substitute girls at midline, 

using treatment status as an interaction variable.  

The abandonment of the cohort approach means the study unfortunately has lost a great deal of power, as it no 

longer enables the ability to track the progression of girls who are known to have been exposed to the GEC 

interventions against those who are known to have not been exposed (this issue is discussed further below). It also 

means it is no longer possible to track the progression of specific age/cohort groups. 
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The attrition rates at midline pose a risk to the endline evaluation, as it is likely further girls who were re-contacted 

at midline will be lost by endline, reducing the sample maintained from baseline further. It is anticipated the project 

will again have to use substitution protocols and a cross-sectional approach at endline. At the time of writing, PEAS 

has not yet resolved with the Fund Manager how endline fieldwork will be approached given the huge attrition rates 

at midline. This will be discussed in the coming months. 

Poor Quality of Learning Test Administration 

Following a problematic pilot of the midline EGRA and EGMA learning tests managed by FCL in August 2015,2 the 

Fund Manager requested PEAS to send staff to accompany the midline fieldwork, and specifically to provide quality 

assurance over the administration of the learning tests. Prior to going into the field, PEAS delivered a day of 

training in the re-contact protocols and learning tests to all Research Assistants (RAs) as well as the FCL field 

managers. RAs had been selected by FCL due to their participation in the GEARR baseline evaluation, 

participation in the recently completed Opportunity International GEC evaluation (which had also used the EGRA 

and EGMA tests), and ability to speak local languages in the regions they were assigned to.  

PEAS mobilised members of its Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) and Education teams to accompany each of the 

three fieldwork teams. While in the field, the PEAS team focused on observing RAs administering the learning 

tests, providing feedback and coaching to individual RAs on errors made and how to improve, and holding daily 

debriefs to go through common errors observed and improvement strategies with the full group. PEAS also 

checked a sample of the EGRA and EGMA scripts each night to flag common marking errors to the FCL field 

managers and record a sample of scores.   

On the whole, PEAS observed that the level of understanding and experience with standardised test administration 

within the fieldwork team was very poor. During the first few days of fieldwork, PEAS observed incredibly high error 

rates in the administration of the EGMA test in particular, with 66% of scripts check by PEAS containing errors. 

Some of the common errors observed with the EGRA and EGMA testing were as follows: 

EGMA: 

 RAs not following administration protocols correctly, such that e.g. tasks that should have been ended after 

3 errors in a row were not ended, and/or additional sections that should have been administered based on 

high performance were not provided (could deflate scores where a task that was too difficult was not 

ended, causing girls to become frustrated/lose confidence for the remaining sections of the test) 

 RAs not providing full task instructions (or, in some cases, any instructions) prior to the start of each task; 

RAs not doing example problems with students before starting tasks (could deflate scores where girls do 

not fully understand what is being asked, particularly on timed tasks) 

 RAs not summing sections accurately leading to marking and administration errors 

EGRA: 

 RAs starting the timer when they said ‘go’ rather than when the girl read the first word (would deflate 

scores by not allowing girls to get as far through the passage as possible in 60 seconds) 

 RAs underlining the last few words the girl read rather than the exact final word (could inflate or deflate 

scores) 

PEAS communicated these observed errors to the field managers and RAs, and – through on-going coaching – did 

see an improvement in the quality of learning test administration over the course of the fieldwork. By the end of the 

fieldwork, PEAS field observers recorded an overall 7% error rate in the administration of the EGRA test, and a 

31% error rate in the administration of the EGMA test.  

In light of this, PEAS concluded that the Research Assistants had not been adequately trained in administering the 

learning tests prior to the start of fieldwork, and – specifically – had not had sufficient practice administering the 

learning tests under observation from field managers. While coaching in the field helped the RAs improve, PEAS 

concluded that it took most RAs at least a week of practice to become competent administering the learning tests. 

                                                
2 FCL was asked to test 6 reading passages for use as the WpM test, and the full EGMA test with a sample of girls at each grade level to 
determine whether the tools (a) would yield sufficiently comparable results to the baseline tests, and (b) were ready for use. FCL reported 
results from the pilot testing that showed girls regressing in their learning since baseline (e.g. average WpM and EGMA scores for girls two 
years onwards were lower than the average baseline scores for these cohort groups). As FCL could not provide a satisfactory explanation to the 
Fund Manager of the reasons for this discrepancy – and PEAS did not have oversight over FCL’s work to determine how test scoring and 
marking had been completed - PEAS was asked to more closely monitor learning test administration during the midline fieldwork. 
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This is problematic for several reasons – firstly, because a large proportion of the learning test results are likely to 

be inaccurate due to administration and marking errors, though also because girls in schools that were visited 

earlier in the fieldwork period were disproportionately impacted by poor quality test administration. This creates 

strong doubts for PEAS around the reliability of the EGRA and EGMA results as measures of learning. 

PEAS raised its concerns over the quality of test administration with FCL during a fieldwork debrief call in October. 

FCL agreed that, in preparation for the endline fieldwork, RAs needed further training in administering the EGRA 

and EGMA, and to be individually observed practicing administering the tests prior to the start of fieldwork. The 

FCL field managers also need to increase their understanding of the EGRA and EGMA tests to be in a better 

position to support the RAs, as PEAS staff were the only actors fulfilling this coaching role while in the field. 

On top of these issues, recent data validity checks performed by PEAS have raised further concerns over the 

reliability of the midline results. Looking at reported scores of girls who were re-contacted during the midline data 

collection process, there are substantial numbers of girls who appear to be regressing in their learning since 

baseline – both in literacy and numeracy. In the provided results, 33% of re-contacted girls scored lower on the 

EGRA reading passage than at baseline and 35% had lower EGMA scores at midline. This unexplained trend 

evidences the wider concerns around test administration highlighted above.  

Poor Management of Re-contact Protocols  

Despite the good intentions of the external evaluation team, the midline fieldwork was poorly organised and time in 

the field was very rushed. Hence, although the field managers and all Research Assistants were provided a full 

briefing and written guidelines on how to confirm the eligibility of girls to participate in the midline study prior to 

interviewing them (see the annexed ‘Re-contact Protocol for RAs’ document included with the midline evaluation 

tools), these guidelines were rarely followed in the field. The evaluation teams often arrived at schools late, and – 

when it was recognised that large numbers of cohort girls were not enrolled at the school – proceeded to make 

immediate substitutions from class lists without (a) attempting to re-contact cohort girls via other means following 

the FM’s guidelines, (b) confirming whether re-contacted girls had been enrolled at the school for at least 3 terms 

since the baseline, or (c) confirming how long potential substitute girls had been enrolled in the school, or (d) 

following a random selection procedure to select them. This means there are girls included in the midline sample 

who may have had very limited to exposure to the GEC interventions, and/or may have had significant exposure to 

other interventions prior to enrolling in a study school. As FCL did not record how long girls had been enrolled in 

the study schools between baseline and midline, it is impossible to control for these factors in the resulting dataset.  

As discussed above, PEAS and FCL held daily fieldwork debriefs while in the field, and a summative meeting at the 

end of the midline fieldwork to discuss challenges encountered in the field and how to redress them in the endline 

fieldwork. In particular, PEAS has asked FCL to better organise their fieldwork schedule to ensure sufficient time 

for following substitution protocols carefully, and following up with girls who have dropped out of the study to 

determine the reasons for their drop-out. However, given the study sample has already been ‘contaminated’ at 

midline, PEAS is not confident these issues can be fully redressed at endline. 

For the above reasons, PEAS has significant doubts over the conclusions that can be drawn from the 
midline data, and in particular from the EGRA and EGMA results as reliable tests of learning. As a result, 
PEAS has supplemented the presentation of data throughout this report with additional data sources 
where available. 

1.2.3 Monitoring approach 

As detailed in section 2.4.1, the project has a logical framework which tracks performance against key output 
indicators underpinning each of the high-level output goals for improving girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention and 
results. The output indicators were designed to track progress made by the project in addressing some of the 
identified barriers to girls’ enrolment, attendance and learning. 

The output indicators are tracked and reported on using a series of tools which are all detailed clearly in the project 
log frame. The key tool for reporting on most indicators is the surveys completed by girls and their caregivers at 
baseline, midline, and endline to assess whether – from the perspective of beneficiaries – the project is making a 
positive contribution. In addition to the surveys, a series of other data sources are used to report against specific 
indicators which include: 

 School financial records (e.g. to report on fees and cost/child) 

 School inspection scores (from PEAS annual school inspection visits) 

 Teacher lesson observation scores (from PEAS annual school inspection visits) 
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 Uganda Certificate in Education (UCE) examination results 

 PEAS internal activity tracking (e.g. to report on #’s of teachers trained, etc)  

Supplementary to log frame monitoring, FCL also conducts rolling spot checks at each of the study schools once a 

year to collect key data on girls’ enrolment, attendance, and retention. Though the monitoring approach has not 

changed substantially since baseline, there have been several changes to the log frame, largely to include 

indicators that provide either a more appropriate and/or reliable measure of progress in the area targeted. Output 

targets have also been revised over a series of occasions to reflect (a) the extension of the project implementation 

period and (b) addition of GEC Maximising Results funds during the endline year. 

2 Key Findings 

2.1 What impact has the project had on marginalised girls’ learning? 

2.1.1 What impact has the project had on literacy outcomes? 

As discussed above, literacy was measured through the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) test 

administered to cohort and substitute girls in the school setting. Girls were summoned from classes in waves and 

completed the girls’ questionnaire prior to completing the learning tests. As a difference from the baseline, the oral 

reading passage section of the EGRA test was used only (see section 1.2.1 for a full explanation).  

Due to the high attrition rates in the study, PEAS was advised by the Fund Manager to use a cross-sectional 

approach to compare the WpM scores of all girls (re-contacted, lost, and substitutes) in PEAS treatment schools 

against the WpM scores of all girls in non-PEAS control schools. A series of statistical tests were run to determine 

whether there were any factors that made girls statistically more likely to drop-out of the study and had a 

statistically significant impact on test scores. A summary of the tests that were conducted is included in Annex 4. In 

the end, it was found that the only variable which had a consistent, statistically significant impact on learning 

outcomes was girls’ grade level at baseline. Hence, a ‘grade adjusted’ model was used in the cross-sectional 

regression of both the EGRA and EGMA results to control for this effect. 

The submitted outcomes spreadsheet includes the scores of all girls tested at baseline and midline (re-contacted, 

lost, and substitute). The mean WpM scores of girls in each grade level, and across all grade levels for PEAS 

treatment and non-PEAS control schools are outlined in the table below. 

EGRA WpM Scores: Re-contacted Girls in PEAS Treatment v. non-PEAS Control Schools 

Grade at 
Baseline 

Grade at 
Midline 

PEAS Treatment Non-PEAS Control Group 
Difference 

Weighted 
group 

difference Baseline Midline Diff. Baseline Midline Diff. 

P7 S2 72.3 101.8 29.6 79.0 105.4 26.4 +3.2 +2.36 

S1 S3 93.8 106.2 12.4 87.5 112.0 24.5 -12.1 -3.18 

S2 S4 93.4 118.8 25.5 103.9 103.6 -0.2 +25.7 +3.49 

All Grades 79.9 105.3 25.4 84.9 106.8 21.9 +3.5 +3.78 

As can be seen above, the weighted group differences between girls in intervention schools and girls in non-PEAS 

control schools demonstrate that girls in intervention schools improved their literacy scores more than girls in 

control schools across all year groups. The total group difference across all cohort groups was 3.78, which, though 

short of PEAS’ midline PbR target of 8.14, nevertheless shows the GEC interventions to be making a positive 

impact on girls’ literacy. 

Interestingly, the literacy gains made by girls in PEAS intervention schools v. girls in PEAS control schools were 

even more pronounced. Though performance against internal control schools is no longer included in PEAS’ PbR 

arrangement (see discussion in section 1.2.1 above), the results are interesting to compare because they – in 

PEAS’ view – provide a more accurate comparison of the progress of girls whom PEAS knows have been exposed 

to GEC interventions against girls who have not been exposed to any new interventions in their schools during the 

18 months between baseline and midline. The mean WpM scores of girls in PEAS treatment and PEAS control 

schools are outlined below. 
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EGRA Literacy WpM Midline Scores: PEAS Treatment v. PEAS Control Schools 

Grade at 
Baseline 

Grade at 
Midline 

PEAS Treatment PEAS Control Group 
Difference 

Weighted 
group 

difference Baseline Midline Diff. Baseline Midline Diff. 

P7 S2 72.3 101.8 29.6 73.4 88.8 15.4 +14.2 +7.46 

S1 S3 93.2 106.2 12.4 99.0 105.3 6.3 +7.2 +2.05 

S2 S4 93.6 118.8 25.5 91.4 105.2 13.8 +11.4 +1.57 

All Grades 79.9 105.3 25.4 81.8 95.8 14.0 +11.4 +11.57 

The results above are striking in that, though PEAS treatment and control girls were well-matched at baseline – 

with the literacy scores of girls in control schools even being slightly higher than those in intervention schools – by 

midline the girls in intervention schools have made stark gains relative to their peers in control schools. Though 

PEAS no longer has the internal control as part of its payment by results contract, the weighted group difference 

total comes to 11.57, which is well above the original midline target set for PEAS of 7.83. 

Statistical significance 

As discussed in the preceding section, due to the high attrition rates in the study it has not been possible to 

demonstrate statistical significance using the scores of re-contacted girls only. To illustrate how small the cohort 

samples had become by midline, the total numbers of girls who were re-contacted from each cohort group are 

provided below.    

Midline sample sizes    

Cohort 
PEAS 

Treatment 
% Midline 

Sample 
PEAS Control 

% Midline 
Sample 

Non-PEAS 
Control 

% Midline 
Sample 

P7-S2 43 32.3% 15 39.3% 33 27.8% 

S1-S3 63 47.4% 25 38.1% 32 46.3% 

S2-S4 27 20.3% 14 22.6% 19 25.9% 

Total 133 - 54 - 84 - 

As a result, PEAS was advised to use a cross-sectional analysis to compare the WpM scores of all girls (re-

contacted, lost, and substitutes) in PEAS treatment schools against the WpM scores of all girls in non-PEAS 

control schools. The results of the statistical tests of the aggregate group differences are presented below. 

EGRA WpM Scores: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 79.9 105.3 25.4 
3.781 0.345 

Non-PEAS Control 84.9 106.8 21.9 

Overall, the GEC interventions have had a positive effect on literacy, with a beta coefficient of 3.78 relative to non-

PEAS control girls. However the effect was only significant at p = 0.345. This is short of the required p-value of less 

than or equal to 0.05 to show statistical significance. 

EGRA WpM Scores: PEAS Treatment v. PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 79.9 105.3 25.4 
11.57 0.002 

PEAS Control 81.8 95.8 14.0 

Looking at PEAS treatment girls in comparison to PEAS control girls, statistical tests show that GEC interventions 

have had a positive impact on literacy, with a beta coefficient of 11.57 for the PEAS intervention group relative to 

PEAS control. This result also proved to be significant at less than 1% level, showing a pronounced, statistically 

significant difference between the performance of the two groups. This is in line with the cohort results seen above.  

Why has the GEC improved literacy outcomes 

As part of the GEC, PEAS Education Quality team have implemented a series of literacy-focused interventions in 

treatment schools. These interventions are described in detail below: 

1. Supplementary literacy programme – The programme has been designed to both directly improve 

literacy skills and also help students to apply these skills to other academic subjects. The programme 
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consists of a weekly reading lesson and a weekly writing lesson with the aim of developing students’ 

reading fluency, accuracy, comprehension and writing skills. Through the programme, students are 

introduced to a range of text types, including fiction stories, thematic reports, biographies and news reports. 

The programme teaches students to identify, analyse and draw key information from the different text 

types, as well as equipping them with the necessary skills to write for different purposes. These critical 

skills help students fully access and perform well in all curriculum subjects.  

The programme has been designed to include teaching strategies for supporting literacy skill development 

that can be easily transferred to other subjects. For example, the literacy programme includes strategies for 

introducing key words and expanding students’ vocabulary. In reading lessons, the following strategies are 

used: 

 Teacher identifies key words (difficult words) in a text before students read. Students identify the 
key word in the text and work with a partner to provide a definition based on the sentence in which 
the word is written.  

 Students work in pairs to provide antonyms and synonyms of key words found in a text to further 
support comprehension.  

 Students create their own sentences using an identified key word. 

 Students identify new words from a text and record with a definition in an ongoing personal 
dictionary.  

Teachers who have been delivering the literacy programme have been observed implementing these 

strategies in the teaching of their own subject as well as literacy lessons. Other transferable teaching 

strategies within the literacy programme include guided reading strategies, reading comprehension 

strategies, and strategies to analyse different text structures (for example, cause and effect, problem and 

solution, and sequencing), all of which can be used across the curriculum.  

Furthermore, the programme models child-centred pedagogy with an emphasis on girl-friendly and gender 

responsive teaching and learning methodologies. The programme models the ‘gradual release’ method 

(also known as ‘I, WE, YOU’), whereby there is a balance of teacher-led instruction, collaborative work and 

independent work in order to fully support and scaffold effective learning for students of all abilities.  

The programme has been rolled out to PEAS intervention schools in phases. This included rigorous 

pretesting and piloting phases in 2015. After pretesting in Term 1 2015, the programme was piloted in 12 

treatment schools in Term 2 and Term 3. The treatment schools where the programme was not piloted 

were delivered a literacy booster strategy. This strategy was designed to complement the literacy 

programme and improve core reading skills. Full roll-out of the programme will take place in 2016. When 

roll out is complete, all students will receive two literacy lessons a week: a reading lesson and a writing 

lesson. 

2. Debates – Regular debates form part of the Life Skills programme. They provide an additional forum for 

students to consolidate and extend their learning from the Life Skills lessons. Every Life Skills lesson has a 

corresponding debate motion given (e.g. Lesson topic: gender stereotypes; debate motion: women should 

be paid to stay at home and look after their families). In additional to extending and consolidating Life Skills 

lesson content, debates develop literacy skills in the following ways: 

 Students are expected to prepare their arguing points beforehand - this requires clear articulation 
of their argument (persuasive writing skills) 

 Debates support the development of speaking and listening skills - students need to present an 
argument/counter-argument and respond to arguments made by others 

 Most debates are set up to have students in the role of 'English Doctors' who capture 
English/grammar errors and present mistakes with corrections at the close of the debate. Some 
schools also have use of English as one of the scoring criteria in debates.  

3. Literacy Across the Curriculum – In 2015 PEAS launched a holistic approach to improving literacy levels 

called ‘Literacy Across the Curriculum’ (LATC). The PEAS Continuing Professional Development (CPD) 

team provided in-service LATC training to all teachers in all treatment schools. This training aimed to build 

teachers’ understanding of the different components of literacy (reading, writing, speaking and listening) 

and raise awareness of the important role literacy plays in driving attainment in all subjects. The training 

focused on concrete strategies for teachers to implement to support literacy skills development in their 

classroom. These strategies included a process for introducing and defining key words, creating a literacy-
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rich classroom environment (talking classroom) and creating opportunities for reading in all subjects 

(guided reading and reading comprehension activities). This training helped to reverse the commonly held 

belief that literacy is the job of an English teacher by supporting teachers to understand and plan for 

literacy opportunities in their subject. 

4. Newspapers in Education – PEAS has been a partner on the Daily Monitor's Newspapers in Education 

(NiE) programmme since August 2014. It has formed a core component of PEAS’ approach to improving 

literacy levels. Through the programme, schools receive weekly sets of 60 newspapers which can be used 

as a teaching and learning resource across the curriculum. The papers provide students with valuable 

additional reading material, which is especially pertinent in a low-resource school setting where reading 

material beyond academic textbooks is often limited. Regular access to up-to-date, interesting, and 

relevant content enhances the curriculum and provides links to real life examples. The programme 

additionally supports autonomous, extra-curricular learning by allowing students access to additional 

information on areas of interest beyond the curriculum. As part of the programme, PEAS provides a weekly 

article to feature in the NiE supplement. The weekly article is modelled on the supplementary literacy 

programme and provides a life skill message through a text, along with ‘class questions’ to support reading 

comprehension. To date, the PEAS NiE articles have focused on a range of life skills topics including 

menstrual hygiene management, safety to and from school, study skills, and saying no to peer pressure. 

All these literacy interventions have been well-received by teachers and students, and it is understood they are 

being regularly used and becoming embedded into normal school practice. In addition to these targeted 

interventions, increased awareness of the importance of literacy among PEAS teachers, school leaders, and staff 

arising from the GEC focus on literacy likely has further contributed to the gains in intervention schools. PEAS is 

confident these interventions are driving the improvements seen in literacy. 

2.1.2 What impact has the GEC had on numeracy outcomes? 

Numeracy was measured through the Early Grade Maths Assessment (EGMA) test administered to cohort and 

substitute girls in the school setting. The test was administered immediately following completion of the girls’ survey 

and EGRA oral reading passage. As at baseline, all 7 sections of the test were administered to girls, though only 5 

tasks were used to compute the results. In line with PwC’s guidelines, these tasks were: 

Task 1: Number identification  

Task 2: Number discrimination  

Task 3: Sequences  

Task 7A: Addition part 1 

Task 7C: Subtraction part 1   

Each task was equally weighted to provide a final score out of 100 points. While there were significant challenges 

with administration of the EGMA test (see discussion in previous section), the mean scores of all girls tested in the 

PEAS intervention and non-PEAS control schools at baseline and midline are presented below. 

EGMA Numeracy Midline Scores: PEAS Treatment v. non-PEAS Control Schools 

Grade at 
Baseline 

Grade at 
Midline 

PEAS Treatment Non-PEAS Control Group 
Difference 

Weighted 
group 

difference Baseline Midline Diff. Baseline Midline Diff. 

P7 S2 52.2 66.5 14.2 52.1 66.9 14.8 -0.6 -0.08 

S1 S3 64.7 71.5 6.8 65.1 67.9 2.8 +4.0 +1.06 

S2 S4 64.1 77.0 12.9 65.0 72.4 7.4 +5.5 +0.61 

All Grades 56.2 69.3 13.1 56.0 68.0 12.0 +1.1 +1.35 

As can be seen above, girls in PEAS intervention schools improved their numeracy to a greater extent between 

baseline and midline than did girls in non-PEAS control schools. The weighted total comes to +1.35 points. Again, 

the internal comparison with PEAS control schools is interesting to look at as well. The results of girls in PEAS 

treatment and PEAS control schools are provided below. 
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EGMA Numeracy Midline Scores: PEAS Treatment v. PEAS Control Schools 

Grade at 
Baseline 

Grade at 
Midline 

PEAS Treatment PEAS Control Group 
Difference 

Weighted 
group 

difference Baseline Midline Diff. Baseline Midline Diff. 

P7 S2 52.2 66.5 14.2 50.6 62.9 12.3 +1.9 +0.31 

S1 S3 64.7 71.5 6.8 59.8 65.8 6.0 +0.8 +0.63 

S2 S4 64.1 77.0 12.9 60.3 71.0 10.7 +2.2 +0.29 

All Grades 56.2 69.3 13.1 53.7 65.0 11.3 +1.8 +2.05 

Though the numeracy gains against PEAS control school girls were less pronounced internally (weighted result = 

2.05), the figures above nevertheless suggest that the GEC has had a positive effect on numeracy vis-à-vis control 

groups.  

Statistical significance 

As with the literacy results, the high attrition rates in the study meant it was not possible to demonstrate statistical 

significance using the scores of re-contacted girls only. The results of the cross-sectional regression using the 

EGMA scores of all girls tested and baseline and midline in PEAS treatment and non-PEAS control schools is 

provided below. 

EGMA Scores: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 56.2 69.3 13.1 
1.350 0.463 

Non-PEAS Control 56.0 68.0 12.0 

As evidenced above, the GEC has had a positive effect on numeracy outcomes for girls in PEAS intervention 

schools relative to non-PEAS control schools to an effect size of Beta = 1.350. However, the comparison with non-

PEAS control schools is not statistically significant, as p-value = 0.463.  

A similar trend is seen when considering the difference between PEAS treatment vs. PEAS control groups at 

midline. An improvement over and above the PEAS control school has been seen – with a beta coefficient of 2.051. 

However, this result is not statistically significant at the 5% level with a p-value of 0.256. 

EGMA Scores: PEAS Treatment v. PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 56.2 69.3 13.1 
2.051 0.256 

PEAS Control 53.7 65.0 11.3 

Why has the GEC improved numeracy outcomes 

While the PEAS GEARR programme has not included any numeracy-focused interventions, educational research 

suggests that interventions to improve numeracy skills do not require significant investments in resources or time to 

be effective. Rather, a focus on promoting good pedagogic practices in mathematics lessons is the most effective 

avenue for improving numeracy levels.  

As the GEARR interventions have been focused on improving school quality and pedagogy broadly, it makes 

sense that numeracy levels have improved – albeit, not to the statistically significant levels of change seen within 

the literacy results. To support improvements in pedagogy, PEAS has ensured that qualified and experienced 

maths teachers are in place, and has undertaken targeted trainings with maths teachers in intervention schools.  

2.1.3 What impact has the project had on girls’ absolute and relative attainment? 

While the results above present an indicative picture of the GEC interventions supporting girls to improve their 
literacy and numeracy above control groups at midline – with some hypotheses as to why – the results are 
frustratingly inconclusive. This is due to (a) high attrition rates in the study making a true cohort comparison 
unachievable, (b) poor management of substitution protocols in the field bringing into question the comparability of 
substitute girls’ results, and (c) high error rates in learning test administration carried out by the enumerators calling 
into question the reliability of the EGRA and EGMA results presented. All of these factors lead PEAS to seriously 
doubt the veracity of the learning test results.  
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Hence, while PEAS considers the EGRA and EGMA results to be broadly indicative of the GEC helping girls to 
make learning gains, it does not consider the EGRA and EGMA results sufficiently robust to draw conclusions 
about the performance of the GEC programme. To supplement the EGRA and EGMA analysis presented above, 
PEAS conducted analysis of the absolute and relative achievement of girls in PEAS intervention and control 
schools over the past 3 years since baseline using the results of Uganda Certificate in Education (O-level) exams.  

Absolute attainment – Impact of the GEC on girls’ UCE results 

Uganda Certificate in Education (UCE) examinations are the major national examinations sat at the end of Senior 4 
by all students in Uganda. They are equivalent to O-level examinations, and obtaining a UCE certificate is essential 
to student’s future education and career prospects. In other words, if a student has not obtained a certificate, they 
have failed to complete secondary school. 

A student’s overall UCE result is reported both as an aggregate score – summing the student’s results in different 
subject papers sat – and as an overall ‘division’ score on a scale of 1-Fail. The best result is a Division 1 
(distinction), while any result above a Division 4 is a pass. The thresholds for the award of each result are provided 
below for reference. 

Award Aggregate score threshold Additional criteria 

Division 1 
Aggregate score for the best six individual 

subjects does not exceed 23. 

AND at least 5 credits including English 

and 3 passes across Humanities, other 

Languages and Maths. 

Division 2 
Aggregate score for the best six individual 

subjects does not exceed 33. 

AND at least 4 credits and 2 passes, 

including a language. 

Division 3 
Aggregate score for the best six individual 

subjects does not exceed 33. 

AND either 1 credit and 5 passes; or 2 

credits and 4 passes. 

Division 4 
Aggregate score for the best six individual 

subjects exceeds 44. 

AND either at least 1 credit; or 2 pass 7’s; 

or 3 pass 8’s.  

Fail 
Aggregate score for the best six individual 

subjects exceeds 44. 
AND failing to meet the above criteria. 

PEAS tracks annual student performance in UCE examinations by (a) looking at the average division result (‘UCE 
Index Score’) achieved by all students sitting exams, (b) the overall pass rate for students sitting exams (i.e. % 
achieving Division 4 or better), and (c) proportion of students achieving a ‘good’ pass, defined as a Division 3 or 
better. 

The results for the 16 PEAS GEC treatment schools and 5 PEAS control school across these measures from the 
baseline year (2013) to 2015 are summarised in the table below. A comparison is also provided of the ‘gender gap’ 
between boys and girls, represented as the difference in pass rates between boys and girls in each group of 
schools. As the GEARR project is focused on supporting girls to complete secondary school successfully, PEAS 
considers the pass rate a highly important measure for evaluating programme success.  

In the table, a shading of green indicates improvement on the previous year’s figures, whereas red indicates a 
worsening against the previous year’s figures. 

UCE Results 2013-2015: GEC Intervention Schools 

Exam 
Year 

GEC Intervention Schools GEC Control Schools 
Girls' 
UCE 

Index 

Girls' 
Pass 
Rate 

Boys' 
Pass 
Rate 

Gender 
Gap 

Girls' 
Div 1-3 

Girls' 
UCE 

Index 

Girls' 
Pass 
Rate 

Boys' 
Pass 
Rate 

Gender 
Gap 

Girls' 
Div 1-3 

2015 3.36 95.7% 96.8% -1.1% 48.8% 3.81 84.1% 89.6% -5.5% 27.6% 

2014 3.44 94.6% 96.2% -1.7% 42.0% 3.69 91.4% 95.8% -4.4% 32.0% 

2013 3.63 88.4% 89.3% -0.8% 33.5% 3.72 92.0% 96.1% -4.1% 26.8% 

As can be seen above, in GEC intervention schools, girl’s average division results, pass rates, and the percentage 
achieving a good pass (Division 1-3) have all improved since 2013. Girls also narrowed the gender gap between 
2014-15 – only 1% less girls passed exams than boys in GEC intervention schools in 2015. 
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By contrast, in GEC Control Schools, girl’s average division scores, pass rates, and the percentage achieving 
Division 1-3 have all worsened since 2013. The largest drop in performance was between 2014-15 in schools 
which had been GEC control schools for a full 18 months. The gender gap between boys and girls also has 
widened in control schools since baseline. In control schools, 5.5% less girls passed their exams than boys in 
2015. 

The magnitude of this divergence is striking. Whereas PEAS intervention and control schools were considered 
well-matched at the time of the baseline evaluation – with girls in control schools having even a higher pass rate, 
and higher baseline EGRA and EGMA scores than girls in intervention schools – two years onwards, girls in GEC 
intervention schools have made huge strides in their attainment, while the performance of girls in control schools 
has deteriorated substantially. 

It is notable as well that the largest divergence in performance was between 2014-15 between schools which had 
been implementing GEC programmes or not for a full 18 months. At the time that finalist students sat UCE exams 
in 2014, the GEC programme had only been operating for a few months, so it is expected that the difference 
between the groups of schools wouldn’t be as great at this time. 

PEAS conducted statistical tests on the differences in girls’ pass rates between PEAS treatment and control 
groups. The differences in pass rates between PEAS intervention and PEAS control school girls are statistically 
significant both between 2013-2015 and 2014-2015. Looking at the UCE pass rates for girls only, between 2014 
and 2015, a 10% increase can be seen at a less than 1% significance level (p-value = 0.003). This positive 
increase is even larger between 2013 and 2015 – with a 16% increase in pass rates for PEAS intervention over 
PEAS control, with a p-value of less than 0.0005. The higher result seen between 2013 and 2015 is in keeping with 
the length of time the GEC treatment schools will have been exposed to GEC interventions by this point (full 18 
months). These results show that the GEC interventions are having a large, statistically significant impact on 
learning (as measured by UCE results) over and above the PEAS control group.  

Finally, it is interesting that the GEC is having a knock-on effect on boys. As can be seen above, boys’ pass rates 
are also improving at the GEC intervention schools and falling at GEC control schools. In many ways, this is to be 
expected given many of the school-based interventions intended to improve girls’ learning outcomes would also 
improve boys’ learning outcomes (e.g. curriculum and facility improvements). However, it is notable that, while boys 
have also improved their exam results, girls have improved their results even more to make progress in closing the 
gender gap at GEC intervention schools after 18 months of GEC interventions.  

Relative attainment – Value add of the GEC 

In addition to absolute attainment, PEAS also evaluates school quality through looking at value add i.e. how much 
progress schools help students to make relative to their prior attainment. In 2015, Phil Elks from Ark – formerly 
Head of Secondary School Accountability at the UK Department for Education – completed an extensive mapping 
study in Uganda to develop a model for reliably predicting students’ UCE results based on their Primary Leaving 
Examination (PLE) scores.3  

The model compares students’ actual UCE aggregate scores with their predicted UCE scores to assess whether 
the school has helped students to perform better or worse than would be expected given their prior attainment. An 
example of how the model works is included below: 

Student PLE Score UCE Predicted Score UCE Actual Score Value Add Score 

Student A 15 48 37 +11 

Student B 8 32 35 -3 

A school value add score of +2 or higher is considered to be statistically better than the national average. A value 
add score of -2 or lower is considered to be statistically worse than the national average. 

PEAS considers value add to be an important measure of attainment because it enables assessment of: 

 Whether students of all backgrounds and capabilities are being supported to improve their learning  

 Comparison of results with other schools and national figures on a fair scale that accounts for the academic 

potential of the student intake 

                                                
3 For an overview, see: http://arkonline.org/blog/how-we-discovered-best-school-uganda-and-what-it-means-other-schools  

http://arkonline.org/blog/how-we-discovered-best-school-uganda-and-what-it-means-other-schools
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PEAS has applied the model developed through this research to the PLE and UCE results of girls in all PEAS GEC 
intervention and control schools which had results available at the time of writing. This enables an assessment of 
the extent to which the GEC has created additional value for girls in intervention schools. The results of non-PEAS 
control school girls unfortunately are not available, as PEAS does receive examination results for students outside 
its network. The results are presented in the table below. Results that are statistically higher than the national 
average are highlighted in green, results which are statistically worse than average are in red, and results which 
are statistically inconclusive are in yellow. 

Average Value Add Scores 2014-15 

School Type 
2015 2014 

Avg. girls’ 
value add 

Avg. school 
value add 

Avg. girls’ 
value add 

Avg. school 
value add 

GEC Treatment +2.12 +3.62 +1.56 +2.76 

GEC Control -3.83 -3.37 -0.41 +0.33 

As demonstrated above, between 2014-15, GEC treatment schools improved their average value add score for 
girls from +1.56 to +2.12. During the same period, GEC control schools worsened their average value add score for 
girls from -0.41 to -3.83. This means that PEAS GEC Treatment schools are supporting girls to, on average, 
achieve 2 points better in their UCE scores than would be predicted given their PLE scores. This result is 
statistically better than the national average (n.b. the national average value add figure for girls is -0.66) and puts 
these schools in the top 20% of all schools in Uganda for girls' value add.4 

By contrast, GEC control schools are, in effect, failing girls by allowing them to achieve less than would be 
predicted given their prior attainment. In 2015, GEC control schools on average had negative overall value add 
scores, and were adding even less value to girls than boys. These negative results are statistically lower than the 
national average, creating strong concerns within PEAS over the ethics of the internal control study. 

2.1.4 Were there any unintended effects? 

As outlined above, the project has had the unintended effect of worsening learning outcomes for girls – and 
students overall – in PEAS control schools. It was envisioned at the time of the study design that internal GEC 
control schools would carry on ‘as usual’, i.e. implementing PEAS’ education programme as would be done in the 
absence of any GEC funding. In line with this approach, it was expected that results at GEC control schools would 
improve at a slower rate than in GEC treatment schools, or – at worst – stay the same. Instead, it appears there 
has been a significant deterioration in performance over the past 2 years since baseline in control schools. 
Students are doing worse on measures of absolute and relative attainment than they were at baseline, less girls 
are successfully completing secondary school, and the gender gap is widening. 

The reasons for this deterioration are in themselves interesting, and form important lessons for PEAS. Reflections 
from the programmes team suggest that, though GEC control schools have still been receiving support from PEAS 
over the past two years, the volume of activity at these schools has been less than at intervention schools. GEC 
control schools have, on average, received two support visits from the PEAS Education Quality team per term, 
compared with as much as weekly support visits to GEC treatment schools to conduct training on and embed 
curriculum and pedagogy changes. As the GEARR programme was designed to improve upon many existing 
PEAS practices, the country delivery team has found it extremely difficult to deliver any support and supervision to 
the control schools in a manner risk-free of contamination. Rather than risk undermining the evaluation, PEAS 
country team has, in effect, delivered less support and supervision work in the control schools than usual. 

There is also a hypothesis that the control schools might be suffering from a ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ syndrome. In 
effect, because the school leadership teams have known they were ’control’ schools for the past two years – and 
the control schools are part of a wider network wherein they do see other schools benefiting from e.g. investments 
in new teacher training and resources – school staff may have become disgruntled and/or accepted that they 
should perform worse than other schools in the network. Knowingly or not, they may have changed their teaching 
or leadership practices in such a way as to cause the prediction that they would do worse to actualy come true. 
There is no such effect in the non-PEAS control schools, as PEAS does not interact with these schools such that 
they would have any idea that they are ‘control’ schools, and what benefits other schools might be receiving. 

                                                
4 N.B. Ark has recently obtained permission from the Ministry of Education and Sports to calculate value add results for all schools in Uganda 
using the 2015 UCE results. Full rankings will be available in late spring, and may slightly shift these figures when released. However, the 
figures reported above have been checked by Phil Elks at Ark for accuracy. 



