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Innovation Window – Baseline report for PEAS (7374) GEARR project 

Submission date: 17 March 2014 

1. Executive summary 

 

The PEAS Girls Enrolment, Attendance, Retention and Results (GEARR) project seeks to 

impact the lives of 6,600 marginalised girls of secondary school age in rural Uganda. The PEAS 

Theory of Change (ToC) is comprehensive in nature: very few of the activities proposed by 

PEAS would individually be able to address attendance and learning, as the barriers cut across 

multiple areas and have to be tackled holistically. Each of the four GEARR intervention areas is 

linked to one of the four outputs of the GEC and interventions have been planned to mutually 

supporting and reinforcing, in order to create the desired holistic impact. 

 

This baseline report starts by outlining the ToC behind GEARR and the methodology of the 

evaluation. It then discusses the findings of the baseline survey, conducted in two rounds in 

November/December 2013 and February 2014, and how these findings have informed the 

development of the GEARR programme.   

 

For the most part, the baseline findings highlight the validity of the PEAS ToC, the assumptions 

upon which it is based, the targeted groups of girls and the activities selected to address the 

barriers they face. However, the baseline findings have also helped PEAS to understand where 

our original assumptions were not correct; or where our proposed activities would not be 

appropriate or adequate to address the challenges faced by girls, which were uncovered by the 

baseline exercise. For example, one of the key assumptions made was that parents and 

communities do not value the education of their girls, hence creating a significant obstacle to 

their enrolment and retention. However, the baseline findings provided significant evidence to 

suggest this assumption was inaccurate. The primary intervention planned to address this 

original assumption, the Community Engagement Plan (CEP), was designed to promote the 

value of girls’ educating. However, as a result of the baseline findings, it will now be 

reprogrammed to emphasise messaging around what parents can do to facilitate and support 

their daughters’ education, rather than why educating their daughters is important in the first 

instance.  
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Below is a summary and brief commentary on how the baseline findings have confirmed or 

challenged some key aspects of the project ToC, its assumptions and activities, for the 4 main 

GEARR outputs,  

 

Enrolment  

Many marginalised girls never even enrol in the first place. A key finding in the baseline report 

validated the PEAS assumptions around poverty being a major barrier to girl’s enrolment. 

However, it challenged another of the key assumptions, that parents and communities do not 

sufficiently value education of girls to send them to school and ensure they stay there. Instead, it 

found that they value education and wish their daughters to enrol and attend, yet they are 

prevented from doing so because of barriers such as poverty. Therefore, the primary 

intervention designed to promote enrolment, the Community Engagement Plan, will be adjusted 

to provide messaging and information on how parents can support the enrolment, attendance 

and retention of their girls, rather than why it is important, as parents and communities already 

recognise and understand this. The CEP will include information on financial planning and 

prioritisation, to help parents plan better to mitigate against the barrier of poverty. A key part of 

this approach will be to promote the use of initiatives such as Savings and Credit Co-operatives 

(SACCOs), to assist parents to overcome the difficulty of paying school fees through payment 

and savings plans.  

 

Another barrier highlighted in the baseline findings is that of safety. While PEAS had originally 

planned to address the problem of poor parental perception of safety through construction of 

fences, it was found that this issue is more widespread. PEAS has adapted our project design in 

order to address issues around safety in a more comprehensive manner, from ensuring girls are 

able to stay safe on the way to school to dealing with security on schools grounds, as well as 

addressing the behaviour of boys, men and teachers, which threaten girls or makes them feel 

unsafe or insecure, thereby discouraging them from enrolling or attending school. 

 

Attendance 

The key to our ToC lies in making girls feel more comfortable in school and more confident in 

attending. According to our original plans, this meant tackling issues around providing safe 

sanitary facilities and increasing teachers’ ability to use data to identify girls at risk of dropping 

out. The baseline findings support the assumptions and rationale behind these activities.  

 

However, in light of the baseline findings, addressing safety will also mean tackling issues 

around harassment and teasing, from both boys and teachers in schools. This was an 

unexpected finding and one into which PEAS will conduct more detailed research, to ascertain 

the exact nature of the problem, in order to properly programme an effective response. For 

example, the nature of ‘harassment’ will need to be identified. One way that PEAS already plans 

to address this issue is through conducting more thorough positive behaviour management 

training for teachers. This essential element of Gender Responsive Pedagogy (GRP) will be 

strengthened and emphasised to provide teachers with girl-friendly tools to use in their practice.    
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Retention 

One of the key findings of the baseline was that pregnancy and early motherhood affect a large 

number of girls in secondary school and is a significant reason for drop out. PEAS does not 

have the capacity to provide a comprehensive solution, such as child-care, for young mothers to 

come back to school.  Therefore, our approach will mostly be preventative, in order to reduce 

the number of girls dropping out due to pregnancy in the first instance. We will utilise the CEC to 

raise girls’ awareness of the issue of pregnancy and to increase their confidence to say ‘no’. In 

terms of addressing the issue of re-admitting young mothers, although we cannot provide child 

care, we will still act. We will leverage PEAS’ membership of FENU (Forum for Education NGOs 

in Uganda) to lend weight to their advocacy work with the Ministry of Education and Sports 

(MoES) around re-admittance of young mothers. This includes the development and 

distribution, in partnership with UNICEF, of a circular to all schools reiterating their legal 

requirement to provide access to all children and students.  

 

Learning 

Girls lose motivation to learn as they progress in grades, as many are unable to see the value of 

their education given the limited opportunities they have after secondary school to continue. The 

baseline findings support this assumption and validates the proposed intervention around giving 

girls a larger stake in managing and improving their school, through involving them in the school 

inspection process. The baseline showed that when asked about how to improve their school, 

girls’ views are often taken into account; however, still over half of girls reported that they are 

not consulted on such issues in the first instance, demonstrating the room available for our 

proposed intervention.  

 

Regarding girls learning in the Science subjects, the baseline has helped PEAS to get a more 

sharply defined picture of the reasons why girls feel they do not succeed; also demonstrating 

the appropriate mixed-method approach that we took. In their interviews, over 70% of girls in 

both treatment and control groups responded that the science subjects were ‘too hard’, but the 

FGDs allowed us to isolate some of the reasons for this, such as the perceived difficulty of 

practical experiments, which constitute up to 60% of some science subject marks in the national 

exams. In response, PEAS will address this by strengthening the assessment framework of the 

Science Progression Maps, through the inclusion of practical examinations as part of the regular 

termly assessments sat by students from S1. In this way, girls will have much more experience 

of practical work by the time they sit their practical science exams at the end of S4.  

 

Include a section that summarises the baseline report containing a brief statement of the issues 

covered in the main document, background information, concise analysis of your logframe 

outputs and outcomes and main conclusions of the analysis and how it has informed your 

project design. 
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2. 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. 

 

 

Theory of Change 

 

PEAS theory of change 

The PEAS GEARR Theory of Change is based around a logical process, as follows: 

 

Barriers 

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. 

Barriers
Target 
groups

Assumptions Activities
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- 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. 

- 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; parents/guardians do not see how education can 

open up possibilities for better employment in the future. 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 do not 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 (PLEs). 

 

Target groups 

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.  
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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. 

 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 (potentially even bringing tuition 

fees to zero one day), 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 assist with household chores such as taking care of younger siblings 

or older/ill family members, fetching water and  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 (non-traditional, 

polygamous) family, with issues 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).  

 Girls with (physical) disabilities: 
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o Girls with disabilities are a much 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 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. 

 Orphaned girls (having lost one or both parents) 

o Many girls will have lost one or both of their parents. Pre-baseline 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 and resources. 

 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 
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categories: those out-of-school not continuing 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 enrol in our schools. This 

includes girls with severe learning needs, who are outside the current scope of 

PEAS (and are assumed to meet eligibility criteria in the first instance). 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.  

 

Assumptions 

PEAS assumes that through a combination of the main outputs of the GEARR project, 

sustainable learning will be achieved.  

 

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 learn1. 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. 

 

                                                           
1 Gillies and Quijada, EQUIP Working Paper, ‘Opportunity to Learn’ A high impact strategy for the improvement or 
education outcomes in developing countries, 2008 

Enrolment Attendance Retention Results Learning
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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 yield better results. 

Activities 

In order for each of the above target groups to overcome the barriers affecting them, outlined 

above, PEAS has planned a series of activities and interventions in line with the primary 

assumptions identified. These activities, in broad terms with their original assumptions, are 

outlined below. The impact on these assumptions from the baseline findings are discussed in 

the Results section: 

 

- 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; 

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; 
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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 

employers value.  

- School information management system and data use: teachers at school rely on paper 

based records of their students and their achievement, which are often incomplete, 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 
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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 decreases the incidence of disease and the threats 

potentially encountered on the road are minimized. Combined with teaching on what 

constitutes 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 on 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 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 Child Protection and Gender 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 the assumption that 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 challenge stereotypes and 

gender preconceptions, which will have a longer impact on the education of girls 

in the community. 

- Gender-responsive pedagogy (GRP): GRP will become an essential part of PEAS’ 

Continued Professional Development (CPD) schemes, as only 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 
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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 their confidence; 

o Impact on wider community: the impact of this equipment will be limited, as it is a 

pilot project at a limited numbers of 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 
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able to promote peer learning in their communities, and better understand the 

value of peer interaction 

- Remedial learning: using the data provided by the mobile school information 

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. 

Particular attention will be given to numeracy and literacy skills; 

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. 

- 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. 

M&E strategy 

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 
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- 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 

 

PEAS will evaluate the GEARR programme by comparing the treatment group with two similar 

control groups. Due to the presence of other grants, one of the control groups for the 

intervention will be formed from within the PEAS network of schools. PEAS will also measure 

the impact of the intervention against a non-PEAS control group. Secondary schools with 

characteristics similar to those of PEAS schools were found in the districts PEAS operates in.  

All 24 PEAS schools receive interventions from the PEAS central office. One of these 

interventions is funded by DfIDs UK Aid Match grant (UKAM), which has many similar 

interventions and aims as the GEARR programme implemented under GEC funding as the GEC 

directly builds upon the UKAM interventions. In order to ascertain the differential impact of the 

GEC funding, PEAS has assigned five of the PEAS schools to a control group. GEARR 

interventions will not be delivered in these schools.  

The second control group has been chosen to enable PEAS to establish the combined impact of 

UKAM and GEC funding, as this is likely to be larger than the GEARR impact alone. There is 

also likely to be some cross-learning between UKAM and GEC funded activities, as well as 

contamination due to the close cooperation and frequent interaction between leaders in the 

PEAS network. 

As the GEARR programme is a holistic programme tackling barriers to girls education at 

different entry points (enrolling in school in the first place, staying in school, returning to school), 

the logframe and evaluation methodology have similarly been designed to measure changes at 

different points. The logframe indicators therefore speak to enrolment, attendance, retention and 

results separately. They will capture the changes brought about by the PEAS interventions 

described above. 

The evaluation will track students for two full-years. The main beneficiaries, who will stay in a 

PEAS school for the full two years of the intervention, include marginalised girls in Senior 1, 

Senior 2 and Senior 3 (students who were in Primary 7, Senior 1 and Senior 2 respectively in 

2013). These are the cohorts that PEAS will track. 

PEAS has commissioned an external evaluator, FRIENDS consult, to independently assess the 

project. FRIENDS will do all the data collection in the field, including spot checks on attendance. 

They have been responsible for the administration of the baseline surveys and data collection, 

which included surveys, EGRA and EGMA learning assessments, focus groups and key 

informant interviews. 

The baseline was focused on household surveys, with data collected from the marginalised girls 

as well as their primary care-givers.  
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Baseline 

The baseline data collection was carried out in two phases. The first round of data collection 

occurred in late November – early December 2013, when the school year was drawing to a 

close. Due to issues with the timing and the discrepancy between desired sample sizes and the 

actual numbers captured, a second round of data collection, focusing mostly on EGRA and 

EGMA, was completed in early February 2014. 

The baseline serves several purposes and complements the overall PEAS M&E strategy in 

several ways: 

 It informs the development of the PEAS interventions by ensuring that interventions are 

correctly targeted; 

 It informs the development of PEAS interventions by bringing in beneficiary input into 

intervention design; 

 It identifies areas PEAS might have overlooked in the development of the programme 

which need to be addressed; 

 It validates and corrects the assumptions in the PEAS Theory of Change; 

 It validates and informs the selection of the beneficiary groups; 

 It provides the baseline data against which change can be measured; 

 It provides independent data of the current situation in the treatment and control schools; 

 It checks the equality and appropriateness of the assigned treatment and control groups. 

 

The baseline exercise has been extremely important to the GEARR programme. As the 

discussion below shows, most of the assumptions behind the PEAS interventions have been 

validated, yet there have been areas which PEAS had overlooked or not placed enough 

emphasis on.  

The baseline started with a mini-household survey, with the aim of establishing the underlying 

population proportions of in- and out-of-school girls. The findings showed that the baseline 

needed to capture the following numbers: 

Mini-household 

survey findings P7 IS OOS 

Treatment 51% 30% 19% 

PEAS control 42% 38% 20% 

Other control 58% 29% 13% 

Total 51% 31% 18% 
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The underlying population in this survey was girls of secondary school eligibility (or about to be 

eligible for secondary school, hence the inclusion of the P7 cohort). The eligibility criterion is that 

students should have passed their Primary School Leaving exam with the sufficient points to 

qualify for secondary education (32 or less on the inverted Ugandan marking scale2). While this 

means that there are likely to be many more out-of-school girls of secondary age, those falling 

under the PEAS intervention must be eligible for secondary education and therefore the number 

is lower than what might be expected, given that net enrolment in secondary education in 

Uganda is about 24% (Ugandan National Household survey information). The population is also 

widened by the inclusion of the P7: without this, the percentage of OOS is 37%. The baseline 

includes 26 schools: 21 PEAS schools (16 treatment and five control) and five non-PEAS 

control schools. The following sample sizes were targeted for the baseline: 

Treatment Control Control 

PEAS GEARR+UKAM 

schools 

PEAS UKAM only schools Non-PEAS private USE-

funded schools 

486 girls  243 girls  243 girls  

 

The total number of marginalised girls to be captured, with 20% attrition, was calculated to be 

1,166. The girls would be identified through the schools (for the in-school girls) and through 

contact with community leaders and key community stakeholders.  

3. Baseline methodology 

External evaluator 

 

Through a competitive bidding process, PEAS appointed FRIENDS Consult, a Ugandan 

consultancy firm with experience in large-scale evaluations, as our external evaluator. 

Appointing them gives PEAS an independent and impartial view of the GEARR programme, and 

removes the incentives to bias results favourably. 

FRIENDS has been commissioned to do all the data collection, and they conducted the two 

rounds of data collection. PEAS had to get more heavily involved in the second round, as the 

EGRA/EGMA testing (described below) was incorrectly done and posed severe limitations to 

the quality of the data collected and the analysis of the results.  

                                                           
2 4 is the best score a student can achieve; 32 and above constitutes a fail. With less than 29 points, a student is 
eligible for the Universal Secondary Education subsidy provided by the Ministry of Education and Sports 
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FRIENDS submitted their baseline report to PEAS in February, along with the raw data. Based 

on this, this current baseline report has largely been written by the PEAS ME&R Manager in 

consultation with the Education Department at PEAS Uganda and the Project Manager – GEC, 

also based in Kampala. 

Process 

PEAS has defined four outcome indicators for the projects outcome: 

 

Outcome: 6,200 marginalised girls in Uganda able to complete a full cycle of education (or an 

appropriate equivalent) and demonstrate learning. 

 

Outcome indicators 

1. Number of marginalised girls who have stayed in school (or equivalent) through the life cycle 

of the project (as defined by enrolment, attendance and drop out data) 

2. Number of marginalised girls supported by GEC with improved learning outcomes 

3. Additional funds secured during the life of the project alongside DFID GEC funds to support 

the marginalised girls 

4. Project has established mechanisms to enable marginalised girls to complete a full cycle of 

education (# of PEAS policies promoting girls education, including admission policies, girls' 

policies and pregnancy policies, in place and approved by the Trustees) 

 

Outputs (as originally proposed in the M&E framework) 

1. 8,000 girls have enrolled in schools as a result of a more enabling environment 

1.1. # of girls reporting  that they were encouraged to enrol at secondary school by a 

community member (parents, PEAS,PTA, BoG, local leaders) 

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

1.3. % of girls and parents mentioning high fees as a barrier to enrolment 

1.4. Level of USE funding (per pupil capitation grant) received for students in PEAS schools 

as a result of PEAS advocacy work 

2. 76 appropriate facilities, equipment and girl-friendly practices provided to promote 

marginalised girls' attendance 

2.1. % of parents demonstrating an understanding of the value of girls’ secondary education 

(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) 

2.2. % of girls whose parents who were contacted by the school (by teachers, school 

management, PTA/BoG members) over their daughter's absenteeism who attend 

school more than 80% of the time 

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

2.4. % of girls demonstrating knowledge of the importance of washing hands before meals 

and after using the bathroom 

2.5. % of girls (in the pilot school implementing the sanitary project)  citing lack of sanitary 

wear as a reason for missing school 
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3. 30 schools supported to provide extra curricula learning opportunities and additional out-of-

classroom support for marginalised girls 

3.1. # of actions taken by marginalised girls in their schools or communities to encourage 

retention (through Girls' club activities, community performances, peer-to-peer 

outreach) 

3.2. % of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs motivates their attendance to stay in 

school year on year 

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

in their community 

4. 500 school staff trained to implement high-quality and gender-sensitive teaching and 

learning methods 

4.1. % of inspections recommendations focused on improving learning results of 

marginalised girls actioned by the school 

4.2. % improvement of girls’ results in PEAS schools where teachers are observed 

implementing gender-responsive pedagogy 

4.3. % improvement in the literacy rates of girls participating in the remedial classes 

4.4. % improvement in girls’ science results 

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

 

Measuring additionality: 

 

As described above, PEAS has assigned schools into control and treatment groups. By 

ensuring equality of the treatment and control groups at baseline, any observed differences can 

be tested statistically to understand whether the change can be attributed to the presence of 

PEAS interventions. The selection and determination of sample sizes is described below.  

 

To complement the survey and quantitative data, PEAS will also conduct qualitative 

assessments of the interventions. This will capture the potential presence of other inventions in 

the areas the GEARR programme will operate (or in the control areas, which might impact 

results). This will aid in controlling for the presence of external factors and influence. 

 

Beneficiary identification and focus: 

 

There are several different groups of marginalised girls that PEAS will target through the 

interventions as described above. The baseline data has been used to check our assumptions 

of who is marginalised in the communities that GEARR will operate in. 

To establish this, PEAS has consulted girls (both in-school and out-of-school), the care-givers of 

girls, boys and men in the communities and schools, headteachers and school directors (of both 

primary and secondary schools) as well as other key community stakeholders. The 

consultations, which include surveys, focus groups and key informant interviews, validated the 

selection of the marginalised groups for the GEARR intervention: 
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Table: Identification of marginalised groups in communities (% mentioning the group) 

 

PEAS 

Treatment 

PEAS 

Control 

Non-PEAS 

Control 

People with disabilities 25% 22% 23% 

Pregnant girls 19% 20% 18% 

Orphans 16% 14% 11% 

People from certain cultures or 

religions 14% 23% 16% 

Women/girls 9% 9% 13% 

Young mothers 7% 2% 7% 

Dysfunctional (non-traditional, 

polygamous etc.) families 7% 6% 7% 

Poorer families 3% 2% 3% 

Field data, gathered from care-giver surveys of in-school (P7 and secondary school) and out-of-school girls 

This is further discussed below, including the implications for the project.  

The girls from these groups will be identified and targeted through interaction with school 

leaders (directors, headteachers, and teachers) and key community stakeholders. The 

evaluation tools have been designed to capture indicators of marginalisation, and will therefore 

verify that the girls tracked through the study indeed fall into the targeted beneficiary groups. 

Regular feedback, including through focus groups, will ensure that this focus is maintained 

throughout the project.  

Statistical significance: 

All the data gathered throughout the lifetime of the project will be analysed using SPSS. The 

initial sample sizes were calculated to give statistically significant sample sizes across the 

treatment and control groups. To ensure that this significance is maintained, PEAS calculated a 

20% attrition rate into these figures. As a necessary second round of baseline data collection 

had to be completed, the resulting numbers captured are in fact much larger than initially 

planned, allowing for a fair level of confidence that the number of girls at the end-line will still be 

large enough to give statistically valid results.  
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Baseline tools and techniques: 

 

All tools and techniques used in the baseline survey were developed jointly by PEAS and 

FRIENDS to ensure that all necessary information was captured and that the right data was 

captured at baseline to enable the project to answer the learning questions at the end-line. 

Furthermore, PEAS consulted both with PwC and Coffey, as well as a UK-based M&E expert. 

 

The tools: 

 

Several different survey tools were designed to capture information for the logframe indicators 

as well as general baseline and background data: 

- Questionnaires: 

o In-school girls’ questionnaire: this tool was based on a questionnaire provided to 

PEAS by Coffey International. It captured information about enrolment, 

attendance, retention and results, as well as background characteristics 

o Out-of-school girls’ questionnaire: this survey, as the one above, captures the 

views of out-of-school girls about education. It seeks to uncover some of the 

reasons for non-enrolment and non-attendance, as well as attitudes towards 

education 

o Primary caregiver questionnaire: this tool captures much of the background 

information to the girls’ home situation, a key factor in her education. It examines 

the situation of the households, the attitudes around girls’ education and 

marginalized groups, as well as the interaction between schools and households. 

It contains sections for caregivers of in-school and out-of-school girls separately 

o All of the questionnaires were designed to be multiple choice, with clear coding 

for answers to ease analysis. For many of the questions, research assistants 

were instructed not to prompt the respondents to ensure that no bias was 

present. Answers provided were therefore the ones prioritized by the 

respondents themselves, and not driven by the options available. An option of 

‘other’ was always marked down for these questions, allowing the research 

assistants to note down answers that had not been expected by the design team. 

The surveys also contained a few open-response questions, although these were 

limited due to time considerations and analysis restrictions. 

- Focus group discussion guides: separate tools were designed for in-school girls, out-

of-school girls, boys, male teachers, and female teachers. They allow for a more 

nuanced understanding of the data collected in the questionnaires mentioned above. For 

example, they allowed for a further exploration of the definition of marginalized groups, 

as well as the barriers to enrolment, attendance and learning. The answers from the 

focus groups were used to triangulate the data captured through the questionnaires 

- Key informant interviews: these were designed for school leaders and key education 

stakeholders in the communities. One of the key bits of information sought by these 
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interviews included information about other interventions occurring in the treatment or 

control areas.  