7374 PEAS IW GEC MIDLINE REPORT – MAY 2016 

 22 

While PEAS will be further investigating the reasons for worsening performance in its internal control schools, all of 
these indicators raise serious and urgent concerns over the ethics of continuing an internal control study. 
Regardless of the GEC, PEAS has a responsibility to children under its care to provide them with a quality 
education that enables them to achieve their full potential. Continuing with the treatment and control experiment as 
is would be tantamount to knowingly holding children in control schools back. This is wrong, and PEAS will be 
advocating to DfID and the Fund Manager for support and/or additional funds to expand the most successful GEC 
interventions to control schools over the remaining implementation period of the project. Subject to the Fund 
Manager’s advice, this design hcange may have implications for how PEAS control schools are involved in the 
endline evaluation. This has not been resolved at the time of writing, though will be discussed closely with the Fund 
Manager in the coming months. 

2.1.5 Has your project closed the gap in learning among marginalised girls? , 

As discussed above, the GEC has helped girls to close the achievement gap with boys. Though boys are not taking 

part in EGRA and EGMA testing as part of the evaluation, the UCE results of girls and boys provide an opportunity 

to examine the gains made by girls since the baseline year. As can be seen below, between 2014-15, girls 

improved their overall performance in UCE exams (absolute attainment) relative to boys. Girls’ average division 

results improved to 3.36, while boys’ average division result held constant at 3.07. Girls’ pass rates also improved 

relative to boys – 95.7% of girls in GEC treatment schools passed their exams compared to 96.8% of boys. This 

was a full percentage point improvement for girls compared with half a percentage point improvement for boys. 

Though the trends between 2013-14 are not as positive, PEAS would expect that the first gains from the GEC 

would be evidenced in the 2015 exam results. This is because the girls (and boys) who sat exams in Term 3 2015 

would have been exposed to a full 1.5 years of GEC interventions, whereas students who sat exams in Term 3 

2014 would have only been exposed to the GEC for a few months. The trends between 2014-15 thus give PEAS 

confidence that the GEC is supporting girls to close the gender gap with boys.  

GEC Treatment Schools – UCE Results and Gender Gap 2013-15 

Exam Year 
Girls' 
UCE 

Index 

Boys' 
UCE 

Index 

Gender 
Gap 

Girls' 
Pass 
Rate 

Boys' 
Pass 
Rate 

Gender 
Gap 

2015 3.36 3.07 -0.30 95.7% 96.8% -1.1% 

2014 3.44 3.07 -0.37 94.6% 96.2% -1.7% 

2013 3.63 3.45 -0.18 88.4% 89.3% -0.8% 

2.2.1 What effects has the GEC had on attendance?  

Attendance was measured through spot checks conducted by the external evaluator. All study schools were visited 

during either Term 1 or Term 2 2015. Schools were asked to provide their attendance registers and headcount 

books (where available) for the week preceding the spot check visit. The external evaluators also conducted 

headcounts of girls present in each class on the day to arrive at an estimate of average attendance. Attendance 

was recorded on a class (rather than individual) basis. 

While the state of attendance registers in non-PEAS control schools has been too poor for the external evaluators 

to obtain reliable attendance register data to report, the headcounts have enabled a means to track and compare 

attendance across different groups. As can be seen below, attendance by girls in PEAS intervention schools has 

increased markedly since the baseline. FRIENDS Consult (FCL) reported an average figure of 85.8% attendance 

by girls in PEAS treatment schools during the midline evaluation year (2015), compared with 81.08% in PEAS 

control schools, and 68.67% in non-PEAS control schools. 

2015 Spot Checks: Average Girls’ Attendance 

GEC Status S1 S2 S3 S4 Average 

Treatment 87.55% 81.88% 82.66% 87.56% 85.79% 

PEAS Control 88.16% 66.10% 75.35% 82.22% 81.08% 

Non-PEAS Control 71.44% 76.22% 69.92% 65.89% 68.67% 

These figures broadly match with PEAS’ own attendance records. At the end of 2015, girls’ average reported 

attendance at GEC treatment schools was 87.2% (as self-reported by the schools themselves). Even if the more 

conservative spot check figures are taken to be accurate, these figures mean that GEC treatment schools have 
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seen a more than 6% improvement in girls’ attendance above the 79.4% average attendance figure collected by 

FCL at baseline. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It should be noted that FCL was not able to assess baseline attendance figures in non-PEAS control schools, as 

baseline attendance was assessed through school registers only. Non-PEAS schools have, in the words of FCL 

‘phenomenally not availed adequate, detailed and updated records on attendance both at baseline and midline’. As 

such, the treatment and control groups can only be compared meaningfully through headcount figures. Using this 

data, it is notable that girls’ attendance in treatment schools at midline was 17.1% higher than girls’ attendance in 

non-PEAS control schools and 4.9% higher than girls in PEAS control schools. The difference between attendance 

rates in PEAS treatment and control schools was only 0.15% at baseline. This suggests the GEC interventions are 

positively impacting girls’ attendance. 

For completeness, average attendance rates by cohort group and by spot check date for treatment and non-PEAS 

control schools are provided below. Although attendance registers were only available at 1 in 5 non-PEAS control 

schools, it is notable that attendance registers in PEAS treatment schools match much more closely with 

headcount figures than do attendance figures reported by the non-PEAS control school. Actual attendance figures 

in treatment schools were generally within a few percentage points of recorded attendance, or even slightly higher 

than recorded figures. This provides PEAS confidence that intervention schools are recording attendance 

accurately, and that the gains seen in girls’ attendance rates are real. 

Spot Check 1: 23rd – 27th March 2015, 7 Intervention Schools, 3 Non-PEAS Control Schools 

Cohort 

% of girls present through 
count 

% of girls present through 
register 

Discrepancy 

Intervention 
Non-PEAS 

Control 
Intervention 

Non-PEAS 
Control1 

Intervention 
Non-PEAS 

Control 

P7-S2 84.4% 56.8% 92.3% 91.2% 8% 34% 

S1-S3 89.4% 65.4% 87.3% 96.8% -2% 31% 

S2-S4 96.1% 59.0% 96.7% 96.8% 1% 38% 

1N.B. This data is from a single school – only 1 in 5 non-PEAS control schools visited by the external evaluators during 
2015 had completed attendance registers which could be used for benchmarking 

Spot Check 2: 7th – 10th July 2015, 9 Intervention Schools, 2 Non-PEAS Control Schools 

Cohort 

% of girls present through 
count 

% of girls present through 
register 

Discrepancy 

Intervention 
Non-PEAS 

Control 
Intervention 

Non-PEAS 
Control 

Intervention 
Non-PEAS 

Control 

P7-S2 85.2% 91.0% 86.3% N/A 1% N/A 

S1-S3 82.4% 69.2% 87.0% N/A 5% N/A 

S2-S4 92.7% 63.3% 88.1% N/A -5% N/A 

It should also be noted that average girls’ attendance figures reported above have been calculated using data from 

the first two terms’ spot checks only. This is because the Term 3 2015 spot checks unfortunately were conducted 

too late in the year to obtain reliable comparison data. Due to the schools being inaccessible during the preceding 

Average Girls’ Attendance Baseline v. Midline 

GEC Status 
Average attendance rates 

Baseline 
(Registers) 

Midline 
(Spot Checks) 

Change 

PEAS Treatment  79.40% 85.79% +6.39% 

PEAS Control 79.25% 80.93% +1.68% 

Non-PEAS Control N/A 68.67% N/A 
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three weeks in November due to year-end exams, at the point the team was able to reach the schools, many 

female students had already left for the year. This made it impossible to obtain comparable attendance data. 

During 2016, the external evaluators are planning to conduct attendance spot checks at the start (rather than end) 

of Term 3 to hopefully redress this challenge. 

2.2.2 What effects has the GEC had on retention? 

As at baseline, retention continues to be difficult to measure due to the highly variable state of school record-

keeping in Uganda. The external evaluators – and PEAS – have encountered numerous cases of enrolment 

registers that have not been updated across the year to reflect drop-outs, or distinguish new enrolments within total 

headcounts of girls enrolled in each grade. The vast majority of schools also do not have clear systems for 

assigning students with unique identifiers, such that an individual’s presence on one enrolment list cannot be 

compared against another enrolment list. Records are often paper-based and names are frequently spelt differently 

(e.g. first name used in one instance, second name used in another), making it impossible to compare and confirm 

students’ presence on one list with another.  

Despite these challenges, the external evaluators sought to measure in-year retention at midline by asking schools 

for their enrolment numbers in Term 1 and Term 3 2015, subtracting any drop-outs recorded by the school since 

Term 1, and subtracting any new admissions recorded by the school since Term 1. The results of this exercise are 

summarised in the table below, which has been provided by the external evaluator. Green shading indicates an 

improvement on baseline figures. 

Girls’ In-Year Retention: Baseline v. Midline 

Grade 
Treatment PEAS Control Non-PEAS Control 

Baseline Midline Change Baseline Midline Change Baseline Midline Change 

S1 75% N/A N/A 80% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

S2 74% 91% +17% 82% 88% +6% N/A 75% N/A 

S3 72% 92% +20% 78% 90% +12% N/A 74% N/A 

S4 N/A 86% N/A N/A 86% N/A N/A 87% N/A 

While baseline to midline comparisons are not available for the non-PEAS control schools due to the external 

evaluator not being able to collect retention data from these schools at baseline (n.b. the PEAS schools’ baseline 

retention figures were provided by PEAS based on internal data), the data provided by the external evaluator 

suggests an improvement in girls’ retention in PEAS schools by a degree of as much as 20% in treatment schools. 

Average retention at midline appears to hang around the 90% mark in PEAS treatment schools, compared with c. 

80% in non-PEAS control schools. 

Though PEAS doubts the veracity of these figures due to the poor quality of school record keeping as discussed 

above, the figures provided by the external evaluator for PEAS schools do broadly match internal data for in-year 

retention. Though the sample is very small (only 1 PEAS control school and 2 treatment schools had provided 

termly retention data for 2015 at the time of writing), in-year retention is around 87% at the control school and 94% 

at treatment schools. This is despite PEAS control schools having higher retention rates during the baseline 

evaluation. 

While the data presented above is too shaky to draw strong conclusions, another way of comparing retention 

across treatment and control groups is via the substitution rates in the study itself. Leaving out attrition among the 

P7 cohort group (who were not enrolled in any of the study schools at the time of the baseline), study retention 

among girls who were enrolled in study schools was 56.6% in PEAS treatment schools compared with 52.0% in 

non-PEAS control schools. The figure for PEAS control schools was 72.9%, though there are issues with this figure 

as discussed below. 

Cohort 
Group 

Treatment PEAS Control  Non- PEAS Control  

Baseline Midline Retained Baseline Midline Retained Baseline Midline Retained 

P7-S2 302 43 14.2% 152 33 21.7% 155 15 9.7% 

S1-S3 94 63 67.0% 28 321 114.3% 33 25 75.8% 

S2-S4 65 27 41.5% 42 19 45.2% 42 14 33.3% 

Total 159 90 56.6% 70 51 72.9% 75 39 52.0% 
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1 Based on the figures provided by the external evaluator, it would appear that more ‘cohort’ girls in PEAS control schools were 
tested at midline than baseline. This discrepancy is being investigated, though initially appears to be due to the external 
evaluators testing different numbers of girls in PEAS control schools in EGRA and EGMA at baseline, such that there was a 
larger pool available to be re-contacted at midline. The baseline figures included here reflect the number of girls who completed 
EGRA tests at baseline. 

Though the two approaches to measuring retention above are imperfect, the figures broadly indicate retention in 

intervention schools has improved since the baseline, and is higher than retention in non-PEAS control schools by 

circa 5-15%. The divergence between the study re-contact rates and retention rates recorded by schools is 

indicative of poor record-keeping tending to over-estimate the number of girls who have been retained from one 

year to another. Nevertheless, the study drop-out figures are consistent with a broader situation in Uganda where 

school drop-out rates for girls are depressingly high – only 34% of girls who enter S1 complete S4 nationally.5   

By this measure, it is interesting to compare the study retention figures for the S4 group in particular. 41.5% of girls 

who were tested at baseline in treatment schools were still present during Term 3 2015 – when they were 

preparing to sit UCE exams – compared with 33.3% of non-PEAS control school girls. While these figures are 

disappointingly low, they indicate PEAS treatment schools are performing above the latest reported national figure 

for girls’ school completion, while control schools’ figures are broadly in line with the national average. 

2.2.3 What effects has the GEC had on enrolment? 

According to PEAS’ own enrolment records, girls’ enrolment in the 16 GEC treatment schools has increased by 

54.2% since the baseline year (2013) to 4,349 total girls enrolled at the start of 2015. If the numbers of girls who 

have enrolled in the three new PEAS schools that opened in 2014 are added to this figure, then the total number of 

girls benefitting from GEC interventions comes to 4,924 and a total increase of 78.9% on the baseline year figures.6 

This is compared to a rise of 15.7% in PEAS control schools.  

Furthermore, girls’ enrolment in GEC treatment schools has increased at 1.3x the rate of boys’ enrolment over the 

same period. Boys’ enrolment figures in the 19 schools benefiting from GEC interventions grew by 61.1% from 

2013-15, compared to enrolment growth of 78.9% among girls in these schools between 2013-15 (17.7% 

difference). This trend implies the GEC interventions are successfully encouraging girls in particular to enrol in 

secondary school. 

PEAS’ Enrolment Data   

Total Girls' Enrolment All Grades 2013-15 

GEC Status T1 2013 T1 2015 % Change 

Treatment 2821 4349 +54.2% 

PEAS Control 1183 1369 +15.7% 

The treatment and control school enrolment figures provided above broadly match the midline enrolment figures 

collected by FCL using school enrolment registers during 2015 spot check visits. 

FRIENDS’ Spot Check Enrolment Data T1 2015 

GEC Status S1 S2 S3 S4 Total 

Treatment 1313 1308 1134 586 4341 

PEAS Control 454 300 330 238 1322 

Non-PEAS Control 271 252 201 328 1052 

Unfortunately, changes in enrolment since the baseline year (2013) have been difficult to assess across the 

treatment and control groups using data from the evaluation due to a significant discrepancy between FCL’s 2013 

collected enrolment figures and PEAS’ own enrolment figures. The data collected by FCL is presented in the table 

below. As can be seen, for both PEAS treatment and control groups, 2013 reported enrolment figures for grades 

S1-S3 are substantially larger than PEAS’ own 2013 enrolment figures for girls across all grades. While it is 

unfortunate this discrepancy wasn’t spotted during the baseline reporting period, it does give PEAS cause to doubt 

                                                
5 Mildred Barungi and Ibrahim Kasirye, ‘Performance of Public-Private Partnerships in delivering social services: The Case of Universal 
Secondary Education Policy Implementation in Uganda’, EPRC Policy Brief, April 2015. 
6 N.B. Though the three schools opened in 2014 are not part of the GEC evaluation sample – since they were not open in 2013 to have students 
available to participate in the baseline study – they have benefitted from the GEC interventions and, as such, are included in the total calculated 
numbers of girls who have benefitted from the project interventions. 
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the veracity of enrolment figures reported by the external evaluator at baseline and, in turn, comparisons of 

changes in enrolment across treatment and control groups. 

FRIENDS’ Spot Check Enrolment Data 2013-15 

Girls' Enrolment Grades S1-S3 

GEC Status 2013 2015 % Change 

Treatment 3840 3755 -2.2% 

PEAS Control 1806 1084 -40.0% 

Non-PEAS Control 482 724 50.2% 

PEAS believes the figure of total girls’ enrolment in the 16 treatment schools of 4,341 reported by the external 

evaluator at midline to be true, and that girls’ enrolment in these schools has increased by over 50% since 2013. 

However, PEAS does not trust the enrolment changes since baseline calculated by the external evaluator. 

Hopefully, as midline enrolment records have been verified with PEAS’ own internal data, it will be possible to 

obtain a similarly accurate record of enrolment at endline, such that enrolment at two points in time can be 

meaningfully compared across treatment and control groups. 

2.2.4 Were there any unintended effects? 

On the whole, the growth in girls’ enrolment and improvements in attendance and retention figures in GEC 

treatment schools are in line with expectations. Unlike the trends with learning results, it is positive that PEAS 

control schools have also improved their attendance and retention rates, though not to the same extent as have 

treatment schools. Though the retention and enrolment data is problematic for the reasons mentioned above, 

PEAS nevertheless believes these improvements to reflect reality. 

2.2.5 Has your project closed the gap in attendance/retention/enrolment among marginalised girls? 

The project definitions of marginalisation are included in section 2.3 below. While all girls enrolled in treatment 

schools fall into the first category of marginalisation (‘Girls from rural households’) on account of the areas where 

PEAS schools operate all being rural, the enrolment, retention, and attendance trends among girls in other 

categories of marginalisation have been difficult to track through the evaluation activities. This is because few 

schools keep records of the household wealth of student’s caregivers, or student’s orphan or disability status.  

As reported by the external evaluators, only 11 (42%) of schools involved in the study kept records of whether 

students were orphans, while only 10 (38%) kept records of whether students had disabilities. No schools kept 

records of the income status of students’ families. The percentages of girls from each of these marginalised groups 

as reported by the external evaluator – and their retention rates from Term 1-3 2015 – are provided below. 

Enrolment and Retention Figures for Marginalised Girls – External Evaluator Spot Checks 

GEC Status % Orphans T1 
% Orphans Retained 

T1-T3 
% Disabled T1 

% Disabled Girls 
Retained T1-T3 

Treatment 8.8% 100.0% 0.5% 126.7%2 

PEAS Control 4.2% N/A1 0.0% - 

Non-PEAS Control 18.6% N/A1 0.7% 100.0% 
1Term 3 records were not available for these schools 
2The external evaluators did not record net retention but rather gross retention e.g. total # of girls with disabilities enrolled in 
term 3/total # of girls with disabilities enrolled in term 1; it is apparent the schools had enrolled additional students with 
disabilities since Term 1 which had not been accounted for in the Term 3 figure reported by the external evaluator 

Due to significant gaps and inconsistencies in the data above, it is difficult to conclude whether these figures are 

representative of the proportion of marginalised girls reached through the GEC. To supplement this data, PEAS 

collects self-reported demographic data from surveys conducted with a statistically significant sample of students7 

across all schools in its network on an annual basis. Based on individual-level data, PEAS estimates that the 

proportions of girls from each of the marginalised groups in the 16 PEAS treatment and 5 control schools during 

2015 were as below. 

 

 

                                                
7 4,716 students were surveyed in 2015, representing over a third of PEAS’ total enrolment in Uganda. 
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Enrolment Figures for Marginalised Girls – PEAS 2015 demographic data 

GEC Status 
% from households 

living below 
$1.25/day 

% with self-reported 
disability 

% with physical 
disability 

% orphans (have 
lost one or both 

parents) 

PEAS Treatment 31.3% 14% 2.7% 21% 

PEAS Control 31.3% 17% 2.5% 24% 

Given the above figures incorporate large samples from all PEAS control and treatment schools, and are based on 

a more accurate method of data collection (i.e. asking students to self-report their personal circumstances using 

consistent questions, rather than relying on schools to define and record these figures for students), PEAS believes 

the above figures to be an accurate representation of the proportion of girls in intervention schools who are from 

each of the targeted groups. 

This provides strong evidence that the GEC is reaching the groups of marginalised girls targeted by the project. As 

discussed in the baseline report, though out-of-school girls are also a key marginalised group, PEAS’ current 

operating model enables it to deliver the greatest benefits to in-school girls. While the community engagement work 

supported by the GEC aims to encourage more out-of-school girls to enrol in school, the benefits PEAS can deliver 

for these girls remains limited until the point they enrol in school. 

In line with the reasons for girls’ marginalisation outlined in Table 2.3.1, girls enrolled in intervention schools at 

midline are less marginalised in the following ways: 

 Girls from rural households: Able to access a secondary school within reach of home; receiving lessons 

in life skills and entrepreneurship to improve preparedness for life after school 

 Girls from the poorest households: Able to access a low-cost secondary school; increasing life-time 

earning potential by completing additional years of schooling to improve economic prospects of family 

 Girls with physical disabilities: Able to access disability-friendly school; improving confidence, self-

efficacy and awareness of rights through life skills curriculum 

 Orphaned girls: Able to access a low-cost secondary school; receiving psycho-social support from senior 

women teachers and pastoral staff to cope with life circumstances and improve future life chances 

2.3 To what extent has the GEC reached and impacted on marginalised girls? 

At the time of project design, marginalised girls were defined as falling into one or multiple of five different 

categories as below. The table describes both their reasons for marginalisation and how their marginalisation 

affects their education. 

Targeted Marginalised Girls 

Group Description 

Girls from rural 
households 

Reason/s for marginalisation: Rural girls frequently lack access to affordable secondary 
schools near their homes; parents also often view girls’ continued education as a low 
priority given there are few opportunities to put secondary education to use in rural 
communities or pursue further education. 

How education affected: Girls from rural households are primarily prevented from 
attending school due to e.g. the distances involved, or views that secondary education is 
not necessary or relevant for their lives. 

Girls from the 
poorest 
households 

Reason/s for marginalisation: Poor families are often not able to afford even very low 
school fees, making enrolment and regular attendance a challenge for girls; poor living 
conditions at home can have a negative impact on girls’ ability to study; poor families are 
often larger, meaning girls also have to help with more household chores and caring 
duties.  

How education affected: Girls from poor households are primarily prevented from 
attending school due to their inability to pay school fees; their learning may also be 
affected by their home environment not being conducive to studying. 



7374 PEAS IW GEC MIDLINE REPORT – MAY 2016 

 28 

Girls with (physical) 
disabilities 

Reason/s for marginalisation: Education is not prioritised as few families believe there is 
value to educating girls with disabilities; girls often require additional material support 
which is beyond their parents’ means; community attitudes/stigma cause girls to have 
low confidence in their own abilities and their right to education; schools are frequently 
not equipped to cater for disabled girls’ needs. 

How education affected: Girls are prevented from attending due to their disability making 
the journey to and/or their presence in school challenging; their learning may be affected 
by the nature of their disability (e.g. vision, hearing); learning may also be affected by 
low confidence. 

Orphaned girls 
(having lost one or 
both parents) 

Reason/s for marginalisation: Households face greater resource constraints due to 
limited number of individuals able to contribute towards income; girls often live with 
extended family and – out of all the children in the household – are often the last priority 
in terms of receiving support and opportunities; some orphans may also be heads of 
household themselves with brothers and sisters to care for, placing a huge strain on their 
time and resources. 

How education affected: Orphans are often prevented from attending school due to 
resource and/or time constraints interfering with their ability to attend classes; their 
learning may also be affected by the competing demands on their time at home taking 
them away from studying; psychological trauma suffered by losing parents may also 
affect learning. 

Out of school girls 

Reason/s for marginalisation: By being out of school, girls miss out on opportunities for 
knowledge and life skills development which have a negative impact on their future 
earning potential and health; out-of-school girls also are .more likely to marry young and 
have early pregnancies than their in-school peers 

How education affected: Not being in school negatively affects girls’ learning. Girls miss 
out on opportunities to develop key cognitive skills, as well as gain key life skills and 
knowledge that are enjoyed by their peers. 

At the time of the midline evaluation, PEAS still believes that these groups of girls are all marginalised for the 

reasons above, and the project definition of marginalisation has not changed. However, the project interventions 

have been able to reach and impact on these groups of marginalised girls to different degrees. 

Table 1: Direct beneficiaries  

Beneficiary type 
(girls targeted for 
learning outcomes) 

Total project 
number 

Total number that 
the project has 
reached by midline 

Comments 

Learning 
beneficiaries (girls)/ 
Girls from rural 
households 

7,000 4,924  All girls enrolled in PEAS schools come 
from rural households due to the location 
of the schools; the reported figure reflects 
the Term 1 2015 total girls’ enrolment 
across the 19 PEAS schools receiving 
GEC interventions 

Girls from the 
poorest households 

N/A1 1,541 Estimated figure based on demographic 
data showing 31.3% of girls in treatment 
schools are from households living below 
the $1.25/day extreme poverty line 

Girls with (physical) 
disabilities 

N/A1 133 Estimated figure based on demographic 
data showing 2.7% of girls in treatment 
schools have a physical disability 

Orphaned girls 
(having lost one or 
both parents) 

N/A1 1,034 Estimated figure based on demographic 
data showing 21% of girls in treatment 
schools have lost one or both parents 

Out of school girls N/A2 241 Total number of OOS girls interviewed by 
the external evaluators at midline. 

1. No specific targets were set for reaching these subsets of girls at the time of the baseline evaluation. As discussed in the 
section on enrolment data, schools unfortunately do not keep consistent records of students’ household income backgrounds, 
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disability or orphan status. As such, the number of girls reached from each of these groups has been estimated based on 
demographic data. 
2. As discussed in the section on changes to the evaluation design, the project is no longer targeting OOS girls for learning 
outcomes. Due to (a) strong resistance to completing learning tests from OOS girls during the baseline fieldwork, and (b) the 
fact that the project is not delivering any interventions with OOS girls apart from community engagement work to encourage 
their participation in schooling, it was felt that it was not reasonable to expect these girls to improve their learning outcomes from 
baseline to midline, or expect them to complete learning tests. 

Table 2: Other beneficiaries  

Beneficiary type Number Comments 

Learning 
beneficiaries (boys)  

4,588 Term 1 2015 total boys’ enrolment across the 19 PEAS schools 
receiving GEC interventions. Many of the GEC interventions target 
general improvement to school facilities and curriculum. These 
improvements should (and have) benefitted boys’ learning outcomes 
as well as girls. The gains made by boys are discussed in the 
learning outcomes section of the report. 

Teacher beneficiaries  353 Total teachers working in the 19 PEAS schools receiving GEC 
interventions during 2015; all teachers in GEC schools have 
benefitted from additional training supported by the GEC. The cross-
curricula literacy training in particular is described in detail in section 
2.1.1 of the report. 

Table 3: Target groups – by school  

 
Project definition 
of target group 

(Tick where 
appropriate) 

Number targeted 
through project 
interventions 

Sample size of target group at midline 

School Age 

Lower secondary  7,000 4,924 

Total:  7,000 4,924 

Table 4: Target groups – by age  

Age Groups 

Project definition 
of target group 

(Tick where 
appropriate) 

Number targeted 
through project 
interventions 

Sample size of target group at midline 

12 – 13 years old  N/A1 262 

14 – 15 years old  N/A1 8772 

16 – 19 years old  N/A1 3,9442 

> 19 years old  N/A1 772 

Total:  7,000 4,924 
1. Specific targets were not set for reaching girls from each of these age categories at the time of baseline. Instead, the project 
was designed to work with a target number of girls from 3 different grade levels (3500 girls in P7, 2500 girls in S1, and 1000 
girls in S2 at the time of baseline). Due to high drop-out rates and the high frequency of students repeating grades in Uganda, 
these grade levels do not correspond neatly to the age categories requested above. 
2. Estimates have been provided based on the % of re-contacted girls in treatment schools who were in each of these age 
categories at the time of the midline evaluation.  

Table 5: Target groups – by social group  

Social Groups 

Project definition 
of target group 

(Tick where 
appropriate) 

Number targeted 
through project 
interventions 

Sample size of target group at midline 

Disabled girls  N/A1 133 
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Social Groups 

Project definition 
of target group 

(Tick where 
appropriate) 

Number targeted 
through project 
interventions 

Sample size of target group at midline 

Orphaned girls  N/A1 1,034 

Poor girls  N/A1 1,541 

Other: Rural girls  N/A1 4,9242 

Total:  7,000 4,924 

1. No specific targets were set for reaching these subsets of girls at the time of the baseline evaluation. As discussed in the 
section on enrolment data, schools unfortunately do not keep consistent records of students’ household income backgrounds, 
disability or orphan status. As such, the number of girls reached from each of these groups has been estimated based on 
demographic data. 
2. For clarity, all girls enrolled in PEAS schools receiving GEC interventions (4,924 in total) come from rural households due to 
the locations of the schools. As the data above is all based on estimates of the frequency of particular characteristics within the 
PEAS student population, it is impossible to establish exactly how many girls are not in any of the other categories of 
marginalisation i.e. not from a household living in extreme poverty, not an orphan, and not disabled. For this reason, the rows do 
not add up to 4,924 as it would be factually incorrect to treat the data otherwise. 

Table 6: Target groups – by school status  

Educational sub-
groups 

Project definition 
of target group 

(Tick where 
appropriate) 

Number targeted 
through project 
interventions 

Sample size of target group at midline 

Out-of-school girls: 
have attended 
school, but dropped 
out 

 N/A1 (241) 

Girls in-school  7,000 4,924 

Total:  7,000 4,924 
1. As discussed in the section on changes to the evaluation design, the project is no longer targeting OOS girls for learning 
outcomes. The reported figure is thus the number of OOS girls who were interviewed by the evaluation team at midline. All 
interviewed girls previously completed primary school but were not enrolled in secondary school at the time of the midline 
exercise. 

As outlined above, the GEC interventions have been broadly successful in reaching the targeted numbers of girls. 

By midline, the number of girls in PEAS schools benefitting from GEC interventions had increased by 78.9% from 

the baseline year figure to a total of 4,924 girls benefitting from GEC programming.  

Though the project had no targets for working with specific numbers of poor, disabled or orphaned girls, it is 

positive to see – from PEAS’ own demographic data – that these groups are all represented in the treatment group 

population. The expertise held by PEAS schools in conducting community outreach work to increase rural girls’ 

school enrolment obviously has been successful. This success is attributed largely to PEAS schools being well-

embedded in the communities they work in – with Boards of Governors and Parent Teacher Associations 

composed of local community members who help guide and facilitate the schools’ outreach efforts to local primary 

schools and families. The physical improvements made at the schools also have been attractive ‘pull factors’ for 

girls. In the midline surveys, 30.6% of girls in treatment schools said ‘attractive school facilities’ had been a factor 

influencing their decision to enrol in the school.   

Tables 7.1 and 7.2 across the following two pages present key household/individual characteristics collected at 

baseline and midline across lost, re-contacted and substitute girls in PEAS treatment and non-PEAS control 

schools. The demographic factors tested for were variables asked about in the baseline caregivers’ and girls’ 

surveys which were outlined as barriers to girls’ participation in education in the project theory of change (e.g. 

household poverty, disability, distance from school, etc).Statistically significant group differences have been 

highlighted in yellow for ease of reference.  
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As can be seen in Table 7.1, there were statistically significant differences between lost and re-contacted girls that 

influenced girls’ likelihood to drop out of the study. In particular, girls with lower baseline literacy and numeracy 

scores (i.e. lower attainment), and girls from larger, less educated families were more likely to drop out of the study. 

Although the differences are not statistically significant, girls from poorer households (indicated by lower PPI 

scores), girls who work to contribute towards household income, and girls with disabilities also appear to have been 

more likely to drop out. Interestingly, distance from school seems to have had an inverse relationship with attrition, 

in that girls who lived closer to the school were more likely to drop out. This is the opposite of what would be 

expected, and has been interpreted as a quirk of the data.   

Substitute and re-contacted girls were also compared across the same factors. As can be seen in Table 7.2, across 

most variables, substitute girls were broadly similar to re-contacted girls, except that substitute girls were more 

likely to be orphans (PEAS schools only) and more likely to live far from school (non-PEAS control schools only).  

The manner in which these group differences have been treated in the regression analysis of learning test results is 

discussed in detail in Annex 4 of the report.
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Table 7.1: Baseline characteristics split between groups  

Baseline comparability of lost and re-contacted girls (PEAS Treatment v. non-PEAS Control) 

 
Intervention (BL) Control (BL) 

  
Lost 

(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Lost 
(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Outcomes 

Mean Literacy score 75.89 358 90.79 128 -14.90 0.000 82.04 181 94.92 52 -12.88 0.013 

Mean Numeracy score 54.84 332 60.52 107 -5.68 0.001 54.86 174 60.37 46 -5.51 0.054 

Socio-economic characteristics 

Mean number of people living in the 
HH 

7.4 142 6.3 74 1.1 0.047 9.0 79 5.36 39 3.64 0.000 

Primary Caregiver with primary 
education or less (%) 

23.35% 364 42.19% 128 -18.84% < 0.0001 29.67% 182 50.00% 52 -20.33% 0.010 

Poverty - average PPI score  35.31 208 37.59 128 -2.28 0.121 38.94 102 39.87 52 -0.9 0.704 

Poverty: Likelihood of HH living on 
less than $1.25 a day (% of HH)  

23.9% 208 23.9% 128 0.0% N/A 23.9% 102 20.1% 52 3.8% N/A 

Marginalization 

Girls working to contribute to HH 
income (in %) 

22.80% 364 16.41% 128 6.40% 0.162 17.58% 182 30.77% 52 -13.19% 0.060 

Girls with disability (in %) 5.77% 364 3.91% 128 1.86% 0.561 8.24% 182 0.00% 52 8.24% 0.069 

Girl who are an orphan (%)  5.77% 364 5.47% 128 0.30% 1.000 9.34% 182 7.69% 52 1.65% 0.927 

Other 

Time taken to travel to school 
exceeds 30 mins (%) 

29.67% 364 61.72% 128 -32.05% < 0.0001 30.22% 182 55.77% 52 -25.55% 0.001 
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Table 7.2: Midline characteristics split between groups  

Midline comparability of substitute and re-contacted girls (PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control) 

  Intervention (ML) Control (ML) 

  

Substitu
te 

(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Substitu
te 

(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Outcomes 

Mean Literacy score 104.45 365 104.63 128 -0.18 0.960 107.58 147 117.00 52 -9.42 0.654 

Mean Numeracy score 67.65 365 71.26 128 -3.61 0.013 68.48 147 68.12 52 0.36 0.883 

Socio-economic characteristics 

Mean number of people living in the HH 6.5 283 6.3 74 0.29 0.498 6.69 128 5.36 39 1.33 0.023 

Primary Caregiver with primary 
education or less (%) 

53.55% 366 42.19% 128 11.36% 0.035 61.90% 147 50.00% 52 0.12 0.182 

Poverty - average PPI score 40.12 340 37.59 128 2.54 0.053 37.78 143 39.87 52 -2.09 0.364 

Poverty: Likelihood of HH living on less 
than $1.25 a day (% of HH) 

20.1% 340 23.9% 128 -3.8% N/A 23.9% 143 20.1% 52 3.8% N/A 

Marginalization 

Girls working to contribute to HH 
income (in %) 

24.59% 366 16.41% 128 8.18% 0.074 31.97% 147 30.77% 52 1.20% 1.000 

Girls with disability (in %) 9.02% 366 3.91% 128 5.11% 0.094 8.16% 147 0.00% 52 8.16% 0.074 

Girl who are an orphan (%) 16.12% 366 5.47% 128 10.65% 0.004 18.37% 147 7.69% 52 10.68% 0.109 

Other 

Time taken to travel to school exceeds 
30 mins (%) 

57.38% 366 61.72% 128 -4.34% 0.451 88.44% 147 55.77% 52 32.67% < 0.0001 
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2.4 What has worked, why and with what effects? 

The table below presents a summary of performance against each of the project output indicators at midline, with 

commentary from PEAS on current performance and any known reasons for under- or over-performance. These 

figures are also all included in the annexed log frame, which further describes how the indicators have been 

collected and assessed. 

2.4.1 How has the project performed against its target outputs? 

Table 8: Project performance against targets in logframe outputs 

Outputs and Output indicators 
Baseline 

(reported) 
Midline 
Target 

(planned) 

Midline 
Target 

(achieved) 

Variance 

Output 1: 9,000 girls have enrolled in schools as a 
result of a more enabling environment 

 # planned # achieved Number (%) 

1.1 % of girls reporting feeling unsafe on the journey 
to school (mentioning that they feel unsafe at least 
'some of the time') 

68% 45% 65% -20% 

PEAS Comment: While it is disappointing that more progress hasn’t been made against this indicator, PEAS feels that its 

community engagement work has been too lite-touch to influence community behaviour change in the 18 months since the 
baseline. PEAS has learnt that ‘sensitization’ doesn’t lead to behaviour change on its own, and more targeted efforts will 
need to be made working alongside communities to improve girls’ safety on the journey to and from school. 

1.2 % of parents identifying the school environment 
as unsafe because it lacks a fence 

29% 0% 1% -1% 

PEAS Comment: Though a small number of parents still mentioned fences as being a safety concern at midline, this figure is 

sufficiently small such that PEAS believes these parents may have been unaware of the improvements made to fencing at 
the intervention schools. As such, PEAS considers the progress made against this indicator satisfactory.  

1.3 % of girls and parents mentioning high fees as 
the primary barrier to enrolment2 

34% 27% 68%2 -41% 

PEAS Comment: When this question was asked in the midline survey, it was phrased as asking about barriers to attendance 
rather than enrolment, As fees are more commonly a barrier to regular attendance rather than enrolment outright, it is not 
surprising that a much higher percentage of respondents indicated fees were a key attendance barrier. During the endline 
evaluation, the questions will be re-phrased to again ask about the reasons for non-enrolment (rather than irregular 
attendance).  

1.4 Average amount of fees paid by PEAS day USE-
students 

UGX 67,000 Equal or less 
than baseline 
in real value 

UGX 79,786 

10.27% higher 
than baseline 
in real terms 

-9.8% 

PEAS Comment: Between 2011 and 2015, the Universal Secondary Education (USE) per capita grant paid to PEAS schools 

by the MoES remained at the value of 47,000 UGX, despite the fact that the compound interest rate over this period was 
48.9%. If the government capitation grant had increased in line with inflation, it would have been at 70,000 UGX by 2015. 
PEAS schools thus have essentially had to make up for a real term loss of 23,000 UGX per pupil per term. Furthermore, in 
2014-15, the total disbursement of USE funding to PEAS schools from the government fell short of what was owed by 19%. 
This equates to a further loss of 8,700 UGX per child per term, meaning PEAS has essentially had to account for a combined 
loss of 31,700 UGX per child per term. PEAS has absorbed over half (53%) of the negative impact of these challenges so 
that the majority of additional costs have not be transferred to students. However, after making as many cost-savings as 
possible, several schools unfortunately had to increase fees above inflation in 2015 to cover their operating costs. These 
risks connected to USE payments were highlighted in previous log frames.  