- School facilities tool: this was designed to aid the assessment of school facilities and 

equipment, particularly in the PEAS schools, which are likely to be different to the non-

PEAS control schools. It captured information on the adequacy of classrooms, water and 

hygiene facilities, and the provision of books and science equipment. 

- Lesson observation tool: one of the PEAS interventions focuses specifically on gender-

responsive pedagogy. The lesson observation tool designed by PEAS Education 

Consultants lays out some key factors to look for in lessons to understand if gender-

responsive teaching methodologies are being implemented.  

- EGRA and EGMA: PEAS struggled to find an appropriate means for testing the learning 

(literacy and numeracy) outcomes of the marginalized girls, as very few standardized 

tests exist for secondary level students. The Ugandan Certificate of Education (UCE) 

exams were considered, but as these are only sat at the end of the lower secondary 

education cycle, they were no deemed appropriate to measure learning. The following 

was therefore done: 

o PEAS obtained the EGRA and EGMA tests used previously in Uganda for 

primary education assessments from RTI 

o Working with Uganda Maths and English teachers, PEAS upgraded the EGRA 

and EGMA tests to suit secondary level abilities and curriculum 

o A pilot of the EGRA and EGMA tests was carried out in one PEAS school to 

judge the appropriateness of the tests 

o After revisions, as ceiling effects were present in many of the tasks, PEAS 

carried out a second pilot in a non-PEAS school 

o Approval from PwC was obtained for the tests after the last pilot 

o PEAS provided training for FRIENDS and the research assistant to ensure 

understanding of the tools and their correct application 

 

Identification of girls: 

 

PEAS worked with FRIENDS to identify the appropriate control and treatment schools, and 

helped to establish the key contacts for FRIENDS to consult with during the baseline study.  

 

Girls were identified in three different groups: the Primary 7 leavers (P7s), the secondary school 

(S1-S3) girls (IS), and the out-of-school girls (OOS). Within each, PEAS then targeted the 

marginalised groups identified by speaking with school leaders (for the in-school girls) and 

consulting with key community stakeholders (for out-of school girls). 

 

- P7: identified through the schools in the catchment area of the proposed PEAS school or 

control school. A seven kilometre radius around the treatment and control secondary 

schools was established, and contact was made with the heads of the primary schools 

within this area. The school leaders were then asked to identify girls falling into the 
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marginalized groups targeted by GEARR. Consent from caregivers was obtained prior to 

interviews with the identified P7 girls. The process therefore started with the schools, 

proceeded to the household of the girls, and ended with the interview of the girl 

- IS: identified through the schools, with random sampling from eligible girls. School 

leaders and teachers were asked about the characteristics of the girls enrolled in school. 

The care-givers of the identified girls were sought out for permission to interview the 

selected girls. The process was very similar to that used to identify the P7 girls.  

- OOS: the evaluators worked with community leaders and stakeholders in identifying the 

homes of out-of-school girls. Primary school teachers and leaders were also consulted 

to identify girls who were known not to have continued to secondary school; similarly, 

secondary school leaders were asked about girls who had dropped out and not returned.  

 

Validation and quality assurance during baseline data collection 

Three research teams were sent out by FRIENDS for the baseline data collection, each 

focusing on a different cluster of schools. Each team of research assistants was trained in 

Kampala prior to the data collection exercise. The RAs were hired based on their familiarity with 

the schools in their assigned cluster, as well as their ability to speak local dialects. This was 

especially important in communicating with the caregivers of the girls, many of whom do not 

speak English or are not comfortable in speaking English. 

Each team of RAs was led by a consultant from FRIENDS. The RAs focused on administering 

the surveys to the girls and the care-givers, as well as the EGRA and EGMA tests, while the 

FRIENDS consultants conducted the focus group discussions and the school-characteristics 

data collection. Each evening, the teams gathered together to discuss the day’s proceedings; 

surveys were also spot checked by the FRIENDS consultants each evening to ensure 

consistency and completeness. During the second round of data collection, the teams were 

further accompanied by a member of the PEAS M&E or Education teams. This latter process 

resulted in much better data, underscoring the importance of rigorous training during future data 

collection rounds.  

Data was entered in Kampala by a qualified data analysis and statistician, with spot checks 

done to ensure accurate entry. All data was then imported into SPSS for analysis. The data was 

then cleaned. 

Most of the data gathered is primary data, including responses from the surveys, focus groups 

and interviews.  

Attendance and retention figures are currently based on secondary data; while the registers 

were collected by FRIENDS, and the numbers generated by them, the initial entry was done by 

the schools. In both PEAS treatment and control, as well as the non-PEAS control schools, this 

process is inconsistent, with gaps and incorrect reporting evident in many cases. For some 
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school, attendance and enrolment registers were not even available in the first place. This 

reduced the level of confidence PEAS has in this data, particularly for the control schools.  

To mitigate against this, PEAS has triangulated the data collected by FRIENDS with data that 

PEAS has collected from within our own network throughout the year, independent of GEARR. 

We have also proposed conducting additional spot checks, which will help us to verify the data 

collected for 2013. 

Limitations, challenges and revisions to baseline methodology 

Learning assessments 

The administration of the EGRA and EGMA tests proved to be extremely challenging. The first 

round of data collection in November/December proved unable to assess the sufficient number 

of girls, especially amongst the out-of-school girls population. The girls were for the large part 

unwilling to sit the assessments (with only two out of the targeted 400 girls agreeing to do the 

test). This forced PEAS to undertake a second round of data collection in February, postponing 

the conclusion of the inception phase of GEARR and delaying implementation.  

During this second round, PEAS supervised the process much more closely, resulting in the 

correct sample size being obtained. See section 4 for a more detailed discussion of this 

process. 

Attendance and retention data 

As discussed above, the attendance and retention data has been collected from the schools, 

with gaps and inconsistencies common across treatment and control schools. Due to the timing 

of the baseline collection, there was little opportunity to spot check either set of figures, as 

students were either sitting exams (resulting in abnormal attendance patterns due to the timing 

of exam schedules and revision periods) or schools had already closed, with students having 

gone home. 

PEAS is proposing to verify the data obtained for 2013 by cross-referencing this with Term 1 

attendance and retention data from all schools. This would be done prior to any intervention. 

Retention data would focus on retention from one academic year to the other through enrolment 

registers, while attendance data can be obtained by visiting schools and doing a roll-call (and 

checking observed attendance against registered attendance). Both of these actions could be 

taken around the middle of Term 1 (mid-March). 

Access to non-PEAS control schools 

As PEAS manages the network of schools directly, accessing the PEAS control and treatment 

schools and ensuring their cooperation was not difficult. On the other hand, the cooperation of 

the control schools is less certain. Several of the research teams noted that the non-PEAS 
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control schools questioned the purpose of the study and asked about the benefits of the study to 

their schools and students. There is a risk that the schools will refuse access in the future to 

their schools, including to conduct lesson observations and speak to the teachers. 

PEAS and FRIENDS have devised a communications strategy to try to mitigate against this. It 

centres on the learnings from the project, which will be shared with all participants and 

stakeholders. There is a possibility of sharing PEAS teaching methods with non-PEAS teachers 

upon the conclusion of GEARR, with non-PEAS teachers in the control schools welcomed into 

PEAS schools for peer-to-peer learning, as well as inviting them to PEAS teacher conferences.  

Out-of-school girls continued participation 

Many of the out-of-school girls were reluctant to participate in the study, particularly, as 

mentioned, in doing the literacy and numeracy assessments. They felt that as they were out of 

school, there was no obligation for them to do any further 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 in the time taken, especially as they could not see any 

immediate benefit to their participation in the study. 

As with the control schools, a clear communication strategy has been worked out to keep these 

girls engaged and participating. The tools will be revised for the mid- and end-line studies to 

ensure they take a shorter amount of time. The EGRA and EGMA tests are also being 

approached differently: instead of referring to them as tests, RAs were instructed in the second 

round of baseline data collection to call them games, and work with the out-of-school girls to 

show that they were able to do the tests by working through a few example questions prior to 

actually conducting the assessments. It was clear that the approach and language used played 

a big factor in the girls’ willingness to respond to the EGRA and EGMA tests. The lessons from 

these two rounds of data collection have been documented by PEAS and FRIENDS and will be 

used to mitigate the risks of non-participation in the future.  

Community expectations 

Many of the participants in the study clearly expected some sort of reimbursement for 

responding to the surveys, or expressed a desire for the survey team to either sponsor their 

girls’ education or advocate further for free education or a bursary from the secondary schools. 

Many families even brought their daughters to the research teams to be included in the study, in 

the hope that this would enable their daughters to access school. While this shows the clear 

desire for secondary education in the communities, it also highlights the danger of raised 

expectations, particularly in the control communities.  

PEAS will work through the school leaders of the control schools to manage community 

expectations, as interventions to the PEAS control schools will have to be delayed until the end 

of the GEARR programme to be implemented. PEAS has promised to implement as a matter of 

priority in 2016 the most successful interventions and learnings in the PEAS control schools, 
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and share learnings with the non-PEAS control schools. The PEAS Community Engagement 

Officer is also working out a comprehensive communications strategy to manage expectations. 

Attrition 

Families often move and girls often change schools, even in the middle of the year. This might 

undermine the ability of the research teams to find the same girls for the cohort tracking. 

To mitigate against this, PEAS has calculated a 20% attrition rate into the baseline sample 

sizes. The research teams also captured several different contact details, both by asking the 

girls and their caregivers for telephone numbers, addresses and details of close relatives, to 

ease finding the girls and the households during the mid- and end-line data collection. As the 

communities are quite small and closely connected, PEAS is confident of maintaining a 

statistically significant sample size throughout the project. 

Revisions to baseline methodology 

As discussed, a second round of data collection had to be undertaken due to the timing of the 

first round and the challenges experienced by the research teams in administering the EGRA 

and EGMA. From this, PEAS learned to conduct much closer supervision of the external 

evaluators, as well as provide more training to ensure a thorough understanding of the tools 

used. 

The timing of the baseline will require certain revisions to the baseline. Two of the indicators in 

the log-frame have not yet been captured: 

- Science results: the 2013 UCE exam results were released only in early March 

because of a delay in payments by the Ministry of Finance to the Ministry of Education. 

This has delayed PEAS’ ability to analyse the Science results. This is expected to be 

complete by late-March, with updates to the logframe possible by early April; 

- Lesson observations: as the schools were not in session and therefore not operating 

to their regular timetable, the lesson observations have not yet been conducted. The 

academic year has now begun, and the PEAS Education department and the FRIENDS 

team will conduct these lesson observations throughout March, before the 

implementation of GEARR related training begins. 

 

PEAS does not foresee any contamination of baseline data by this revision in timing, as 

implementation of any GEARR related activities will not begin until late April at the earliest if the 

‘go’ decision is obtained from DfID.  

Sampling framework 
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The mini-household survey identified the underlying population characteristics. Based on these 

figures, PEAS and FRIENDS calculated the necessary sample sizes, which was spread across 

the treatment and control groups in appropriate proportions. 

 

The initial sample sizes were calculated with the aid of Coffey International using G*Power, with 

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 

With the 20% allowance for attrition, the final sample size of marginalised girls needed for the 

surveys and the learning assessments was concluded to be 1,194: 

 Treatment: 600 

 Control 1 (PEAS non-GEARR): 297 

 Control 2 (non-PEAS): 297 

The final sample size obtained by the research teams was: 

 

REGION Sample Classification  

 P7 

completers 

In- School 

Secondary 

Out Of School TOTAL 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Central 227 36.1 172 37.3 112 30.1 511 35.0 

Western 273 43.4 224 14.1 176 22.6 581 39.7 

North / North East 129 20.5 65 48.6 84 47.3 370 25.3 

Total 629 100.0 461 100.0 372 100.0 1 ,462 100.0 

 

The ratios are not balanced between the regions as the sample sizes were apportioned 

according to the actual enrolment rates in the schools and the number of schools falling into 

each region. The proportions are fully representative of the number of beneficiaries in each of 

these regions. 

 

 Sample Classification  

 PEAS- PEAS- Control Non PEAS- TOTAL 
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Treatment Control 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

P7 completers 315 42.7 149 39.5 165 47.4 629 43.0 

In- School 

Secondary 

236 32.0 115 30.5 110 31.6 461 31.5 

Out Of School 186 25.2 113 30.0 173 21.0 372 25.4 

Total 737 100 377 100.0 348 100 1,462 100% 

 

While the % of final sample is not the same as that sought by the suggested mini-household 

survey, the larger than planned final sample size means that of the statistically significant 

number of marginalised girls needed for the study, the correct proportions can be obtained. The 

large sample size came about because of the need for a second round of baseline testing due 

to out-of-school girls not sitting the learning assessments. The external evaluator also failed to 

apply the correct mini-household survey proportions to their final sampling numbers, requiring 

the additional data collection. 

 

This further breaks down as follows into the different groups of marginalised as targeted by 

PEAS: 

 Sample Classification  

 PEAS- 

Treatment 

PEAS- Control Non PEAS- 

Control 

TOTAL 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Disabled 20 2.7 7 1.9 15 4.3 42 2.9 

Orphans 170 23.1 111 29.4 100 28.7 381 26.1 

Others3 547 74.2 259 68.7 233 67.0 1,039 71.1 

Total 737 100.0 377 100.0 348 100.0 1,462 100.0 

 

                                                           
3 This categorisation includes girls marginalised by remoteness and poverty. 
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The number of girls with disabilities captured in the baseline does not match the underlying 

population statistics of students with disabilities and is not sufficiently large to assess statistically 

the direct impact of the PEAS interventions on girls with disabilities. 

 

The baseline was unable to capture a sufficiently large number of girls with disabilities to 

analyse results in a statistically significant manner. However, it was apparent to the research 

teams that there were very few girls with disabilities in the communities surveyed even eligible 

for the PEAS intervention and inclusion into the programme. Most of the girls with disabilities 

have not completed primary school, therefore pushing them out of the potential pool of girls 

targeted by PEAS. The implications of this have been discussed below.  

4. Results   

 

This section reports the findings from the baseline survey and analysis the assumptions in the 

PEAS ToC. 
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Some background characteristics 

The household surveys asked caregivers a wide-ranging set of questions to ascertain the backgrounds characteristics of the 

households and the girls. This will enable PEAS to better contextualise the report findings and develop interventions, particularly in 

the areas of community engagement.  

Demographic 
characteristic 

Treatment Control (PEAS) Control (Non-PEAS) 

P7 S1 S2 S3 OOS P7 S1 S2 S3 OOS P7 S1 S2 S3 OOS 

Average age 14.7 15.0 15.9 17.3 18.0 14.7 15.1 15.8 17.4 17.6 14.9 15.2 16.0 16.8 17.9 

Avg PLE score N/A 19.8 19.8 19.4 24.0 N/A 20.7 21.5 22.7 24.2 N/A 19.7 20.7 20.0 23.0 

% who had 
repeated a 
class at 
Primary 

27 36 17 56 N/A 29 50 37 45 N/A 40 42 44 31 N/A 

% who had 
ever dropped 
out of 
secondary 
school 

N/A 3.3 4.7 18.5 100 N/A 3.6 11.4 11.1 100 N/A 4.2 16.7 16.7 
 

100 

% orphaned 
(single) 

20.1 42 51 50 32.8 19.8 11 23 40 34.2 25.0 46 46 50 30.1 

% orphaned 
(double) 

13.2 6 0 8 (included 
in 

above) 

17.2 14 13 0 (included 
in 

above) 

5.3 0 4 0 (included 
in 

above) 

% disabled 2.70 6 0 0 2.9 0.80 3 3 0 3.2 3.50 5 3 16 4.1 

Avg. time from 
sec. school 
(min) 

43.4 40.3 43.7 44.0 44.5 40.6 37.4 34.1 36.2 37.6 42.8 50.0 41.1 31.6 43.8 

% living with 
parent(s) 

78.5 84 79 85 79.0 75.2 77 78 90 69.2 76.4 84 71 77 82.2 

% w. female 
household-
head/primary 

33.1 41 30 41 37.1 34.6 41 34 36 39.3 33.9 38 41 58 54.8 
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caregiver 

% caregivers 
employed in 
agriculture for 
primary income 

56.6 61 51 69 60 61.2 69 65 70 50.4 61 58 68 50 55.6 

% caregivers 
unemployed 

10.0 7 7 4 11.9 7.50 8 14 0 21.4 3 6 3 4 12.5 

% caregivers 
who can read 
English 

51.3 55 51 48 37.6 41.6 53 50 73 43.6 44.50 36 56 58 34.7 

% caregivers 
who have 
primary only or 
less education 

68.1 60 63 70 76.2 68.6 76 66 64 76.7 64.6 74 65 58 69.9 

 

 
The characteristics in this table highlight several factors about the households and backgrounds the girls in the PEAS sample come 
from. 
 
Age: the OOS girls are clearly older than even the oldest in-school girls, highlighting an added difficulty in getting them back to 
school. Focus group discussions showed that girls who are older often get teased by the other students. 
 
PLE score: the average PLE (Primary Leaver’s Exam) score for OOS girls is above that scored by IS schools. As the PLE is scored 
inversely (4 points is the best score possible), this could demonstrate either the poor quality of the primary schools the girls come 
from or their lack of motivation / interest / ability to study.  
 
School repetition: Most girls have repeated at least one class in primary school, demonstrating that barriers to enrolment and 
attendance cross-cut the age and year groups. Many of the IS girls have also dropped out from secondary school at some point; this 
figure rises as the girls get older, an indication that staying in secondary school is a challenge to these girls.  
 
Orphan status: over 50% of the girls have lost at least one parent. While most still live with at least one of their parents, the focus 
group discussions highlighted how this can pose difficulties for the girls. One of the Directors interviewed mentioned that: “Step 
mothers are many within our communities and often they deny their step children to attend school. Also polygamous homes cannot 
afford fees”. This poses specific challenges to orphaned girls. 
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Caregivers: the caregivers of OOS girls are less educated and less active in the workforce than the caregivers of P7 or IS girls. This 
could highlight the difficulties these girls face in convincing their guardians to send them to school, as ‘uneducated parents’ were 
identified as a key barrier to girls enrolment and attendance during focus group discussions.
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Issues around marginalisation 

The surveys asked respondents about their views on marginalised groups and who these might 

be. The majority of respondents were able identify groups and mentioned that marginalised 

groups exist, with caregivers of OOS girls (100%, vs 98% for P7 caregivers and 95% for 

secondary school girls’ caregivers) more likely to identify the presence of a marginalised group 

in the community. 

The marginalised groups cited include ‘People with disabilities’, ‘Pregnant girls’ and ‘Young 

mothers’, ‘Dysfunctional families’ and ‘Poorer families’ being the most mentioned groups.  

  Treatment Control (PEAS) Control (non-PEAS) 

Column1 OOS P7 IS OOS2 P73 IS4 OOS5 P76 IS7 

People with 

disabilities 26% 24% 25% 22% 20% 23% 28% 27% 17% 

Orphans 23% 15% 21% 24% 20% 17% 16% 21% 17% 

Poorer 

families 15% 16% 11% 10% 37% 27% 8% 13% 24% 

Pregnant girls 12% 17% 18% 22% 10% 8% 16% 11% 8% 

Dysfunctional 

families 9% 8% 11% 10% 3% 13% 16% 10% 15% 

Cultures or 

religions 7% 10% 4% 2% 3% 2% 8% 11% 3% 

Young 

mothers 5% 7% 9% 6% 3% 8% 4% 6% 10% 

Women / girls 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 4% 2% 5% 

 

Girls themselves identified similar groups as marginalised. Some out-of-school girls cited 

themselves: “girls like us, who drop out of school”. The majority of answers focused around 

those with disabilities, the disabled, the orphans, the poor and, mentioned by a few, ‘those who 

migrated to our villages’.  

Despite all stakeholders identifying the presence of marginalised groups in their communities, 

the access to education by these groups does not seem to be problematic in the eyes of most 

respondents. Only 7% of respondents mentioned that schools would not accept girls from those 

groups into the schools. The most common reasons for non-acceptance focused around the fact 

that girls from those groups are regarded as ‘bad examples’ (this applied mainly to pregnant 
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girls and young mothers, as well as orphans), and the fact that girls with disabilities are 

perceived ‘as unable to learn’ and ‘useless’.  

Poverty: 

The mini-household survey described above was used for two purposes: to establish the correct 

percentages for the sampling framework and to examine the underlying population wealth 

characteristics. The questions in the mini-household survey mirror the questions in the caregiver 

survey, allowing for a comparison of household wealth. The questions were drawn from the 

Progress-out-of-Poverty Index (PPI) developed by the Grameen Foundation4. The PPI is a 

condensed household survey (based on the wider national household survey) that seeks 

answers to 10 questions about a household’s characteristics and asset ownership. These are 

scored to compute the likelihood that the household is living below the poverty line; the 

likelihood can be calculated for the national poverty line, the international $1.25-a-day, and 

other equivalent, internally recognised measures. 

PEAS has used this index to calculate the likelihood of poverty in the areas that PEAS will be 

working in, as well as in the control areas. The tables below calculate the likelihood that 

households in the different groups fall below the specified poverty line: 

 
National $1.25 $2.50 

C 21.8 45.7 88.6 

P 22.2 42.9 85.2 

PC 16.8 36.9 83.4 

 

For example, in the non-PEAS control areas, the likelihood that a household falls below the 

national poverty line is 21.8%, while in the PEAS treatment areas, it is 22.2%. The underlying 

populations captured in the baseline based on these findings are therefore similar. 

At a national level, the figures are as follows: 

National $1.25 $2.50 

19.3 34.5 70.8 

 

This indicates that the areas PEAS is working in are more likely to be in poverty than the 

average household in Uganda, validating our choice of locations. The likelihood of poverty in 

rural areas is higher than in urban areas, justifying our ToC and identification of girls in the rural 

areas as marginalised (as poverty levels are one indicator, along with the limited access to 

secondary education for this choice). 

                                                           
4 http://www.progressoutofpoverty.org/  
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The likelihood that the households included in the PEAS GEARR sample fall under the poverty 

lines mentioned are shown below: 

  P7 IS OOS 

  National $1.25 $2.50 National $1.25 $2.50 National $1ge5 $2.50 

CO 16.04 32.75 73.56 15.3 30.5 71.9 18.3 37.2 79.2 

P 16.17 32.14 73.13 13.2 28.2 70.3 25.7 45.3 84.9 

PC 12.75 31.08 76.73 10.2 25.7 71.4 24.1 44.0 84.8 

 

The groups are equivalent, with the PEAS control schools slightly less likely to be under the 

national poverty line. 