PEAS continues to work with families to make education as affordable as possible, including offering flexible fee payment 
plans to allow students to pay their fees in instalments and with in-kind contributions. PEAS is in the latter stages of 
discussion with the Government of Uganda to agree an improved bi-lateral Public Private Partnership (PPP) – discussed in 
the sustainability section of the report – which would increase PEAS’ per pupil grant from 47,000 UGX to over 200,000 UGX 
over the next 5 years. PEAS would use this increased PPP income to decrease fees over time. 

1.5 % of parents identifying the school environment 
as unsafe because it lacks lighting and lightning 
arrestors 

N/A N/A 3.70% - 

PEAS Comment: This indicator was added in late 2015 as part of PEAS’ GEC Maximising Results application. This figure 
has been collected for the first-time as part of the midline evaluation and will be used to set targets for endline. 
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Outputs and Output indicators 
Baseline 

(reported) 
Midline 
Target 

(planned) 

Midline 
Target 

(achieved) 

Variance 

1.6 # of schools achieving a 5% year on year 
reduction in the cost of educating a child 

N/A N/A 3 - 

PEAS Comment: This indicator was added in late 2015 as part of PEAS’ GEC Maximising Results application. This figure 

has been collected for the first-time as part of the midline evaluation and will be used to set targets for endline. Between 
2014-15, 3 treatment schools achieved a 5% reduction in their per pupil cost of education. 

Output 2: 76 appropriate facilities, equipment and girl-
friendly practices provided to promote marginalised 
girls' attendance 

    

2.1 % of parents committing to ensuring girls’ 
continued attendance throughout the year (by 
committing to supporting girls attendance in school 
by paying school fees on time, agreeing on a 
payment plan with the school, participating in school 
committees, making in-kind contributions to the 
school) 

55% 80% 76% -4% 

PEAS Comment: Although the achieved figure is a few percentage points short of the midline target, PEAS is satisfied with 
the positive progress that has been in this area. 

2.2 % of girls whose parents were contacted by the 
school (by teachers, school management, PTA/BoG 
members) over their daughter's absenteeism who 
now attend school more than 80% of the time 

0% 37% 70% +33% 

PEAS Comment: Although girls’ attendance rates are self-reported by parents in the caregiver survey, it is positive to see 

that high percentages of parents report being contacted by the schools and that their girls attend regularly; good parental 
engagement could be one of the factors driving improvement in attendance rates 

2.3 % of girls reporting a lack of privacy or feeling 
unsafe when using the sanitary facilities 

12% 9.5% 10.7% -1.2% 

PEAS Comment: The proportion of girls reporting they felt unsafe when using sanitary facilities was already low at baseline; 
as such, PEAS doubted how much additional progress could be made on reducing this figure given – regardless of school 
improvements – some girls may always feel uncomfortable using sanitary facilities. As such, PEAS is happy to see that 
positive progress has been made against this figure even if it is still a percentage point short of the target. 

2.3.1 % of girls reporting harassment from boys 
and/or teachers 

27% <10% 6.8% +3.2% 

PEAS Comment: Through introduction of the PEAS Girls Policy and Gender Responsive Pedagogy training, GEC schools 

have become much more gender-aware environments, as is reflected in falling incidences of harassment reported by girls; 
PEAS is re-assured the new school approach to gender is making positive improvements for girls’ safety at school. 

2.4 % of girls with access to safe, clean water N/A N/A 97.0% - 

PEAS Comment: Due to challenges with implementing a separate WASH survey following the baseline fieldwork, this figure 

has only been collected and reported on for the first time in the midline survey. The above figure is the % of girls in treatment 
schools who report they have access to a safe water point at school.  

2.5 % of girls (in the pilot school implementing the 
sanitary project) citing lack of sanitary wear as a 
reason for missing school 

N/A N/A 6.7% - 

PEAS Comment: Due to challenges with implementing a separate WASH survey following the baseline fieldwork, this figure 

has only been collected and reported on for the first time in the midline survey. The figure above is the current figure across 
all girls enrolled in treatment schools. It contrasts with 13.3% of girls in non-PEAS control schools stating a lack of sanitary 
wear is a reason they miss school. 

Output 3: 30 schools supported to provide extra 
curricula learning opportunities and additional out-of-
classroom support for marginalised girls 

    

3.1 Community Access score in the PEAS 
Inspection Framework 

1.40 1.80 1.96 
+0.16 
(8.9%) 
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Outputs and Output indicators 
Baseline 

(reported) 
Midline 
Target 

(planned) 

Midline 
Target 

(achieved) 

Variance 

PEAS Comment: GEC intervention schools have made greater strides in improving their community access performance 

than was anticipated at baseline. This is likely attributable to the increased support intervention schools have received in this 
area, helping them to forge stronger relationships with the communities they operate in, specifically around supporting girls. 

3.2 % of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs 
and/or co-curricular activities motivates their 
attendance to stay in school year on year 

0% 15% N/A - 

PEAS Comment: Unfortunately, the question required to report against this indicator was not asked in the girls’ midline 

survey in error. Girls were asked about their reasons for enrolling in their current school, and 1.2% of girls in treatment 
schools mentioned Girls’ Clubs or IGAs as a motivating factor for enrolment – however, this is not the same as asking about 
the factors that motivate girls’ continued attendance in school, as envisioned by the indicator. The question will be re-added 
to the endline surveys to provide an endline figure to compare against. 

3.3 % of parents reporting that their daughters are 
more confident than other girls their age in their 
community 

56% 80% N/A - 

PEAS Comment: Unfortunately, the question required to report against this indicator was not asked in the caregivers’ midline 
survey in error. It will be re-added to the endline surveys to provide an endline figure to compare against. 

3.4 % of OOS girls with children who have re-
enrolled in secondary education 

0% N/A N/A - 

PEAS Comment: This indicator has proven difficult to report on, as the baseline OOS cohort saw significant attrition (78.8% 

of girls could not be re-contacted at midline) making it difficult to determine whether any of the baseline population had re-
enrolled in secondary school. Within PEAS intervention schools that kept re-enrolment records, the external evaluator spot 
checks found that, on average, schools had re-enrolled 4 girls/year who had left school due to pregnancy. For the endline, 
PEAS would suggest changing this indicator to track the ‘average # of young mothers who re-enrol in school annually’ (per 
intervention school); PEAS would suggest setting the target at 5 to see if improvement on midline figures can be achieved in 
the remaining implementation period. 

Output 4: 500 school staff trained to implement high-
quality and gender-sensitive teaching and learning 
methods 

    

4.1 % of girls reporting that their views/ 
recommendations have been taken up/implemented 
by school management (of those who report that 
they are given the chance to express their views) 

48% 59% 76% +17% 

PEAS Comment: Through introduction of the PEAS Girls Policy, schools have become more aware of and responsive to the 
needs of girls; as a result, it is positive to see that substantially more girls feel they are able to influence school decision-
making processes than did at baseline 

4.2 % of trained teachers who receive at least a 
'good' ranking in lesson observations 

0% 70% 28% -42% 

PEAS Comment: PEAS’ inspection team observes a sample of lessons in each school during annual school inspection visits. 

As many teachers in PEAS schools are early in their careers and have substantial room to improve their practice, PEAS 
thinks it correct that lesson observation scores not be over-inflated. Hence, while the midline score is reported openly, PEAS 
feels a target of 70% of teachers receiving a good ranking would be over-inflated at this stage in the PEAS network’s 
maturity. PEAS would suggest this target be revised down. 

4.2.1 Teacher absenteeism (rate in % of days 
missed over expected days attended) 

9% 7% 7% 0% 

PEAS Comment: The introduction of a school information management system in 9 of the 16 intervention schools has 

improved tracking of teacher attendance, which has in turn empowered school leaders to chase up absenteeism. PEAS feels 
this system is making a difference to teacher absentee rates in the schools that have mastered using it. 

4.2.2 # of teachers benefiting from improved teacher 
training 

0 N/A 353 - 

PEAS Comment: This indicator was added in late 2015 as part of PEAS’ GEC Maximising Results application. During 2015, 
all teachers in school receiving GEC interventions (353 total) received special, supplementary training funded by the GEC. 

4.3 % improvement in the literacy rates of girls 
participating in the remedial classes or with access 
to ALT 

N/A N/A 28.5% - 
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Outputs and Output indicators 
Baseline 

(reported) 
Midline 
Target 

(planned) 

Midline 
Target 

(achieved) 

Variance 

PEAS Comment: Re-contacted girls in schools which have received literacy interventions improved their WpM scores by on 

average 28.5% above baseline scores. The literacy interventions will be rolled out to all GEC intervention schools in the final 
year of implementation. 

4.4 % improvement in girls’ science results 21% 

(passing all 3 
science 

subjects) 

35% 
(passing all 3 

science 
subjects) 

34% 

(passing all 3 
science 

subjects) 

-1% 

PEAS Comment: Although just shy of the midline target, PEAS is hugely excited by this improvement in girls’ pass rates in 

sciences. Though national data for 2015 had not yet been released by the Ugandan National Examinations Board at the time 
of writing, in 2014 only 23.9% of girls passed Chemistry, 25.4% passed Physics, and 49.8% passed Biology nationally. The 
fact that 34% of girls in PEAS schools are passing all three subjects suggests girls have made huge strides in science 
subjects as a result of the GEC. 

4.5 % of girls reporting satisfaction with the quality of 
teaching and learning in their school 

86% 90% 82% -8% 

PEAS Comment: The percentage of girls who were satisfied with the quality of teaching at their school was already very high 

at baseline, making it difficult to achieve further improvements against this figure. It is possible that - as girls have become 
more confident in advocating for their interests within school as a result of the GEC – they have similarly become more 
confident in expressing where they feel provision is not fully adequate, which could explain the slight drop in this figure. At 
any rate, PEAS is not convinced this figure from the midline girls’ questionnaire reflects an actual deterioration in the quality 
of teaching in treatment schools, particularly given learning outcomes suggest the opposite. 

. 

Key drivers behind the delivery of outputs 

As evidenced above, the key successes since midline in delivering the project outputs have been in (a) increasing 

girls’ feeling of safety and efficacy at school (output indicators 2.3, 2.3.1, and 4.1), (b) improving teacher and pupil 

attendance (output indicators 2.2 and 4.2.1), and (c) improving girls’ learning outcomes (output indicators 4.3 and 

4.4). Following reflection, PEAS feels that the key drivers behind these improvements have been: 

 PEAS Girls Policy and Gender Responsive Pedagogy (GRP) training: School leaders, staff, and male 

students have become more aware of and sensitive to girls’ needs, in turn creating school environments 

that are more girl-friendly 

 Girls Clubs: The provision of a space for peer-to-peer support, mentoring by Senior Woman Teachers and 

skills development has helped girls to build their confidence and feeling of empowerment at school 

 Teacher training/continuing professional development (CPD): The school-based CPD model – focused on 

training teachers ‘in the job’ rather than via workshops – has led to sustained improvements in teaching 

practice reflected in girls’ learning results 

 School information management system: Though several schools are still mastering the system, those that 

are utilising it well are regularly following up teacher and student absenteeism, and beginning to track 

student learning progress 

 Supplementary literacy curriculum: Package of interventions has been well-received by the schools and is 

driving clear gains in literacy in PEAS treatment schools vis-à-vis PEAS control schools 

Key barriers to the delivery of outputs  

As suggested in the notes above, PEAS has not been able to achieve its output targets for fees and improving girls’ 

safety on the journey to school primarily due to external factors. The two largest barriers to achieving these output 

targets have been: 

 USE payments and PPP negotiations: As explained in the note beneath output indicator 1.4, the capitation 

grant provided to PEAS schools by the government has not risen in line with inflation since 2012. PEAS 

also not received approximately 19% of all USE funds due in 2014-15. While schools have made efforts to 

cut costs as much as possible, it unfortunately has been necessary to make up a portion of this shortfall by 

passing costs on to families through school fees. PEAS also has been in on-going discussions with the 

MoES to agree a new bilateral PPP to increase the capitation grant to over 200,000 UGX over 5 years. 
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Though good progress has been made, an agreement has not yet been reached, meaning schools have 

not been provided any additional revenue to date to lower fees. 

 Limited scope of community engagement work: The community engagement work funded by the GEC has 

focused on sensitising communities to barriers to girls’ participation in schooling, and encouraging them to 

work to address these issues. However, PEAS acknowledge this work has been too light-touch to create 

behaviour change in the time since baseline. The factors that make girls feel unsafe on their journey to 

school (i.e. harassment from boys/men, boda-boda drivers) unfortunately are beyond PEAS’ control and 

will take wider, sustained community efforts to create change.  

2.4.2 Effects of interventions on barriers to girls’ educational outcomes 

The key barriers to girls’ education evidenced at baseline and midline are summarised in the table below. It should 

be emphasised that all barriers which affect girls’ attendance also affect their learning, as there is a known 

relationship between school attendance and learning. However, for the purposes of this exercise, PEAS has 

specified below the barriers that impact learning in ways different from how they impact attendance. 

Table 9 is proceeded by a discussion of all the barriers evidenced at baseline and midline, with commentary on 

why the project interventions have or haven’t made a difference to reducing this barrier. 

Table 9: Summary of barriers to education outcomes and types of project interventions  

   Evidence of barrier 

(Tick as appropriate) 

Effects on outcomes  

(Tick as appropriate) 

List the type of project intervention that 
addresses this barrier 

Potential barrier Evidenced at 
baseline? 

Evidenced 
at midline? 

Attendance
? 

Learning?  

ECONOMIC FACTORS   

Poverty 
    

Community based awareness, attitudes 
and behaviour 

Cost of school (fees, books, 
uniforms, etc.) 

    
Community based awareness, attitudes 

and behaviour 

Domestic chores and livelihood 
activities 

    
Community based awareness, attitudes 

and behaviour 

SCHOOL BASED FACTORS   

Long distance to school 
    

Community based awareness, attitudes 
and behaviour 

Lack of adequate facilities     Infrastructure and resources 

VIOLENCE AND SAFETY   

Lack of safety or harassment at 
school 

    
Teacher training and support; School 

management and governance 

Unsafe journey to school 
    

Community based awareness, attitudes 
and behaviour 

PERSONAL FACTORS      

Early pregnancy     School management and governance

Early or forced marriage 
   

Community based awareness, attitudes 
and behaviour

Issues around general and sexual 
health 

    Infrastructure and resources

Issues around disability 
    

Community based awareness, attitudes 
and behaviour 

Poverty  

Baseline evidence: In the baseline surveys, 61.2% of out-of-school girls stated that poverty had caused 

them to drop out of school. Similarly 71.2% of girls in PEAS treatment schools speculated poverty was a 

reason their friends might have dropped out. This was the most cited reason for drop out among both 

groups. 

Midline evidence: In the midline surveys, 74.5% of girls in PEAS treatment schools speculated poverty 

(lack of school fees) was a reason their friends might have dropped out of school. 81.3% of out-of-school 

girls stated poverty/a lack of school fees was the reason they had dropped out of school. 
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Impact on attendance and learning: Where families cannot afford school fees due to poverty, it inhibits girls’ 

ability to attend school regularly. In addition, girls from poor households are likely to face a range of further 

material challenges that negatively impact their ability to learn, including e.g. having to care for siblings in 

larger families, having to work to contribute towards family income, and/or not having appropriate space or 

materials available at home to study. 

Project impact on barrier: The project interventions targeting this area have been light-touch, and primarily 

limited to community engagement work to promote the presence of affordable schools to girls living in the 

catchment areas of the PEAS intervention schools. While these activities could help make more girls aware 

of the presence of a low-cost school in the vicinity of their home, they do not change households’ overall 

financial situation. PEAS has also been undertaking on-going negotiations with the Ministry of Education 

and Sports (MoES) to agree a new, bilateral PPP that would provide schools with a significantly improved 

revenue stream from the government. However, as a new agreement has not yet been secured, schools 

have not been able to lower school fees as hoped. 

One positive sign is that poverty appears to be a larger barrier for girls in non-PEAS control schools than 

intervention schools. 84.1% of girls in non-PEAS control schools speculated that poverty (lack of school 

fees) was a reason their friends might have dropped out compared with 74.5% in treatment schools. This 

suggests that the lower fees charged by PEAS schools do go some way to reducing this barrier for girls. 

However, poverty remains a large barrier for all groups.  

Cost of school 

Baseline evidence: In focus groups with P7 girls at baseline, a lack of school fees was the most commonly 

cited reason students felt they might not be able to enrol in secondary school. 

Midline evidence: 85.7% of parents of girls enrolled in intervention schools stated they thought a lack of 

school fees was a barrier to girls’ attendance. Similarly, 51.6% of girls in intervention schools (v. 65.2% in 

non-PEAS control schools) stated not having school fees was a reason they normally missed school. This 

was the most cited reason for missing school. 

Impact on attendance: The cost of school affects girls’ attendance, as – where families cannot afford fees – 

girls are sent home from school and unable to participate I learning. While some schools offer grace 

periods or flexible payment plans to help parents afford fees, these efforts can only go so far where families 

do not have the means to afford secondary school outright. 

Project impact on barrier: As discussed above, the interventions targeting this area have been limited to 

promoting the presence of more affordable secondary schools to girls living in the catchment areas for 

PEAS schools, and advocating for an improved bilateral PPP with the MoES. The fact that 10% less girls in 

treatment schools cite fees as a reason for their friends drop-out than do girls in non-PEAS control schools 

suggests the lower fees charged by PEAS schools do go some way to reducing this barrier. Similarly, 

27.3% of girls in treatment school cited lower fees/affordability as a key reason for picking their school. This 

was the second most cited reason for picking a school after ‘parental encouragement’. However, until 

secondary education is free at the point of delivery for all children in Uganda, fees will continue to be a 

barrier to school participation for many marginalised girls. 

Domestic chores and livelihood activities 

Baseline evidence: In focus groups with P7 girls at baseline, burdens at home (e.g. looking after siblings, 

chores) were cited as a reason students felt they might not be able to enrol in secondary school; 8.8% of 

caregivers also mentioned household duties were a barrier impacting girls’ attendance. 

Midline evidence: In midline surveys, 1.5% of all in-school girls speculated household chores were a 

reason their friends might have dropped out of school. 13.5% of parents of in-school girls also stated ‘a lot 

of household chores’ were a barrier to girls’ attendance, while 12.4% thought chores were also a barrier to 

girls’ learning. 

Impact on attendance and learning: Where girls are expected to complete time-consuming tasks at home 

to benefit their households, it may impact on their ability to attend school. PEAS knows this is particularly a 

challenge for students from agricultural communities, where being pulled from school to help with 

harvesting crops and/or with market days is a regular occurrence. Similarly, having to complete significant 
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chores at home may interfere with girls’ ability to study outside of school, negatively impacting their 

learning. 

Project impact on barrier: The project interventions targeting this area have been limited to community 

engagement work to promote to families the importance of keeping children in school, and supporting them 

to manage the competing demands of household chores/work alongside studying. The fact that low 

numbers of students mention this area as a barrier to participation indicates the influence of household 

chores is not as significant as, for example, poverty on girls’ participation in schooling. However, it is also 

unlikely the project has made more than a marginal contribution to reducing this barrier given community 

behaviour change is slow. 

Long distance to school 

Baseline evidence: In focus groups with P7 girls at baseline, the distance to school was cited as a reason 

girls felt they might not be able to enrol in secondary school 

Midline evidence: 85.6% of parents of girls in treatment schools stated the long distances were part of what 

made the journey to school unsafe for girls. Similarly, 11.7% of girls enrolled in treatment schools 

speculated that the long distances to school were a factor that could make them transfer to a different 

school before completing the lower secondary cycle. However, only 1.4% of girls said a lack of 

transport/long distances were a reason they regularly missed school. 

Impact on attendance: Where the distances to school are very long, the journey time can discourage girls 

from attending, particularly if they are only able to attend part-time due to competing responsibilities at 

home. As implied above, distance is also a factor impacting girls’ safety – the longer girls have to travel to 

school, the greater their exposure to potential danger on the route arising from traffic/road accidents and/or 

harassment. 

Project impact on barrier: The project interventions targeting this area have been limited to community 

engagement work to promote girls’ safety on the journey to school. However, these efforts have not 

changed the journey time to school itself. The fact that few girls cite the long journey on its own as an 

actual reason for missing school implies that distance is a barrier girls are willing to overcome to participate 

in education. Hence, it is perhaps more important to focus efforts on other areas impacting girls’ safety on 

the route to school to increase girls’ and parents’ feelings of safety during lengthy commutes. 

Lack of adequate facilities 

Baseline evidence: At baseline, only 64.3% of girls in treatment schools reported there were enough clean 

sanitary facilities for everyone at their schools 

Midline evidence: At midline, 92.1% of girls in treatment schools reported there were enough clean sanitary 

facilities for everyone at their schools. 8.9% of girls in PEAS treatment schools reported the school 

environment itself made them feel unsafe while at school (compared with 26.9% of girls in non-PEAS 

control schools). 

Impact on attendance and learning: Where poor facilities make girls uncomfortable, they may discourage 

girls from attending regularly to reduce their exposure to potential unpleasant and/or dangerous situations. 

Particularly where poor facilities may impact girls’ feeling of vulnerability (e.g. while using sanitary facilities) 

this can be a significant barrier to regular attendance. Similarly, if learning facilities are poor (e.g. 

overcrowded classrooms) this can impact girls’ ability to participate fully in lessons and learn. 

Project impact on barrier: The project clearly has made an impact on improving facilities from the 

perspective of girls, as evidenced by the rising percentage of girls in intervention schools who report there 

are adequate sanitary facilities at their school from baseline to midline. The fact that less than 10% of girls 

in treatment schools report the school facilities negatively impact their sense of safety while at school 

(compared with 26.9% of girls in non-PEAS control schools) also suggests the infrastructure improvements 

are making a noticeable difference to girls’ feelings of safety at school. 

Lack of safety or harassment at school 

Baseline evidence: At baseline, 20.2% of caregivers in treatment schools reported they felt harassment 

was a barrier to girls’ attendance 
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Midline evidence: At midline, 11.3% of caregivers in treatment schools reported they felt harassment was a 

barrier to girls’ attendance. Similarly, 9.3% of girls in treatment schools reported that harassment/unfriendly 

treatment from boys made them feel unsafe at school – this was compared with 21.6% of girls in non-

PEAS control schools.  

Impact on attendance and learning: If girls are harassed at school, it decreases their enjoyment and feeling 

of safety, discouraging them from attending. Harassment can also negatively impact girls’ self-confidence, 

reducing their belief in their own worth which can have a negative impact on learning. 

Project impact on barrier: The falling rates of caregivers and girls reporting that harassment is an issue at 

school suggests the gender sensitization work being done in GEC treatment schools is positively affecting 

boys’ behaviour towards girls and, in turn, reducing girls’ experience of harassment. The fact that girls in 

non-PEAS control schools were more than twice as likely to report harassment by boys as being an issue 

impacting their safety demonstrates the degree of change to school culture the GEC has been able to 

create within 2 years. 

Unsafe journey to school 

Baseline evidence: During baseline surveys, 68% of girls in PEAS intervention schools mentioned they felt 

unsafe travelling to school at least ‘some of the time’. Similarly, 60% of caregivers at baseline identified the 

journey to school as unsafe for girls, particularly because of motorcycle drivers (boda-boda men) and boys 

(28% and 21% respectively) 

Midline evidence: During midline surveys, 67.4% of all caregivers felt the journey to school was ‘very’ or 

‘fairly’ unsafe for girls. The main reasons provided for this were the long distances to school (mentioned by 

85.3% of all parents) and boda-boda drivers (mentioned by 32.1%). Similarly 64.9% of girls in treatment 

schools reported feeling unsafe traveling to school at least some of the time. 

Impact on attendance: Where girls and/or parents feel uncertain of girls’ safe passage to school, they may 

prevent girls from attending to minimise their exposure to risk, and/or limit the time the girls spend at school 

due to e.g. wanting girls to be able to travel to and from school during daylight hours. 

Project impact on barrier: The project interventions targeting this area have been limited to community 

engagement work to promote girls’ safety on the journey to and from school. As discussed in the outcomes 

table above, the project has seen that sensitization does not lead to immediate behaviour change in 

communities. Hence, efforts to improve girls’ safety on the journey to school have not yet resulted in an 

improved experience of safety. PEAS plans to work with communities to see how girls’ safety can be 

improved through more concrete actions. 

Early pregnancy 

Baseline evidence: At baseline, 56.6% of girls in treatment schools mentioned pregnancy as a reason that 

might have led their friends to drop-out of school. 27.1% of OOS girls also said this was the reason for their 

drop-out. 

Midline evidence: At midline, 66.0% of girls in treatment schools mentioned pregnancy might have caused 

their friends to drop-out, compared with 72.8% of girls in non-PEAS control schools. 11.8% of OOS girls 

interviewed said pregnancy was a reason they had dropped out. When asked what happens to a girl in 

school if we she become pregnant, 73.7% of girls in treatment schools stated the girl would get chased out 

of school, compared with 93.8% of girls in non-PEAS control schools. Similarly, 7.3% of girls in treatment 

schools said pregnant girls would be supported by the school/given special attention, while only 1.5% of 

girls in non-PEAS control schools said this would happen. 8.3% of girls in treatment schools said pregnant 

girls would re-enrol after giving birth compared with 4.1% in non-PEAS control schools. 

Impact on attendance: Early pregnancy negatively affects girls’ participation in schooling. Apart from the 

physical impact on girls’ ability to travel to and participate in school fully before and after giving birth, 

pregnant girls face stigma from their peers and communities. Girls are often pressured to drop out to get 

married and care for their young children. Many pregnant girls never return to school again. 

Project impact on barrier: The project interventions targeting this area have been limited to community 

engagement work led by PEAS school leaders to promote pregnant girls’ re-enrolment after giving birth. 

There are no project interventions targeting the issues that pregnant girls face specifically (e.g. through 
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providing childcare). As discussed in the log frame above, the external evaluator spot checks found that 

intervention schools had re-enrolled, on average, 4 girls/year who had left school due to pregnancy. 

Positively, girls in treatment schools reported in greater numbers that pregnant girls would be supported to 

stay in their school compared with girls in non-PEAS schools.  

Early pregnancy obviously remains a huge socio-economic and cultural issue affecting girls in Uganda, and 

the project has not made large strides in changing the underlying situation in 2 years. However, the fact 

that treatment schools have made progress in re-enrolling pregnant girls is positive, and suggests the 

school environments are becoming more accepting and understanding of pregnant girls’ situations. 

Early or forced marriage 

Baseline evidence: At baseline, 21.5% of girls in PEAS intervention schools mentioned marriage was a 

reason their friends might have dropped out. 

Midline evidence: At midline, 21.3% of girls in PEAS intervention schools mentioned marriage was a 

reason their friends might have dropped out of school. However, only one out-of-school girl interviewed 

mentioned she was not enrolled because her parents wanted her to get married. In all other cases, 

mentions of marriage were linked to early pregnancy as the primary cause for drop-out. 

Impact on attendance: Girls who are married young are often pressured to take on the role of being a full-

time caregiver/head of household, and find that they have no time or financial support to continue their 

studies. They are also much more likely to get pregnant young, which affects their participation in schooling 

for the reasons mentioned above. 

Project impact on barrier: The project interventions targeting this area have been limited to community 

engagement work to promote the importance of letting girls complete school before getting married. The 

low numbers of out-of-school girls who report getting married is the reason they are not in school suggests 

this barrier is not as significant as early pregnancy. It seems that girls become pregnant first, and then are 

forced to drop out of school, get married, and start a family. The project has not made a notable difference 

in changing the underlying cultural situation surrounding marriage in two years. However, this is not 

unexpected given sensitization does not lead directly to behaviour change.  

Issues around general and sexual health 

Baseline evidence: During focus groups with P7 girls at baseline, girls mentioned a lack of sanitary wear as 

a reason they might not be able to attend secondary school. 

Midline evidence: In midline surveys, 49.9% of girls in treatment schools mentioned personal illness was a 

reason they regularly missed school. 5.2% mentioned menstruation was a regular reason they missed 

school. 2.0% of out-of-school girls stated long-term illness was a reason they had not enrolled in secondary 

school. 

Impact on attendance and learning: Where girls face health challenges that affect their comfort in the 

classroom and/or on the journey to school, it can negatively impact their ability to attend. Similarly, if girls 

are in school but not comfortable due to illness or being on their period, it can affect their ability to 

concentrate in the classroom and learn. 

Project impact on barrier: While the project has not contained any direct health interventions, it has 

implemented a menstrual management pilot in a subset of intervention schools to provide girls with 

reusable sanitary kits and support while on their periods (delivered via senior women teachers and 

matrons). An independent review of the menstrual management pilot in 2015 found that the kits were well-

received by girls, who generally felt they would help them to attend more while on their periods. The 

average attendance figure recorded in schools receiving the menstrual management kits (through spot 

checks completed by the external evaluators) was 85.7%. Though this figure is no different from the 

reported 85.8% average attendance figure across all GEC treatment schools, the fact that girls themselves 

feel the kits have been helpful to reducing the barriers to attendance while they are on their periods is a 

positive sign. It also implies that girls – at a minimum – feel supported by the schools to manage their 

personal health and hygiene. 

Though more indirect, the project also has delivered lessons on health and hygiene through the new life 

skills curriculum. Though the link between knowledge and behaviour change takes time, PEAS believes 
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that helping girls to become better-educated about their own health should enable them to take better care 

of themselves and, in turn, reduce the frequency of incidences where poor health prevents girls from 

attending or learning to their full potential. 

Issues around disability 

Baseline evidence: During baseline surveys, 25% of caregivers in treatment schools who felt there were 

people in their community who faced discrimination mentioned people with disabilities as a marginalised 

group. The baseline study also found that – while gender is not on its own a consideration for deciding 

whether to hold young people back from schooling – this changes significantly when a girl has a disability. 

For disabled girls, the fact that they are female mattered more as a reason for holding these girls back than 

their actual ability to perform in school. 

Midline evidence: At midline, 64.6% of caregivers in treatment schools who felt there were people in their 

community who faced discrimination mentioned people with disabilities as a marginalised group. This is 

equivalent to 12.6% of all caregivers interviewed in treatment schools (n.b. 75.2% of caregivers felt there 

were no groups in their community who faced discrimination). One out-of-school girl mentioned she was 

not in school due to disability. 

Impact on attendance and learning: Girls with physical and/or mental disabilities struggle to participate fully 

in schooling. This may be due to their condition/s making it difficult for them to travel to or access school 

comfortably, meaning they attend school less than their peers. Furthermore, physical and mental 

disabilities can impact on girls’ learning, particularly where they negatively impact girls’ ability to engage 

with learning material (e.g. inability to read, comprehend, speak, etc). Girls with disabilities also face a 

large amount of stigma which can affect their confidence. 

Project impact on barrier: The project has not delivered any interventions specifically targeting the needs of 

disabled girls. The project interventions targeting this area have been limited to community engagement 

work to promote the importance of education for disabled girls. Unfortunately, the poor state of school 

enrolment records makes it such that the external evaluators have not been able to reliably verify the 

proportion of girls in treatment and control schools who have a disability. However, PEAS’ own 

demographic data suggests that 14% of girls in treatment schools have a self-reported disability. This 

suggests the project interventions are reaching disabled girls. However, given PEAS schools unfortunately 

are not set up at present to cater for the needs of girls with significant physical or mental disabilities, the 

project has not been able to make much impact in changing the underlying barriers these girls face in the 

space of two years. 

Additional or unexpected barriers at midline 

There were no additional or unexpected barriers at midline. The baseline survey exercise generally did a good job 

of documenting the key barriers that girls in the targeted communities face. As at baseline, poverty/lack of school 

fees is the single largest barrier to school participation, followed by pregnancy. Personal illness was also a frequent 

reason that girls mentioned they missed school regularly and, by extension, missed out on learning. 

What type of barriers has the project had the greatest effect on and with what results? 

The project has had the greatest effect on addressing barriers that can be managed within the school setting. As 

outlined above, the areas where the project has made the most positive progress are in addressing (1) a lack of 

adequate facilities at school, and (2) a lack of safety or harassment at school. To some extent, the project has also 

made progress in addressing (3) early pregnancy as a barrier for girls.   

What type of barriers has the project had the least effect on?  

The project has had the least effect on barriers that exist largely outside the school environment – specifically, 

barriers such as (1) poverty, (2) unsafe journeys to school, (3) long distances to school, (4) domestic chores, etc.  

What type of interventions have proved most effective, why and under what types of conditions? 

As suggested above, the interventions which have proven the most effective in reducing barriers to girls’ 

participation are improvements to school facilities (e.g. installation of separate sanitary facilities, school fences, 

lighting in dorms, etc) and changes to the broader pedagogy/education philosophy which have made the schools 

more gender-aware and sensitive environments. These interventions have worked well because PEAS has been 
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able to fully control the introduction of these changes, and continually re-enforce them through school support 

visits, training, and inspections.  

What type of interventions have not worked and why? 

The project interventions addressing external factors to girls’ participation in schooling were confined to community 

engagement work to increase community awareness of these issues – in the hopes that this sensitization work 

would in turn create behaviour change. While it is not PEAS’ view that the community engagement work being 

done by its staff is not helping, PEAS does feel that the scale of community engagement work funded by the GEC 

has been too light-touch to make any notable difference in changing the external environment for girls in the 18 

months since project implementation started. PEAS has learnt that sensitization does not quickly lead to behaviour 

change, and addressing the larger, cultural barriers girls face to school participation will require both greater 

resources and more concrete action, working alongside communities to identify what can be done to make it easier 

for girls to access school. 

2.4.3 How have the project’s interventions demonstrated value for money?  

The relative costs of the project interventions have ranged widely, from facilities improvements that are highly 

capital intensive, to government advocacy work that mainly involves staff time. At the time of report writing, PEAS 

was working on developing an updated budget for all activities delivered by midline to enable a view on the relative 

value for money of different interventions given (a) the number of beneficiaries reached, and (b) the impact 

achieved through the intervention. 

As this analysis is not yet available, PEAS has instead calculated the cost per midline beneficiary of all 

interventions budgeted for at the time of the GEARR contract extension in October 2014. There are several 

important caveats to the information presented in the table below, namely that: (1) not all interventions have 

reached all girls enrolled in treatment schools at the time of midline e.g. interventions such as the menstrual 

management pilot and SchoolTool have been implemented in a subset of schools; however, for simplicity, all 

budget figures have been divided by 4,924 (total girls’ enrolment in schools receiving GEC interventions in 2015); 

(2) the project has not yet reached the maximum number of beneficiaries to be reached, making the relative cost 

per beneficiary appear higher than it will be over the full life cycle of the project; and (3) several activities have 

changed or evolved their design since the baseline such that the list below does not fully represent all activities 

being implemented at midline and/or their true costs. Those caveats aside, the table below does nevertheless 

provide an indicative picture of the relative costs of the different GEC interventions. 

Cost per midline beneficiary of GEC interventions 

Rank Activity 
Cost per midline 
beneficiary 

1 Lighting  £            13.66  

2 Capitation grant advocacy  £            13.80  

3 Menstrual management pilot  £            18.74  

4 English and Maths progression maps  £            19.30  

5 Financial training for school staff  £            19.74  

6 Catch-up classes and autonomous learning  £            19.90  

7 Education inspections  £            21.54  

8 Gender-sensitive pedagogy training  £            21.64  

9 IGA curriculum  £            22.66  

10 Citizenship education curriculum  £            22.72  

11 Girls' policy training/implementation  £            24.09  

12 Community engagement plan  £            31.86  

13 Supplementary literacy curriculum  £            34.44  

14 Progression maps and assessments  £            35.62  

15 Water provision and hygiene  £            40.00  

16 School information management system  £            40.95  

17 Income-generating activities  £            46.49  
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18 Fences  £            52.71  

19 Sanitary facilities  £            65.39  

As demonstrated above, the relatively more cost-effective activities have been the installation of lighting in schools, 

advocacy work with the government to achieve an improved PPP, and the menstrual management pilot. The least 

cost-effective activities have been intensive capital projects at the schools to install separate sanitary facilities, 

school fences, and school farms (income-generating activities).  

The facility improvements have been seen to be effective in driving increased girls’ enrolment and improved safety 

for girls at school. Had the facility improvement works not been undertaken, it is not certain the midline beneficiary 

numbers would be as high as they are, suggesting that – though relatively costly – facility improvements may still 

offer relatively good value for money, particularly as they only have to be paid for ‘once’ and have no on-going 

costs. 

As discussed elsewhere, the gender sensitive support and supervision model has been highly effective in 

improving the school environment for girls, and – with these activities falling in the middle to upper half of the table 

above – offers relatively good value for money for considering future scaling. Interventions which have not 

demonstrated good value for money include the income-generating activities which, as discussed elsewhere, have 

not achieved their intended aims. Installation of the school information management system also has been cost-

intensive, and requires further evaluation of whether the impacts being provided by the system offer good value for 

money. 

As discussed further in section 2.5, PEAS will be undertaking an internal review of the GEARR programme 

interventions during 2016, an important element of which will include estimating the total costs of delivering each of 

the programme interventions to date, and reviewing this information alongside an analysis of each intervention’s 

effectiveness in achieving the GEARR project objectives. This review will enable PEAS to provide a fuller 

conclusion on the value for money of the GEARR project interventions within the endline report. 

2.4.4 In what ways has the project demonstrated innovation and with what effects?  

In its GEC application, PEAS was asked to provide evidence of how the project design was innovative. This 
content is repeated below with updates at the point of midline. 

GEC definitions of 
innovation  

Explanation 

Offering new ways of 
applying, adapting or 
developing an 
existing initiative 

How approach is innovative: PEAS’ existing approach to delivering education in its 
network of schools has created sustainable increases in access to secondary education 
in Uganda. The GEC project has built on this approach by deploying new interventions, 
such as a Life Skills and literacy curriculum, ensuring that the education provided in 
PEAS schools is of a consistently high quality, relevant to students’ lives, and focused 
on the specific challenges faced by marginalised girls.  

How approach has delivered results: Girls in PEAS intervention schools have received 
an education that is effectively a ‘boosted’ version of the national curriculum, with 
additional support for literacy and life skills lessons. As demonstrated, this education 
programme has driven significant improvements in learning vis-à-vis control schools. 

Applying a proven 
approach, for the first 
time, in a particular 
country or area 

How approach is innovative: During the GEARR project lifecycle PEAS has opened 
seven new secondary schools in rural, marginalised communities (3 in 2014, 4 in 2016), 
bringing access to affordable, quality secondary education to girls in these communities 
for the first time. All of these schools will benefit from having proven GEC interventions 
expanded to them.  

How approach has delivered results: The 3 new schools opened in 2014 are among the 
best in the PEAS network, with girls (and boys) achieving 100% pass rates in their UCE 
exams in 2015, and a high percentage getting top grades. Rolling out a proven 
education programme from day one in new schools has supported these schools to 
perform exceptionally well. 

Developing ideas that 
come from girls and 
involving them in 

How approach is innovative: Girls in GEARR intervention schools have helped drive 
school improvements through consultations and perception surveys conducted during 
annual school inspections. Girls Clubs have also enabled girls to lead school community 
engagement activities, including engaging with feeder primary schools.  
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GEC definitions of 
innovation  

Explanation 

project 
implementation 

How approach has delivered results: Girls in PEAS schools have been further 
empowered during the project lifecycle, as evidenced through their improved comfort 
levels at school, improved attendance, and improved results. 

Using different 
partnership models to 
work across sectors 
and improve results - 
in particular, payment 
by results (PbR) 
models - and/or 
finding new partners 
to deliver approaches 
that increase learning 
outcomes for 
marginalised girls 

How approach is innovative: PEAS works through a public private partnership (PPP) 
model with the Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES) in Uganda as part of the 
government’s Universal Secondary Education (USE) programme. Through this model, 
the government part subsidises school places (to an amount of 47,000 UGX per pupil 
per term) for qualifying students, reducing the amount of fees that schools have to 
charge students. PEAS has been in on-going discussions with the government to 
increase this subsidy amount to c.200,000+ UGX over the next 5 years (to more fully 
cover the school costs of educating a child). An improved subsidy would enable PEAS 
to decrease fees over time, eliminating the single, most significant barrier to girls’ 
participation in schooling as evidenced through this evaluation. 

Furthermore, PEAS is working with several expert partners in Uganda to deliver new 
approaches to increasing learning for marginalised girls. These partners include Mango 
Tree on the development of the life skills and literacy curricula, Ark on the piloting of 
SchoolTool, Teach a Man to Fish on the piloting of school business clubs, STIR on the 
piloting of teacher support networks, and Educate! on the piloting of a new ICT 
curriculum. PEAS has also previously worked with TBR on the development of 
curriculum maps. 

PEAS opted for a Payment by Results model in the project evaluation design. Through 
this model, 10% of total project costs will be withheld from payment subject to PEAS’ 
meeting set literacy and numeracy improvement targets.  

How approach has delivered results: As discussed in other sections of this report, the 
PbR model has been problematic due to significant challenges with the implementation 
of standardised literacy and numeracy testing by the external evaluator at baseline and 
midline. PEAS does not think having a PbR has helped to improve the project 
effectiveness, and rather has confused assessment of learning gains made by girls in 
GEC intervention schools. The improved bilateral PPP has not been reached yet, 
meaning PEAS has not yet been able to substantially alter costs for students to remove 
this barrier to schooling. The partnerships with expert organisations have, however, 
helped to deliver very high quality new curriculum materials and programmes which 
have driven improved learning results among girls in PEAS schools. 

Finding sustainable 
solutions that lead to 
long-lasting change 

How approach is innovative: PEAS’ financial sustainability model is fundamental to its 
approach and has the potential to alter the way other development actors think about 
their own approaches to aid. Once established, the bilateral PPP will help PEAS 
permanently widen access to quality, affordable schooling. Under this approach, tens of 
thousands of girls will eventually benefit from the project as local revenues replace 
external ‘start-up investment’ to fully cover school operating costs. PEAS believes that 
only locally owned and managed solutions will deliver long-lasting change. The PEAS 
Uganda team are Ugandan, as are all of the staff in our schools. Through co-investing 
with the government and ensuring solutions are locally owned, PEAS’ approach can 
achieve longevity of impact. 

How approach has delivered results: A priority for PEAS in the last year of the GEARR 
project is to embed successful interventions beyond the end of the project to ensure 
their sustainability. In this way, the gains made by girls as a result of the GEC 
interventions will be embedded into ‘normal operating practice’ in PEAS schools so 
these improvements can be sustained indefinitely. 

Demonstrating the 
impact of new and 
existing innovative 
models so the results 
can be shared 

How approach is innovative: The scope of data PEAS has been able to collect and 
analyse during the GEARR project life cycle puts PEAS in a strong position to 
communicate the impact of its model externally. The evidence PEAS has gained 
through the evaluation will be used to demonstrate how project innovations can lead to 
quality learning outcomes for marginalised girls.  

How approach has delivered results: Although the midline evaluation is the first point in 
time when PEAS has concrete results to reflect on and consider promoting externally, 
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GEC definitions of 
innovation  

Explanation 

PEAS hopes that the evidence can be used to catalyse wider systemic change in 
African secondary education through demonstrating the effectiveness of innovative 
delivery models.  

2.4.5 What are the key lessons learned about what has worked or not worked, why, for whom, under 
what conditions and with what effects? 

As an important caveat to this section, it should be noted that the results of the midline evaluation do not provide a 
microscopic view on the performance of every GEC intervention. The GEARR project has taken a holistic approach 
to addressing the barriers girls face in participating in education through introducing multiple, diverse interventions. 
Similarly, the evaluation has taken a holistic approach to examining the performance of multiple interventions by 
examining whether they – as a whole – have impacted girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention and results. 

On the whole, the strong, positive gains observed in girls’ enrolment and attendance rates, as well as learning 
outcomes vis-à-vis control groups give PEAS confidence that the programme theory of change is working. Barriers 
to girls’ education are being addressed and the GEARR package of interventions is making a difference for girls in 
the contexts PEAS operates in. However, the results do not elucidate the degree to which each individual 
intervention is driving the improvements seen, as the evaluation was not designed in this manner. 

With that limitation acknowledged, the PEAS team has worked to unpack the midline results and draw on staff’s 
professional observations of the performance of the GEARR interventions in PEAS schools to draw initial 
conclusions on which interventions are making a difference for girls and why. These reflections are presented 
below. 

What has worked well 

1. Gender sensitive support and supervision: As discussed throughout the report, the package of gender 
sensitive school support and supervision introduced through the GEC has had a notable, positive impact in 
PEAS intervention schools. Within this area, several interventions have been introduced: 

 Teacher and school-leader CPD (continuing professional development) training embedding gender-

responsive pedagogy and a focus on helping all students access the curriculum 

 Introduction of PEAS Girls Policy within school child protection policies, and training for school leads in 

child protection (new policies introduced have included e.g. re-entry policy for young mothers) 

 Senior women teachers and matrons: Appointment and training of female leads within the school setting to 

advocate for the rights of girls, as well as serve as a focal point for girls to express their needs 

 Girls clubs: After-school clubs providing girls a safe space for peer-to-peer support, mentoring by senior 

women teachers, and skills development through club projects (e.g. craft-making, enterprise projects) 

 Re-development of school inspections process to focus on gender and the needs of girls 

PEAS believes this package of interventions has worked well together because it has targeted change within 

the school environment, which PEAS can both fully manage the introduction of and follow up through 

inspections and support visits, ensuring continual re-enforcement and improving compliance. These 

interventions have also worked well because they are tangible and have visibly changed school culture. PEAS 

school leaders speak of students actively protesting ‘gender balance’ in class if a teacher has called on too 

many students of a single sex during a lesson. An increased awareness of gender is notable at the school 

level, and has evidently changed the experience of girls in school, who report reduced experiences of 

harassment and improved feelings of personal safety at school, and – by extension – are attending school in 

greater numbers.    
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2. School facility improvements to improve girls’ safety: The facility improvements made at intervention 
schools – namely, installation of perimeter fences, separate sanitary facilities for girls, and lighting in areas 
commonly used by girls (e.g. dormitories, sanitary blocks) – have improved girls’ experience of personal safety 
at school. This has been a key factor driving girls’ enrolment. Girls’ enrolment has grown at 1.3x the rate of 
boys’ enrolment in schools receiving GEC interventions since the baseline year, and substantial portions of 
girls state the quality of school facilities was an attractive pull factor for joining their current school. PEAS 
believes these facility improvements have worked well because they provide visible, tangible changes to the 
school environment which respond to what caregivers stated they wanted at schools to ensure girls’ safety. 
They also have had a strong ‘demonstration effect’ in showing that the school values the safety of girls. Lastly, 
facility improvements have been fully under the control of PEAS, in that PEAS has been responsible for 
installing the new facilities and maintaining them. This has ensured both a high level of quality, and that 
improvements have been in place in time to impact girls’ school experience and results. 

3. Package of curriculum improvements to support literacy: As described in detail in section 2.1.1, PEAS has 
implemented a multi-pronged literacy programme to embed the teaching of literacy across the curriculum, and 
to provide students with extra-curricular opportunities to build their literacy skills through e.g. the Newspapers 
in Education programme and debates. PEAS feels these curriculum improvements have worked well because 
they have focused on (a) building all teachers’ understanding of literacy and how to support students’ skill 
development through their lesson-planning, (b) exposing students to diverse, contextually-relevant texts and 
tasks to increase their engagement with reading, writing, and speaking, and (c) building general awareness of 
the importance of literacy across school teaching teams, so that literacy becomes an embedded part of school 
teaching practice. These literacy interventions have been well-received by the schools and have driven 
substantial, statistically significant improvements in literacy among PEAS intervention school girls above PEAS 
control school girls. PEAS thus is planning to roll out these literacy interventions to all intervention schools 
during the endline year. 

4. School information management system, life skills curriculum, and school-based teacher training: 
Though the evidence from the midline evaluation linking improvements in girls’ outcomes to these interventions 
is thinner, the PEAS team’s observations at the school level and combined professional opinions suggest that 
the school information management system, life skills curriculum, and school-based model for delivering CPD 
have also been successful. These interventions are described below: 

 School information management system: The selected technology package, SchoolTool, had been 

introduced at 9 intervention schools by the time of the midline evaluation. Though some schools had only 

had the system for 3 months before the midline, a separate evaluation of the SchoolTool pilot completed in 

November 2015 found that the system was well-liked by school leaders, who felt it was easy to use and 

helping them to better track student and teacher attendance. The PEAS M&E team monitors schools’ use 

of the system and, while it is acknowledged that the degree of system utilisation varies from school-to-

school – mainly due to (a) individual school staff’s comfort level/experience with using technology, and (b) 

how functional the system is given electricity and network challenges specific to certain school settings – in 

the schools where it is best utilised it is being used very well. School leaders are using the system to more 

regularly enter student enrolment, attendance, and assessment data, improving the quality and reliability of 

data available from these schools. School leaders are also using the system’s reporting functions to track 

and follow-up trends in student and teacher attendance. Though usage of the system is still nascent and it 

has not been possible to track a direct impact on e.g. student attendance rates or school quality at this 

point in time, PEAS believes use of the system will make a difference to school quality and student 

outcomes over time. PEAS believes this intervention has been successful because (a) the system uses a 

simple interface and is easy-to-use, which is a necessity for use by rural Ugandan teachers with limited 

prior exposure to technology, and (b) saves schools substantial time on doing the ‘basics’ well e.g. tracking 

student enrolment, attendance, results, and drop-outs. Schools will only be able to plan concrete actions to 

improve student outcomes when they have clear information on how their students are performing. PEAS 

believes the system has provided an important building block towards achieving an environment where 

schools can undertake better data-based decision-making. 

 Life skills curriculum: Though the life skills curriculum was still being piloted during the midline year (2015), 

the PEAS Education team has received positive feedback from teachers that the content of the curriculum 

is high quality and makes large strides in improving the relevance of the curriculum to students’ lives. As 

the life skills curriculum focuses on providing supplementary lessons to improve students’ knowledge, skills 

and attitudes in areas including sexual health, human rights, and hygiene – areas which are not assessed 

directly through the GEC evaluation – it has not been possible to establish a clear link between the 

intervention and the high-level outcomes reported at midline. Nevertheless, PEAS feels this intervention 
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has been successful because it (a) has been designed in-country to be relevant to the rural Ugandan 

context PEAS works in, and (b) focuses on weaving life skills lessons into existing subjects so that all 

teachers engage with the teaching of life skills. PEAS will be rolling the life skills curriculum out further 

during the endline year and hopes to embed it in normal school teaching practice.  

 School-based CPD: Since the baseline year, PEAS has moved towards a school-based model for 

providing teachers with continuing professional development (CPD) training. In-service training has 

included filming teachers in the classroom and enabling them to self-assess their performance as well as 

receive peer feedback. PEAS has also developed a ‘great teacher rubric’ model to define what great 

teaching practice looks like, and support teachers to identify and develop these competencies as 

individuals. Though several of the training approaches were still being piloted during the midline year, 

PEAS believes the school-based model for providing in-service support is proving more effective than the 

traditional, ‘workshops’ model, wherein teachers attend dedicated training days away from the classroom 

environment. PEAS believes this model is working because it enables teachers to practice making changes 

while on the job, and allows for immediate feedback in a ‘real-world’ setting, both of which help teachers to 

learn quicker and embed sustained changes into their teaching practice. Though the link to improved 

learning results is difficult to make within the midline evaluation results, PEAS feels that improved 

classroom practice is partially driving the learning gains seen by girls in treatment schools. 

What has not worked 

 Efforts to change community behaviours towards girls through sensitisation work: As discussed in 

detail in section 2.4.2, the project has made the least progress in addressing external barriers to girls’ 

school participation, namely, girls’ safety on the journey to school, and socio-economic and cultural barriers 

such as early pregnancy which prevent girls from participating fully in education. While PEAS community 

engagement work has focused on addressing these issues with community members, the tools used to do 

this – e.g. community meetings, trainings for Boards of Governor members to be advocates for girls’ needs 

in the community – have been too light-touch to drive behaviour changes in the community in 18 months. 

PEAS realised this was a risk at the time of project design, as PEAS does not have any control over the 

behaviour of community members who – regardless of PEAS’ sensitisation efforts – may choose not to 

change their behaviour towards girls. On the back of the report findings, PEAS will be reviewing its 

community engagement activities to determine where and how more concrete action can be taken to 

address the external barriers preventing girls from accessing school. This review work has already included 

consulting with other organisations on cost-effective interventions for improving students’ safety on the 

journey to school (e.g. mobilising adult volunteers to form ‘human buses’ to accompany students on the 

walk to school), as well as reviewing how other organisations identify and address holistically the specific 

barriers to girls’ school participation in a given community. Community behaviour change is an extremely 

challenging area of work, where PEAS admits its experience and expertise to date is nascent. This will thus 

be a focus area of improvement for the organisation going forward where it will look to learn from and 

collaborate with other actors. 

 Income Generating Activities (IGAs): As outlined in Annex 3, the school-based agricultural project pilots 

unfortunately have not worked. This was mostly due to technical reasons – the crops were continually 

exposed to communicable diseases due to students accessing the farms as part of the IGA curriculum. 

Because the crops died, it became impossible to make any profit from selling goods produced through the 

farms, undermining the sustainability of the project. Students also had to be restricted from accessing the 

farms due to disease, undermining a key objective of the project to provide students with hands-on learning 

experiences in agriculture. PEAS has concluded that the project design was flawed, and is instead now 

piloting two different non-curricula learning projects in place of the IGA curriculum to improve students’ 

transferrable skills, these are: (1) business clubs pilot run with partner organisation Teach a Man to Fish; 

and (2) technology syllabus pilot run with partner organisation Educate! to test new methods of delivering 

the ICT syllabus. PEAS is also exploring options to transfer the greenhouse equipment procured for the 

IGAs to a single school which has had the most success with its school farm. This should enable the 

school to run a larger farm which can make a meaningful contribution towards schools revenues, while 

ensuring the equipment from unsuccessful IGA pilots does not go to waste. 
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As noted, the analysis presented above has not been able to take a final decision on the performance of every 
GEC intervention. The midline evaluation findings demonstrate that the GEC package of interventions are broadly 
making a positive difference to girls’ educational outcomes. However, they do not provide a detailed view on the 
performance of every intervention.  

Based on the results available and team members’ professional observations of the influence of the GEC 
programming at the school level, PEAS feels that it can confidently conclude at this point in time that the above 
interventions are both working and not working. However, there are further interventions not discussed herein 
which PEAS does not feel it has a clear read on at this point in time – these include school leader financial training, 
mock exams, and, to an extent, the school information management system, life skills curriculum, and new CPD 
model. PEAS is planning a full, internal review of the GEC interventions during the endline year (discussed in 
section 2.5.1 below) to obtain a more complete view of the successes, challenges and cost-effectiveness of each 
GEC intervention. PEAS will share the conclusions of this exercise in the endline report. However, PEAS does not 
want to overstate at this point in time the conclusions that can be drawn from the midline data. 

While PEAS will be taking action during the endline year to adapt the interventions that our team have concluded 
are not working (specifically, the IGA projects and scope of community engagement activities), the strong progress 
against the outcomes PEAS is targeting for girls at midline suggests the project theory of change is working. The 
endline implementation therefore should proceed largely as planned, with only minor adaptations to the community 
engagement and IGA activites 

2.5 How scalable and sustainable are the activities funded by the GEC? 

2.5.1 What is the project’s sustainability strategy? 

The GEC has enabled PEAS to introduce a wide range of new interventions in treatment schools, all of which were 
hypothesised at baseline to be potentially beneficial to girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention, and/or results. Given 
the huge volume of new activities introduced by the GEC, PEAS knows that not all interventions will be possible to 
sustain indefinitely due to both budget and staff capacity constraints. However, PEAS considers a narrowing of the 
GEC interventions from a longlist of ‘experimental’ interventions to a shortlist of those which are seen to be making 
the greatest difference for girls to be both a necessary and beneficial exercise. 

As discussed throughout this report, the midline evaluation findings have provided an indication of some GEC 
activities which seem to be working well and less well. During the endline year (2016), PEAS is planning an internal 
review of the full GEARR project interventions to obtain further input from school leaders, teachers, pastoral staff, 
and girls themselves on which of the changes at their schools over the preceding three 3 years have been most 
constructive and why. PEAS Uganda and UK staff will also be undertaking a business case review of the activity 
streams introduced by the GEC (e.g. SchoolTool, curriculum development) to outline the on-going costs of 
sustaining these activities, and determine whether they should be maintained given the potential benefits observed.   

On the back of this review, PEAS will develop a clear strategy for which of the GEARR project activities it wants to 
sustain and/or scale and how. PEAS may seek to secure additional programmatic funding from DfID and other 
partners to support the continuation of these prioritised activities in the short- to medium-term. However, PEAS 
believes true project sustainability will only be reached when these activities become sufficiently embedded into the 
normal operating model and costs of the schools themselves, such that they require no special, additional 
resources to continue. 

2.5.2 To what extent has the project identified the pre-conditions for scaling up and/or sustaining its 
activities and results? 

As discussed in section 2.4.1, the project has realised that a key constraint to the achievement of sustainable 
results is the lack of an adequate PPP financial model to cover school operating costs.  

Much like the academies policy in the UK, the Public Private Partnership (PPP) model PEAS is advocating for in 
Uganda is to run publically financed, privately operated schools that provide an accessible and effective learning 
environment for disadvantaged students. The current USE PPP contract offered by the Ugandan Ministry of 
Education & Sports does not fund school places at a rate that enables PPP schools to cover their costs without 
also charging school fees, an issue that has been well documented in external research.8 This under-financed PPP 
arrangement presents challenges to both school sustainability and access for the poorest students, the latter of 
whom are often crowded out by the schools charging fees – as has been well-documented in the evidence 
emerging from this report. 

                                                
8 See Mildred Barungi and Ibrahim Kasirye, ‘Performance of Public-Private Partnerships in delivering social services: The Case of Universal 
Secondary Education Policy Implementation in Uganda’, EPRC Policy Brief, April 2015 
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PEAS is in the latter stages of agreeing a new, bilateral PPP with the Ugandan government, which would increase 
the per pupil subsidy from 47,000 UGX to c.200,000 UGX over a 5 year period. If this agreement is secured. this 
would mean PEAS schools will begin receive directly all the financing they need to cover their staffing, support and 
supervision costs without charging fees or needing external grants (like the GEC) to introduce new programming. 
This outcome would be sustainable, as the PPP agreement would in effect be a permanent contract between 
PEAS and the Ugandan government to fund on-going school operations. This outcome would also dramatically 
change PEAS’ ability to deliver the GEC outcomes sustainably through providing an adequate, reliable source of 
income to the schools that would enable them to cover the costs of several innovations introduced through the 
GEC at the school level – similar to the per pupil premium UK schools receive for disadvantaged students.  

Based on current progress and good working relations with the government, PEAS is optimistic a new PPP 
agreement could be secured as early as summer 2016, which would be a huge enabler to project sustainability. 
However, at the time of writing, this financial constraint arising from the operating context remains the largest 
barrier to the sustainability of the GEC interventions. 

On a positive note, PEAS considers the strength of its network school support and supervision model to be a key 
enabler of sustainable change. If the costs of school-based support visits, inspections, and facilities improvements 
can be sustainably financed through school revenues, then PEAS is in a very good place to continually re-enforce 
and monitor the continuation of the GEC interventions in PEAS schools for the long-term. PEAS is also well-placed 
to promote the most successful aspects of its GEC interventions to other schools and education sector actors in 
Uganda, and Africa more widely. PEAS considers part of its organisational mission to be influencing systems 
change in the provision of education in Africa. As such, PEAS proactively works with governments and other 
education sector actors to share the learnings from its programme and package interventions for use and/or scaling 
by external organisations. 

2.5.3 How has the project strategically engaged with other organisations to achieve complementary 
effects? 

During the life cycle of the GEARR project PEAS has worked with a number of partners. Although the 
complementary effects of these partnerships has not been formally tracked, partnerships have provided 
opportunities for other practitioners to engage with best practice from PEAS' GEARR project.  

PEAS is a partner on the Newspapers in Education (NiE) programme. As part of this programme PEAS has a page 
in the weekly NiE supplement in the Daily Monitor. PEAS uses this page to communicate GEARR messages – for 
example, around life skills lessons and issues impacting girls’ education. The NiE programme representative has 
reported the positive effect PEAS' supplement has had on students in other partner schools, suggesting a positive 
effect beyond the immediate beneficiaries of the project.  

In 2016 PEAS is running a pilot with partner organisation Educate! in Uganda. Educate! is piloting its practical 
learning, 'Skills Lab' approach to enhance ICT skills and competency based-learning. Educate! aims to use 
evidence from this pilot to encourage the National Curriculum Development Centre (responsible for the 
development of the Ugandan national curriculum) to endorse this innovative approach.  

PEAS also regularly participates in the Forum for Education NGOs in Uganda (FENU) 'Access and Quality' and 
'Gender' meetings. As part of these meetings PEAS presents findings from its programme, including from the 
GEARR project. Although uptake of this practice by others is not formally tracked, other FENU partners have 
expressed interest in GEARR interventions.  

How the project has influenced changes in the behaviour and practice of others 

Prior to the midline evaluation, PEAS has not been in a position to encourage partners or education practitioners to 
adopt best practices from the GEARR project because there was limited evidence of the effectiveness of the 
interventions. PEAS has therefore not focused on directly influencing the behaviour of others. Now that PEAS has 
the midline results, it will be working to communicate the effectiveness of the interventions deemed to have been 
most successful in improving educational outcomes for marginalised girls. 

2.5.4 To what extent has the project leveraged additional investment?  

There are five major areas where the GEC grant has leveraged additional investment. These are:  

1. School Tool (school information management system) 

 Through PEAS’ partnership with ARK (Absolute Return for Kids), ARK provided technical design, 

implementation and project management expertise to roll-out the software in 9 PEAS intervention 

schools. 

 The implementation of School Tool is a key enabler of a number of PEAS’ GEC objectives across 

access, enrolment, attendance and results. 
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2. Income-Generating Activity (IGA) projects 

 PEAS received match funding through a grant from Mastercard/PSIPSE to pilot six agricultural 

income-generating activity projects within PEAS schools. 

3. Construction of four new schools (enhancing enrolment)9 

 In addition to direct GEC funding (for girls’ sanitary blocks, girls’ dormitories and perimeter fences), 

PEAS received c.£440k of funding from a combination of The Costa Foundation, The Danson 

Foundation, The Four Acre Trust and BFSS (British & Foreign School Society) to construct four 

new schools increasing the capacity of the PEAS network by 1,020 in 2016. 

4. ICT curriculum (enhancing results) 

 Through a funding partnership with the SITA Foundation of c.£150k, PEAS leveraged the GEC 

grant to build ICT labs at 7 PEAS schools. 

5. Teacher training (enhancing results) 

 To complement the GEC funding, PEAS received additional funding from organisations including 

The Segal Foundation and Absolute Return for Kids to deliver additional teacher training. 

Therefore the total value of funding leveraged is £342k from Q1 to Q11, plus £590k in Q12 (reflecting the 

completion of the four new schools and the IT labs – and consequent match funding expenditure reporting). Total 

match funding is c£932k – significantly above PEAS’ match funding target of £711k.10 

2.5.5 What are the project plans for delivering sustainable results? 

As discussed above, PEAS plans to undertake an internal review during the endline year (2016) to assess the 
performance and on-going costs of delivering each of the GEARR project interventions. On the back of this review, 
PEAS will have a clear plan for which GEC interventions it wants to continue and/or scale further in PEAS schools 
to sustain the positive results achieved through the GEC. This programmatic strategy will be accompanied by a 
corresponding budget for each of the activities PEAS wants to continue, so that PEAS can determine what amount 
needs to be fundraised in the short- to medium-term to implement these activities, and what on-going costs 
eventually will need to covered through school revenues to sustain the results achieved through the GEC 
indefinitely.  

2.5.6 What are the lessons learned about the scalability and sustainability of the activities delivered? 

As discussed elsewhere, PEAS has concluded that the full package of interventions introduced through the GEC 

will not be sustainable indefinitely, due to both financial and staff capacity constraints. The GEC has initiated a 

huge flurry of new activities at PEAS, from building works to improve school facilities, to installing school 

information management systems, to developing new curriculum materials and conducting school support visits to 

embed curriculum interventions. Many of these new activities have brought about positive changes as discussed 

elsewhere, however, PEAS has learnt that – for future planning – it would be beneficial to propose to do less, and 

enable greater time to be spent on designing, embedding, and evaluating new activities so they can be maintained 

sustainably.   

That said, it is acknowledged that the experience of delivering a high volume of activities and seeing which work 

and don’t work has been a necessary exercise to bring greater focus to future programme planning. As a result of 

the GEC, PEAS has a better understanding of what types of interventions it is able deliver successfully – notably, 

school-based facility, pedagogy, and curriculum improvements – and what types of interventions are more 

challenging to deliver successfully – specifically, influencing work with communities and government stakeholders. 

PEAS will consider re-focusing its future programmatic activities to focus on those which it can deliver most 

successfully, sustainably, and with the highest impact on student outcomes.  

                                                
9 Actual match expenditure to be reported in Q12 finance report. 
10 Figures to be finalised through the Q12 & year 3 annual report. 
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3 Conclusions 

To date, the GEC has provided PEAS with an opportunity to introduce a diverse range of new interventions to 

address barriers to girls’ school participation and learning, and evaluate the impact of those interventions on girls’ 

educational outcomes. Arising from the findings documented throughout this report, PEAS has drawn the following, 

four key conclusions: 

1. The GEARR interventions have been successful in achieving the project objectives of improving girls’ 

enrolment, attendance, retention, and results 

Across the board, the GEARR interventions have contributed to positive improvements in enrolment, attendance, 

retention, and learning among girls in project intervention schools compared with girls in control schools.  

In learning, the project interventions have driven greater improvements in literacy and numeracy scores among 

girls in PEAS intervention schools vis-à-vis girls in both PEAS control schools and non-PEAS control schools. 

Statistically significant improvements in literacy have been observed between PEAS intervention and PEAS control 

school girls. Though there are substantial challenges with the EGRA and EGMA results due to the high attrition 

rates in the study, and poor quality of test administration and fieldwork management by the external evaluator, 

PEAS considers the literacy and numeracy results to be broadly indicative of the GEC helping girls to make 

learning gains. 

More conclusively, the GEC has helped girls to dramatically improve their absolute and relative attainment as 

evidenced through UCE (O-level) exam results and student value add scores. In GEC intervention schools, girls’ 

average division results have improved by 0.27 points (a quarter of grade) since 2013, girls’ pass rates have 

improved by 7.3% since 2013, and the percentage of girls achieving a good pass (Division 1-3) has improved by 

14.5% since 2013. Girls also have narrowed the gender gap with boys – only 1% less girls passed exams in GEC 

intervention schools than boys did in 2015. In other words, 7.3% more girls are completing secondary school 

successfully in PEAS treatment schools than were 2 years ago, and are completing school with better results than 

were achieved previously. PEAS intervention schools have seen a 16% increase in pass rates above PEAS control 

schools from baseline to midline, a result that is statistically significant at less than 1% (p value < 0.0005). 

Similarly, girls’ relative attainment measured through value add has improved significantly in PEAS treatment 

schools. Between 2014-15, GEC treatment schools improved their average value add score for girls from +1.56 to 

+2.12. This means that PEAS GEC Treatment schools are supporting girls to, on average, achieve over 2 points 

better in their UCE exams than would be predicted given their Primary Leaving Exam (PLE) scores. This result is 

statistically better than the national average and puts these schools in the top 20% of all schools in Uganda for 

girls’ value add. 

In attendance, GEC treatment schools have seen a more than a 6% improvement in girls’ attendance above 

baseline figures to an average value of 85.8% girls’ attendance in intervention schools at midline. Girls’ attendance 

in treatment schools at midline was 17.1% higher than girls’ attendance in non-PEAS control schools and 4.9% 

higher than girls in PEAS control schools as measured through spot checks conducted by the external evaluators. 

The difference between attendance rates in PEAS treatment and control schools was only 0.15% at baseline, 

showing the GEC interventions are positively impacting girls’ attendance. 

In retention, though accurate figures have been difficult to obtain due to the poor quality of school record-keeping, 

girls’ retention in intervention schools has improved since baseline and is estimated at c.90% (in-year retention). 

Retention is also higher in intervention schools than non-PEAS control schools by circa 5-15%. 

In enrolment, the total number of girls benefitting from GEC interventions has grown by 78.9% since the baseline 

year (2013) and comes to a total of 4,924 girls enrolled in intervention schools in 2015. During this period, girls’ 

enrolment has increased at 1.3x the rate of boys’ enrolment in treatment schools. This suggests the GEC 

interventions are successfully encouraging girls to enrol in secondary school. 

Though there are challenges with the quality of data behind some of the results above, on the whole, the evidence 

suggests the GEARR programme design has been successful in addressing barriers to girls’ school participation 

and learning to achieve the objectives set out in the programme theory of change. 

2. The programme has been most successful in addressing school-based (supply side) barriers to girls’ 

participation in learning 



7374 PEAS IW GEC MIDLINE REPORT – MAY 2016 

 54 

The project has had the greatest impact on removing barriers to girls’ school participation and learning that can be 

addressed within the school setting. As evidenced through performance against output indicators and the barrier 

analysis included in the report, the barriers that the project has made the most progress in addressing are (1) a 

lack of safe, girl-friendly learning environments, and (2) an outdated curriculum. To some extent, the project has 

also made progress in addressing (3) early pregnancy as a barrier for girls. The interventions which have proven 

the most effective in reducing these barriers have been: (a) improvements to school facilities (e.g. installation of 

separate sanitary facilities, school fences, lighting in dorms, etc); (b) a package of gender sensitive school support 

and training interventions which have made the schools more gender-aware and supportive environments for girls; 

and (c) curriculum improvements to improve the teaching of literacy across the curriculum.  

These interventions have worked well because PEAS has been able to fully control the introduction of these 

changes in the schools, and continually re-enforce them through school support visits, teacher training, and 

inspections. They also have worked well because they have provided tangible, visible improvements to the school 

environments which respond to community demands (e.g. for fences, lighting) and have shown the school to be 

actively investing in girls – with noted impact on the attitudes and behaviour of school staff and boys, and noted 

change in girls’ experiences at school. 

3. The programme has been least successful in addressing barriers external to the school setting 

(environmental and demand-side barriers) 

The project has had the least effect on addressing barriers that exist largely outside the school environment – 

specifically, barriers such as (1) poverty, and (2) unsafe journeys to school. The project interventions addressing 

these factors to girls’ participation in schooling have been community engagement work to increase awareness of 

the challenges girls face, as well as advocacy to the Ugandan Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES) to lower 

the costs of schooling. While it is not PEAS’ view that the community engagement work is not helping, PEAS 

acknowledges that the scale of community engagement activities funded by the GEC have been too light-touch to 

make a notable difference to changing community behaviours towards girls in the 18 months since project 

implementation began. PEAS will be reviewing its community engagement activities and consulting with other 

organisations working on community behiaviour change to determine what cost-effective strategies can introduced 

in the remaining life cycle of the project to address these barriers more effectively.  

Similarly, PEAS has been in on-going discussions with the MoES since 2013 about agreeing a new bilateral Public 

Private Partnership (PPP) that would enable schools to fully cover their operating, support and supervision costs. 

Though strong progress has been made – with PEAS receiving a positive recommendation in a year-long audit of 

its schools conducted by the Ministry in 2015 – a new agreement has not yet been secured. This means PEAS 

schools have not secured additional financing to enable them to reduce school fees and eliminate the single, 

largest barrier to marginalised girls’ school participation evidenced through the evaluation. 

4. The internal control experiment has been damaging to students in PEAS control schools 

As documented in the report, the project has had the unintended effect of worsening learning outcomes for 

students in PEAS’ five internal control schools. It was envisioned at the time of the study design that internal control 

schools would carry on with ‘business as usual’, and the results of students in these schools would improve at a 

slower rate than intervention schools, or – at worst – stay the same as baseline figures. Instead, it appears there 

has been a deterioration in performance in these schools over the past 2 years. Students are doing worse on 

measures of absolute and relative attainment, less girls are successfully completing secondary school, and the 

gender gap is widening relative to baseline figures. In other words, the implementation design of the GEC 

programme has had a highly negative impact on internal control schools. 

PEAS will be investigating carefully the reasons for this deterioration in control schools in the coming months, and 

identifying measures to rapidly improve the quality of these schools given the duty of care it has to students. 

However, the design of the evaluation itself has been highly problematic due to the effect it has had on these 

schools.  
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4 Recommendations 

On the whole, the successful performance of the GEARR programme against its objectives at midline implies 

project implementation should continue broadly as planned, with successful pilots further embedded and scaled 

during the endline year. There are, however, several project learnings arising at midline which have informed the 

following recommendations for the final year of project implementation: 

Project Design & Delivery 

1. Remedial strategy for PEAS control schools: Conduct investigation into reasons for deterioration in 

performance at PEAS control schools; identify remedial strategies to rapidly improve school quality to be 

implemented in 2016. Advocate to Fund Manager/DfID for additional funding to expand high-impact GEC 

interventions to PEAS control schools. 

Priority: High 

Responsible: PEAS Global Education team and Uganda Education Quality team 

2. Redesign of community engagement activities: Review current activities and consult with other 

organisations working on community behaviour change to identify options for introducing new, cost-effective 

interventions to tangibly reduce external barriers’ to girls’ school participation (esp. girls’ safety on the journey 

to school); propose plan for re-designing activities with implementation plan. 

Priority: High 

Responsible: PEAS Uganda Education Quality team 

Project Scalability & Sustainability 

3. Internal review of GEARR programme interventions: Conduct an internal review of the programmatic and 

cost-effectiveness of all activities introduced through the GEC, to include: (a) school-level consultations with 

teachers, school leaders, pastoral staff, and students to obtain views on the effectiveness of programme 

interventions; (b) consultations with PEAS programme staff on the implementation challenges, costs and 

benefits of programme interventions; and (c) collection and analysis of financial data on set-up and on-going 

costs of programme interventions to determine value for money; develop summary report with 

recommendations for sustaining and/or scaling high-impact interventions. 

Priority: Medium 

Responsible: PEAS Global M&E Manager, Global Head of Education, and Uganda Grants Manager 

4. Sustainability strategy for GEARR programme interventions: Following findings of internal review, develop 

programme budget and strategy for securing financing to sustain and/or scale high-impact GEARR 

interventions. 