This data demonstrates the high levels of poverty in the areas PEAS is targeting, and also 

establishes that the groups are very similar at the baseline. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from this data: 

- Overall, households of girls in school are less likely to be in poverty (by any measure) 

than the  general population in the area 

- Overall, the out-of-school girls come from households that are as likely to be in poverty 

than the underlying population: the greatest discrepancy is in the non-PEAS control 

areas, where the OOS girls are slightly less likely to be in poverty than the underlying 

population 

o These two conclusions validate the PEAS assumption that poverty levels are a 

significant factor in determining levels of enrolment, low attendance, and drop-out 

rates for marginalised girls 

- In school girls are the least likely to be in poverty, as expected given that families of girls 

in secondary school need to contribute financially towards their daughter’s education 

- P7 girls are more likely to be in poverty than the IS girls, but less likely than out-of-school 

girls 

o Both of these conclusions validate the above mentioned PEAS assumption as 

well 

- The groups between PEAS, PEAS Control and non-PEAS Control are very similar in 

characteristics. If PEAS is successful in reaching to OOS girls, then we would expect to 

see a rise in the likelihood of girls in the PEAS IS population in poverty to rise 

 

In the section below examining outputs, this report compares the cost of education across the 3 

groups (treatment, control, non-PEAS control).  
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Reasons for being out-of-school 

Many of the barriers identified in our ToC related to the reasons why girls do not enrol in the first 

place, or why they are forced to drop out after enrolling in secondary school.  

The majority of the OOS girls in the baseline sample had at least started secondary school: 

Class after which OOS girls dropped out 

Non-PEAS Control 

P7 18.3% 

S1 23.9% 

S2 26.8% 

S3 21.1% 

S4 9.9% 

PEAS Control 

P7 35.3% 

S1 21.6% 

S2 12.9% 

S3 13.8% 

S4 15.5% 

PEAS Treatment 

P7 31.7% 

S1 22.4% 

S2 14.8% 

S3 19.1% 

S4 12.0% 

 

This shows that the majority of the girls at least had the intention and desire to pursue their 

studies after completing primary school. The majority of the OOS girls in the sample have been 

out of school for less than two years; 40% have been absent for less than a year. 

The main reasons given by the OOS girls (who had at some point enrolled in secondary school) 

for their dropout was given as follows: 
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After poverty, pregnancy is the leading single cause for dropout. When asked to mention what 

might have led friends to drop-out (multiple answers allowed), 58.6% of girls in PEAS treatment 

areas mentioned pregnancy (47% in PEAS-control, 56.2% in non-PEAS control), compared to 

71.2% mentioning poverty, 21.5% mentioning marriage and 8.1% mentioning parental 

decisions.  

Focus group information triangulates this data: all groups interviewed mentioned early 

pregnancy as a barrier to schooling. Some directors put this down as a conscious choice made 

by the girls: ““There are no cases of rape in this village; girls who get pregnant will have 

consented with the boys”; others (the majority) are concerned for the safety of the girls because 

of out-of-school youth and boda-boda men on the roads to and from school.  

The girls all mentioned a desire to go back to school, but for the reasons mentioned, they have 

not been able to. The PEAS proposals to deal with these barriers are addressed under the 

relevant logframe indicators (pregnancy is addressed under issues relating to safety). 

Potential PEAS students (2013 P7 cohort) 

One of the sub-groups in the PEAS baseline study is formed by the P7 students who were 

about to sit their PLEs (Primary Leaver’s Exams) in November 2013, thereby potentially making 

them eligible for PEAS interventions in 2014.  

The baseline sough to capture information on what attracts P7 students to school to understand 

if the ToC has identified the right motivators and influences. 

The majority (>90%) of all P7 girls indicated that they planned to join a secondary school the 

following year. Of those who didn’t, the main reasons given were lack of interest, distance and 

poverty. 
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Most of the girls mentioned being influenced by parents (52.1% in treatment, 46.4% and 52.7% 

respective in PEAS and non-PEAS controls). This was closely followed by influence from 

teachers: 

 

On the other side, the reasons girls predicted they might have problems going to secondary 

school emerged from their open answers: 

- Fees and lack of scholastic materials (most common) 

- Sickness 

- Teasing, bullying and sexual harassment (by boys and male teachers) 

- Poor roads and unsafe journey to school 

- Lack of pads and sanitary ware 

- Distance to school 

- Burdens at home (looking after siblings, loss of parents) 

 

P7 girls also mentioned some of the women in the community they admire or aspire to be, 

including the Woman MPs, teachers, nurses/doctors, lawyers and school leaders. This opens 

up many potential avenues for PEAS to engage community members in helping to attract and 

keep girls in school. 

 

  

Factors influencing enrolment for P7

Treatment

PEAS Control

Non-PEAS Control
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Output level data  

Part A. Description of the baseline position for each output indicator in the logframe:  

The table below shows the baseline figure, where possible, for the initially proposed logframe 
indicators. For ease of reference, the indicators have been pasted here as they are represented 
by their numbers in the table below.  
 

1. 

1.1. # of girls reporting  that they were encouraged to enrol at secondary school by a 

community member (parents, PEAS,PTA, BoG, local leaders) 

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

1.3. % of girls and parents mentioning high fees as a barrier to enrolment 

1.4. Level of USE funding (per pupil capitation grant) received for students in PEAS schools 

as a result of PEAS advocacy work 

2.  

2.1. % of parents demonstrating an understanding of the value of girls’ secondary education 

(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) 

2.2. % of girls whose parents who were contacted by the school (by teachers, school 

management, PTA/BoG members) over their daughter's absenteeism who attend 

school more than 80% of the time 

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

2.4. % of girls demonstrating knowledge of the importance of washing hands before meals 

and after using the bathroom 

2.5. % of girls (in the pilot school implementing the sanitary project)  citing lack of sanitary 

wear as a reason for missing school 

3.  

3.1. # of actions taken by marginalised girls in their schools or communities to encourage 

retention (through Girls' club activities, community performances, peer-to-peer 

outreach) 

3.2. % of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs motivates their attendance to stay in 

school year on year 

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

in their community 

4.  

4.1. % of inspections recommendations focused on improving learning results of 

marginalised girls actioned by the school 

4.2. % improvement of girls’ results in PEAS schools where teachers are observed 

implementing gender-responsive pedagogy 

4.3. % improvement in the literacy rates of girls participating in the remedial classes 

4.4. % improvement in girls’ science results 

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

 
OOS P7 IS 

Data 
source 

Triangulati
on 

Data 
reliability  

Output 
indicator Orphan

s 

Girls 
with 
disabiliti
es 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls 
with 
disabilit
ies 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls with 
disabilitie
s 

All 
girls 

8,000 
girls have 
enrolled 
in 
schools 
as a 
result of a 
more 
enabling 
environm
ent 

1.1 

N/A N/A N/A 50% 0% 60% 40% 50% 40% 

Field data 
(Girls 
questionnair
e) 

Household 
survey, 
focus group 
discussions 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

1.2 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 17% 0% 25% 

Field data 
(PCG 
survey) 

Focus 
group 
discussions
; 
observation
s at of 
school 
facilities 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

1.3 

74% 57% 68% 75% - 68% 33% 36% 34% 

Field data 
(girls and 
PCG 
surveys) 

Focus 
group 
discussions
; key 
informant 
interviews 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

1.4 

47000 47000 47000 47000 47000 47000 47000 47000 47000 
Ministry of Education and 
Sports 

This is the 
same for all 
eligible USE 
students in 
Uganda 
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Baseline figures 

 
OOS P7 IS 

Data 
source 

Triangulati
on 

Data 
reliability  

Output 
indicator Orphan

s 

Girls 
with 
disabiliti
es 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls 
with 
disabilit
ies 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls with 
disabilitie
s 

All 
girls 

76 
appropria
te 
facilities, 
equipmen
t and girl-
friendly 
practices 
provided 
to 
promote 
marginali
sed girls' 
attendanc
e  

2.1 

76% 100% 80% 52% 83% 64% 58% 63% 55% 

Field data 
(PCG 
survey) 

Field data 
(girls' 
surveys); 
key 
informant 
interviews; 
attendance 
records 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

2.2 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 82% 86% 86% 

Field data 
(PCG 
survey) 

Attendance 
data 

Primary 
data is 
reliable; the 
triangulation 
will show 
any 
discrepanci
es 

2.3 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 7% 20% 12% 

Field data 
(girls 
survey) 

Focus 
groups with 
girls; 
observation
s at school 
of facilities 
and usage 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

2.4 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 13% 10% 9% 

Field data 
(girls 
survey) 

Observatio
ns at 
school 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

2.5 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A TBC TBC TBC 
Baseline update once sanitary pilot starts 
properly 
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Baseline figures 

 
OOS P7 IS 

Data 
source 

Triangulati
on 

Data 
reliability  

Output 
indicator Orphan

s 

Girls 
with 
disabiliti
es 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls 
with 
disabilit
ies 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls with 
disabilitie
s 

All 
girls 

30 
schools 
supporte
d to 
provide 
extra 
curricula 
learning 
opportuni
ties and 
additional 
out-of-
classroo
m 
support 
for 
marginali
sed girls 

3.1 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 13% 17% 18% 

Field data 
(girls 
survey) 

Key 
information 
interviews 
(with school 
leaders); 
focus 
groups with 
girls 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

3.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A IGAs not yet fully functional in schools 

3.3 
 

  28%     50%   75% 56% 

Field data 
(PCG 
survey) 

Girls' 
survey 
(participatio
n in 
community 
activities) 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

500 
school 
staff 
trained to 
implemen
t high-
quality 
and 
gender-
sensitive 
teaching 
and 
learning 
methods 

4.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 53% 88% 48% 

Field data 
(Girls 
questionnair
e) 

School 
inspections; 
interviews 
with school 
leaders; 
focus group 
discussions 

Primary 
data 
gathered 
from 
respondent
s without 
prompt 

4.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A TBC TBC TBC 
The school year has just begun, so this 
data is being gathered at the moment 

4.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

See 
WpM 
results 

See WpM 
results 

See 
WpM 
results 

EGRA tests for the relevant schools (the 
pilot schools will be selected once 
implementation begins) 

4.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
UCE 
results 

UCE 
results 

USE 
results 

This data has just been released and is 
currently being analysed by PEAS (delay 
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Baseline figures 

 
OOS P7 IS 

Data 
source 

Triangulati
on 

Data 
reliability  

Output 
indicator Orphan

s 

Girls 
with 
disabiliti
es 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls 
with 
disabilit
ies 

All 
girls 

Orphan
s 

Girls with 
disabilitie
s 

All 
girls 

awaited awaited awaite
d 

in release by several weeks due to 
payment issues at the Ministry of Finance) 

4.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 85% 100% 86% 

Field data 
(girls 
survey) 

PEAS perception surveys; 
focus group discussions 

 
 
NB: the data for girls with disabilities is based on a very small sample as indicated before and may not produce statistically significant 
results or comparisons 
 
The results for the originally proposed logframe have several implications for the PEAS GEARR programme: 

- Some of the baseline indicators were not fully captured during the baseline research, necessitating further data collection 

- Girls out-of-school are much more likely to cite poverty as the primary barrier to enrolment than IS girls, as was expected 

- There are no statistically significant differences between orphans and non-orphans under these indicators; this contrasts with 
focus group and interview findings that orphans are treated different by non-family members 

- The few IS-girls with disabilities captured in the baseline clearly have high levels of support from their families for their 
schooling, as well as from the schools, based on the fact that parents are reported to have a high level of commitment to their 
daughters, and the schools are listening to girls with disabilities 

- Girls with disabilities are not fully catered for by the school infrastructure 
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Part B. Analysis of the project's assumptions and design objectives:  

 

PEAS identified both external and internal barriers to girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention and 

results. Activities were designed to address each of these barriers, with the assumptions as 

outlined above in the ToC section. We have interrogated each of the assumptions under each 

specific output (under the relevant indicator, as the indicators link directly to the activities). 

OUTPUT 1: ENROLMENT (8,000 GIRLS HAVE ENROLLED IN 

SCHOOLS AS A RESULT OF A MORE ENABLING ENVIRONMENT) 

The findings from the baseline survey validate that both external and internal barriers (on both 

the supply and demand side) exist and limit marginalised girls’ opportunities to enrol, stay, and 

learn in secondary school. The baseline however does indicate that certain assumptions are not 

as significant as believed, and that there should be a shift in emphasis to certain barriers over 

others. 

1.1. # Of girls reporting  that they were encouraged to enrol at secondary school by a 

community member (parents, PEAS, BoG, local leaders) 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Negative community attitude towards girls’ education 

 ToC: change in attitude will result in greater enrolment – this will be achieved through a 

comprehensive Community Engagement Plan 

 Wider impact: more children overall, not just marginalized girls, will attend school and 

learn 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

As the table shows, many of the girls were encouraged to enrol by their parents, their teachers, 

or other community members.  
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The assumption made by PEAS here was that the attitudes of parents and other community 

members to girls’ education prevent girls from enrolling. The surveys in fact points out that most 

of the communities value highly girls’ education – the majority (99%) of respondents across both 

treatment and control mention that educating girls is valuable, and they believe that educated 

girls are more useful to themselves, their families and the society at large.  

There are still some deep trenched beliefs though which PEAS will bear in mind: one father 

reported that “During the adolescent stage for girls (15-17 years) their attitude changes; they 

refuse to go to school and get married; start getting out of home and parents loose interest in 

providing fees for all girls”, while certain communities are reported to be more resistant to girls’ 

education than others. There were also issues over the differential treatment of orphans within 

households: “Girls’ attendance and learning often affected by domestic violence especially 

where step mothers influence husbands not to pay fees for girls and instead have them 

prepared for marriage. They are also often forced into early marriages to rich old men especially 

among Muslim families, so that the family gets wealth and the girl leaves her home before 

starting her menstrual cycles”. 

Caregivers of girls also have high hopes and dreams for their charges, with 81% of parents in 

the treatment communities mentioning that they would want their girls to be educated to college 

or university level (83% of orphans’ parents mentioned this, and 88% of disabled girls’ parents). 

Parents of out-of-school girls were happier with slightly lower levels of education for their 

daughters (T=54% mentioning university/college). Caregivers of orphan and girls with 

disabilities desired more education for the girls (62% and 60% of respondents respectively 

mentioned this). Caregivers of out-of-school girls also mentioned that they’d like to take the girls 

back to school; only 5% did not express this desire.  
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There is clear engagement from the community for girls’ education, and about 79% of 

caregivers judge that girls’ learn at least as much as boys, if not more. There is a slight 

difference for the small sample of girls with disabilities: only 72% think this, with most 

mentioning that it depends on the type of disability the girl has. 

The community engagement plan aimed at tackling negative attitudes towards girls’ education, 

but this does not seem to be the main barrier. One of the key findings of the demonstrates that 

while the main barrier to girls enrolment and attendance in schools is the inability to pay schools 

fees (39%), the next biggest factor (18%) is abuse by male students. Focus group discussions 

with in-school marginalised girls also pointed to similar factors: girls mentioned that barriers 

include peer influence and out-of-school youth. These factors external to the girls is something 

that the PEAS activities so far have not adequately addressed. The PEAS community 

engagement plan includes elements of speaking with boys and men to promote the value of 

girls’ education; however, it seems that the bigger problem is the treatment of girls in school, 

rather than a low valuation of girls’ education overall.  

Proposed plan of action: 

Based on the analysis above, the community engagement programme might need to shift focus, 

from explaining why girls’ education is important to how community members can better support 

and facilitate girls’ enrolment. The success of community engagement could therefore be 

measured through other variables. A proposed change to this indicator is: 

 % of girls reporting feeling unsafe on the journey to school (mentioning that they feel 

unsafe at least 'some of the time') 

o Baseline (IS girls): 44% mention the journey to school as a reason for feeling 

unsafe 

o Baseline (IS girls): 68% mention that they feel unsafe travelling to school at least 

‘some of the time’ 

o Baseline (caregivers): 60% of caregivers identify the journey to school as unsafe 

for the girls, particularly because of cab drivers (boda-boda men) and boys (28% 

and 21% respectively) 

 

PEAS has the sufficient data to provide the baseline data for this indicator and has suggested 

various ways in which this could be measured. We have opted for the second one (in the 

logframe attached to this report) as it is the most direct measure of how girls themselves feel 

about their journey to school.  

PEAS will conduct further FGDs to understand the exact threats on the journey to school,  for 

both boys and girls. Boys as well as girls mentioned the threat of rape, and the issues around 

early and unwanted pregnancy were frequently mentioned. Girls even suggested getting school 

vans to help transport them to school over long distances and thus avoid the ‘boda-boda men’. 

We will further explore these underlying threats and potential solutions with the girls themselves. 
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Risks and budgetary implications: 

A new Community Relations Officer joined the PEAS central team in December 2013. She is 

currently creating a comprehensive plan to tackle many of the issues raised here, including a 

community mapping exercise to help pinpoint the areas of insecurity. The plan will include 

making key community stakeholders aware of the issues, and empowering them as ‘wardens’. 

As she is already in place (and working with the Child Protection and Gender Manager), we 

have increased the amount of her time in the budget (under fees-local), allocated from unspent 

year 1 funds. 

PEAS will have to be careful about the expectations that might be raised through increased 

community engagement. The ownership of the safety in the community has to be taken by the 

leaders and community stakeholders rather than PEAS; PEAS can exert direct control only 

within school boundaries, but we will do what we are able to encourage this safe environment 

for all. 

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

fence 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Parents fear for the safety of their daughters both on the way to school and in-school 

 ToC: increasing the perception of safety around the schools will give parents more 

confidence to send girls to school – this will be achieved through building and repairing 

fences and by increasing awareness of how to stay safe on the way to school 

 Wider impact: parents will articulate their concerns, and demand better safety measures 

for girls in their villages in general 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

14% of parents of in-school girls (10% in PEAS control areas, 35% in non-PEAS control areas) 

mentioned being dissatisfied with the safety of the school environment. The main reason 

identified in the treatment areas was teacher behaviour, followed closely by reasons to do with 

school infrastructure, mentioned y 52% of caregivers. 29% of parents also mentioned the lack of 

fence as a separate response, although it is not clear if others included the fence in their 

general ‘infrastructure’ response.  

Analysis showed that parents of the boarders were more likely to cite this as a reason for 

insecurity. 

85% of the schools in the baseline were judged by FRIENDS to have a ‘fence’, but only in 46% 

of schools was the fence at least ‘adequate’. Analysis of the results show that the schools where 
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parents mentioned this were the schools judged by the external evaluators as having ‘weak’, 

‘poor’ or ‘no’ fence. The baseline indicator therefore looks specifically at those schools. 

There is a strong need to construct better facilities at the schools, especially fences, was also 

evident from focus groups: “Girls’ safety is usually disrupted at night due to intrusion by night… 

[by strangers]. Parents, especially mothers, interact with school management to find out about 

their daughters’ safety and follow up accordingly.” 

The PEAS interventions aims at making the school environment safer including through the 

building of fences is appropriate given this concern.  

The baseline report uncovered other areas of safety concerns on top of the structural integrity of 

the school.  

  

The focus group discussions and interviews provided richer detail on the interaction of girls and 

boys in and around the schools. Many parents and Headteachers regards boys as a negative 

influence on girls: “At times girls do not return to school from holidays and instead go with boys 

[because of the boys influence]”, “High level of boys drop out of schools which is affecting girls 

in school by impregnating them; when boys drop out they end up impregnating girls because 

they want to marry”. Girls themselves have mixed views: ”It is good to learn together with boys 

for we able to share ideas like solving academic issues; girls do not help each other”, while “Boy 

are preferred to girls [by parents and families]; girls take away wealth from original 

homes/parents; girls are often diverted by boys from school, get pregnant and thus waste 

school fees”.  

While less frequent, teachers were also mentioned by focus group participants. Several girls 

mentioned ‘hostile teachers’ as a reason for why they miss school. More supportive teachers 

Reason for insecurity at school
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School infrastructure
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Lack of supervision

Student behavior
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(and lower staff turnover) would enhance the quality of learning according to the girls 

themselves.  

The fact that both teachers’ and other students’ (mostly male) behaviour was mentioned so 

frequently is a cause for concern. PEAS had not considered this fully in our ToC: this has now 

been integrated. Insecurity stemming from the behaviour of males will have to form a larger part 

of the PEAS intervention than planned. 

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS will maintain the indicator measuring perceptions of safety linked to the presence of a 

fence. 

The issue of boys making girls feel unsafe or insecure will be addressed through the Citizenship 

Education Curriculum. This will directly address boys on issues such as equal human rights, 

gender equality and menstruation, in order that boys do not leverage such issues to abuse their 

fellow girl students. Given  that many caregivers, girls and teachers reported that out-of-school 

youth has a negative impact on girls and their attendance and retention, PEAS will consider the 

barriers to boys enrolment and retention as well in our community engagement plan.  

PEAS will address the issue of teacher behaviour through the Child Protection and Gender 

Manager’s training programmes around the PEAS Child Protection and Girls policies. These 

trainings will promote positive behaviour management techniques as part of the Gender 

Responsive Pedagogy training.  This will provide teachers with greater awareness of alternative 

behaviour management strategies and make teachers aware of unconscious bias and gender 

stereotyping. Where necessary, PEAS can put disincentives into place.  

An additional indicator addressing the aspects of behaviour have been proposed under Indicator 

2.3 in Output 2 (Attendance). 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

None foreseen under this activity 

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

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 High fees are a key barrier to enrolment and attendance, particularly when parents might 

have to choose which child to educate 

 ToC: lower fees will lead to increased enrolment by marginalized girls - PEAS will 

advocate with the Ministry of Education and Sports for a higher USE subsidy, lowering 

the need for parental contributions to girls’ education. Other methods, including income 

from IGAs, will contribute towards lower fees 
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 Wider impact: the IGAs will increase local markets and contribute positively towards 

girls’ education. Greater understanding at the Ministry and across the secondary 

education spectrum of education for all and how to achieve affordable education 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

The biggest barrier mentioned by girls and barriers to enrolment (as well as attendance) in 

secondary education is the level of fees, both the fees for tuition as well as for materials.  

 

OOS P7 IS 

 

The family couldn’t 

afford to send her 

High  fees could 

prevent girl from 

joining 

Is it difficult to 

afford for [GIRL] to 

go to school? 