Priority: Medium/Low 

Responsible: PEAS Global Head of Fundraising  

Project Monitoring & Evaluation 

5. Removal of PEAS control schools from evaluation: Advocate to the Fund Manager/DfID for the removal of 

PEAS control schools from the experimental design; funds designated for evaluation fieldwork in these schools 

in 2016 could instead be used to deliver GEARR interventions  

Priority: High 

Responsible: PEAS Global M&E Manager 

6. Develop improved training on EGRA and EGMA administration: Develop an expanded training schedule 

for Research Assistants (RAs) ahead of the endline fieldwork to provide RAs with at least a half of day of 

observed practice administering tests prior to going into the field – for the EGMA, this should include e.g. 

practicing skip logic, marking, and direct observation/coaching of RAs administering the test. FCL field 

observers to also increase knowledge of the tests and ability to provide coaching in test administration.  

Priority: Medium 

Responsible: FCL team and PEAS Global M&E Manager  

7. Improve endline fieldwork planning and management: Ahead of the endline, develop a more realistic 

fieldwork schedule allowing for e.g. more RAs per team, more days per school, etc, so that all evaluation 

activities can be completed while in the field and re-contact protocols followed correctly. Greater time also 

needs to be allotted for full testing of evaluation tools prior to the start of fieldwork, so all tools and required 

copies are finalised prior to going into the field.  
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Priority: Medium 

Responsible: FCL team  

 

Through implementing the above strategies during the endline year (2016), PEAS hopes to (a) further improve the 

impact of the programme in reducing barriers to girls’ education, (b) reverse the decline in performance in PEAS 

control schools, (c) improve the quality of data collected through the endline evaluation, and (d) establish a clear 

sustainability strategy for the GEC interventions after the conclusion of the project. 
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Annexes 
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1 Logframe 

An updated version of the project log frame containing midline figures is included with this submission.  
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2 Outcomes Spreadsheet 

An updated version of the outcomes spreadsheet containing midline learning and attendance data is included with 

this submission. Per the Fund Manager’s guidance, the results of re-contacted girls only have been entered into the 

relevant cells on the midline learning results sheets. 
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3 Changes to Project Design  

Table A1: Intervention types and changes to interventions 

Intervention types Planned 
at 

proposal 
stage (X) 

Added? Removed? When? Describe change and rationale 

IGAs (Income-
Generating 
Activities) 

X  X 
Midline 

year (2015) 

IGA pilots – in the form of school 
farms/greenhouses – implemented 
at 6 GEC intervention schools 
were not proving profitable, nor 
were they providing the avenue for 
curriculum engagement that had 
been hoped for. PEAS hence 
decided to stop the project after 
reviewing the pilot results in 2015. 
The main reason the farms were 
unsuccessful was due to the crops 
being hit by disease, and one of 
the main reasons the crops were 
being hit by disease was due to 
students accessing the 
greenhouses and bringing 
communicable diseases with them. 
Students thereafter had to be 
restricted from accessing the IGA 
projects, undermining a key 
objective of the activity itself. 
PEAS will be providing a longer 
update on the discontinuation of 
the IGAs through the 2016 Annual 
Report. 

Literacy intervention 
(‘Newspapers in 
Education’) 

 X  
Post-

baseline 
year (2014) 

The NiE programme was 
recommended to PEAS following 
the baseline evaluation. PEAS was 
looking for innovative literacy 
interventions to complement other 
curriculum development work. The 
programme was seen to be 
successful, and also a good 
opportunity for PEAS to have a 
broader impact on students 
outside the project schools through 
PEAS providing a dedicated 
section in the Daily Monitor 
(national newspaper) every week. 

Autonomous 
Learning Technology 
(ALT) 

X  X 
Post-

baseline 
year (2014) 

The initial project design involved 
having tablet computers provided 
to students through which they 
could access additional learning 
content. A small number of tablets 
were procured for testing by 
teachers. However, around the 
same time, DfID announced that 
funding for tablets to expand the 
project would not be approved 
(due to policy changes at DfID). 
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PEAS opted to drop the activity at 
this time. 

Teacher training in 
literacy strategies 
(‘Literacy Across the 
Curriculum’) 

 X  
Midline 
(2015) 

Following the baseline evaluation, 
which showed that girls’ literacy 
levels were very low across the 
board, PEAS decided to search for 
additional, targeted literacy 
interventions. As described in 
detail in section 2.1.1, one of these 
became the introduction of a 
holistic approach to improving 
literacy levels called ‘Literacy 
Across the Curriculum’. The PEAS 
Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD) team provided 
in-service training to all teachers in 
2015 aimed at building teachers’ 
understanding of the different 
components of literacy and to raise 
awareness of the important role 
literacy plays in driving attainment 
in all subjects.  

Teacher training in 
numeracy strategies 
(‘Numeracy Across 
the Curriculum’) 

 X  
Midline 
(2015) 

Due to the PEAS Education 
Quality team recognising that there 
were no specific interventions 
targeting numeracy within the GEC 
programme (and yet the 
programme’s success would be 
judged on EGMA results), a 
numeracy ‘booster strategy’ was 
devised in 2015 to support this 
area. A training of trainers model 
was used to cascade methods for 
embedding numeracy practice into 
lessons to teachers in all 
intervention schools. Targeted 
support was also delivered to 
maths teachers. 

Teacher support 
networks  

 X  
Endline 
(2016) 

During the endline year, PEAS will 
be piloting a low-cost teacher 
support network model in a subset 
of intervention schools to 
complement existing teacher 
training. PEAS is working with 
STIR to pilot an evidenced model 
for driving on-going improvement 
in teaching practice through peer 
sharing and support. 

School leader 
financial training 

 X  
Post-

baseline 
(2014) 

Following the baseline year, PEAS 
recognised that – in addition to 
advocacy work to increase the 
government’s USE subsidy for 
PEAS schools – PEAS could help 
schools to manage their budgets 
more efficiently to enable them to 
reduce school fees. PEAS thus 
introduced financial training for 
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school directors to support them in 
managing budgets effectively. 

Scholastic 
equipment 

 X  
Endline 
(2016) 

PEAS has recognised that a lack 
of scholastic materials –specifically 
books and lab equipment – has 
been a barrier to girls making 
greater gains in their learning. 
During the endline year, PEAS will 
be providing further learning 
equipment to the intervention 
schools. 

The table above describes the project interventions that have been dropped or added since the time of the 

proposal. Several interventions have also been adapted substantially since the time of proposal. These are 

described in brief below: 

Baseline 

Intervention 

Rationale for Change New Approach 

IGA 

curriculum 

As described above, the IGA projects 

weren’t providing an opportunity for 

hands-on learning at the 6 pilot 

schools as intended, so it was felt a 

change of approach was needed 

Two separate non-curricula learning projects are 
currently being piloted in place of the IGA curriculum 
to improve students’ transferrable skills, these are: 

 Business clubs pilot run with partner 
organisation Teach a Man to Fish 

 Technology syllabus pilot run with partner 
organisation Educate! to test new methods of 
delivering the ICT syllabus 

Remedial 

learning 

Girls’ literacy levels were found to be 

so low during the baseline evaluation 

that PEAS concluded all students 

would benefit from a supplementary 

literacy programme (rather than just a 

subset of students who were deemed 

to be particularly behind) 

As described in section 2.1.1, PEAS has 

implemented a multi-pronged literacy programme to 

embed the teaching of literacy across the curriculum, 

and to provide students with extra-curricular 

opportunities to build their literacy skills through e.g. 

the newspapers in education programme and 

debates. It was felt this remedial literacy strategy was 

a more important supplement to the national 

curriculum to boost provision for all girls in PEAS 

intervention schools than remedial learning strategies 

focused on a subset of students.  

Standardised 

assessments 

During the project design phase 

following the baseline, PEAS realised 

that standardised assessments are 

technically complex to design and 

implement, and concluded the PEAS 

Education team in Uganda is not in a 

strong position to introduce 

standardised testing at this point of 

time due to a nascent understanding of 

examinations; as a result, PEAS 

decided to instead develop common 

assessments i.e. mock exams 

PEAS has delivered mock examinations in all GEC 

intervention schools for the past two years; the 

mocks are based on the actual Uganda Certification 

in Education (UCE) exams sat by finalist students, 

and are used to (a) give students practice in sitting 

exams, and (b) help teachers and students identify 

projected performance levels and set improvement 

strategies prior to the actual examinations. 

Community 

engagement 

plan 

Following the baseline survey, PEAS 

recognised that communities valued 

girls’ education more than had been 

anticipated, so the barriers that needed 

to be addressed were not a lack of 

Community engagement work was re-focused to 

equip stakeholders to address the barriers girls face 

in participating in school; specifically this area of work 

has included (a) developing marketing materials to 

emphasise school factors likely to be appealing to 
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value placed on girls, but rather the 

other external barriers that keep girls 

from enrolling in and completing 

secondary school 

girls and undertaking enrolment work at under-

capacity schools, (b) establishing boards of 

governors (BOGs) in schools and training them to be 

community advocates for girls; and (c) holding open 

meetings in the community to discuss how 

communities can help ensure girls’ safety on the 

journey to and from school. Following the midline 

findings that this work has not significantly reduced 

the external barriers girls face to school participation, 

the specific activities in this work stream are likely to 

be revised further during the endline year. 

Citizenship 

Education 

Curriculum 

During the design phase, PEAS 

recognised an opportunity to develop 

the Citizenship Education Curriculum 

into a more comprehensive ‘life skills’ 

curriculum that reflects international 

best practice and is aligned with the 

new lower secondary education 

curriculum being introduced in Uganda 

The life skills curriculum covers further topics than 

the proposed Citizenship Education Curriculum, and 

is based around delivering a series of progressive life 

skills lessons each week tailored to the age and 

knowledge levels of students across all grades 

Menstrual 

Management 

Pilot 

Following the successful pilot of the 

menstrual management project in 10 

intervention schools, PEAS decided to 

look at how to embed the project 

sustainably in all PEAS schools 

PEAS is planning to work through the existing Girls’ 

Club structures at every school to teach girls how to 

make their own reusable sanitary pads, as well as 

raise awareness of menstrual hygiene through 

lessons delivered by peers and senior women 

teachers 

Gender 

Responsive 

Pedagogy 

Following the baseline, PEAS has 

come to the view that gender 

responsive pedagogy is, essentially, 

good pedagogy, in that teaching 

practice should enable all children to 

have an equal opportunity to learn; it 

was thus felt that gender should be 

mainstreamed into teacher 

training/CPD design across the board 

rather than being a ‘separated’ teacher 

training programme 

PEAS is delivering gender responsive pedagogy 

training through its general teacher training 

programme as well as on-going CPD work; an 

awareness of gender has become embedded in how 

PEAS trains school leaders and teachers to 

approach the design and delivery of education in the 

school environment to support the needs of all 

learners. 
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4 Midline Research Methodology 

Data collection 

As at baseline, midline data collection was conducted by FRIENDS Consult Ltd (FCL). FCL collected the bulk of 

data for the midline between 21st September – 9th October 2015 at the start of Term 3 in Uganda. Further, ‘mop-up’ 

fieldwork was completed remotely by the external evaluator during the week of 12th October, primarily to interview 

caregivers who were missed during the in-person data collection due to insufficient time in the field. Additionally, 

FCL completed two rounds of attendance spot checks between 23rd – 27th March 2015 (Term 1) and 7th – 10th July 

2015 (Term 2) during which they visited all study schools. At the Fund Manager’s request, a third round of 

attendance spot checks was completed by the PEAS Uganda M&E team between 23rd November – 3rd December 

2015 in a selection of PEAS treatment and control schools only.  

Research Tools 

All research tools were adapted by PEAS from the baseline tools following guidance from the Fund Manager. FCL 

and PwC also checked the tools for quality-assurance prior to them being used in the field. A summary of all tools 

used and the process used to adapt them for the midline evaluation is provided below. 

1. Questionnaires 

a. In-school girls: Adapted from the baseline questionnaire, which was itself based on a template provided by 

Coffey International; the survey captured information about girls’ participation in school and attitudes 

towards education, as well as capturing background characteristics and information to report against output 

indicators; the questionnaire was administered orally to girls in English or their local language if 

comprehension was poor 

b. Out-of-school girls: Adapted from the baseline questionnaire, which was based on a template provided by 

Coffey International; the survey captured information about girls’ reasons for not participating in schooling 

as well as capturing background characteristics; the questionnaire was administered orally to girls in 

English or their local language if comprehension was poor 

c. Primary caregivers: Adapted from the baseline questionnaire, which was based on a template provided by 

Coffey International; the survey captured information on girls’ home situation (for substitute girls), as well 

as examining attitudes towards girls’ education and barriers to school participation; the questionnaire was 

administered orally to caregivers in English or their local language if comprehension was poor 

2. Learning tests 

a. Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA): The oral reading passage used to calculate students’ words 

per minute (WpM) scores was adapted by PEAS in consultation with PwC. As it was felt the baseline 

reading passage was inappropriate to the Ugandan context – using language and subject content that 

would be unfamiliar to rural Ugandan students – the PEAS Education team developed a series of new 

reading passages at the same reading level as the baseline passage. Six passages were trialled by FCL 

alongside the baseline passage during pilot testing in August 2015. Though FCL’s management of the pilot 

testing was problematic (as discussed below), the external evaluators eventually recommended 2 

passages they felt provided the closest match to scores on the baseline passage to enable comparability. 

One selected passage was used at midline and the other will be used at endline. Testing was conducted 

orally in English with visual prompts provided to the student. As a difference from the baseline, the oral 

reading passage section of the EGRA test was used only (see section 1.2.1 in the midline report for a full 

explanation). 

b. Early Grade Maths Assessment (EGMA): Following the Fund Manager’s guidance, PEAS adapted each 

section of the EGMA by changing the numbers and corresponding solutions for each question in the test. In 

this way, the tasks were exactly the same as at baseline though with different solutions. Testing was 

conducted orally in English with visual prompts provided to the student. The test was administered 

immediately following completion of the girls’ survey and EGRA oral reading passage. As at baseline, all 7 

sections of the test were administered to girls, though only 5 tasks were used to compute the results. Each 

task was equally weighted to provide a final score out of 100 points. In line with the Fund Manager’s 

guidelines, the tasks used were: 
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a. Task 1: Number identification  

b. Task 2: Number discrimination  

c. Task 3: Sequences  

d. Task 7A: Addition part 1 

e. Task 7C: Subtraction part 1   

3. Focus group discussion guides (FGDs): Adapted from baseline FGDs to enable a more nuanced 

understanding of the data collected in the questionnaires; the groups listed below were engaged to further explore 

the barriers to girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention, and learning. Focus groups were conducted orally in English 

or in local languages if comprehension was poor. 

a. In-school girls 

b. Out-of-school girls 

c. In-school boys 

d. Male teachers 

e. Female teachers 

f. Male caregivers 

g. Female caregivers 

4. Key informant interviews: Adapted from the baseline tool to query barriers to girls’ enrolment, attendance, 

retention and achievement from the perspective of school leaders; the tool also probed for views on changes at the 

school since the baseline year; interviews were conducted orally in English. 

a. Headteachers 

Learning Test Administration 

Pilot testing 

A pilot of the midline EGRA and EGMA learning tests was undertaken by FCL in August 2015. FCL was asked to 

test 6 reading passages for use as the WpM test alongside the baseline passage, and the full EGMA test with a 

sample of girls at each grade level to determine whether the tools (a) would yield sufficiently comparable results to 

the baseline tests, and (b) were ready for use. The management of the pilot testing was poor. FCL failed to survey 

sufficient numbers of girls from each grade level, and reported results from the pilot testing that showed girls in 

many cases regressing in their learning since baseline (e.g. average WpM and EGMA scores for girls two years 

onwards were lower than the average baseline scores for these cohort groups). The pilot testing results are 

provided below for the 6 trialled reading passages alongside the baseline passage. Everywhere a figure is placed 

in red, less than 4 girls were tested on the passage at that grade level. 

Pilot Testing: WpM Scores on Tested Reading Passages 

Passage 
Avg. 

WpM 

S2 S3 S4 

Score # Tested Score # Tested Score # Tested 

Baseline passage 85.7 67.9 7 47.0 2 136.3 4 

Text I 127.6 136.4 5 139.8 5 92.7 3 

Text II 115.4 - 0 106.3 10 145.7 3 

Text III 103.8 102.3 4 106.0 4 103.0 4 

Text IV 90.4 74.6 5 84.0 2 108.8 5 

Text V 95.9 128.0 1 85.7 3 91.6 5 

Text VI 103.6 145.0 1 103.5 4 83.0 2 

Total 103.6 96.2 23 104.0 30 109.2 26 

On the basis of the above results, FCL recommended passages IV and V for use at midline and endline due to 

these passages yielding the closest overall average results to the baseline passage. However, PEAS questioned 

this recommendation, as the pilot testing scores for each grade level seemed to show girls regressing in their 
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learning two years’ onwards. A comparison of the average scores on the baseline passage for each cohort group 

recorded during the baseline testing and pilot testing is provided below. Figures are highlighted in red where the 

average reported score for the tested cohort group was lower than the reported baseline average:  

EGRA Pilot Testing: Baseline v. Pilot Scores 

Baseline evaluation Pilot testing 

Grade Score Grade Score 

P7 73.1 S2 67.9 

S1 88.8 S3 47 

S2 87.9 S4 136.3 

The EGMA test was also piloted during the same exercise. The average baseline and pilot testing scores for each 

cohort group are also provided below. Figures are highlighted in red where the average reported score for the 

tested cohort group was lower than the reported baseline average: 

EGMA Pilot Testing: Baseline v. Pilot Scores 

Baseline Evaluation Pilot Testing 

Grade Score Grade Score 

P7 50.5 S2 33.3 

S1 60.4 S3 41.4 

S2 59.8 S4 42.2 

FCL was asked to investigate the reasons for the discrepancies in the scores provided. FCL could not identify any 

issues with the test scoring or data analysis, so concluded that the poor performance must have been caused by 

non-favourable testing conditions. The Fund Manager did not consider this explanation satisfactory. Similarly, 

PEAS did not have oversight over how test administration and scoring had been completed to reach its own 

conclusions on what have might caused the drop in performance. As a result, PEAS was asked to more closely 

monitor learning test administration during the midline fieldwork 

PEAS monitoring of midline fieldwork 

As a result of the challenges with data presented during the pilot testing, the Fund Manager requested PEAS to 

send staff to accompany the midline fieldwork, and specifically to provide quality assurance over the administration 

of the learning tests. Prior to going into the field, PEAS delivered a day of training in the re-contact protocols and 

learning tests to all Research Assistants (RAs) as well as the FCL field managers. RAs had been selected by FCL 

due to their participation in the GEARR baseline evaluation, participation in the recently completed Opportunity 

International GEC evaluation (which had also used the EGRA and EGMA tests), and ability to speak local 

languages in the regions they were assigned to.  

PEAS mobilised members of its Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) and Education teams to accompany each of the 

three fieldwork teams. While in the field, the PEAS team focused on observing RAs administering the learning 

tests, providing feedback and coaching to individual RAs on errors made and how to improve, and holding daily 

debriefs to go through common errors observed and improvement strategies with the full group. PEAS also 

checked a sample of the EGRA and EGMA scripts each night to flag common marking errors to the FCL field 

managers and record a sample of scores.   

Challenges with test administration 

On the whole, PEAS observed that the level of understanding and experience with standardised test administration 

within the fieldwork team was very poor. During the first few days of fieldwork, PEAS observed incredibly high error 

rates in the administration of the EGMA test in particular, with 66% of scripts check by PEAS containing errors. 

Some of the common errors observed with the EGRA and EGMA testing were as follows: 

EGMA: 

 RAs not following administration protocols correctly, such that e.g. tasks that should have been ended after 

3 errors in a row were not ended, and/or additional sections that should be administered based on high 

performance are not provided (could deflate scores where a task that was too difficult was not ended, 

causing girls to become frustrated/lose confidence for the remaining sections of the test) 
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 RAs not providing full task instructions (or, in some cases, any instructions) prior to the start of each task; 

RAs also not doing example problems with students before starting tasks (could deflate scores where girls 

do not fully understand what is being asked prior to the stat of a task, particularly on timed tasks) 

 RAs not summing sections accurately leading to marking and administration errors 

EGRA: 

 RAs starting the timer when they said ‘go’ rather than when the girl read the first word (would deflate 

scores by not allowing girls to get as far through the passage as possible in 60 seconds) 

 RAs underlining the last few words the girl read rather than the exact final word (could inflate or deflate 

scores) 

PEAS communicated these observed errors to the field managers and RAs, and – through on-going coaching – did 

see an improvement in the quality of learning test administration over the course of the fieldwork. By the end of the 

fieldwork, PEAS field observers recorded an overall 7% error rate in the administration of the EGRA test, and a 

31% error rate in the administration of the EGMA test.  

In light of this, PEAS concluded that the Research Assistants had not been adequately trained in administering the 

learning tests prior to the start of fieldwork, and – specifically – had not had sufficient practice administering the 

learning tests under observation from field managers. While PEAS' coaching in the field helped the RAs improve, 

PEAS found that it took most RAs at least a week of practice to become competent administering the learning 

tests. This is problematic for several reasons – firstly, because a large proportion of the learning test results are 

likely to be inaccurate due to administration and marking errors, though also because girls in schools who were 

visited earlier in the fieldwork period were disproportionately impacted by poor quality test administration. This 

creates strong doubts for PEAS around the reliability of the EGRA and EGMA results as measures of learning. 

PEAS raised its concerns over the quality of test administration with FCL during a fieldwork debrief call in October. 

FCL agreed that, in preparation for the endline fieldwork, RAs needed further training in administering the EGRA 

and EGMA, and to be individually observed practicing administering the tests prior to the start of fieldwork. The 

FCL field managers also need to increase their understanding of the EGRA and EGMA tests to be in a better 

position to support the RAs, as PEAS staff were the only actors fulfilling this quality assurance and coaching role 

while in the field. 

Poor Management of Re-contact Protocols  

Despite the good intentions of the external evaluation team, the midline fieldwork was poorly organised and time in 

the field was very rushed. Hence, although the field managers and all research assistants were provided a full 

briefing and written guidelines on how to confirm the eligibility of girls to participate in the midline study prior to 

interviewing them (see the annexed ‘Re-contact Protocol for RAs’ document included with the midline evaluation 

tools), these guidelines were rarely followed in the field. The evaluation teams often arrived at schools late, and – 

when it was recognised that large numbers of cohort girls were not enrolled at the school – proceeded to make 

immediate substitutions from class lists without (a) attempting to re-contact cohort girls via other means following 

the FM’s guidelines, (b) confirming whether re-contacted girls had been enrolled at the school for at least 3 terms 

since the baseline, or (c) confirming how long potential substitute girls had been enrolled in the school, or following 

a consistent random selection process to select them. This means there are girls included in the midline sample 

who may have had very limited to exposure to the GEC interventions, and/or may have had significant exposure to 

other interventions prior to enrolling in a study school. As FCL did not record how long girls had been enrolled in 

the study schools between baseline and midline, it is impossible to control for these factors in the resulting dataset.  

As discussed above, PEAS and FCL held daily fieldwork debriefs while in the field, and a summative meeting at the 

end of the midline fieldwork to discuss challenges encountered in the field and how to redress them in the endline 

fieldwork. In particular, PEAS has asked FCL to better organise their fieldwork schedule to ensure sufficient time 

for following substitution protocols carefully, and following up with girls who have dropped out of the study to 

determine the reasons for their drop-out. However, given the study sample has already been ‘contaminated’ at 

midline, PEAS is not confident these issues can be fully redressed at endline. 

Attendance Data Collection 

Attendance data was collected by FCL through spot checks. All study schools were visited during either Term 1 or 

Term 2 2015. Schools were asked to provide their attendance registers and headcount books (where available) for 
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the week preceding the spot check visit. The external evaluators also conducted headcounts of girls present in 

each class on the day to arrive at an estimate of average attendance. Attendance was recorded on a class (rather 

than individual) basis. 

The state of attendance registers in non-PEAS control schools has been too poor for the external evaluators to 

obtain reliable attendance register data to report. In the words of FCL, non-PEAS control schools have 

‘phenomenally not availed adequate, detailed and updated records on attendance both at baseline and midline’. As 

PEAS does not have any control/influence over these schools, it has been very difficult to improve compliance with 

attendance record-keeping. However, the class headcounts have enabled a means to track and compare 

attendance across treatment and control groups. PEAS has also supplemented data collected through the spot 

checks with internal attendance data as reported by the treatment and control schools. On the whole, reported 

figures broadly match with spot check figures in PEAS schools. 

Data Validation and Quality Assurance 

All data collection, entry, and cleaning was managed by FCL. As mentioned above, PEAS did exercise some 

quality assurance over the scoring of learning tests while in the field by checking scripts completed by the 

Research Assistants and flagging common marking errors to the FCL management team. On the whole, PEAS 

observed a 7% error rate in the administration/marking of the EGRA test, and a 31% error rate in the 

administration/marking of the EGMA test. FCL was provided a list of the common marking errors to check for when 

doing the data entry and cleaning. However, PEAS is not able to verify to what extent these guidelines were 

implemented. 

Calculated student learning test scores were provided by FCL. Recent data validity checks performed by PEAS 

have raised further concerns over the reliability of the reported figures. Looking at scores of girls who were re-

contacted during the midline data collection process, though the group averages show improvement on baseline 

figures, there are substantial numbers of girls who appear to be regressing in their learning since baseline both in 

literacy and numeracy. In the provided results, 33% of re-contacted girls scored lower on the EGRA reading 

passage than at baseline and 35% had lower EGMA scores at midline. This unexplained trend evidences the wider 

concerns around the quality of test administration and data management highlighted elsewhere.  

As suggested above, attendance data was validated by PEAS comparing figures collected by the external 

evaluator for PEAS schools with its own attendance records. On the whole, collected and internal figures were 

broadly similar. 

Confidence in Secondary Data 

On the whole, PEAS has very low confidence in the reported learning test results. This is due to (a) high attrition 

rates in the study making a true cohort comparison unachievable, (b) poor management of substitution protocols in 

the field bringing into question the comparability of substitute girls’ results, and (c) high error rates in learning test 

administration carried out by the enumerators calling into question the reliability of the EGRA and EGMA results 

presented. All of these factors lead PEAS to seriously doubt the veracity of the learning test results. 

PEAS has greater confidence in the attendance figures reported by the external evaluator as they match with 

PEAS’ own internal records. 

Sampling and Substitution Strategy 

At midline, the external evaluation team sought to re-contact the same girls who were interviewed at baseline. 

Where girls were not found to be present in study schools in the first instance, the evaluation team was provided 

with guidelines for determining whether the girl was still eligible for the study and could be re-contacted through 

other means. If it was determined that she could not be re-contacted, guidelines were then provided for making an 

appropriate substitution. The full re-contact protocols are included in the annexed set of midline evaluation tools, 

though, in brief, the evaluators were instructed to make substitutions as follows: 

 In-school girls: Substitute with a girl from the same school, of the same age, and ideally in the same grade 

and class as the baseline girl had she progressed at normal pace without repeating any year; for P7 girls, 

the school should be the study school which it was anticipated the girl would enrol in; substitutes should be 

randomly selected from a list of all girls fulfilling this criteria 
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 Out-of-school girls: If possible, substitute with a different girl from the same household who is between the 

ages of 13-17 and eligible to enrol in secondary school, but not currently enrolled; or substitute entire 

household with a neighbouring household containing eligible girl/s following a random walk procedure 

Data was collected either in schools or in girls’ homes. The initial study design had anticipated a 20% attrition rate 

between baseline and endline to maintain a statistically significant sample. Unfortunately, the external evaluation 

team encountered attrition rates at midline that were substantially higher than this. The reasons for high attrition are 

discussed in section 1.2.2 of the midline report, though unfortunately mean that the cohort sample size at midline 

was sufficiently reduced such that a cohort tracking study will no longer yield statistically significant comparisons. 

Instead a cross-sectional analysis has been employed for analysis of learning results at midline.  
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Matching of treatment and control groups at midline 

To determine whether there were any demographic or environmental factors that affected girls’ likelihood to drop out of the study, the Fund Manager asked 

FCL to conduct a series of statistical tests on the treatment and control groups. FCL concluded in the original midline report submission that attrition in the 

study had been random, and that there were not statistically significant differences between re-contacted and substitute girls at midline. This analysis was then 

queried by the Fund Manager, who asked PEAS to work with FCL to further interrogate the comparability of lost and re-contacted girls at baseline, and re-

contacted and substitute girls at midline prior to resubmission of the midline report.  

This analysis was done for the PEAS treatment v. non-PEAS control groups only, as this comparison was important for calculation of PbR and so was 

prioritised for testing the appropriateness of control variables. The results of the comparison between lost and re-contacted girls at baseline is presented 

below, with statistically significant group differences highlighted in yellow. The demographic factors tested for were variables asked about in the baseline 

caregiver and girls’ surveys which the project knew to be barriers to girls’ participation in education as defined in the project theory of change (e.g. household 

poverty, disability distance from school). 

Baseline comparability of lost and re-contacted girls (PEAS Treatment v. non-PEAS Control) 

 
Intervention (BL) Control (BL) 

  
Lost 

(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Lost 
(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Outcomes 

Mean Literacy score 75.89 358 90.79 128 -14.90 0.000 82.04 181 94.92 52 -12.88 0.013 

Mean Numeracy score 54.84 332 60.52 107 -5.68 0.001 54.86 174 60.37 46 -5.51 0.054 

Socio-economic characteristics 

Mean number of people living in the 
HH 

7.4 142 6.3 74 1.1 0.047 9.0 79 5.36 39 3.64 0.000 

Primary Caregiver with primary 
education or less (%) 

23.35% 364 42.19% 128 -18.84% < 0.0001 29.67% 182 50.00% 52 -20.33% 0.010 

Poverty - average PPI score  35.31 208 37.59 128 -2.28 0.121 38.94 102 39.87 52 -0.9 0.704 

Poverty: Likelihood of HH living on 
less than $1.25 a day (% of HH)  

23.9% 208 23.9% 128 0.0% N/A 23.9% 102 20.1% 52 3.8% N/A 

Marginalization 

Girls working to contribute to HH 
income (in %) 

22.80% 364 16.41% 128 6.40% 0.162 17.58% 182 30.77% 52 -13.19% 0.060 

Girls with disability (in %) 5.77% 364 3.91% 128 1.86% 0.561 8.24% 182 0.00% 52 8.24% 0.069 

Girl who are an orphan (%)  5.77% 364 5.47% 128 0.30% 1.000 9.34% 182 7.69% 52 1.65% 0.927 

Other 

Time taken to travel to school 
exceeds 30 mins (%) 

29.67% 364 61.72% 128 -32.05% < 0.0001 30.22% 182 55.77% 52 -25.55% 0.001 
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As can be seen above, there were statistically significant differences between lost and re-contacted girls that influenced girls’ likelihood to drop out of the 

study. In particular, girls with lower baseline literacy and numeracy scores (i.e. lower attainment), and girls from larger, less educated families were more likely 

to drop out of the study. Although the differences are not statistically significant, girls from poorer households (indicated by lower PPI scores), girls who work to 

contribute towards household income, and girls with disabilities also appear to have been more likely to drop out. Interestingly, distance lived from school 

seems to have had an inverse relationship with attrition, in that girls who lived closer to the school were more likely to drop out. This is the opposite of what 

would be expected, and so has been interpreted as a quirk of the data.   

The comparison of substitute and re-contacted girls at midline across the same factors is presented below. As can be seen, across most variables, substitute 

girls were broadly similar to re-contacted girls, except that substitute girls were more likely to be orphans (PEAS schools only) and more likely to live far from 

school (non-PEAS control schools only). 

Midline comparability of substitute and re-contacted girls (PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control) 

  Intervention (ML) Control (ML) 

  

Substitu
te 

(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Substitu
te 

(N of 
obs) 

Re-
contact 

(N of 
obs) 

Diff. 
P-value 
of diff. 

Outcomes 

Mean Literacy score 104.45 365 104.63 128 -0.18 0.960 107.58 147 117.00 52 -9.42 0.654 

Mean Numeracy score 67.65 365 71.26 128 -3.61 0.013 68.48 147 68.12 52 0.36 0.883 

Socio-economic characteristics 

Mean number of people living in the HH 6.5 283 6.3 74 0.29 0.498 6.69 128 5.36 39 1.33 0.023 

Primary Caregiver with primary 
education or less (%) 

53.55% 366 42.19% 128 11.36% 0.035 61.90% 147 50.00% 52 0.12 0.182 

Poverty - average PPI score 40.12 340 37.59 128 2.54 0.053 37.78 143 39.87 52 -2.09 0.364 

Poverty: Likelihood of HH living on less 
than $1.25 a day (% of HH) 

20.1% 340 23.9% 128 -3.8% N/A 23.9% 143 20.1% 52 3.8% N/A 

Marginalization 

Girls working to contribute to HH 
income (in %) 

24.59% 366 16.41% 128 8.18% 0.074 31.97% 147 30.77% 52 1.20% 1.000 

Girls with disability (in %) 9.02% 366 3.91% 128 5.11% 0.094 8.16% 147 0.00% 52 8.16% 0.074 

Girl who are an orphan (%) 16.12% 366 5.47% 128 10.65% 0.004 18.37% 147 7.69% 52 10.68% 0.109 

Other 

Time taken to travel to school exceeds 
30 mins (%) 

57.38% 366 61.72% 128 -4.34% 0.451 88.44% 147 55.77% 52 32.67% < 0.0001 

Lastly, the Fund Manager asked the project to compare the attrition rates of girls who were in different grades at baseline. As discussed elsewhere in the 

report, girls who were in P7 at baseline largely did not proceed to enrol in the study schools. Attrition rates among different grade levels across the PEAS 

treatment and non-PEAS control groups are presented below. As can be seen, girls who were in P7 at baseline were the most likely to drop out of the study, 

followed by girls who were in S2 at baseline. 
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Attrition and Replacement     

EGRA     EGMA    

    Baseline to Midline    Baseline to Midline 

in %   within treatment group within control group 
 

in %   
within treatment 

group 
within control group 

P7 
Lost 87.90% 90.32% 

 
P7 

Lost 92.93% 90.32% 

Substitute 81.21% 65.81% 
 

Substitute 85.86% 65.81% 

S1 
Lost 47.87% 61.29% 

 
S1 

Lost 53.57% 70.37% 

Substitute 75.53% 90.32% 
 

Substitute 84.52% 103.70% 

S2 
Lost 66.15% 54.76% 

 
S2 

Lost 69.35% 56.10% 

Substitute 60.00% 40.48% 
 

Substitute 62.90% 41.46% 

Total 
Lost 76.96% 79.82%  

Total 
Lost 82.17% 81.61% 

Substitute 77.17% 64.47%  Substitute 82.39% 65.92% 

Based on the above findings, a series of regressions were run to test whether the above factors had a statistically significant impact on learning outcomes at 

midline. These tests were carried out by the Fund Manager working with FCL and PEAS. The control variables that were tested were: (i) girls’ grade at 

baseline, (ii) parents’ level of education, (iii) whether the girl works to contribute towards household income, (iv) poverty status (PPI score), (v) travel time to 

school, and (vi) number of people living in household. In the end, it was found that the only variable which had a consistent, statistically significant impact on 

learning outcomes was the girls’ grade at baseline, with the treatment effect being largest among girls who were in S1 or S2 at baseline. This is consistent with 

PEAS’ interpretation that girls who were already enrolled in treatment schools at baseline and were (most likely) to receive a full 18 months of interventions 

prior to midline testing were most likely to demonstrate learning gains. Hence, this ‘grade adjusted’ model was used to conduct cross-sectional analysis on 

both the EGRA and EGMA results, controlling for baseline grade.
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Attrition and statistical significance  

The high attrition in the study has made it such that a cohort tracking approach will no longer yield statistically 

significant results. The reasons for attrition were several-fold. Firstly, the largest attrition rates were seen amongst 

the P7 cohort group who were not enrolled in any of the study schools at the time of the baseline. It seems to have 

been an oversight in the original evaluation design to assume that girls who were eligible to attend secondary 

school would proceed to enroll in one of the study schools near their home. As time in the field was very stretched, 

the external evaluators were not able to fully investigate the reasons all lost P7 girls did not enroll in the study 

schools. However, it seems that some did not enroll in secondary school at all, while others chose to enroll in 

alternative schools. As P7 girls were the largest cohort group during the baseline evaluation (comprising nearly half 

of all EGRA and EGMA records), the c.90% attrition rate among this group hugely negatively impacted the 

statistical power of the study. 

However, attrition was high among other groups as well – with 44% of baseline S1 girls and 42% of baseline S2 

girls also dropping out of the study. The midline surveys established that the major causes of drop out for girls are 

still similar to those at baseline, and include lack of school fees, pregnancy, and early marriage. As these are 

largely socio-economic/cultural barriers that are not fully within the control of schools, it is perhaps not surprising 

that the GEC interventions have not been able to radically change these factors within 2 years. However, given the 

secondary school completion rate for girls in Uganda is only 34%, it was also perhaps naïve of the study design to 

assume that 80% of study girls would still be enrolled in school 3 years onwards. If anything, the study attrition 

rates at midline are consistent with a wider, progressive trend wherein approximately 20-25% of girls drop out of 

secondary school with each year.  

PEAS and FCL flagged the anticipated high attrition rates to the Fund Manager both prior to going into the field, 

and communicated study drop-out rates while in the field. The Fund Manager advised that the planned substitution 

protocols should be followed to replace girls who had dropped out. As a result – and because the cohort sample 

was so reduced at midline – PEAS has had to use a cross-sectional approach for analysing learning test results. 