Non-PEAS Control 70% 60% 86% 

PEAS Control 69% 60% 83% 

PEAS Treatment 61% 40% 84% 

Orphan 67% 50% 82% 

Disability 100% - 75% 

 

This validates the PEAS assumption that families are unable to send daughters to school 

despite a desire to do so. PEAS also asked caregivers about the main expenditure items, which 

further speak to the high poverty levels being a constrain to enrolment and attendance: 
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The number one item identified by all caregivers was food, followed by school/tuition fees. The 

chart below shows what households reported to be the second biggest expenditure item: 

 

This demonstrates the high burden placed by school fees on families. Health care and clothing 

are the most common answer when the third biggest expenditure item is asked for. 

The issues around fees highlight that PEAS is targeting the right group of girls, as those who 

are from the poorest households are the ones least able to continue with their education. Of the 

primary caregivers, when asked about their households ability to meet basic needs, 65% 

(n=456, C=70%, T=67%) of the caregivers of in-school girls said they were at least able to meet 

basic needs, while only 45% (n=372, C=37%, T=48%) of the caregivers of out-of-school girls 

said the same.   

Able to meet basic needs 

  In school OOS 

    P7 Secondary 

Control 75% 57% 49% 

PEAS Control 68% 70% 38% 

Treatment 72% 67% 48% 

Field data 
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The differences here demonstrate how the level of poverty affects the ability of families to 

educate all their children. OOS girls are significantly more affected by the poverty levels of their 

households when it comes to their ability to continue schooling. 

Key informant interviews with the local leaders, school management, primary care givers and 

the girls highlighted the following as reasons which affect marginalised girls' enrolment in 

schools: 

 Peer influence especially by out-of-school female age-mates  

 Lack of school fees 

 Emerging and persistent domestic violence in families 

 Poverty as low incomes cause parents to refrain from commitment to pay fees  

 Lack of career guidance 

 Lack of role-models 

 Negative community attitude towards girls’ education 

 Family background mostly composed of uneducated parents  

 Characteristic long cycle of education makes community value it lowly, as immediate 

benefits are not seen 

 

To some extent the results from the focus groups contradict the findings of the caregiver 

surveys: for example, all the responses by care-givers suggest that girls’ education is at least as 

valued as that of boys, and that the community understands the benefits of educating girls. 

However, all respondents regard the level of support from the communities as low, with many 

caregivers desiring more community-based interventions focused on encouraging greater 

support for girls’ enrolment in secondary education. 

Suggestions from the respondents to improve girls’ enrolment all focus around fees: 

 Offering special bursaries for girls 

 Provide boarding facilities for girls from distant locations with flexibility in fees payment 

 Lower the current levels of fees    

 

The PEAS model is in principle against offering bursaries, as this undermines its sustainability  

and creates unsustainable solutions. Individual schools may at times offer bursaries, but this is 

at their own discretion. PEAS monitors how and to whom bursaries are offered, if at all, to 

ensure that they are put to good use and fairly distributed. 

 

PEAS schools are cheaper than the non-PEAS controls schools: the cost of attending a PEAS 

school as a USE day student is about 82% of the cost of attending one of the identified control 

schools. The average termly fees are listed in the table below: 

 



         

 

  

Innovation Window –  Baseline template | 52 

 

Fee levels (UGX) 

Treatment 65,333 

PEAS Control 64,000 

Non-PEAS Control 77,200 

 

 
 

The main considerations for whether to send a girl to school or not between in- and out-of-

school girls demonstrates that the gender of the child is not the main consideration when 

making this decision. The differences between the groups is insightful, and highlights where 

PEAS needs to concentrate sensitisation efforts, particularly when trying to improve attendance. 

For out-of-school girls’ families, the time of year is crucial for enrolment, suggesting that families 

need the girls’ labour for harvesting, crops and other seasonal work. Gender seems to be a 

much lower consideration for caregivers, although this changes significantly when the girl has a 

disability. In this case, the gender matters more than their actual ability to perform in school. 

PEAS will target attitudes like this through our community engagement plan. 
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Proposed way forward: 

 

While PEAS will not offer bursaries as part of GEARR as it is against our operating model, we 

will support schools to put into place more supportive and flexible fee collection mechanisms. 

Not only will this help families spread the burden of payments, but also improve the integrity of 

school finances. 

 

Many of the PEAS schools operate in areas where micro-finance, SACCOs (Savings and Credit 

Cooperatives) and VSLA (Village Savings and Loans Associations) are available or nascent. 

We are already exploring potential cooperation with some of these. We are also investing in 

IGAs (please see below for further discussion on this), but they are unlikely to have a significant 

impact in the short time-frame of GEARR given their nascent state. 

 

Further sensitisation will occur to help families understand the important contribution they are 

making to their girls’ education. Some limited financial training will teach families to manage fee 

payments better, and schools will be supported to work out flexible payment plans with parents 

and guardians. More research is also needed into exactly how OOS girls contribute to their 

families, and why their enrolment seems to be heavily dependent on the time of year. 

 

PEAS is also focusing on providing IGAs (please see below), which will contribute towards the 

long-term sustainability and financial viability of the schools.  

 

Risks and budgetary implications.  

Parents are likely to always cite fees as a barrier to education, as it is clearly a main source of 

expenditure for most households. Expectations will have to be carefully managed to ensure that 

everyone understands their responsibilities and commitments. Getting involved with VSLAs or 

other Micro Finance Initiative (MFIs) will have to be done in close consultation with the schools 
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to ensure that everyone is on board, as many school leaders and parents have reservations 

about working with them. 

 

Some increased time will have to be spent by the finance team in working with bursars and 

school leaders. This has been proposed in the reallocation of fees from the unspent year 1 

funds. 

 

1.4. Level of USE funding (per pupil capitation grant) received for students in PEAS 

schools as a result of PEAS advocacy work 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 High fees are a key barrier to enrolment and attendance, particularly when parents might 

have to choose which child to educate 

 ToC: lower fees will lead to increased enrolment by marginalized girls - PEAS will 

advocate with the Ministry of Education and Sports for a higher USE subsidy, lowering 

the need for parental contributions to girls’ education 

 Wider impact: greater understanding at the Ministry and across the secondary education 

spectrum of education for all and how to achieve affordable education 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

Eligible students in PEAS school receive UGX47,000 (£12) per term per child from the Ministry 

of Education and Sports. This sum is meant to cover the running costs of the school and 

therefore eliminate fees. As the sum has not changed since the introduction of the Universal 

Secondary Education programme in 2008, the  value of the grant in real terms has fallen 

significantly. PEAS will focus advocacy work on getting the sum to rise at least in line with 

inflation. PEAS has calculated that the value of the grant given to government-run school is 

between four and five times the amount given to private schools such as PEAS, as government 

schools receive teacher salaries from the government as well as UGX41,000 per students. 

PEAS would like to see the amount of funding received by PEAS schools to equal to that 

received by the government schools when teacher salaries are appropriately included. 

For output 1, the focus of PEAS activities needs to be on the external influences and pressures 

affecting marginalized girls education. 

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS will continue to work with the Government to build understanding of our project. The 

evidence from GEARR will be particularly influential.  

As this is outside of PEAS control, we would like to propose a new indicator that will track the 

issue of poverty as a barrier to education, which the higher USE funding seeks to address: 
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 Average amount of fees paid by PEAS day USE-students 

o Baseline value: currently, PEAS students pay about UGX65,000 on average, a 

value of about 82% of the cost of non-PEAS control schools 

 

This allows us to measure improvements in addressing the poverty barrier not only through 

government funding, but also through other potential sources of school income that might 

contribute to lower school fees (IGAs etc.) 

Risk and budgetary implications:  

Achieving this output within the GEC timescale could be outside the full control of PEAS, as it 

depends on the political and economic situation and landscape in Uganda, as well as the 

willingness of politicians to champion this PEAS proposal in Government. PEAS will secure as 

many meetings as possible to be able to push this forward, and create an understanding of the 

importance of this for the education sector in Uganda. 

There are no budgetary implications to GEARR from these proposed changes. 

Output 2: 76 APPROPRIATE FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT AND GIRL-

FRIENDLY PRACTICES PROVIDED TO PROMOTE MARGINALISED 

GIRLS' ATTENDANCE 

 

2.1 % of parents demonstrating an understanding of the value of girls’ secondary 

education (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) 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Marginalised girls’ attendance is affected by a multitude of factors, including parental 

demands on girls’ time. This might include looking after siblings, especially on market 

days, and taking care of general household chores. 

 ToC: understanding that regular attendance is the key to learning and enabling parents 

to understand and support this will enable girls to more regular attend school and 

complete school related work – PEAS will develop a comprehensive Community 

Engagement Plan and work with schools to find strategies to overcome these home-

based barriers to attendance 

 Wider impact: greater understanding of the value of education will enable more children 

to attend school at all levels 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 
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Currently this is measured through the % of parents reporting that they participate in school 

activities, such as the PTA, the Board of Governors, or helping out at school functions, such as 

events or the lunchtime service. The majority mention that they participate through the PTA, 

which is a significant time commitment. PEAS is following up with each school on how functional 

their PTAs are and exactly what kinds of events and improvements the parents contribute to. 

The main reason caregivers don’t participate in school activities is because of a lack of time.  

 

Caregivers were also asked about other household member’s participation in school activities. 

This is significantly lower: only 19% of caregivers in PEAS treatment areas mention that other 

members of the household participate in school activities (PC=21%, NPC=23%). 

Caregivers clearly value education for their girls, with 100% of all respondents across all groups 

mentioning that educating girls is both useful and beneficial. Similarly, they have high 

aspirations for the girls, with 81% in the treatment group desiring their girls to go all the way to 

college or university. Fees are the biggest barrier they all identify to the achievement of these 

dreams. When asked how families could be better supported to educate the girls in their 

communities, the majority of responses focus on the provision of scholarships, materials and 

free education. Some caregivers focused on teaching useful skills to girls, such as improved 

farming methods, or helping to get their crops to the market. One suggestion was the provision 

of ‘half fees’ to girls from the poorest families; essentially a means-tested subsidy.  

Caregivers of out-of-school girls want their daughters to go back to school, mostly because they 

see education as valuable to the girls’ future, both as a valuable thing for itself (‘because they 

[girls] deserve a good life’, ‘so she can be a model person in society’) as well as for their futures 

(‘because she can get a better job’, ‘she will help me in the future’). Caregivers mentioned they 

would help their daughters back to school when they had the ability to pay the fees. The poverty 

factor is clearly the rate-limiting factor;  compared to caregivers of in-school girls, more think 
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their daughter should be working at the age of 18 rather than continuing with their studies (13% 

vs T=2%). 

Neither in-school nor out-of-school girls’ caregivers feel that there is enough support in the area 

for girls’ education. Parents in focus groups clearly identified the lack of support in communities 

for girls’ education, mentioning that many “attach low value to education due to long cycle” (F 

FGD participant). Mothers also mentioned a ‘lack of support from fathers’ and the need for 

further sensitisation.  

Girls’ time use at home was also studied, to understand how conditions at home can potentially 

affect her learning. The chart below shows the percentage of girls involved in the mentioned 

activities. 

 

Each of these activities takes up about 2 hours of girls’ time per day, a significant portion of a 

girl’s time which then cannot be devoted to other activities including school preparation. 

The majority of girls are reported to spend the expected 6-8 hours at school.  