This approach compares the scores of all cohort girls at baseline with the scores of all re-contacted and substitute 

girls at midline, using treatment status as an interaction variable.  

The abandonment of the cohort approach means the study unfortunately has lost a great deal of power, as it no 

longer enables the ability to track the progression of girls who are known to have been exposed to the GEC 

interventions against those who are known to have not been exposed. It also means it is no longer possible to track 

the progression of specific age/cohort groups. 

Statistical test results at midline 

Cross-sectional analysis on the learning test results was conducted in STATA using the formulas provided by the 

Fund Manager in the ‘Guidance on learning outcome analysis and statistical significance’ document published in 

July 2015, and controlling for the baseline grade of the girl (see discussion above). The baseline and midline WpM 

scores of all girls (re-contacted and substitutes) in PEAS treatment schools were compared against the scores of 

all girls in control schools. The average WpM scores for the PEAS treatment v. non-PEAS control group, and 

results of statistical tests are presented below. 

EGRA WpM Scores: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 79.9 105.3 25.4 
3.781 0.345 

Non-PEAS Control 84.9 106.8 21.9 

Statistical tests showed that the GEC interventions have had a positive effect on literacy, with a beta coefficient of 

3.78 relative to non-PEAS control groups. However the effect was only significant at t = 0.345.  

Looking at PEAS treatment girls in comparison to PEAS control girls, statistical tests show that GEC interventions 

have had a positive impact on literacy, with a beta coefficient of 11.57. This result also proved to be statistically 

significant at less than 1% level. PEAS control schools, however, are no longer part of PEAS’ PbR arrangement 

(for reasons described below). 
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EGRA WpM Scores: PEAS Treatment v. PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 79.9 105.3 25.4 
11.57 0.002 

PEAS Control 81.8 95.8 14.0 

As with the literacy results, cross-sectional analysis was completed on the numeracy results comparing the scores 

of all treatment school girls at baseline and midline, with the results of all control school girls at baseline and 

midline. The mean scores for each group and results of statistical tests are provided below. 

EGMA Scores: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 56.2 69.3 13.1 
1.350 0.463 

Non-PEAS Control 56.0 68.0 12.0 

As evidenced above, the GEC has had a positive effect on numeracy outcomes for girls in PEAS intervention 

schools relative to non-PEAS control schools to an effect size of Beta = 1.35. However, the comparison with non-

PEAS control schools is not statistically significant, as p-value = 0.463.  

A similar trend is seen when comparing the difference between PEAS treatment vs. PEAS control groups at 

midline. An improvement over and above the PEAS control school has been seen – with a beta coefficient of 2.05. 

However, this result is not statistically significant at the 5% level with a p-value of 0.256.  

EGMA Scores: PEAS Treatment v. PEAS Control 

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta P-value 

Treatment 56.2 69.3 13.1 
2.051 0.256 

PEAS Control 53.7 65.0 11.3 

The attrition rates at midline pose a risk to the endline evaluation, as it is likely further girls who were re-contacted 

at midline will be lost by endline, reducing the sample maintained from baseline even further. It is anticipated the 

project will again have to use substitution protocols and a cross-sectional approach at endline. At the time of 

writing, PEAS has not yet addressed with the Fund Manager how endline fieldwork will be approached given the 

huge attrition rates at midline. This will be discussed in the coming months. 

Changes to M&E Framework 

There have been several key changes to the evaluation design since baseline, which are documented below. 

Removal of PEAS control schools from Payment by Results (PbR) conditions 

While the Fund Manager originally requested that performance against learning and attendance targets be 
assessed against both PEAS control and non-PEAS control groups – with payment by results split 50-50 for 
performance against the improvement targets for each comparison – PEAS argued for the PbR condition with 
internal control schools to be removed. PEAS felt that the presence of a financial incentive for holding a subset of 
girls under its duty of care back from making gains in learning was ethically problematic, and also created a 
distorting opportunity for PEAS to effectively ‘game’ the results by intentionally teaching students in different subset 
of schools differently. On these grounds, the Fund Manager agreed to remove PEAS control schools from the PbR 
contract though asked that the evaluation continue to track and test students in these schools out of intellectual 
interest. 

Removal of Attendance from PbR conditions 

Due to issues with the reliability of attendance data across all GEC projects, the Fund Manager issued the option to 
remove attendance from the PbR contract following the baseline evaluation. PEAS opted for this change, due to 
concerns with the accessibility and reliability of school attendance registers in control schools. These concerns 
have proven to be well-founded at midline, as non-PEAS control schools overwhelmingly have not availed up-to-
date attendance data to the external evaluation team. As a result of the change, 100% of PEAS’ PbR is now 
dependent on learning outcomes.  

Removal of OOS from EGRA and EGMA testing 
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During the baseline data collection, significant challenges were encountered with engaging out-of-school girls and 
their caregivers in the evaluation exercise. Out-of-school girls were, for the large part, unwilling to sit the learning 
assessments – with only 2 out of the targeted 400 girls agreeing to do the EGRA and EGMA tests during the first 
round of data collection. Many girls felt that, because they were out of school, there was no obligation for them to 
complete learning tests. The time taken by the research teams to conduct all the surveys and assessments was 
also significant, with many girls and their families expressing frustration especially as they could not see any 
immediate benefit to their participation in the study. 

Given the GEARR project activities intended to benefit OOS girls are limited to community engagement work 
advocating for girls' participation in education – and would not have any expected impact on OOS girls’ learning – 
PEAS advocated for the demands on OOS girls to be reduced at midline and endline. The Fund Manager agreed 
to drop EGRA and EGMA testing with OOS girls, though asked that the evaluation team continue conducting 
surveys with OOS and their caregivers to explore how factors influencing their reasons for being out of school 
might have evolved since baseline. 

Reduction of EGRA test to oral reading (WpM) passage only 

As documented in the baseline report, enumerators struggled significantly with administering the oral reading 

passage section of the EGRA test correctly during baseline data collection. Common errors included scoring girls in 

‘steps’ (e.g. rounding up to the nearest 10) rather than recording the precise number of words read, as well as 

failing to record the time remaining if a girl finished the passage in less than 60 seconds. This created substantial 

difficulties for PEAS in reconciling the reported WpM scores. A top-up round of data collection had to be completed 

by the external evaluator under close supervision from PEAS to replace scores which could not be reconciled. 

Given this experience, the fact that (a) the words per minute (WpM) score from the oral reading section is the only 

measure that matters for calculating Payment by Results, and (b) several other sections of the test (such as 

phonics) do not relate to how English is taught in Uganda, such that they had a high likelihood of frustrating both 

girls and enumerators, PEAS requested that the EGRA test be reduced to the oral reading passage only. The Fund 

Manager agreed to this revision, which enabled PEAS and FCL to take a stronger focus on supporting enumerators 

to administer the oral reading passage section of the test correctly without getting distracted by other sections. 
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5 M&E Framework 

The M&E Framework submitted with the baseline report is copied below for reference. 

1. Introduction 
In Uganda, only 1 in 4 children is able to go to secondary school; even fewer complete the basic secondary 
education cycle. Girls in particular face many challenges and bottlenecks to their education, from cultural barriers 
and perceptions to the lack of girl-friendly school environments. The PEAS Girls Enrolment, Attendance, Retention 
and Results (GEARR) will tackle many of these issues in a holistic manner, targeting interventions both in schools 
and in the communities around them. 
 
The project will be implemented in rural communities in Uganda, where girls often suffer from multiple barriers. 
PEAS will reach about 6,200 marginalised girls during the lifetime of the project in an innovative, holistic manner. 
Our main objectives are: 
 

- To deliver a holistic package of interventions (targeting enrolment, attendance, retention and results) 
promoting the education (attendance and learning outcomes) of marginalised girls in Uganda; 

- To deliver these interventions in a manner that is sustainable and replicable; 
- To develop partnerships with the Ministry of Education and Sports in Uganda and other key stakeholders to 

promote the education of marginalised girls; 
- To generate information on best practice to promote marginalised girls education and to share this learning 

with key education stakeholders. 
 
PEAS theory of change 

The GEARR project is a holistic project, combining several activities which will lead to 6,200 marginalised girls in 

PEAS schools demonstrating improved learning outcomes. 

These activities fall into 4 areas: Enrolment, Attendance, Retention and Results. Each activity is to be considered 

as part of the wider project, not simply as a discrete intervention, as PEAS believes that only by looking at the 

barriers faced by marginalised girls in a 360 manner can truly sustainable change be created. For example, PEAS 

understands that marginalised girls will not learn simply as a result of enrolling in school: they also need to attend 

on a regular basis, stay in school for the four years required to graduate from lower secondary and have equal 

access to high quality learning opportunities (and have targeted support to access those opportunities).  

PEAS already runs a network of secondary schools in Uganda, and the GEARR project will be implemented in all 

those schools except five (see evaluation design below), as well as any new schools that PEAS will construct 

during the lifetime of the project. GEARR will form an essential part of PEAS’ operations over the next few years.  

The activities detailed in the GEARR project fall into 2 categories: 

1) Internal- activities that take place/target stakeholders within the PEAS schools (students, teachers and 
school leaders); 

2) External- activities that take place/target communities and stakeholders who are external to the PEAS 
school (community leaders, community members, parents, primary school students and staff). 
 

Marginalised girls face multiple barriers in accessing and staying in school. Our theory of change starts with this 

understanding and approaches the barriers in multiple ways: 

- External barriers: PEAS will address external barriers such as community perceptions which will both 
enable girls to enrol in school, stay in school and achieve better learning outcomes. Changing attitudes will 
lead to changing behaviours. 

- Internal barriers: Internal barriers (in PEAS schools) include limited teacher understanding of girls’ support 
needs and the challenges they face. Our interventions will target attitudes and facilities to enable a girl-
friendly learning environment. Changing behaviours will lead to changing attitudes. 
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- Demand-side barriers: communities often place a lower value on the education of girls. Often this is due to 
the perceived lower returns to education, especially for girls with disabilities or those who are orphaned, as 
parents/guardians do not see how education can open up possibilities for better employment in the future 
for them. PEAS will tackle these external barriers through extensive community outreach, especially 
targeting key change agents and men with messaging about the value of educating daughters. The 
Ugandan curriculum is also heavily based on rote-learning and examinations; this reduces the relevance of 
education in the eyes of many parents and girls. PEAS will provide supplementary learning, such as IGA 
skills and citizenship skills, to complement the national curriculum, and therefore open up the landscape of 
learning. Through autonomous learning equipment, girls will also have the opportunity to learn at their own 
pace and pursue topics of interest, adding greater value to their education. 
Supply-side barriers: many girls don’t have physical access to the schools, either because no school exists 

in the vicinity of their homes or because they lack the means to actually travel there (due to physical 

disabilities or poor infrastructure). Schools are not girl-friendly, and do not provide a conducive learning 

environment for girls. PEAS will ensure that schools are equipped according to accepted girl-friendly 

standards, and the consultations we have carried out ensure that architectural plans take these into 

account. We also foresee an additional benefit to our community engagement plans that tackle supply-side 

barriers: encouragement to attend and stay in secondary education will motivate primary school students to 

stay in school and complete the primary cycle of education first, knowing that they will be able to continue 

after their primary leavers’ exams. 

The different groups of marginalised girls face different types of barriers to their education. PEAS has identified 

girls from four different groups as marginalised.  The GEARR project will impact on these different groups of 

marginalised girls (some of whom are out-of-school currently; others are already in schools) and tackle the different 

vulnerabilities and barriers through the package of interventions: 

 Girls from rural households 
o PEAS has identified this group of marginalized girls as a priority target population for GEARR 

activities. We have the ability to run programmes for these girls because of the nature of where we 
target our school construction. PEAS is thus uniquely placed to reach these girls, as education 
infrastructure in general is very limited in these areas.  

o Girls from rural households face several barriers to continued education after primary school. One 
of the biggest barriers is the simple lack of affordable, accessible secondary schools nearby. Often 
their parents view continued education as a low priority for their daughters, as there are few 
opportunities for them to put their secondary education to use in these rural communities, and few 
parents envision their daughters going on to further education after completing the basic education 
cycle. Access to school, both in terms of time and physical access, is a great barrier to girls in rural 
households, and to those living far away from the schools: PEAS opening a school in rural areas 
immediately opens up access to secondary education to rural communities. 

o PEAS will address these vulnerabilities through several activities targeted specifically at this group 
of girls 

 Community engagement: PEAS will develop and implement a comprehensive community 
engagement plan (CEP) that will promote the value of education for girls through effective 
messaging about the returns to education and the opportunities that girls can have after 
finishing school. The CEP will particularly focus on changing the attitudes of boys and 
men, including by bringing in female role models and engaging key male members of 
communities in the work. This will encourage those currently out-of-school to enroll in 
education, even if they have had a gap from the time when they completed their primary 
education. 

 PEAS charges extremely low fees (we have found that PEAS schools are 72% of the cost 
of other secondary schools). The CEP will promote this fact and explain the value of the 
investment in daughters’’ education. The financial support to the schools from the IGAs will 
demonstrate to parents that the schools’ are doing their best to lower the costs of 
education, as will the advocacy work being done at the central PEAS level with the 
Government. As PEAS schools are part of the USE programme in Uganda, the tuition 
costs of education to students are covered by the government capitation grant.  

 Under GEARR, several interventions will focus on improving the relevance of education. 
The IGA curriculum will bring girls the opportunity to put learning into practice and ideally 
take this learning back to their households and communities. The CEC will focus on 
equipping girls with a comprehensive set of life skills and knowledge, including knowledge 
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on sexual health, gender equality and financial management. Science progression maps 
will ensure that all the necessary subject material is covered in time, assuaging parental 
concerns that schools do not prepare their children sufficiently for their exams.  

 The CEC will focus on providing information to girls about how to stay safe on the way to 
school (as well as tackling issues relating to violence in school). By ensuring the school 
environment is girl-friendly, including through the provision of fences, separate hygiene 
facilities and access to clean water, parents and guardians can feel more secure about 
their daughters attendance at school. Furthermore, dormitories are staffed at all times by a 
matron, and the school grounds are guarded. 

 Girls from the poorest households 
o The GEARR programme will target these girls within the rural communities PEAS will be working 

in, as they are among the ones least able to access school in these areas both due to financial and 
geographical limits. PEAS provides good quality education at the most affordable cost (and one 
day hopes to provide this for no cost at all), and is therefore able to widen the educational 
opportunities of these girls. 

o The barriers faced by girls from these households are mainly due to the capacity restrictions of the 
households, both in terms of time and money. Even low tuition fees are a huge barrier to parents 
and guardians whose incomes are fluctuating and limited. Poor households are often the largest as 
well, and many girls are required to help out with household chores such as taking care of younger 
siblings or older/ill family members, fetching water and doing the cooking. The facilities at the girls’ 
homes are also limited, meaning that girls are unable to study at home in the evenings due to a 
lack of light. Attitudes (addressed above) are also an issue; yet evidence shows that most parents 
would prefer to educate all of their children if they could. 

o Many of the girls from the poorest households also face difficult living conditions at home. Poverty 
may be the result of a dysfunctional family, with problems such as divorce, marital violence, and 
drug and alcohol abuse. The unsafe home environment will make attendance and retention in 
school even more difficult, as there is no safe place at home to study, nor might there be time for 
this for the girls, as they are most likely expected to handle household chores. 

o Girls from the poorest households will often have had a very unsteady primary education as well. 
They will have had to drop out during different periods in the school careers, and might be older 
than other students, as well as behind in their reading and writing skills. PEAS has found that the 
average girl entering a PEAS school is 15.3 years old, with a reading age of that of a 9-year-old 
(the average reading age for boys is 10).  

o The interventions under GEARR will address these barriers by: 
 Implementing programmes to lower the costs of education, such as the income-generating 

activities. The IGAs will bring both increased relevance to learning, as well as extra income 
for the schools, which can then be used to lower schools fees. Currently the PEAS fees 
are about 72% of the fees charged by any other secondary school in Uganda, including the 
‘free’ government ones. As PEAS schools are part of the Universal Secondary Education 
(USE) scheme, we do not charge tuition fees, instead receiving a capitation grant that 
covers these per child. Students are required to pay lunch fees though (and boarders pay 
for their accommodation), which currently are about UGX60,000 (£15). For some students, 
this is the only hot meal they get. 

 Community engagement plans, as mentioned above, will address the importance of 
educating all children, especially girls (and especially girls with disabilities where possible), 
and highlight the mechanisms that PEAS schools have in place to support girls from 
poorer households, including the development of specific payment plans. The community 
engagement, especially at the second stage through SMS campaigns and other outreach, 
will focus on delivering the message of how important it is to give girls time to go to school 
and undertake school-related studies. 

 The Girls’ Policy will promote girls’ clubs in schools, an avenue for girls to support and 
guide each other. This will allow girls to discuss their issues and also support each other in 
learning and catching up if they have missed any lessons. This will particularly support 
girls from difficult home conditions, as they will find a peer support group in school. 

 Autonomous learning equipment and remedial classes will support the girls who might 
have fallen behind in their learning because of a weak primary education background. 
These two interventions in particular will focus on giving the girls the ability to learn at their 
own pace, as well as support them with the particular weaknesses or challenges they 
might be facing. 

 Girls with (physical) disabilities: 
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o Girls with disabilities are a very marginalized group in most communities. The education of girls 
with disabilities is not prioritized, as few parents/guardians believe that there is value to educating 
these girls – they are three times more likely to have dropped out of primary education, and 
therefore are very unlikely to have the opportunity to go to secondary. PEAS is focusing on girls 
with physical disabilities rather than ones with severe learning difficulties, as we do not have the 
expertise or capacity at present to integrate them fully into the school and classroom environments. 
PEAS has also assumed that any girl able to complete primary school and pass their PLE will be 
able to cope with secondary school. 

o About 27% of the girls currently in PEAS schools report a health problem/disability. We will work 
with community leaders and key informants to understand exactly where these girls live and how 
we can best reach them and get our message across to them.  

o This category also includes girls with perceived disabilities, like cleft palates, who are prevented 
from going to school because of stigmas and taboos. 

o The barriers faced by girls with disabilities are extensive. As mentioned, many will have dropped 
out of primary school and those who have completed primary school will not have been able to 
access secondary easily because of distance and geographical barriers (only 1/3 of villages in 
Uganda have a secondary school). Those with disabilities often require additional support in terms 
of materials, which is often beyond their parents means. Community attitudes mean that these girls 
have low confidence levels in their own abilities and their right to education. They feel stigmatized 
and marginalized due to these attitudes and find it difficult to attend and stay in school, particularly 
where the school environment is neither girl- nor disability-friendly. 

o GEARR will promote the retention and learning outcomes of these girls: 
 The factors related to cost and communicate engagement have been explained above. 

The community engagement will particularly focus on encouraging the education of ALL 
girls, regardless of physical ability, and emphasize that PEAS can provide all girls within 
PEAS schools the equal opportunity to learn once they have enrolled. The community 
engagement will have a secondary benefit as well: there is evidence to show that access 
to secondary education increases primary school completion rates. While PEAS cannot 
directly control the enrolment and retention of girls with disabilities in primary schools, our 
messaging will reinforce this and we will measure this secondary effect as well.  

 PEAS will ensure that the schools are as both girl-friendly as well as disability-friendly. 
Separate sanitary facilities for girls and boys will be built, with easy access to clean water. 
Fences will reinforce the perception of safety. The gender-pedagogy training will address 
stereotypes around gender and the CEC will promote inclusiveness and understanding of 
differences amongst the students.  

 The Girls’ Policy will build up the confidence of girls with disabilities by encouraging peer-
to-peer interaction and support mechanisms. The Senior Women Teachers at each school 
will act as a first point of contact for the girls to go to with their problems.  

 Orphaned girls (having lost one or both parents) 
o Many girls will have lost one or both of their parents. PEAS figures show that about 20% of our 

students fall into this category. The support given to orphaned girls is often lower, as the household 
itself is placed under greater resource constraints due to the lower number of people in the 
household able to contribute to household income.  

o Orphaned girls often live with extended family, and are required to complete domestic chores and 
help out around the household. Of all the children in the household, the orphaned girls are often 
the last priority in terms of receiving support and opportunities. Furthermore, living in rural 
households doubly marginalizes them, as explained above. 

o Some orphans may also be heads of household themselves, with brothers and sisters to care for. 
This places a huge strain on their time. 

o PEAS will target these girls through GEARR: 
 Community outreach will focus on targeting and identifying the orphaned girls, who might 

be hidden in the communities. The messaging will focus on educating all girls, as 
explained above. 

 The confidence of orphaned girls will be increased through the Girls’ Policy, emphasizing 
that they are of equal worth and have equal opportunities to learn and advance.  

 Autonomous learning opportunities will enable girls who might miss more school than their 
peers because of home responsibilities to learn at their own pace. 

 Out-of-school girls 
o The biggest benefit PEAS can deliver is to girls in schools. The activities identified under Output 1 

(enrolment) will target out-of-school girls in several categories: those out-of-school not continuing 
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to secondary education after their primary schools (P7 leavers), those who dropped out of 
secondary school (non-S4 completers) and, more indirectly, those who did not complete primary 
school. Our community engagement plan will highlight and promote the value of educating all girls 
in the community, regardless of their abilities or any physical disabilities. 

o We realize that not all targeted girls will be able to enroll in our schools. This includes girls with 
severe learning needs, who are outside the current scope of PEAS. Through our community 
interaction, we hope to create an environment that is more tolerant of differences and that 
promotes gender equality and the educational opportunities of all children.  

 The CEC and Girls’ clubs will promote the girls’ own engagement with their out-of-school 
peers in the communities, bringing their learning (such as improved understanding of 
hygiene) to these girls as well through presentations and talks. 

 PEAS community engagement will include visits to primary schools, encouraging those 
about to complete (P7 students) to continue to pursue their education. 

 

One of the barriers faced by all of the marginalised girls’ groups is the issue of access and cost. By building in rural 

communities, PEAS will have opened up access to secondary education to girls in rural areas, and the GEARR 

interventions are designed to ensure that they take up this learning opportunity and stay in school. The issues of 

costs will be addressed through the IGAs, which bring extra income for the schools, as well as the USE 

programme, through which PEAS receives a capitation grant (and does not charge tuition fees). Advocacy work 

with the Government of Uganda, an activity funded through GEARR, will aim at increasing the level of this grant.  

PEAS is aware that some girls live beyond the immediate catchment area of the school. Most of our students 

(59%) walk less than 3km to the schools, an indication that PEAS school targeting is effective and meeting 

demand. The 12% of students living more than 5km from the school face greater barriers to attending school than 

those closer by: they have to consider transportation costs as well as factor the impact of travel on available study 

time. Many of these students are boarders, and PEAS ensures their safety and access to parents/guardians during 

term time through frequent visits and the presence of a matron at the boarding facilities. Most of these students 

travel to school by bicycle, potentially indicating that they come from slightly wealthier families than the average 

PEAS student, but still not wealthy enough to send daughters to schools further away.  

PEAS will work with community leaders, including local councillors and church leaders, as well as primary school 

teachers and principals to identify the marginalised girls in these groups, particularly the orphaned and those with 

disabilities. The communities PEAS operates in are fairly small scale, and the leaders of these communities know 

the households and the population composition extremely well. This means that PEAS can confidently gather 

information on the girls in the catchment areas of the schools and work out where to best target community 

outreach activities. Part of this data gathering will be done during the inception phase: this will also include seeking 

further information in the communities themselves (and especially from the girls themselves) of who is marginalised 

and why. 

The household surveys will capture information on the girls both in and out of school. Focus group discussions and 

key informant interviews will bring in rich qualitative data on the conditions and perceptions of girls education in 

communities. These will be complemented by the demographic surveys that PEAS administers annually, as well as 

the admissions forms that students fill out. 

As the owner of the schools and through internal accountability structures, PEAS is in a strong position to deliver a 

package of interventions that challenge many of the barriers to girls education both within the schools and in the 

communities around them. 

 

Enrolment Attendance Retention Results Learning
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PEAS’ assumptions: 

 Enrolment: PEAS is a school network operator and currently specialises in delivering high-quality 
sustainable education through establishing and managing secondary schools. PEAS is currently able to 
best facilitate the learning of marginalised girls when they are enrolled in a PEAS school.  

 Attendance: student attendance is one of the fundamental elements contributing towards their opportunity 
to learn11. The lower the opportunity to learn, the less likely it is that learning will take place. 

 Retention: the longer a marginalised girl spends in school, the greater her opportunity to learn is and she 
will have a greater chance to convert that opportunity to learn into actual learning.  

 Results: students are more likely to learn if they have equal access to high quality learning opportunities.  
In the case of marginalised girls, these girls will require a number of environmental and social enabling 
factors be in place as well as pedagogical ones. 
 

The activities and outputs build upon each other: community outreach will not only enable more marginalised girls 

to enrol, it will also enable them to attend more regularly as support for, and understanding of, their education 

increased. Through these increased opportunities to learn, improved learning outcomes will results. 

Each activity delivered under GEARR supports this theory of change and the objectives and desired outcomes.  
 
For example: one of the barriers faced by marginalised girls is the lack of differentiation in the classroom of their 
needs by teachers. Teaching in Uganda is still based on rote learning, is heavily exam-oriented, and focuses on 
repetition and copying. Under GEARR, PEAS will roll out gender-responsive pedagogy to all schools and teachers. 
Alongside this, PEAS will trial out autonomous learning equipment, most likely focusing on English and Maths. By 
giving marginalised girls access to individualised learning equipment which allows them to progress at their own 
pace and focus on the areas where they struggle the most, they will gain confidence in themselves and therefore 
become more active participants in class. This increased confidence will then lead to greater interest in class, and 
therefore both better attendance and improved learning results.  
 
There are several assumptions underlying this theory of change for this specific activity. For example, teachers 
must be willing to learn about the new technology and how it works, as well as be able to give marginalised girls 
the opportunity and support to use it. PEAS will put policies and regulations in place to change behaviours towards 
girls and marginalised girls and provide training and support to overcome initial hesitation and obstacles as long as 
necessary. These have been highlighted for each activity in the accompanying ToC PowerPoint. 
 
PEAS is in a strong position to create behaviour changes as the employer in PEAS schools, both through 
incentives such as CPD and through disincentives where necessary. Although the initial transition period will take 
some time, PEAS believes that by changing behaviours lasting attitude change will follow, ensuring the 
sustainability of the intervention. Many of our activities will target this attitudinal change, measured by the 
observable change in behaviours. 
 
The activities under GEARR, in broad terms with their assumptions, are: 

- Community engagement: one of the main barriers to girls’ education is the attitudes and behaviours of 
community members, including parents and guardians. Under GEARR, PEAS will develop a 
comprehensive community engagement plan, rolled out both prior to the start of a new academic term as 
well as during the school year, targeting attitudes which in turn will change behaviours. The assumption is 
that greater enrolment (the first step towards improving learning outcomes) will result from changed 
attitudes, as community members begin to value and understand marginalised girls’ education more; 

o Impact on wider community: by promoting the value of education, targeting girls but also more 
widely the education of all children, PEAS aims to create a lasting change in the wider community, 
making education a priority for all parents. The community engagement will also promote gender 
equality and tolerance towards differences. 

- Fences: the safety of girls, both on the road to school and in school, is often questioned by parents. PEAS 
will ensure that each school has a fence constructed around it, providing safety for the girls while at school. 
This will be complemented with lessons on how to stay safe at school. Increasing the perceptions of safety 
and providing greater understanding of the threats and how to counter them will lead to greater enrolment 
and continued attendance; 

                                                
11 Gillies and Quijada, EQUIP Working Paper, ‘Opportunity to Learn’ A high impact strategy for the improvement or education outcomes in 
developing countries, 2008 
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o Impact on wider community: articulating their concerns will make parents more aware of the 
potential dangers of sending girls to school and potentially lead to them taking action within their 
own communities to tackle this further. PEAS will provide a safe learning environment in PEAS 
schools; parents might demand similar measures in other (primary and secondary) schools in the 
community as a result.  

- Advocacy: PEAS will continue to advocate for a higher USE subsidy with the Ministry of Education and 
Sports, including with the information and learning generated from GEARR. Lower fees will lower the 
opportunity cost of education, giving parents/guardians living in poor households a greater chance to 
educate all their children, including marginalised girls; 

o Impact on wider community: if PEAS is successful with the proposal, then the impact of this activity 
will be felt by all eligible students in Uganda, as more schools will be able to provide free 
education. The work done with the Government will also include some conferences and 
dissemination events at a national level; lower levels of government, such as district councillors, 
will engage with PEAS in the community engagement to promote secondary education particularly 
for girls. 

- IGAs: PEAS will set-up Income-Generating Activities at the schools to provide an additional revenue 
stream for the schools. This will lower the costs of education and increase the facilities and equipment 
provided at the schools, making enrolment and attendance more attractive; 

o Impact on wider community: the IGAs will take advantage of the local markets and opportunities to 
engage with the local community in developing value-adding schemes to girls’ education. The 
actual construction and running of the IGAs will create some local employment; the main financial 
benefit will be to the schools (and thus to the girls’ families through lower fees and better facilities) 

- IGA curriculum: the relevance of the secondary school curriculum in Uganda is often questioned by both 
parents and the students. The IGA curriculum will develop links between the IGAs and the learning in 
classrooms, giving students practical skills which they can use at home and in their communities. The 
interest in this topic and the practicality of this learning will meet the desires of marginalised girls and 
increase the likelihood of their attendance. Most of the marginalised girls will come from farming families; 
the first IGAs in each school are generally agricultural projects; 

o Impact on wider community: the skills the girls learn in the schools should impact on the way that 
they can contribute to their families’ incomes, through improved practices and greater knowledge 
on how to add value to family businesses and practices, whether agricultural or of a different 
entrepreneurial nature. Girls will be more employable because they will have skills beyond the 
narrow national curriculum: the IGA curriculum will be designed to provide the skills that employer 
value.  

- Arbor and data use: teachers at school rely on paper based records of their students and their 
achievement, which often go missing or are destroyed. This prevents analysis of data and understanding of 
patterns, as well as the differentiation of students in class to cater to their learning needs and speeds. By 
easing data entry and analysis, and by supporting schools to use the system, teachers and school 
management will be able to spot trends and identify girls at risk of dropping out from their attendance 
patterns. This will give them time to develop appropriate interventions, leading to higher attendance and 
retention; 

o Impact on wider community: better understanding at the schools of girls’ attendance and dropout 
patterns will ensure schools are better able to target interventions. This will in the longer term lead 
to better school-community relations, as school management is able to address the exact barriers 
faced by students and parents in their communities 

- Sanitary facilities: it is crucial that girls have separate toilet and washing facilities from the boys and the 
teachers, increasing their comfort and security at the school. By ensuring the adequacy of these facilities, 
GEARR will enable greater attendance and retention; 

o Impact on wider community: by ensuing clean, safe and separate sanitary facilities for girls, PEAS 
hopes that the standards for all schools in the community will be raised and therefore improve 
learning conditions for all students  

- Water points and hygiene: girls often have to fetch water from far away, both for drinking/cooking purposes 
and for washing and laundry. This water may be unclean or located far away, posing several risks to the 
girls. Ensuring easy access to safe and clean water on the school grounds the incidence of disease and 
the threats potentially encountered on the road are minimized. Combined with teaching on what constituted 
good hygiene, girls morale and comfort will increase, leading to greater attendance in class and improved 
learning outcomes; 

o Impact on wider community: PEAS schools are often open to community members (within the 
bounds of child protection, health and safety and other rules and regulations), and a clean source 
of water the school site might be used by others in the community as well, thereby increasing the 
health benefits to the community more widely. There is also evidence to show that learning in 
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school is taken home by girls and other students; therefore the impact of teaching on water and 
hygiene will spread more widely. Longer term, PEAS hopes that the understanding will lead to 
healthier communities and better hygiene practices.  

- PEAS Girls Policy: led by the Gender and Child Protection Manager, the Girls Policy will be thoroughly 
implemented at schools, making the schools more girl friendly and enabling best practice, such as 
leadership opportunities for girls. The policy includes specific measures for pregnant girls and outlines their 
right to education after delivery. The Theory of Change here is based on teachers and school staff replicate 
and reinforce gender stereotypes, usually unknowingly. By making staff aware of the stereotypes they hold 
and the behaviours  that this creates, the schools will become more girl-friendly environments and the 
needs of marginalised girls in particular will become more evident and part of the schools’ functioning. This 
will in turn create changed behaviour and attitude in boys as well, encouraging girls attendance and 
learning in a more comfortable environment; 

o Impact on wider community: this activity will help change stereotypes and gender preconceptions, 
which will have a longer impact on the education of girls in the community. 

- Gender-responsive pedagogy: GRP will become an essential part of PEAS’ Continued Professional 
Development schemes, as only by deeply integrating and constantly reinforcing the training will it become 
integrated into teaching practices. This will target the barriers in the classroom that prevent marginalised 
girls from learning. For example, girls with disabilities might not be able to carry out classroom work as 
effectively as other girls. Increasing teachers’ awareness of these issues, and through additional training 
and support, teachers behaviour and attitudes will change, turning the classroom into a more conducive 
learning environment for all; 

o Impact on wider community: while PEAS will attempt to retain all teachers in PEAS schools where 
possible, we realise that teacher turnover will occur. Any training provided to teachers is therefore 
likely to spread beyond the PEAS network (we will control for any contamination by tracking the 
movements of teachers from our schools to potential control schools) and contribute to the ability 
of teachers to teach in a gender-responsive fashion 

- Autonomous learning equipment: several studies have shown the impact that autonomous learning 
equipment can have on the learning outcomes of students, particularly students who have fallen behind 
their classmates for one reason or another. Providing girls with the opportunity to learn at their own pace 
and own time by piloting autonomous learning equipment will allow them to concentrate on the areas they 
most need further support in. This will allow them to catch-up to their classmates and strengthen the 
confidence; 

o Impact on wider community: the impact of this equipment will be limited, as it is a pilot project at 
one or at most two or three schools. It will promote understanding of technology and the 
opportunities for teachers to use new types of teaching and learning equipment. 

- Sanitary products and training: girls are often unable to source sanitary products due to high cost, and 
potential embarrassment during their period might make them stay at home or in the dormitory facilities, 
leading them to miss lessons and opportunities to learn. Sustained and affordable access will increase girls 
attendance and lead to improved learning outcomes; 

o Impact on wider community: as with the activity above, the impact of this activity might initially be 
limited, as it is a pilot programme. Nevertheless, the girls participating in this will gain important 
knowledge about safe practices; once they have this knowledge and understanding, they will be 
able to promulgate this in their communities. Through peer-to-peer interaction, including through 
other GEARR activities like the girls’ clubs, girls can teach and support each other. 

- Citizenship Education Curriculum: secondary education is not always seen as relevant by many 
communities, as students are already assumed to know the basics after primary school. Girls in certain 
communities therefore have greater value at home, helping with domestic chores or being married off. The 
CEC teaches girls practical life skills, from financial management to personal health and relationship 
management. The additional learning provided by the CEC and the relevance to the lives of girls will 
encourage greater attendance in school; 

o Impact on wider community: the Ugandan curriculum is based on rote-learning and is very narrow; 
the wider range of skills provided by the CEC will make the girls better citizens and give them skills 
valued by employers. They will also be able to promote peer learning in their communities, and 
better understand the value of peer interaction 

- Remedial learning: using the data provided by Arbor and the mobile school management system, teachers 
will be supported to identify the students most in need of additional, out-of-class, support. Marginalised girls 
often come from weaker primary school backgrounds, and this dedicated support through individual or 
small group contact will give them time to overcome their challenges and specific learning needs; 

o Impact on wider community: the benefits will be felt not just by the girls actually in these classes, 
but also their classmates, who will benefit from having stronger classmates to learn from and from 
the higher overall ability of the class to move forward. 
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- Science Progression Maps: the science subjects are often seen as the ‘difficult’ subjects in school, and 
many girls are dissuaded from pursuing their interest and further study of them. Creating Science 
progression maps will lead to improved learning through several mechanisms: by ensuring that the 
teaching in the schools occurs on time as specified in the national curriculum, all the material necessary for 
students to do well in their exams will be adequately covered. Progression maps also enable progressive 
testing of students. This will identify the marginalised girls’ learning needs, allowing teachers to target extra 
support to them where needed and encourage their learning, especially by enabling catch up classes for 
those girls who might have attended less regularly; 

o Impact on wider community: as mentioned above, some teachers will leave PEAS schools even 
during the lifetime of GEARR. Improved understanding of the curriculum will enhance the learning 
outcomes of all students 

- School inspections: the annual PEAS school inspections will become more gender-responsive, including by 
giving marginalised girls themselves the opportunity and possibility to inspect and feed into the inspections. 
This will encourage girls’ ownership of the school and of the practices in it, and empower the girls to seek 
change, as they will also be involved in monitoring the implementation of the resulting School Improvement 
Plan. 

o Impact of wider community: PEAS will also engage District Education Offices, particularly the 
District Inspectors of Schools ,in the PEAS inspection process. By demonstrating best practice and 
modelling how students can be included in the inspection process and school improvement, the 
voice of communities and their engagement in the schools and the education system as a whole 
will increase. 

 
These activities and assumptions have been laid out in the attached ToC PowerPoint documentation, showing the 
assumptions behind each activity, the process outputs and the intermediate outputs leading to one of the four 
stated GEARR outputs. This expands on the above. 
 
Each PEAS activity supports the others. Our theory of change starts with the assumption that the desired learning 
outcomes can only be achieved if marginalised girls are given the opportunities to learn. This means that they have 
to both attend and stay in school. They cannot do this without enrolling in school in the first place. 
 
To demonstrate the linkages between the activities and the outputs, we have developed the attached PowerPoint 
showing the complex linkages between each. 
 
For example, fences:  

 The construction of fences promotes the perception of safety at the schools amongst the community, 
encouraging parents to send their daughters to school. They therefore underlie and reinforce the 
community engagement that PEAS will undertake as part of GEARR. The barrier these address are the 
fear of parents that something will happen to their daughters on the road to school or while at the school. 
This in turn will be complemented with the CEC, where students are taught about how to stay safe on the 
way to school (including practical advice like traveling in groups and ensuring that someone at home knows 
that a girl has left for school). The school will contribute towards this through Arbor, as PEAS plans to 
implement a module that will allow schools to text parents/guardians about a girls’ safe arrival at school. All 
of these interventions together contribute towards the improved safety of girls, therefore promoting not only 
enrolment, but continued attendance (and hence learning outcomes). 

 

PEAS has invested a great deal of resources into M&E across the organisation as a whole over the last few years 

and hugely appreciates the value and impact of rigorous monitoring and evaluation, both for individual projects and 

for the organisation as a whole. It is this rigour, combined with a desire to learn, that drives our M&E framework for 

the GEC. We are keen to demonstrate our impact and to have a credible knowledge base from which to 

communicate and share our learnings.  

Our M&E framework has several key principles and aims: 

- To help clarify and conceptualise the desired objectives of GEARR 
- To guide the work of the project team implementing GEARR, including by setting targets and identifying the 

expected outputs and outcomes 
- To ensure that the activities are thoroughly and rigorously monitored and evaluated 
- To ensure learnings are reviewed at regular intervals and that the learnings are appropriately disseminated 

to the right stakeholders 
- To generate the rigorous evidence needed to understand our impact 
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The M&E framework forms a central part of the GEARR activities and management. As detailed below, this will 

include regular reviews of the targets and milestones, including through a GEARR specific dashboard for the 

GEARR Steering Committee.  

2. Logframe 
 
The outputs of GEARR are divided into four categories: Enrolment, Attendance, Retention, and Results. The 
outputs, and their respective indicators, stem from the PEAS theory of change as described above: only by tackling 
the barriers faced by marginalised girls in a holistic manner will we be able to create lasting, sustainable change 
and improve learning outcomes.  
 
In developing the indicators for each activity, the GEARR Steering Committee was gathered to feed into the 
activities that fall under each output, ensuring a thorough understanding by the project’s management of the 
logframe and the indicators involved. A ToC workshop at PEAS Uganda also explored all the stages of the 
process, from the underlying assumptions to our strategies for achieving change, as well as exploring who we are 
targeting and what outputs we wish to see. This very participatory process truly helped develop our M&E 
framework and harmonise current understanding of assumptions at the ToC. 
 
Each activity was considered in detail and reviewed to ensure that it aligns to the most appropriate output. This 
required some changes from what PEAS had initially envisioned, as deeper discussions pointed out better ways of 
understanding and conceptualising certain activities.  
 
As a next step, to provide for a consistent logic from activities to outputs to outcomes, the team first considered 
what the process indicators were: for example, in dealing with gender-responsive pedagogy, one of the identified 
process indicators was identified to be ‘# of teachers trained in gender-responsive pedagogy’. The output indicator 
was then formulated: e.g. ‘% of lesson observations where a trained teacher was observed using gender-
responsive pedagogy’.  
 
This process has ensured that the link between output indicators and the outcomes has been maintained 
throughout.  
 
Each indicator will be disaggregated by marginalisation criteria. The attached table highlights which activities 
contribute to which output, as well as the barriers addressed and the marginalised girls impacted. 
 
Focus group discussions will be held with stakeholders during the baseline activities. As part of these focus groups, 
PEAS will continue to consult with marginalised girls (both in school and out-of-school), students, school leadership 
and teaching staff (especially the female teachers and staff-members, including the matron of the boarding 
facilities) as well as key community members, especially the women, to understand the change that they desire to 
see through the project. The focus groups will relook at barriers to girls’ education and validate the proposed 
activities to ensure that they correctly and best address those barriers by seeking the suggestions of girls and 
gathering their ideas for improving school accessibility and the learning environment. Focus groups will be run with 
girls, boys, women and men separately to ensure all are comfortable to express their views. Appropriate 
consideration when running these focus groups will be given to the time required of participants (compensation in 
terms of refreshments etc as appropriate) and the logistical ease of getting to the focus groups locations. Special 
allowances and consideration will be made for girls with disabilities, both in their participation in focus groups as 
well as in the administration of any surveys and the EGRA/EGMA tests (for example, more time to get to places, 
larger font, specially trained RAs). 
 
Girls will also be engaged in the establishment of the baseline values and tracking progress against those 
indicators, for example in using the UNICEF WASH guidelines to evaluate the levels of hygiene and sanitary 
facilities present in their schools. As they evaluate these levels, they will both be more aware of what is going on in 
their schools, as well as develop a deeper understanding of what they should have in the schools, empowering 
them to be agents of change. 
 
Progress against the logframe will be monitored both by internal GEARR M&E as well as by the external evaluator. 
The tools to be used are described below (also attached)– for each indicator, we have also attached an indicator 
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protocol, which details exactly how each indicator in the logframe will be monitored, how, when, by whom and how 
that data will be used/disseminated.  
 
For indicators that are to be measured on a termly basis, including attendance, a dashboard with clear RAG coding 
will be developed to be used by the GEARR Steering Group. This will be reviewed at each quarterly meeting, and 
overseen by the GEC Coordinator at PEAS Uganda. Any indicator which seems to be trailing behind will 
immediately be reviewed and appropriate action taken, with a clear escalation process in place.  
 
There are some activities which will be pilot projects within the wider GEARR project. This includes the menstrual 
management and autonomous learning equipment. We have selected to pilot these interventions in only a few 
schools due to the costs and logistics of rolling the interventions out on a larger scale without having the rigorous 
evidence we would like to have. For example, few schools in Uganda have rolled out autonomous learning 
equipment and, as the set-up and up-front costs of this programme can be high (depending on the nature of the 
materials that are sourced), PEAS would like to ensure that all challenges and obstacles are discovered and that 
the right and proper mechanisms are in place to address these. These activities will contribute to the GEARR 
outputs, and an indicator has been identified for each within the logframe.  
 

3. Key evaluation questions 
 
PEAS has defined some key evaluation questions, listed below, that are specific to GEARR while complementing 
the overall GEC questions.  
 
These are the questions that the external evaluators will be assessing through various mechanisms, including the 
longitudinal cohort tracking, focus groups, key informant interviews and case studies. At the end-line, they will 
probe for the change mechanisms and evaluate the outcomes of PEAS schools under UK Aid Match and under 
GEARR + UK Aid Match. Qualitative data will be particularly important in uncovering the change mechanisms, 
backed by the quantitative evidence on learning outcomes and changes in retention. 
 
Overarching questions 

 How (through what processes) has the package of interventions (GEARR) impacted on the access, 
retention, transition and learning of marginalised girls? 

 Were there any unanticipated consequences of the programme if any and were they positive/negative? For 
example, were there changes in perception regarding girls future employability? 

 What have been the challenges of implementing GEARR? 

 To what extent could GEARR have been implemented without UK Aid Match funding and to what extent 
have the two funds built upon each other? 

Access 

 Has the project identified the right barriers to education for marginalised girls and reached the intended 
group of girls in the right way? 

 Which groups of marginalised girls have benefited the most and how? 

 How and to what extent have the PEAS-led community engagement programmes been effective in 
changing attitudes towards girls’ education and who have been the main change agents? 

 What has been the impact on primary school completion rates and the primary to secondary school 
transition rates in the communities around PEAS schools, particularly for marginalised girls? 

Retention (including attendance) 

 How have the GEARR interventions contributed towards marginalised girls attending and transitioning in 
school? 

 Did the project identify the right internal and external barriers to marginalized girls remaining in education 
and did it reach the intended group of girls in the right way? 

Learning outcomes 
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 To what extent has GEARR had on impact on the provision quality education for marginalised girls (in 
terms of progress, specifically in English and Maths, and in comparison to control schools and learning 
outcomes for girls not in school) and how does this vary between the different groups of marginalized girls? 

 How has GEARR Continuous Professional Development of teachers contributed to improving the learning 
outcomes of marginalised girls? 

 How have the perception of marginalised girls and the wider community changed as a result of GEARR, 
especially in regards to education? 

Value for Money and efficiency 

 How has GEARR delivered VfM on this project per marginalised girl impacted? 

 Which specific GEARR intervention has delivered the greatest value for money and what mechanisms 
have enabled this? 

What are the comparative costs of education in the different schools, (UKAM only, GEARR + UKAM, non-PEAS) 
Replicability and innovation 

 How and to what extent are the interventions under GEARR sustainable (i.e. how much of this can be done 
without the same inputs)? 

 What aspects of the project are specific to Uganda and contextual factors present in Uganda? 

 How has GEARR influenced or changed the wider education policy framework? 

 What are the unique and/or key lessons and best practices of GEARR? 

 

4. Evaluation approach 
 
Measuring outcomes 
 
There are four GEARR outputs contributing to the objectives and outcome of the project: Enrolment, Attendance, 
Retention, Results. A set of indicators has been developed for each output, depending on the activities that will most 
contribute towards that output. For example, building sanitary facilities is most likely to have a direct immediate impact 
on girls’ attendance, which in turn forms the basis for retention and learning. One of the indicators for the output on 
attendance (output 2) therefore is the % of girls demonstrating knowledge of the importance of washing hands before 
meals and after using the bathroom . This is the direct desired output of the process of building those sanitary facilities 
and teaching girls about good hygiene practices. 
 
Learning 

Learning will be measured through the EGRA and EGMA-based tests which have been adapted to the higher abilities 
of girls in lower secondary school (compared to primary school students), administered as a part of the household 
surveys at the homes of the girls out of school and in school for those in school. These tests were developed with 
Ugandan teachers, and piloted by the PEAS Uganda team in October/November 2013. 
 
The tests will be administered to all girls within our sample (see the section on sample sizes). This will include mostly 
S1 students (our biggest population and sample source), as well as S2 and S3 students, as well as out of school 
girls at S1-S3 ages, who can be tracked during the lifetime of the project. The baseline in 2013 will also capture 
students in Primary 7 (in-school girls only), the last year of primary school in Uganda, as these are the girls likely to 
be entering PEAS schools in 2014.This will enable PEAS to understand how barriers affecting transition from primary 
to secondary might be changing. The baseline will include students from the main primary schools that act as feeder 
schools to the PEAS secondary schools (these schools have already been identified and are well known to the 
schools and to PEAS). The sampling will focus on those who are registered for the primary leavers’ exam (PLE) or 
those who have taken it (depending on the timing of the baseline data collection). This will maximise the chance that 
they will be eligible for the PEAS GEARR intervention (by being eligible for secondary education). The girls currently 
in P6, who will be P7 students in 2014, will be captured at the midpoint evaluation, to understand how transition rates 
might be changing thanks to GEARR. 
 
Targets will be set in accordance with the 0.2 standard deviation guidance set by PwC. For in-school girls, the midline 
target will be calculated from the results of the grade above the cohort, while for the final evaluation, it will be 
calculated based on the results of the grade two year above (2013 S1 targets will be set against the 2013 S2 for the 
midline, and against the 2013 S3 for the baseline, for example). We will set the targets as soon as we have received 
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the results from the baseline study. As each grade will have at least 100 girls, we should be able to set the targets 
from within the sample; if this is not possible, the top-up baseline in February will be used to gather results for older 
grades to help set reasonable targets. 100 girls in S4 and S5 (each grade) will be tested during the baseline to set 
learning targets for S2 and S3 girls. If not enough girls of this age are in the initial sample due to the random nature 
of it, we will top-up these results by testing girls in the appropriate grades in school. For out of school girls, we will 
use S1 distributions to set learning targets. 
 
We will also supplement these with the NAPE administered Science (Biology) tests at the S2 level, and conduct a 
cohort comparative analysis of the results from year to year. These tests will be administered in March 2014 for the 
baseline figures, updated again in September 2014 for the first milestone. Final results will be analysed against the 
S2 in September 2015 (girls will have received 1.5 years of GEARR interventions by that point). NAPE test results 
will be used to triangulate results from EGRA/EGMA testing but will not be considered for PbR payments. 
 
Enrolment 
 
Enrolment will be measured during the baseline in November/December 2013 using a list based approach which will 

capture the proportion of in-school girls, PEAS school girls, girls from the feeder primary schools and out-of-school 

girls of secondary school age in PEAS treatment and control schools. The same will be done during midline and 

endline to measure additionality in enrolment. PEAS will verify these lists by conducting a ‘mini-household survey’ in 

four communities of about 100 girls will be surveyed in each treatment and control communities.  

As PEAS will be bringing some new schools into the network, and therefore into the intervention itself, in January 
2014, a ‘mini-baseline’ will be conducted in those schools in late February 2014 to capture qualitative information on 
the marginalised girls in those schools as well. At the same time, a ‘top-up’ of in-school girls will be done to capture 
a large enough in-school learning sample, as it is impossible to predict at this stage how many of the out-of-school 
and feeder primary P7 girls will actually enrol in secondary school It will be hard to do a baseline before then in these 
areas for several reasons: 

 Building a new school will in and of itself create an enrolment (a ‘PEAS effect’), increasing the enrolment in 
the area; doing the baseline in February will avoid this issue and explore the reasons for why students joined 
the school (please see below for further detail on measuring this effect and the enrolment increases, p25) 

 Prior to the school opening, it will be impossible to say who will actually enroll in the school. By capturing 
qualitative information on the girls, PEAS will be able to assess the validity of drawing inferences from the 
rest of the network and the sampled population to these new schools, and understand the mechanisms 
leading to enrolment and attendance in these schools. We will assume that the girls in these schools learn 
the same as girls in the existing PEAS network. 

 The ‘top-up’ will be done at the beginning of the school year, to ensure that no implementation will 
contaminate the baseline results. This approach will enable PEAS to compare the ‘in-school’ learning 
occurring as a result of the intervention against control schools.  

Leverage  

PEAS will measure leverage through match funding, which is additional funds secured during the life of the project 

alongside DFID GEC funds to support the marginalised girls 

For sustainability, we will measure the number of PEAS policies promoting girls education, including admission 

policies, girls' policies and pregnancy policies. The specific focus here will be on the policies that have been approved 

by the PEAS global Board of Trustees, and includes admissions policies, Child Protection Policies, the girls policy 

and pregnancy policies, amongst others. These policies will be implemented continuously by PEAS schools once 

they are approved by the Board.  

The PEAS approach in and of itself focuses on sustainability. Through the 3-level SmartAid sustainability model, any 

interventions deemed successful and impactful will be continued across the PEAS network through the work of the 

PEAS Uganda team. For example, the materials developed for the remedial classes can then be extended to any 

new schools built or managed by PEAS in the future. All of this will be accompanied by a clear documentation 

process, ensuring that processes like gender-responsive pedagogy become part of the induction given to teachers 

and school leaders. This documentation will extend to most aspects of the programme, ensuring that it can be rolled 

out easily to all new schools and new areas. PEAS as a whole is going through a process of standardisation  
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Measuring impact for different groups of marginalised girls 

All the indicators will be disaggregated by type of marginalisation as defined above (girls from rural areas, girls out 

of school, girls with disabilities, girls who are orphans) where possible (for orphans, we will capture the type of 

orphanhood – father deceased, mother deceased, both deceased, as well as their current caretaker). Most of the 

girls impacted by GEARR will be girls from rural households and girls from the poorest households. Girls with 

disabilities and orphaned girls will form the smallest groups: around 20% of students are orphans (single or double) 

and about 27% report some kind of an health issue or disability. 

PEAS has reviewed the exclusion framework used in the UNICEF/UIS Out of School children study as developed by 

CREATE. PEAS has in effect identified marginalised girls falling into what is categorised as Dimension 3 (lower 

secondary age children out of school) and Dimension 5 (lower secondary age children at risk of dropping out of 

school). The GEARR activities are targeted towards these two groups: the community engagement will focus both 

on attracting out of school children into school (with barriers such as attitudes addressed, as well as mechanisms put 

into place to address the cost factors) and in finding ways to keep them there (such as stressing the importance to 

parents/guardians of giving girls enough time to study and prepare for exams). The other interventions, as outlined 

above, deal with other barriers that have been identified as affecting the D5 children. 

PEAS will engage with local leaders to identify the households with marginalised girls, and special attention will be 

paid to girls with disabilities in school, to ensure that the school environment is conducive for their attendance and 

learning. Please see the attached document from FRIENDS outlining how their research methodologies will account 

for the different needs of girls with disabilities. 

The sampling methodology will take into account the proportion of girls with disabilities through purposeful sampling 

in schools to ensure that outcomes are adequately captured. For each marginalised group, our sample will aim to 

capture representative proportion of the entire population, based on historical PEAS data (eg demographic surveys) 

and information from the local leaders about the demographics of the target community. As the proportion of these 

girls is low, this data will have to be complemented by quantitative studies. Focus groups will include girls with 

disabilities, and teachers and headteachers (both at primary and secondary) will be interviewed closely about the 

change mechanisms that impact girls with disabilities. To understand local attitudes, household surveys will also 

include questions on perceptions of the value of educating girls with disabilities and barriers and challenges related 

to this. FRIENDS will also be conducting longitudinal studies (case study approach) with a selected group of girls in 

each school: girls with disabilities will be included in this. To ensure their comfort and to address any possible child 

protection concerns and issues, all measures will be taken to protect the girls interviewed, including seeking 

parental/guardian permission and interviewing the girls in the presence of other females if the girls so prefer. 

Schools will be supported to keep standard assessment records for each student. This will enable tracking of learning 

outcomes for individual students, a process supported by Arbor. This will clearly enable tracking of retention and 

learning for girls with disabilities, including in specific subjects. 

PEAS is part of the Forum for Education NGOs in Uganda (FENU): through this we will engage with partners to 

supplement our own findings with those of other organisations. 

Evaluation design 
 
As PEAS has predefined the treatment schools (they have to be PEAS schools), the evaluation design is a quasi-
experimental one. GEARR interventions will take place in all PEAS schools bar five. 
 
In addition to GEARR and the funding received from DFID under the GEC, PEAS is receiving funds from DFID  under 
the UK Aid Match programme. This unrestricted funding from UKAM has a great impact on the operations of PEAS 
and in certain activities and areas there is a potential that disaggregating the outcomes attributed to the two 
programmes will be difficult, as both seek to improve the quality of education within PEAS schools. 
 
In order to understand the specific impacts of these two programmes and the huge added value of GEARR, PEAS 

has designed the evaluation to take account of the potential overlap over the two grants. This will mainly be done 
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through the selection of control and treatment schools, as discussed and agreed in the meeting with PwC on 10 

October. 

By using a group of PEAS schools where GEARR will not be implemented, PEAS can disaggregate the impact of 
the two different funds. The attached also lists the activities where there is potential overlap between the two funds. 
There are several activities under GEARR though that PEAS will implement in all schools due to ethical and child 
protection concerns: 

 Child protection 

 Construction of water and hygiene facilities, as well as fences 

 Capitation grant advocacy 
 

There will be 25 schools in the PEAS network in 2014, with four of these schools only opening in February of that 

year. PEAS will evaluate GEARR + UKAM school against UKAM only PEAS schools AND non-PEAS USE 

secondary schools. 

 
GEARR + UKAM vs UKAM only PEAS schools vs non-PEAS private USE-funded schools 

 Treatment Control (evaluating 

GEARR additionality in 

context) 

Control (evaluating 

GEARR + UKAM 

additionality) 

 PEAS GEARR+UKAM 

schools 

PEAS UKAM only 

schools 

Non-PEAS private 

USE-funded schools 

2013 16 5 5 

2014 19 5 5 

2015 25 5 5 

 

As agreed with the Fund Manager, only existing PEAS schools will be sampled. This is due to the significant 

difficulties in evaluating schools which are built in 2014 and 2015 in terms of disaggregating the new school effect 

and GEARR effect.  

16 treatment schools and 5 control schools will be selected from the existing PEAS network. Furthermore, 5 

additional non-PEAS control schools will also be selected from USE-funded schools. PEAS will use the following 

criteria to match the control and treatment schools: 

 Geography and socio-economic conditions 

 Age of the school 

 Proportion of girls’ enrolment at the school 

 Historical girls’ learning outcomes 

 Attendance and retention patterns 

 Size of the school  

 Day/boarding options 

 School management and teacher numbers 

 Additional classrooms built (for PEAS control schools)  

Two control groups have been chosen for the evaluation: 
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1. PEAS UKAM only schools: this will enable PEAS to understand the additionality of GEARR in a UKAM 

context relative to UKAM only interventions, which additionality may include some interaction with the effect 

of UKAM; 

2. Non-PEAS private USE-schools: this will enable PEAS to understand the combined impact that GEARR 

and UKAM have relative to the presence of neither. The presence of control 2 will identify the overall 

impact (GEAR+UKAM) with equivalent precision as is possible for the incremental impact of GEARR 

(against) control 1. In fact since the magnitude of the effect of GEARR+UKAM is likely to be larger than 

GEARR alone it may have somewhat more power.  

a. It is likely that GEARR implementation will have some effects on UKAM – cross-grant learning will 

probably occur in the schools implementing both projects (eg teachers will use their enhanced 

learning methods to deliver UKAM funded aspects as well), augmenting UKAM differently to how it 

would operate in the absence of GEARR. 

b. Having both control groups will also allow an informal identification of this interaction between the 

two interventions, since we will be able to subtract the impact of UKAM only (control 1 vs. control 

2) from the outcomes for UKAM + GEARR (intervention vs. control 1). However, as this is 

dependent on a comparison between the two smaller controls samples (and a subsequent contrast 

with another sample-based comparison) this result will not have a similar level of precision, so we 

would also seek to explore this interaction with qualitative tools.  

 
The selection of control schools within the PEAS network and outside has already begun; this has been done in 
conjunction with the District Education Office, who will help identify secondary schools and communities with 
characteristics as similar as possible to the PEAS schools.  
 
A trip will be made to each treatment school site to work with the DEOs office as well as the LCI (Local Councillor 

at the sub-county level) and his office. This visit will be conducted both by PEAS and by FRIENDS Consult. After 

discussions with the District Inspectors of Schools, the team will visit the proposed control schools to introduce the 

project and communicate about PEAS and GEARR, seeking permission to conduct the study at the control school. 

At this point, the availability of data (especially on attendance) at the school can be established, along with the 

catchment area, to minimise the risk of contamination. The team will then continue to the LCIs offices to gather 

further data on the layout of the community and the number of households. This will be done for all treatment and 

control sites prior to the start of the household surveys. PEAS has a common communications and engagement 

strategy to ensure that each control school/community is contacted in a similar manner. 

Through rigorous and thorough data collection at the treatment and control school we will try to minimise the 

difference between the control and treatment schools. Each treatment school will be matched with the control 

school that best shares its characteristics: each control school (PEAS and non-PEAS) will have up to four 

treatment schools matched to it. Twice as many girls will be sampled in the control areas as in the treatment areas. 

This will apply both to PEAS and non-PEAS control schools.  

There is a potential for contamination between the treatment and control groups, as the control schools have to be 

located in an area where external influences and factors are broadly the same as those experienced by the 

treatment schools. The potential for contamination is especially salient in the PEAS control school (where no 

GEARR will be implemented), as the PEAS network is strong, and leaders and teachers, especially in neighbouring 

districts or sub-counties, are likely to have some contact with each other. Through a carefully managed 

communication strategy, as well as probing questions at midline and end-line to uncover potential interaction (and 

potential sources for contamination), PEAS will seek to minimise this threat to the validity of results. 

All data collected on marginalised girls will be disaggregated by the sub-group they belong to, as defined by PEAS. 

This will allow us to test for the different levels of change that might be experience by different sets of marginalised 

girls, depending on the nature of their marginalisation. For example, background demographic data will capture 

whether students are orphans, whether they have any disabilities and what wealth quintile students come from. By 

allocating clear ID numbers to these students, any changes in learning and attendance can clearly be traced back 

to the individual students. The same will be done in both treatment and control schools. 
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Through the design of our logframe, we have tried to ensure that we are able to look at each activity carried out by 

PEAS under GEARR and its influence on marginalised girls. For each activity we identified an output indicator that 

contributes towards that outcome and which is specifically the result of that activity/intervention. There are certain 

interventions which will take place only in certain schools: for example, we will be running a pilot on sanitary 

products and autonomous learning equipment in only one or two schools in order to better understand the impact 

of these interventions before they are rolled out further. We will randomly select the PEAS school(s) for the sanitary 

pilot from the pool of PEAS schools in the sampled group to ensure the trial is as randomized as possible, and 

compare results to non-pilot schools to disaggregate the effects of that intervention. At each of these schools, we 

will conduct a baseline and appropriate follow-up evaluations. While we can ensure that the sampling in the 

schools will allow us to infer statistically valid results for the rest of the school, the sample size might prevent us 

from drawing statistically significant conclusions for the entire population in the wider network and is a point that we 

will bear in mind when writing up our conclusions of these pilot projects.  

The external evaluator will conduct a mid-term and a final evaluation, capturing all the necessary information. 

PEAS will regularly conduct spot checks to ensure that data collection remains thorough and rigorous.   

The baseline in 2013 would include 16 PEAS schools and 10 control schools, split equally between PEAS and non-

PEAS control schools. Five of these schools are PEAS schools (no GEARR but with UK Aid Match funding) and 

five would be private secondary schools in Uganda also operating under the PPP.  

We would then update the baseline in February 2014 and again in February 2015 with qualitative information to 

take into account the addition of new schools to the PEAS network. Four new schools will be added to the network 

in 2014, and we expect between four and six additional schools in 2015. 

The majority of the baselining will be done in 2013. This will occur in the already existing schools and their 

catchment areas. We will also conduct these surveys in the areas where the new schools will open in January 

2014, focusing on interviews and qualitative data through focus groups with the key stakeholders, including girls, 

boys, parents and teachers. 

Research permits for the study are being obtained from the Uganda National Council for Science and Technology. 

PEAS is also seeking a letter from the Ministry of Education and Sports to ease data collection and cooperation 

from the DEOs. 

Sampling framework 
 
PEAS has defined marginalised girls according to the following criteria: 

- Girls in rural communities (by nature of the limited access to secondary school) 
- Orphaned girls (having lost either one or both parents) 
- Girls with disabilities (concentrating on those with physical disabilities, as PEAS does not have the capacity 

or expertise to support those with severe mental disabilities) 
- Girls from the poorest households 
- By definition, girls-out-of-school 

 

The household surveys will capture the vulnerability indicators for each interviewed girl to ensure that they fall into 

our categories of marginalised, as well as into the eligibility criteria (see below). 

PEAS will be conducting a household survey of the communities in which the treatment and control schools are 

located. These household surveys will collect both quantitative and qualitative information, but will also be 

complemented by focus groups (see below). For the purposes of our intervention, the households we use in the 

sample must have girls meeting one of the following criteria: 

 Girls who have finished primary school but have not continued on to secondary education (under the age of 
18) 

 Girls who have started secondary education, but have dropped out (within the last three years) 

 Girls who are in school (either already in secondary school, or in the last two years of primary school, as 
they will form the future S1 cohorts in PEAS schools), meeting the criteria of marginalized as defined above 



7374 PEAS IW GEC MIDLINE REPORT – MAY 2016 

 93 

 Girls who are in school, at risk of dropping out (for example pregnant, attending irregularly, disabled…) 
 

Initial research indicates the following about the breakdown of girls in Uganda (Uganda National Household Survey 

2009/10): 

 Girls with disabilities: 23% 

 Orphans: 12% 

 Secondary school net enrolment: 22.7% (EMIS 2012) 

 Transition from primary to secondary: 65.33% 

 S4 completion rate: 33.7% 
The PEAS sample will consist of three different ‘lists’ of girls: 

 Girls in secondary school (PEAS or control) 

 Girls out of school (but secondary school eligible) 

 Girls in feeder primary schools in P7 (about to leave primary and enter secondary). 
 

The proportions of girls in each of these lists has been calculated based on the proportion of girls in these lists of 

the total relevant population in each of the communities. 

To verify this data, we plan to conduct a brief household survey of about 100 households in 4 target communities, 

capturing information on eligible marginalised girls:  

 Who go to a secondary school 

 Who go to a PEAS school 

 Who do not go to school 

 Who are in P7 (feeder primaries) 

 Who belong to the different categories of marginalized girl as defined by PEAS 
 

This data will allow us to ensure that the final sample is representative of the local demographicsThis will also be 

used to verify the lists from which the sample has been drawn. 

Sampling strategy 

GEARR will be rolled out in all PEAS schools except five. This includes the 21 schools already in operation, the 4 

that will be launched in 2014 (and who will be included in the baseline except in qualitative terms) as well as any 

schools launched in 2015 (minimum of 4 expected). In school girls will be sampled randomly from existing  

treatment and control schools. Out of school girls will be sampled through purposive sampling through community 

lists. A sample of P7 girls from feeder schools will also be sampled, and they will also be identified from in-school 

(through visiting the feeder primary schools) As explained above, the proportions of girls in each list will be 

apportioned according to the characteristics of the target communities.  

PEAS will conduct household surveys to capture girls out of school, as well as surveys to capture information on 

marginalised girls in school. The main interviewee will be the primary caregiver of the girl. A survey for the girls 

themselves will capture basic data on their conditions and views. As the baseline will occur during term time, a 

combination of surveys at the households (for girls out of school) and in school (for those already enrolled but as 

risk of dropping out or otherwise marginalised as defined by PEAS) will be done: for the latter group, a household 

survey will also be administered at their homes. Testing will take place either at the household or at the school. 

The sampling in the community (households of eligible out-of-school girls) itself will be done through purposeful 

sampling to ensure that marginalised girls from the different groups are all included. Key informants, including 

community leaders such as local councillors, church and other religious leaders will be consulted to identify the 

households where marginalised girls live.  Out of these households, a random selection of households will be 

interviewed, with at least two call-backs, until the required sample size has been reached. The sampling for in-
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school girls will start in the schools, tracing back to their household, while a proportion of the sample will consist of 

out-of-school girls identified at the households. These surveys will be conducted by FRIENDS. 

The household surveys will target girls of secondary school age (13-16) and eligibility. The main criteria will be the 

latter one: for girls to be eligible to enter secondary school, they must have passed their Primary Leavers’ Exam 

(PLE). The household survey will therefore seek households with girls who have already finished P7 (roughly ages 

13-18) and are either out-of-school due to various barriers or in school (in Senior 1, Senior 2 and Senior 3). We 

have defined a drop-out as someone who has left school within the last three years because anyone who has been 

out of secondary school longer than that is likely to be well above the age limit for our students (for child protection 

reasons, we cannot have students over the age of 20 studying with students age 13 in the same classroom). The 

same reasoning applies to the first point: girls above the age of 18 cannot be accepted into our Senior 1 classes, 

as it is beyond PEAS’ ability at the moment to meet their needs. 

These sampled girls will form the cohort that PEAS will track longitudinally through the 2 years of the project, 

whether they are in school (PEAS or another secondary) or whether they remain out of school, in both treatment 

and control schools. We will capture the contact details of girls and the households in order to enable the 

longitudinal tracking to occur during the mid-line and final evaluations. All out-of-school girls will be treated the 

same, regardless of whether they are being tracked or not. PEAS, and FRIENDS, will be careful to make sure that 

no expectations are created in the communities which cannot be met. 

Sample sizes 

The majority of the PEAS schools will receive both UKAM and GEARR funding, with five school held back initially. 

The total population of marginalised girls within this network by 2015 will be around 6,600. 

The five PEAS control schools, where GEARR would be withheld, would have a population of about 1,500 

marginalised girls. We would aim to find non-PEAS control schools with about the same number of girls, but 

certainly no fewer. The following outlines our information to date. 

We propose the following numbers for the sampling and cohort tracking: 

 Treatment Control Control 

 PEAS GEARR+UKAM 

schools 

PEAS UKAM only 

schools 

Non-PEAS private 

USE-funded schools 

2013 486 girls  243 girls  243 girls  

 

The above calculations were done with G*Power, using the following parameters: 

 Power: 80% (0.8) 

 α : 0.05 (95% confidence level) 

 Effect size d: 0.2 (as directed by the guidance) 

 Allocation ratio: 2 

The allocation ratio reflects the the assumption that twice as many girls will be sampled in the control schools 

compared to the treatment schools. These calculations are based on a ratio of 2 allocation of treatment to control 

schools (each control school would have two treatment schools matched to it). 

This would mean 24 girls per treatment school/catchment area, and 48 per each control area, regardless of it being 

PEAS or non-PEAS. 

To account for 20% attrition over the lifetime of the project, PEAS proposes using the following sample sizes: 
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 Treatment: 600 

 Control 1 (PEAS non-GEARR): 297 

 Control 2 (non-PEAS): 297 

This leads to a total of 1,194 girls across the treatment and control schools This would mean 38 girls on average 

across the treatment schools and 60 across each control school (both UKAM only and non-PEAS). 

The sampling will not include any of the new schools built during the lifetime of GEARR; we will conduct some 

focus groups in these new schools to ensure that the inferences we make from the other schools is as valid as 

possible to the new schools as well.  

PEAS schools have a catchment area of about 7km – this is slightly higher than the current average distance to 

secondary schools in Uganda (5.5km according to the National Bureau of Statistics in Uganda). A similar 

catchment area will be used for control schools. This catchment area will serve as the basis from which to identify 

marginalised girls, as well as community focus group members. 

Treatment communities and schools 

School 
Code 

Year 
Started School Name District Area 

School 
acronym 

# 
Student
s 

% 
Girls 

UG-P06 2011 Pioneer High School Mityana Central PHS 235 49.8% 

UG-P04 2010 
Green Shoots Secondary 
School* Hoima West GS 522 45.2% 

UG-P11 2008 Forest High School Mubende Central FHS 447 46.3% 

UG-P08 2012 Bwesumbu High School Kasese West BwK 281 43.1% 

UG-P09 2012 Kithoma High School Kasese West KiK 528 36.0% 

Non-PEAS   Hima High School Kasese West HHS 516 
5503.9

% 

UG-P03 2009 Sarah Ntiiro Secondary School Mayuge East SN 488 52.7% 

UG-P02 2009 Kiira View Secondary School* Jinja East KV 465 51.4% 

UG-P20 2013 Kityerera High School Mayuge East KiM 210 47.1% 

UG-P17 2012 Malongo High School Mayuge East MaM 334 40.7% 

Non-PEAS   St. Peters’ College -  Buwera Jinja East       

UG-P21 2013 Akoromit High School Amuria 
Northea
st AmA 378 54.2% 

UG-P16 2012 Nangonde High School* 
Namutum
ba East NaN 299 44.8% 

UG-P07 2011 Lamwo Kuc Ki Gen High School Lamwo North LKKG 90 44.4% 

UG-P14 2013 Ngora High School Ngora 
Northea
st NgN 375 49.1% 

UG-P18 2013 Nyero High School Kumi 
Northea
st NyK 388 48.5% 

UG-P19 2013 Mukongoro High School Kumi 
Northea
st MuK 452 47.8% 

Non-PEAS   St. Micheal SS Amuria 
Northea
st       

UG-P10 2012 
Samling Toro Kazingo High 
School* Kabarole West STK 392 53.1% 

UG-P15 2013 
Samling Kichwamba High 
School Kabarole West SKK 102 48.0% 

UG-P05 2011 Hibiscus High School 
Ntungam
o 

Southw
est HHS 505 52.9% 

Non-PEAS 1982 Kitumba SS Kabarole 
Southw
est KSS 456   

UG-P01 2008 
Onwards & Upwards Secondary 
School Wakiso Central O&U 818 57.0% 

UG-P12 2013 Bridge High School Mitoma 
Southw
est BrM 185 57.8% 
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UG-P13 2013 Kigarama High School* Sheema 
Southw
est KiB 606 52.8% 

Non-PEAS 2008 Rugando College Mbarara 
Southw
est RC 320   

The *-marked schools have been selected as the control schools, with the last column showing which group each 

school is located in (they are listed per group in the table above). This is the proposed allocation to treatment and 

control; non-PEAS schools are being selected to form the second control group. The attached Excel outlines the 

treatment and both control groups The ‘non-PEAS’ control school are also shown here. 

In order to understand attitudes and changes in behaviour, PEAS will incorporate questions on these variables into 

the household surveys, as this will enable longitudinal tracking and highlight changes over time. 

PEAS will be using the EGRA and EMGA tests to assess learning outcomes. Both tests have been adapted to suit 

the context of the learners and a longer, more difficult passages will be administered to the girls as they are past 

primary school age and ability. These tests will be administered along with the household survey to the girls at their 

homes. This will allow PEAS to capture learning both for girls in and out of school and compare outcomes. The 

NAPE tests will be used to measure learning in the Sciences: these tests will be done only on S2 students and will 

be rolled out in February 2015 during the mentioned mini-baseline. This will be a valid time to capture this learning, 

as the girls will only be entering S2 in January and no PEAS interventions under GEARR will yet have taken place. 

We will run a test of equality on the two groups. A difference-in-differences approach will enable isolation of other 

influencing factors. Pilot projects: 

PEAS will run several intervention in GEARR as pilots. This includes the autonomous learning equipment as well 

as the menstrual management training and materials.  

We will randomly select one or two schools for the former activity from the sample identified above to ensure that 

the outputs are measured in a rigorous manner and in comparison to the controls, which will include both the other 

PEAS schools where the intervention is not run as well as non-PEAS schools. The effects will be measured in a 

longitudinal fashion. About 100 girls (estimated) are likely to be part of these pilots. PEAS recognises that the small 

size of the pilot will not necessarily give us statistically valid results across the network, but we will be able to infer 

results from the data, particularly the qualitative data, gathered to the wider network. 

Detailed case studies of girls in both the control and treatment schools will be conducted. 2 girls from each of the 

schools, therefore 40 girls in total, will be tracked each term and interviewed by the external evaluator. They will 

document the girls’ journeys through the lifetime of the project in detail, identifying what has changed and how. This 

detailed qualitative information will allow PEAS to better understand which activities have been significant. 

Information from these girls will then be followed up in focus groups, to judge the wider impact of these changes 

and change mechanisms. All  Child Protection policies and measures will be clearly outlined to any researchers, 

who must adhere to PEAS ethical research guidelines. This includes never being alone with a girl a setting which 

might jeopardize her safety or lend an opportunity for abuse.  

These interviews, which will take up about 20 minutes of the girls’ time, will be conducted in a familiar environment,  

ensuring that no harm comes to the girls as a result of participation in the study. Permission will be sought from 

parents/guardians at all instances. 

Focus groups: 

To complement this data, and allow for a deeper understanding of change mechanisms, PEAS and FRIENDS will 

also run focus groups which will probe for more information on barriers to girls’ education (at the baseline) and for 

the factors changing it (at the mid- and final evaluations). These focus groups will consists separately of women, 

men, boys, and girls in a community, encouraging each group to give their understanding and views of the issues. 

We will run the following focus groups at the baseline stage: 

 Focus group with boys in the treatment and control schools (10) 
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o This will capture the views of boys on girls’ education, and how they might act either as a barrier or 
an enabling factor to girls retention and learning 

o The baseline will seek to understand these factors and aid PEAS in developing interventions 
targeting boys to help increase girls’ education 

 Focus group with teachers (10) 
o The teachers are a crucial element in the retention and learning of girls in the school 
o This will capture their views on marginalization, how this interacts with retention and learning, and 

what barriers their behaviors and attitudes form for margainlised girls 
o This will inform PEAS’ development of strategies, particularly on the Continuous Professional 

Development 

 Focus group with girls (number to be determined based on menstrual management pilot) 
o This will particularly concentrate on girls’ views and experiences on sanitary facilities and hygiene 

practices, particularly on how this interacts with their attendance and learning 

 Focus group with in-school marginalized girls 
o This will focus on their learning experiences in school, concentrating greatly on attendance, 

retention and learning 

 Focus group with out-of-school girls 
o This will uncover many of the barriers affecting issues around access and retention and seek to 

uncover the key influences on the girls and their ability to access secondary education 
 

Key informant interviews will also be conducted: 

 Director interviews 
o To seek information on the school and the policies in place at the schools 

 Headteacher interviews (if different from above) 
o To seek information about the teaching policies and practices in the schools 

 Local leaders and education officials 
o To seek information on marginalization, current policies in place in the locality and the prevailing 

attitudes and behaviors towards marginalized groups and girls 
o They will also be able to provide PEAS and FRIENDS with statistics on the education in the 

community, including primary school rates 

 District inspectors of schools 
 

These tools, along with the household and girls’ surveys, have been provided to the FM. 

Controls / Counterfactual 
 
The selection of control schools has been described above, with schools being selected according to strict criteria. 
The controls will include both PEAS schools without GEARR (but with UKAM) and non-PEAS schools. 
 
It is always difficult to find a 100% true counterfactual and hence the baseline will capture many possible 
indicators that could account for a difference in results, including the presence of other interventions in the 
areas PEAS intends to roll GEARR to. This includes finding out about interventions which might have occurred 
in the past few years by the government or by other external organisations, including NGOs, by asking the 
communities in focus groups and key informant interviews.  
 
The information collected at the treatment and control schools will always cover the same aspects and collect 
the same information. 
 
There are several challenges to data collection and to the validity of the data. Knowing that the information is 
being collected by PEAS might pose a challenge: to PEAS schools, who might want to give favourable 
information, and to collection in control schools, who may be hesitant or suspicious of giving all the facts. PEAS 
will have to devise a careful communication strategy to PEAS schools not receiving the GEARR intervention, 
as they might resent this and protest the exclusion. The logistics of managing the programmes will also have to 
be carefully considered to prevent contamination. PEAS will ensure that at baseline (with UK Aid Match funding 
only in place) the amount of money received by each school on a per student basis is carefully recorded and 
that this is used to match schools within the PEAS network as well. This will require careful communication to 
all parties involved in data collection and provision. PEAS is in close conversation with the Ministry and local 
officials, and will closely communicate with any control schools to deal with their concerns prior to data 
collection. 
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The baseline will also involve collecting data from the Ministry and from local District Education Offices. There 
are wide differences in the quality of the data collected by the DEOs, and this will pose a challenge to the 
consistency of the data, potentially even meaning that some data will not be found in all the districts. To 
mitigate this, data will be triangulated on the ground through spot checks: for example, when collecting 
information on the numbers of Senior 1 students in the districts, the data provided by the DEOs will be spot 
checked through visits to at least a few of the secondary schools nearby to validate the figures and understand 
any discrepancies. Transect walks with community leaders will help identify the numbers of marginalised girls 
and also identify those in school, further checking the data that has been provided.  
 
Additionality will thus be measured by comparing the situation of girls in control schools to those in treatment 
schools at the end of the project. By testing for equivalence and by controlling for external factors, the 
difference attributed to GEARR and to UK Aid Match can be understood. The detailed case studies will help 
uncover the change mechanisms. 
 
Cohort tracking 
 
The cohort tracking will involve the entire identified sample, as described above, for both control and treatment 
groups. The selection of the entire sample for the cohort tracking will be further enhanced by tracking a smaller 
cohort through case study interviews of girls in control and treatment schools.  
 
By tracking this entire sample, PEAS can be more confident of the representativeness of any outcomes 
demonstrated by the sample. The sample will   girls in Senior 1, with some girls from Senior 2 and Senior 3, 
meaning that the majority of the girls should stay in school for the full three years of the project (the Senior 3 girls 
will complete their studies in 2014 already). Students in P7 will also be captured in the 2013 baseline, as these are 
the students entering S1 in 2014 and 2015. Based on our estimates and current data, PEAS will try to establish a 
representative sample of marginalised girls in the schools and out-of-school, both by marginalisation characteristics 
as well as by age/class. 
 
As PEAS will also look in detail at those girls who join the project during its lifetime, it is important to have this 
cohort be of a significant enough size even at the end of the project to ensure validity of results. Baseline 
demographic information will be captured during enrolment. The Gross Enrolment Rate vs the Net Enrolment Rate 
at each school will indicate student turnover, and PEAS would like to understand how the length of time a girl is in a 
PEAS school affects her learning outcomes. 
 
To account for attrition, the baseline will capture will capture enough girls to allow for a 20% attrition rate over the 
programme’s lifetime. The girls dropping out of the sample, either because they are leaving school or have gone 
missing will be sought out as far as possible to understand the attrition and to identify how the interventions (or lack 
of) have influenced this outcome.  
 
The schools PEAS builds, and in which GEARR will be implemented, are built in areas where at least 250 students 
are leaving primary school unable to access secondary education. By definition, the schools are located in areas 
where there are very few other secondary schools, minimizing the risk of contamination. On average, there is at 
least 7 km between PEAS and control schools, and the selection of control schools will be done on the basis of 
minimal interaction between them and PEAS while still ensuring that the socio-economic factors remain the same.  
 
While there will be interaction between the control and treatment groups, both between the girls themselves and 
between the schools (leaders speaking to one another, teachers exchanging best practice or even transferring 
between the schools). We will try to control for this by asking the school leaders about their interactions with the 
treatment schools and how this might have influenced their behaviour and practices. As a whole, PEAS will be 
happy if practices are adopted by other schools, but for the purposes of the evaluation, we will mitigate against this 
as far as possible.  
 
The case studies of interviewed girls will collect the case studies of girls from the different defined marginalised 
sub-groups to further enable understanding of any changes and change mechanisms.  

 
Evaluation governance 
 
Where possible, data for the evaluation and the evaluation itself will be collected and analysed by the external 
evaluator to ensure independence and impartiality. 
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The external evaluator selected by PEAS after an open bidding process is FRIENDS Consult. They will carry out 
the impact evaluation of GEARR, including the baseline, mid-term and final evaluations and assist and add to 
GEARR M&E capacity where necessary, including through advice and expertise. 
 
The FRIENDS team will include: 

- A lead evaluator: the individual is an experienced M&E specialist, with over 20 years of experience, 
including in the education sector and in working with international organizations such as the World Bank, 
DFID and USAID. 

- 2 M&E specialists: both of the individuals have at least 10 years of M&E experience across a range of 
projects in Uganda, including in conducting FGDs and interviews with vulnerable groups 

- A qualified statistician: the individual will manage all data entry, cleansing and verification 
- Hired research assistants: FRIENDS has a database of research assistants in all the districts GEARR will 

be implemented in.  
- Additional capacity for data collection during baseline, mid-term and final evaluations: the FRIENDS 

database has over 150 consultants, whom they can draw upon for extra expertise and capacity when 
needed 
 

PEAS has put together an evaluation steering group to guide and advice on the implementation of the evaluation. 

The group includes a mix of PEAS staff and independent consultants to ensure a balance of understanding and 

independence. The GEARR Evaluation Steering Group currently includes five individuals: 

- Susan Opok, PEAS Uganda Country Director: Susan is the lead on the GEARR project in Uganda, sitting 
also on the GEARR management group and overseeing all activities. Her role is to ensure that activities 
are completed according to schedule and budget and escalate any issues that might arise 

- Linda Jonsson, PEAS M&E Coordinator: as the head of the PEAS M&E teams, Linda leads on the 
implementation of GEARR M&E. Her role is to ensure that all necessary data is collected, verified and 
processed in a timely and rigorous manner. She also liaises with FRIENDS. 

- Stephen Owino, PEAS M&E Officer: Stephen will oversee the implementation of the M&E framework on 
the ground and lead on GEARR M&E work in the schools.  

- Radya Ebrahim, independent M&E consultant and specialists: Radya is an M&E expert with over 20 years 
of experience in the field, including eight years as the Head of ME&R at ARK. She will ensure the 
robustness of the GEARR M&E and evaluation, and advice on methods, lending support where necessary. 

- Paula Askew, independent educationalist: Paula is an expert in education, particularly in teacher training 
and development. She has worked at the University of Queen Mary in London, and is a qualified teacher. 
She will provide the knowledge about education and issues affecting marginalised girls 

 

The group will meet quarterly, in the middle of each GEARR quarter, to check on progress and review activities 

undertaken by that point. The group will examine any reports generated by GEARR M&E staff as well as the 

external evaluator, as well as look and reassess any risks and challenges that might arise before the end of the 

reporting period. They will feed back comments on any findings, which will be taken to the GEARR management 

group and discussed there.  

5. Baseline study 
 

PEAS issued a call for expressions of interest in June 2013 to find an external evaluator, and, having reviewed and 
interviewed the received bids, selected FRIENDS Consult, a Ugandan consultancy firm with experience in conducting 
similar evaluations, as our evaluation partner.  
 
The baseline for GEARR has been planned for November 2013. It is important that the majority of the baseline data 
collection occur before the end of Term 3 (December 6th), as after this date, it will be difficult to reach (identify) those 
marginalised girls in school as they will all have gone home before returning for the new academic year in February 
2014. Other data collection, including community focus groups and key informant interviews, can be done after the 
close of the term, but will take place at the same time as the household surveys.. 
 
The majority of the baseline will be collected by the External Evaluator to ensure the independence and validity of 
the collected data.  
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Data for the baseline will include the following: 

 Demographic data of the marginalized girls: a comprehensive survey, administered by FRIENDS Consult, 
will capture information including personal characteristics, household information, previous schooling history 
and performance and knowledge and attitudes of the girls towards education. This will be done both in school 
and in the households,under the supervision of a (female) research assistant. FRIENDS will collect this 
information for the sample; PEAS collects this data for internal M&E and will help triangulate the sample 
information with the wider network and the full reach of GEARR. This data will be used to understand the 
background of the girls and what barriers they inherently face. It will be assessed against their learning 
outcomes, to find how background factors influence attendance and learning outcomes.  

 Time-use: girls, especially those living far away, will have less time than their peers to engage in studying 
and completing school assignments. The baseline survey will include a time-use assessment to assess how 
girls use their time outside of school and how this changes during the lifetime of the project. 

 School characteristics: a checklist of will capture information on the facilities at each school. This will look at 
the availability and quality of sanitary facilities, classrooms, boarding spaces, as well as equipment available 
for teaching and learning, concentrating particularly on the English, Maths and Sciences. This will be done 
both through observations by the evaluation team as well as through discussions with the school leadership 
and teachers. Girls themselves will be involved in assessing the baseline for the level of the hygiene facilities 
at the schools using the UNICEF developed WASH monitoring tool. As school characteristics are one of the 
factors expected to have an influence on learning outcomes, this data will be used to control for differences 
between the control and treatment groups.  

 Teachers: surveys with a sample of teachers will look at their characteristics, including training history and 
previous work experience. Focus groups with teachers will capture information on their perceptions of girls’ 
education, both in the community around and in the schools. 

 Teaching methods and abilities: through lesson observations, an assessment of the current status of 
teaching abilities will be undertaking (alongside the focus groups and interviews). This will capture data on 
what practices are currently in place in the classroom, what methods teachers use, and how time is used in 
a lesson. One of the possible tools used include the Schelling classroom observation model, as this gives 
comprehensive data on time-usage in a classroom. 

 Student learning outcomes: PEAS will use the EGRA and EGMA tests, adapted to the Ugandan context and 
the higher ability of secondary school students (as opposed to the primary school students for whom the 
tests were developed). We will also use NAPE science tests at the S2 level (administered in February 2014 
for the baseline). 

 Student attendance data: the baseline will be formed of Term 1 and 2012 information (where available). For 
all PEAS schools, this data is readily available through student records; for control schools, the completeness 
of this information is yet unknown.  

 Community perceptions of girls’ education: through focus groups with key stakeholders in the community, 
including parents, men and boys, local attitudes and an understanding of the barriers facing marginalised 
girls education will be examined. The focus groups will explore the nature of these barriers and seek to 
uncover the sources of attitudes and the factors causing resistance to change. This will be complemented 
with key informant interviews and general observations of the communities through transect walks and 
participatory mapping. These activities will include girls from the different marginalized groups identified by 
PEAS. 

 Community characteristics: focus groups and key informant interviews will look at the characteristics of the 
treatment and control schools to capture variables that might account for any difference in outcomes at the 
end of the project.  

 PEAS reputation and knowledge of PEAS and GEARR: through community focus groups and random 
interviews with community members, an indication of what is known about PEAS and the GEARR 
intervention will be captured, along with what is known about girls’ education and the benefits it brings. 

 

GEARR M&E staff will interact with the external evaluators in several ways during the baseline data collection and 

preparation: 

 Tool development and revision: all research tools used by the external evaluator will be developed by them 
at the first instance, and then shared with PEAS for revision and discussion. Through this PEAS will be 
assured of the understanding of the evaluators of the project and its objectives. PEAS staff will ensure that 
all relevant variables are captured in the tools and lend advice from our own experiences of the areas in 
which GEARR will be implemented.  
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 Contacts with key stakeholders: PEAS has good relationships with the Ministry at the national level and with 
local leaders at the District level. These contacts will be shared with FRIENDS as a starting point for their 
key stakeholder interviews.  

 Access to the schools and background information where this exists: PEAS will facilitate access to PEAS 
schools for the researchers, and build understanding with the DEOs to enable access to control schools. 
GEARR staff will work with the external evaluators on the engagement strategy with control schools to ensure 
open and transparent communication and continued participation in the research. 

 Research permits: PEAS will procure research permits for FRIENDS where this is necessary, as well as 
letters of introduction. 

 Data verification (by FRIENDS of PEAS records): PEAS will give FRIENDS all required and necessary 
project documentation, including background data on students and the schools. This will include perception 
survey results and findings, school inspection reports, monthly and termly reports and any documents 
deemed necessary by FRIENDS to conduct a full evaluation. 

 Data ownership: all data, including that procured and sourced by FRIENDS, will become the property of 
PEAS, within the constraints of the intellectual property clause as specified in the contract between PEAS 
and FRIENDS. This is in line with PEAS’ Child Protection Policy and the confidential nature of most of this 
information. 

 

The remote nature of the schools poses several challenges to data collection: communication links and connectivity 

are often low, and physically reaching the schools can be difficult in certain weather conditions. It is not uncommon 

for PEAS’ to experience a vehicle breakdown while visiting schools and this logistical challenge has to be considered 

and planned for (please see risk assessment below and attached).  

The quality of the data, especially in control schools which are still unknown to PEAS, will be verified through several 

mechanisms to ensure the robustness, accuracy and reliability of the data. For PEAS schools, historical baseline 

information, for example for attendance, can easily be collected from school records, and this has already been 

triangulated with audit reports and school inspections. For control schools, a visit by GEARR M&E after the start of 

Term 3 will spot check the data collected by FRIENDS (with their full knowledge) to triangulate the information 

gathered for the baseline. 

At all instances, FRIENDS and GEARR M&E staff will seek to find at least two sources of evidence for every piece 

of data gathered. Community attitudes for example will be collected through focus group discussion, key informant 

interviews, and community transect walks, as well as from information provided by the marginalised girls in surveys 

and focus groups. Any discrepancies will be followed up by the most appropriate party.  

The PEAS Education Department conducts annual inspections of PEAS schools, assessing them in various different 

areas (including staff management, student welfare and community relations). These inspections will verify and 

cross-check the information gathered by the GEARR M&E team and FRIENDS. The PEAS Internal Audit department 

conducts audits at least annually, and validates the information sent to PEAS Uganda. While these processes may 

not be in place in the control schools, GEARR staff will use the learnings and mechanisms of these existing audits 

and inspections to evaluate the accuracy and rigour of the information collected from control schools; for example, 

student attendance data will be cross-checked with payment data, as the bursar generally also collects this 

information in order to track any payments. 

The learning outcomes will be done using EGRA and EGMA tests, adapted to the Uganda and the secondary 

education context. The Science learning isis evaluated by a party external to both PEAS and FRIENDS. NAPE is a 

Ugandan organisation assessing learning outcomes in Ugandan schools, and has thorough and rigorous procedures 

for assessing students and learning outcomes. PEAS will also track learning on a termly basis through internally 

developed Maths and English scores, which will be closely monitored both at the administration and data entry stage. 

PEAS has a comprehensive Child Protection Policy (annexed) which will guide our ethical protocols. All members 
of the research teams, both PEAS’ and the external evaluators’, will be required to sign the policy and adhere to it 
at all times. PEAS has comprehensive measures in place to deal with any violations of the policy.  
 
PEAS is also producing a one-page summary of the ethical protocols (which will be shared with the Fund Manager 
shortly). 
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6. Monitoring 
 
The key output areas of the GEARR project are enrolment, attendance, retention and results. GEARR M&E system 
will therefore collect both quantitative and qualitative variables related to the key GEAR output areas. Data will be 
collated to track project progress on monthly, termly, quarterly and annual basis including through special studies 
and commissioned surveys. GEARR M&E will be integrated into already existing PEAS M&E systems to ensure 
harmonisation and consistency with PEAR internal reporting and management.  
 
The GEARR M&E staff have reviewed already existing M&E tools and processes and have made modifications to 
existing tools where appropriate. As the GEARR project and interventions are different to regular PEAS operations, 
additional tools have been develop to ensure that all GEARR indicators are captured and monitored.  
 
Please see the attachment for a table of the tools the GEARR M&E and other staff will use to monitor project 
implementation. The design of these tools has been guided by the project logframe as well as the reporting 
requirements of the Fund Manager. PEAS will be happy to share all tools with the FM once they have been 
finalised, both the internal PEAS tools as well as the tools used by FRIENDS to conduct the external evaluation. 
 
The data will be collected and processed at either PEAS headquarters or by FRIENDS, as appropriate. Data 
cleansing and verification will be undertaken by qualified staff members (additional capacity will be hired where 
necessary). Storage is described below. 
 
The GEARR Steering Group will meet at least quarterly, about a month before the submission of the next quarterly 
report to the Fund Manager. During this meeting the Group will consider the GEARR dashboard and other relevant 
reports. Each necessary indicator will be discussed, and the reporting requirements examined to ensure that all 
necessary activities have been undertaken as according to the workplan, and, where necessary, escalate any 
issues for urgent action.  The logframe will be reviewed at each meeting to ensure that progress is being made 
toward the milestones and targets.  
 
Special attention has been given to measuring and monitoring the indicators for Payments by Results and Value for 
Money. PEAS understands that for PbR, only the gains between PEAS GEARR + UKAM and PEAS UKAM only 
schools will be used: 

 Attendance:  
o Baseline: this will be established by looking at attendance data this academic year to date 

(February 2013) and, where possible, at data from the previous academic year. Data will be more 
available and consistent at the treatment schools, as PEAS has already been collecting this data. 
This will be triangulated through focus groups with school teachers and through interviews with the 
school management.  

o Monitoring: through the mobile information management system, GEARR staff will be able to track 
the attendance of individual students throughout the lifetime of the project in intervention schools 
(this is one of the GEARR interventions in itself). Each student will have an individual, unique ID 
number. GEARR M&E staff will work with the control schools where necessary and appropriate to 
ensure that they keep accurate lists and track students on a daily basis.  

o Verification: Spot checks at the schools will ensure that schools keep lists and seek to ensure the 
accuracy of those lists. PEAS external evaluator will also conduct spot checks and unannounced 
visits to verify the figures. They will be conducted at least termly, as PEAS has noticed an 
attendance pattern that varies between terms (much lower in term 2).  

o Range: this data will be collected at all treatment and control schools (control schools will only be 
identified for the sample 10 treatment schools), with a focus on those 10 sample treatment schools 
as well. 

 Learning: 
o Baseline: during the household surveys, the researchers (external evaluator and a team of 

research assistants) will also administer the EGRA/EGMA tests to girls in the households. During 
the baseline, data will also be gathered on girls in grades above the targeted cohorts in order to set 
learning targets (see above on the assessments) 

o Monitoring: during the mid-term and final evaluation stages, a new set of tests will be administered 
to the same girls (longitudinal tracking) to assess learning. PEAS has also develop its own internal 
set of English and Maths assessments that will enable us to monitor learning throughout the year 
and correct action as necessary. 
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o Verification: a thorough training session for all researchers will be held prior to the administration of 
these assessments. This will include training on the tools, as well as a pilot test run, with enough 
time for feedback and questions. Each RA will be required to report to their supervisors at the end 
of each day and go over their test results and entries. Entry and cleaning will be done by a 
qualified statistician at FRIENDS Consult, with raw data shared with PEAS.  

o Range: all girls in the household surveys will be tested. This is across the control and treatment 
schools. This will form the longitudinal cohort that will be tracked during the lifetime of the project.  

 Value for Money: 
o The indicators and monitoring processes have been done with the guidance on VfM in mind. The 

aspects of economy, efficiency and effectiveness will be addressed throughout the lifetime of the 
project 

 
Management Information System (MIS) 
 
PEAS will be developing a computerised database to track the marginalised girls involved in GEARR. We have 
already begun the research for this database and will be commissioning its development in mid-August after 
reviewing several options. This development has been included in the GEARR budget. 
 
The database will capture all the variables that PEAS and FRIENDS will collect data on (as listed above). As much 
of the data stored is of confidential nature, PEAS will be carefully controlling who has access to the database and 
when. All of the GEARR management committee will have full access, guided by the project M&E staff who will be 
fully trained on the use of the system. 
 
Access will be granted to the project staff, as well as the schools. This will require developing a database that will 
be accessible in low-resource and low-connectivity settings (the database will be cloud-based to aid in sharing and 
accessing the data). This will mean that the data available to the schools will be more limited, restricted to 
enrolment, attendance and progression data of students and staff. 
 
At the present, the latter, simplified systems, is already half-developed. PEAS has been working with Arbor 
Education, a UK-IT company which has developed a mobile phone based school MIS that teachers and students 
can use to track attendance. This system will also be used for community engagement, as it allows for the sending 
of messages to parents and other stakeholders who own mobile phones. 
 
Documentary evidence will be maintained on Salesforce, a database already in place and operating in PEAS. 
Although this is a customer-relationship management platform, it has been customised for the non-profit use by 
PEAS. All final documents and pieces of evidence will be stored there to ensure the integrity and safe storage of 
these key pieces of learning.  

7. Risk assessment 

 
The risk assessment has been done in consultation with GEARR staff, including the Steering Group, and with the 
external evaluators. Please see the risk assessment table attached 

8. Stakeholder engagement & communication 
 
PEAS is committed to disseminating and promoting the learnings from GEARR with all possible stakeholders as 
well as involving stakeholders, particularly marginalised girls, in project evaluation where possible. 
 
The plans for engaging with various stakeholders has been analysed by stakeholder below. One of the main 
mechanisms for disseminating learning to all stakeholders will be through an annual conference hosted by PEAS in 
Uganda, to which representatives of all stakeholders will be invited. This conference will have space for 
presentations, debates and discussion of what has been achieved to date and what plans there are for the next 
year.  
 
Marginalised girls:  
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- Involvement in project evaluation: marginalised girls will be involved at various stages of GEARR. They will 
be consulted through focus group discussions in the assessment and appropriateness of GEARR 
interventions, from initially understanding the baseline barriers to later evaluating the project interventions. 
Marginalised girls in school will conduct an assessment of the facilities available to them and make 
suggestions on improvements.   

- Dissemination of learnings: all lessons learnt through GEARR at every stage will be shared with 
marginalised girls in order to empower them and allow them to become change agents in their own right. 
This will be done through focus groups with girls at the schools and in the communities, discussing findings 
with them and encouraging peer-to-peer learning. All care will be taken that no risks arise as a result of 
this.  

Parents and guardians 
- Involvement in project evaluation: parents and guardians, and their attitudes, are one of the potential 

barriers to marginalised girls education in communities. By engaging them in the learnings of the project 
and its evaluation, PEAS believes that barriers will be further broken down. Focus group discussions with 
parents to gauge their level of understanding of GEARR and its objectives will guide project implementation 
and evaluation. Parents and guardians will be consulted for feedback on GEARR interventions and all 
lessons learnt will be shared as part of further community engagement.  

- Dissemination of learnings: all lessons learnt through GEARR at every stage will be shared with parents 
and guardians through focus groups and termly school meetings and performances. PEAS will summarise 
the learnings from GEARR annually in a short document, distributing that to the schools and communities 
(the schools will act as the venue for dissemination to aid in overcoming potential language and literacy 
barriers).  

School staff 
- Involvement in project evaluation: one of the key aspects of GEARR is an effective feedback mechanisms 

from the schools back to GEARR staff and back to the schools. Much of the monitoring occurs at the 
school level; GEARR M&E staff will aid the schools in understanding the data generated (for example, in 
interpreting the attendance patterns of marginalised girls and developing, and then reviewing and 
evaluating, appropriate interventions). Teachers and school management will be consulted as key 
informants at several stages, and they will be asked to help evaluate different interventions through focus 
groups, interviews, and case studies.  

- Dissemination of learnings: PEAS will share the GEARR learnings with all schools on a termly basis. This 
will be done during teachers’ and leaders’ workshops and conference as organized by PEAS. As 
mentioned above, GEARR project staff will also produce a short document outlining key learnings which 
will be distributed to the schools on an annual basis.  

Local leaders and key education stakeholders 
- Involvement in project evaluation: GEARR M&E staff will conduct interviews with local leaders to 

understand their views and attitudes and how these might have changed through GEARR. They will be 
asked for their views on the GEARR interventions.   

- Dissemination of learnings: local leaders will be invited to school open days, where school and 
GEARR/PEAS staff will disseminate the learnings of GEARR on an annual basis. They will be encourages 
to engage with the learning through questions and debate where appropriate.  

National government 
- Involvement in project evaluation: members of the national government will be consulted as key informants 

through interviews and discussions.  
- Dissemination of learnings: one of the GEARR outputs is to advocate for a change in national policy that 

will aid the retention and learning outcomes of marginalised girls. PEAS management will give regular 
updates on the learnings from GEARR through meetings with Ministry Officials.  

National and international education stakeholders 
- Involvement in project evaluation: key education stakeholders will be consulted as key informants through 

interviews and discussions.   
- Dissemination of learnings: PEAS will attend as many conferences as possible on education, particularly 

those targeting girls’ education. PEAS will also write and publish articles in various media to promote and 
share learning.   

Funders 
- Dissemination of learnings: PEAS produces an annual report highlighting progress and learnings from the 

previous year. This report will include a section specifically dedicated to GEARR and the learnings from it. 
Funders will be provided with required reports.  
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6 Summary of Quantitative Data  

Table A2: Summary of quantitative data – Literacy 

 

 

  Parameters - Results Source Notes 
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1 Significance level (alpha) M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 0.05 

2 Power (1 - beta) M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 0.8 

3 Minimum detectable effect M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 0.2 

4 Clustering applied M&E Framework No 

5 Assumed Intra-Cluster Correlation M&E Framework N/A 

6 Allocation ratio (between treatment and control 

group) 

M&E Framework 2 

7 Minimum required sample size M&E Framework 729 total: 486 treatment, 243 Non-PEAS 
control 

8 Attrition buffer M&E Framework 20% 

9 Sample size (total) M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 686 

1

0 

Sample size in treatment group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 486   

1

1 

Sample size in control group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 200 (Non-PEAS control) 

1

2 

Sampling clusters M&E Framework  N/A 

1

3 

Number of sampling clusters M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

1

4 

Number of sampling clusters in treatment group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

1

5 

Number of sampling clusters in control group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

1

6 

Number of girls per sampling cluster M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

S
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p
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x
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1

7 

Sample size ex-post (total) Dataset  183 

1

8 

Sample size ex-post in treatment group Dataset  129 

1

9 

Sample size ex-post in control group Dataset  54 

2

0 

Number of sampling clusters ex-post Dataset /  Outcomes SS  0 

2

1 

Number of girls who are substitution girls Dataset  504 total: 357 treatment, 147 control 

T
a
r
g
e
t 

2

2 

Standard deviation of all scores at baseline Dataset 34.8  

2

3 

Standard deviation of score changes for 
intervention group 

Dataset /  Outcomes SS -2.82  (N.B, calculated based on 
recontacts only – analysis within midline 

report is cross-sectional) 

2

4 

Standard deviation of score changes for control 
group 

Dataset /  Outcomes SS -5.65 (N.B, calculated based on 
recontacts only – analysis within midline 

report is cross-sectional) 

2

5 

Target Outcomes spreadsheet 0.25SD 

R
e
su

lt
s 

2

6 

Achievement (beta) Outcomes spreadsheet 3.781 

 

2

7 

Achievement in SD terms Dataset  0.107SD 
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Summary of quantitative data – Numeracy 

2

8 

Result Outcomes spreadsheet 42.96% 

2

9 

p-value of simple OLS statistical software  0.379 

3

0 

p-value of simple OLS with clustered errors statistical software  N/A 

3

1 

p-value of OLS with additional controls and 
clustered errors 

statistical software  0.345 

 

 

  Parameters - Results Source Notes 
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1 Significance level (alpha) M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 0.05 

2 Power (1 - beta) M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 0.8 

3 Minimum detectable effect M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 0.2 

4 Clustering applied M&E Framework No 

5 Assumed Intra-Cluster Correlation M&E Framework N/A 

6 Allocation ratio (between treatment and control 

group) 

M&E Framework 2 

7 Minimum required sample size M&E Framework 729 total: 486 treatment, 243 Non-PEAS 
control 

8 Attrition buffer M&E Framework 20% 

9 Sample size (total) M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 686 

1

0 

Sample size in treatment group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 486   

1

1 

Sample size in control group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 200 (Non-PEAS control) 

1

2 

Sampling clusters M&E Framework  N/A 

1

3 

Number of sampling clusters M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

1

4 

Number of sampling clusters in treatment group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

1

5 

Number of sampling clusters in control group M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

1

6 

Number of girls per sampling cluster M&E Framework / 
Outcomes SS 

 N/A 

S
a

m
p

le
 s

iz
e
 e

x
-p

o
st

 

1

7 

Sample size ex-post (total) Dataset 183 

1

8 

Sample size ex-post in treatment group Dataset  129 

1

9 

Sample size ex-post in control group Dataset  54 

2

0 

Number of sampling clusters ex-post Dataset /  Outcomes SS  0 

2

1 

Number of girls who are substitution girls Dataset  504 total: 357 treatment, 147 control 

T
a
r
g
e
t 

2

2 

Standard deviation of all scores at baseline Dataset 17.0 

2

3 

Standard deviation of score changes for 
intervention group 

Dataset /  Outcomes SS -3.62 (N.B, calculated based on 
recontacts only – analysis within midline 

report is cross-sectional) 

2

4 

Standard deviation of score changes for control 
group 

Dataset /  Outcomes SS 0.86 (N.B, calculated based on 
recontacts only – analysis within midline 

report is cross-sectional) 

2

5 

Target Outcomes spreadsheet 0.25SD  

R
e
su

lt
s 

2

6 

Achievement (beta) Outcomes spreadsheet 1.35 

2

7 

Achievement in SD terms Dataset   

0.090SD 
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2

8 

Result Outcomes spreadsheet 35.79% 

2

9 

p-value of simple OLS statistical software  0.569 

3

0 

p-value of simple OLS with clustered errors statistical software  N/A 

3

1 

p-value of OLS with additional controls and 
clustered errors 

statistical software  0.463 
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7 Independent Evaluator Declaration 
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9 Overview of Value Add Methodology 

The description below is adapted from the working paper ‘Measuring School Quality with 
Value-Added in Uganda’ by Lee Crawfurd of the Centre for Global Development and Phil Elks 
of Ark. The paper has been shared with the Fund Manager as a further annex to this report. 

Value-added models are commonly used in developed countries for ranking schools, as they 
account for school intake. Ranking schools just on test scores without accounting for intake 
implicitly penalizes schools serving students with a weak primary foundation, and flatters 
schools with high-performing incoming students.    

In Uganda, secondary schools are currently ranked according to student performance on the 
Universal Certificate of Education (UCE) exam taken by students after 4 years. In 2015, Phil 
Elks of Ark – formerly Head of Secondary School Accountability at the UK Department for 
Education – completed an extensive mapping study to determine whether a model could be 
created for reliably predicting students’ UCE results based on their Primary Leaving 
Examination (PLE) scores. 

The study collected student performance data from a representative sample of 335 secondary 
schools across Uganda. The study found that controlling for students’ prior attainment (PLE 
scores) explains nearly half  (48%) of the variation in test scores at secondary level, and so 
accounting for this in school performance measures has the potential to give a much fairer 
indication of the quality of teaching.   

The model works by calculating predicted UCE scores (based on PLE scores), and then 
judging each student on whether they exceeded or fell short of their individual prediction. 
Schools are then judged on the average performance of their students on this ‘value-added’ 
measure. As explained by Crawfurd and Elks in their working paper, the model appears robust 
to a variety of different strategies for predicting scores, and also to the inclusion of contextual 
variables such as student socioeconomic status. 

The predictive model which was developed is included in the table below – if a student’s PLE 
score is known, their expected UCE score can be generated using the figures below.  

PLE score 
Average 

corresponding 
UCE score 

PLE score 
Average 

corresponding 
UCE score 

5 25.86 18 51.18 

6 27.09 19 53.25 

7 27.89 20 54.86 

8 30.63 21 56.36 

9 35.03 22 57.67 

10 36.96 23 58.89 

11 39.33 24 59.90 

12 41.17 25 61.35 

13 44.22 26 62.07 

14 45.47 27 63.12 

15 47.97 28 63.76 

16 48.65 29 64.21 

17 50.25 30+ 65.04 
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For all PEAS 2014 and 2015 exam candidates, PEAS has collected students’ PLE results and 
used this model to calculate their predicted UCE results. The predicted score is then 
subtracted from the student’s actual score to determine by what the degree the student has 
under- or over-performed against their expected grade. 

A worked example is provided below for a hypothetical school. On average, the model predicts 
that students with a PLE score of 14 will go on to achieve an aggregate score of 45 in their 
UCE exams. Supposing 3 students all started at the school with a PLE score of 14, and one 
student went on to achieve a 40 in their UCE exams (+5 points better than predicted), one 
student a 47 (-2 points worse than predicted), and one student a 45 (as predicted), then the 
school average value add score would be +1 ((5-2+0)/3).  

Example school 

 PLE score UCE score Estimated UCE 
score 

Value add 
score 

Student A 14 40 45 +5 

Student B 14 47 45 -2 

Student C 14 45 45 0 

Average    +1 

In terms of its appropriateness as a ‘difference within differences’ estimator, value add is useful 
because it requires only two data points (students’ PLE scores and their UCE aggregate 
scores) to determine whether – over four years of secondary schooling – a student was 
supported to make more or less learning progress than would be expected given their prior 
attainment. The ability to calculate average value add scores across cohorts groups and/or 
across schools makes it highly useful as way of comparing the learning outcomes of students 
exposed to different school environments and/or different school-level interventions. 

Furthermore, the data is nationally applicable, as it can be collected at any point in time from 
any secondary school in Uganda, as schools are required to keep records of current and past 
students’ PLE and UCE scores.  

 