Time at school 4 to 6 hours 6 to 8 hours 

Control Orphan 5.3% 78.9% 

  Non-orphan 17.5% 77.5% 

PEAS control Orphan 3.7% 92.6% 

  Non-orphan 7.9% 87.3% 

Treatment Orphan 5.9% 82.2% 

  Non-orphan 4.3% 83.0% 
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Orphans overall spend more time at school, and less time doing other household chores than 

non-orphans. 

Overall, the pressures of work outside of school hours is considerable, as girls are expected to 

help out with a large variety of tasks. Girls requested additional sensitisation for parents to give 

them more support.  

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS would like to amend the indicator in the log-frame slightly to take into account the time-of-

year considerations on the attendance of girls in school by making the following change: 

% parents demonstrating an understanding of the value of girls’ secondary education 

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) 

This would enable PEAS to capture the desired change to attendance. One of the methods for 

looking at parents’ commitment to their daughters’ education would also track how girls use time 

outside of school hours. 

PEAS will continue to conduct focus groups and research to further understand the barriers to 

irregular attendance, particularly around the seasonal patterns observed. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

The communication to parents and communities has to be clear and coherent, without raising 

undue expectations that might undermine the communities’ faith in PEAS. 

No budgetary implications foreseen. 

2.2 % of girls whose parents who were contacted by the school (by teachers, school 

management, PTA/BoG members) over their daughter's absenteeism who attend 

school more than 80% of the time. 

 

This indicator seeks to understand how absenteeism and drop-out are linked, and prevent this 

from occurring by identifying the girls most at risk of drop-out, and then devising interventions to 

support them to stay at school.  

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  
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 Use and understanding of data at the school level is low, meaning that teachers and 

schools are not able to develop proper interventions to address issues around 

attendance. Parents are not often aware of what issues their daughters might be facing  

 ToC: better collection and analysis of data will improve the use of data and lead to 

targeted, data-driven interventions – PEAS will implement a school information 

management system, which will also contain an element of reaching out to parents 

 Wider impact: better data usage at schools will increase the effectiveness of 

interventions at all levels, while increased communication and transparency will improve 

school-community relations 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

The majority of respondents mention that the schools communicate at least once a term with 

them, mostly via the girls (through information she brings home). 

  

Do receive 

updates from 

the school 

about [GIRLS] 

performance 

or 

attendance? How does the school communicate with you? 

  Yes Via the girl 

Through a 

call/text 

School-based 

meeting 

Visit from 

school Other 

NON-PEAS 

Control 82% 60% 8% 28% 3% 0% 

PEAS 

Control 86% 66% 3% 27% 2% 2% 

PEAS 

Treatment 86% 62% 12% 23% 3% 2% 

 

Most would like more frequent and meaningful communication from the schools. PEAS is still 

unclear on the exact type of information that flows from the school to the parents, but the high 

levels of interaction already in place provide a good basis for PEAS to build upon to ensure 

more regular communication once data-analysis and use in the schools in better in place. 

At the moment, the correlation between attendance and communication from the schools has 

not been fully analysed. The incompleteness of the attendance registers has made it difficult to 

establish the baseline figures for this indicator, but PEAS is continuing to analyse the data. 

The real underlying issue here, and the key assumption in the PEAS ToC, is that school are 

using data ineffectively to develop interventions to tackle absenteeism. School leaders and 
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teachers are not able to spot patterns in attendance. The quality of the attendance registers that 

were collected for the baseline clearly demonstrates their incompleteness. Paper-based records 

are difficult to analyse and interpret. During interview, headteachers further mentioned that 

improving communication between the school and parents would positively impact girls’ 

attendance. 

Proposed way forward: 

The evidence gathered indicates that PEAS ToC has identified one of the key reasons for poor 

attendance. We will continue to plan for the implementation of a school information 

management system, which will not only allow schools to better track absenteeism, but also to 

develop appropriate interventions and communicate better with parents. 

PEAS has already given schools better paper-based attendance tracking systems, which are 

inputted into Excel files. Training on this is occurring. The school information management 

system roll-out is likely to be piloted in Term 2, 2014, with full roll-out to all treatment schools in 

Term 1, 2015. This timing is reflected in the logframe, as the biggest change is expected to 

occur only in year 2. 

The indicator wording has been changed slightly to make it clearer: 

% of girls whose parents who were contacted by the school (by teachers, school 

management, PTA/BoG members) over their daughter's high levels of absenteeism who 

now attend school more than 80% of the time. 

Risk and budgetary implications: 

None foreseen 

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

facilities 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Girls need private and clean facilities, particularly during their periods, to encourage and 

sustain attendance at school. Teasing from boys during this time is likely to undermine 

confidence and keep girls away from school 

 ToC: separate, safe and clean sanitary facilities for girls will increase the feeling of safety 

and comfort – PEAS will ensure all schools have appropriate and adequate facilities 

 Wider impact: by setting standards, PEAS can empower parents to demand for similar 

quality more widely, improving learning conditions for all students 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 
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10%
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Safety is a key concern for all girls and the communities around them. Students in general 

report feeling safe at school (74% report feeling safe at least ‘most of the time’). Causes for 

concern include the journey to school (43%), an unsafe school environment (14%) and 

unfriendly treatment by boys (15%). 11% of IS girls overall report feeling unsafe when using the 

sanitary facilities – more significantly, 29% of the boarders report feeling unsafe at night, 

especially when using the sanitary facilities. This highlights the need to cater for safety within 

the school as much as on the journey to school (see output 1.1). Jointly, 17% of girls in 

treatment schools report feeling unsafe because of the infrastructure.  

Caregivers were also asked about their opinion of the sanitary facilities: in treatment schools, 

77.9% proclaimed to be satisfied with the condition of the sanitary facilities (compared to 83.9% 

in PEAS control and only 57.8% in non-PEAS control).  
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The journey to school

School environment is not safe (there is
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Caregivers also report that the lack of sanitary facilities, or their inadequate provision, leads to 

absenteeism (see graph below). Only 64.3% of girls in treatment schools (57.5% in PEAS 

control; 64.5% in non-PEAS control) report that there are enough clean sanitary facilities for 

everyone at their schools.  

Survey results from caregivers (% reporting the issue) further underline the complex nature of 

barriers to attendance captured here: 

 

Poverty 

/lack of 

school 

fees 

Sexual 

harassm

ent 

Sexist 

harassm

ent 

Bullying 

/teasing by 

male 

students 

Lack 

of 

teach

ers 

Lack 

of 

sanita

ry 

ware 

Lack 

of 

sanita

ry 

faciliti

es 

Househ

old 

chores 

Parent

al 

influen

ce 

Treatment 88.2 20.2 5.0 7.6 8.4 19.7 17.6 8.8 8.8 

PEAS 

control 92.0 17.7 5.3 7.1 8.0 19.5 17.7 10.6 8.0 

Non-PEAS 

control 87.3 19.1 1.8 10.9 11.8 20.0 20.0 11.8 9.1 

 

 
Treatment PEAS control Non-PEAS control

Factors affecting attendance

Sexist harassment

Bullying/teasing by male students

Lack of teachers

Parental influence

Household chores

Lack of sanitary facilities

Lack of sanitary ware

Sexual harassment

Poverty/lack of school fees
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The charts above demonstrate that reasons for non-attendance are complex, but that the PEAS 

assumption that sanitary facilities influence attendance is valid and needs to be addressed. 

The reasons reported by girls and caregivers also uncovered an issue that PEAS had not 

comprehensively worked into our ToC: girls feeling unsafe in school because of the behaviour of 

teachers and boys. This is a serious concern and negatively affects girls’ attendance; after 

poverty, sexual harassment was cited as one of the biggest reasons for non-attendance. PEAS 

is pursuing a line of enquiry to understand exactly what girls mean by sexual harassment and 

exactly from whom. 

During the focus groups, it was made clear that the peer influence of out-of-school boys is a 

serious problem: not only do they bother girls on the way to school, but “High level of boys drop 

out of schools which is affecting girls in school by impregnating them; when boys drop out they 

end up impregnating girls because they want to marry” (female parent, FGD) (please see below 

for a discussion around early pregnancy). Another respondent reported that: “Girl – boy 

relationships are rampant in the school and greatly affect girls’ attendance and learning. Often 

times boys suggest [a relationship or sex] to girls and even go to the extent of intimidating them 

if they resist. A girl in S2 stayed away from school for 2 weeks and was about to leave the 

school but could not reveal the cause for some time till the parent found out the cause and 

reported to the school management”. During the focus group with mothers, most mentioned the 

negative peer influence of boys who had dropped out: “school drop-out boys seduce girls”, often 

leading to a major cause of drop-out, pregnancy (discussed below).  

At one of the treatment schools, an in-school respondent outlined some of her safety concerns, 

including issues around behaviour: ”To some extent the school is not safe; the water from the 

borehole is not clean, it is yellow and smelly; library is always locked; there is no rubbish pit; 

male teachers are rude and arrogant; and male students are arrogant and rumour mongers”.  

Both the responses from the surveys and the focus groups underline the importance of this as 

an issue that PEAS has to address under GEARR, while still addressing the issue of clean, 

separate and adequate sanitary facilities. We have proposed two additional activities to increase 

the levels and perception of safety in the treatment schools.  

Proposed plan of action: 

In addition to continuing to build the sanitary facilities and fences as per our ToC, PEAS is 

planning on two additional activities: 

1. Lighting in compound and at girls’ sanitary facilities 

29% of boarding girls reported feeling unsafe at night, especially around the sanitary facilities. 

PEAS will address this issue by providing extra lighting facilities to schools, with the aim of 

providing external lighting for girls’ dormitories, sanitary facilities and the footpaths between the 

2. PEAS will explore the most suitable solutions for this. These might include complete solar 

lighting systems fitted in girls dormitories to provide internal and external lighting, which can be 
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used to shed light on the nearby sanitary facilities; or more portable solar lamps, which can 

either be moved to be carried to sanitary facilities; or encased (for protection from theft and 

weather) and placed permanently next to footpaths. Focus group discussions highlighted the 

importance of this, and the need for more lighting at the schools emerged as a clear desire from 

parents, staff and, most importantly, the girls themselves. One male teacher even quantified 

this: “School is 20% not safe. There are no lights thus insecurity at night.” 

There are some budgetary implications to this, as we would like to request some additional 

funding for these lights. The current estimated cost of a system per school is UGX4 million 

(£1,000). For 19 schools, the total cost would be £32,000 over the project lifetime. We would 

like to request this funding under Output 2 under ‘land, building and construction’. As there is 

already funding for two solar panels at each of the treatment schools, we will adapt the already 

existing plans to incorporate in additional lighting around sanitary facilities and dorms.  

We would like to maintain the indicator in the logframe as it stands (see below on insecurity 

relating to teacher/student behaviour). We will also continue to track the overall feeling of safety 

in school by the marginalised girls.  

2. Addressing teacher behaviour 

The GEC Baseline found that caregivers were dissatisfied with the behaviour of teachers in 

school, citing it as the foremost reason for their dissatisfaction with the safety of the school 

environment, at 41%; while 10% of girls also reported teacher behaviour as their most 

significant security concern.  

PEAS will address this issue by focussing on improving teachers’ behaviour. Firstly, this will be 

done through the Child Protection and Gender Manager’s training programmes around the 

PEAS Child Protection and Girls policies. These trainings will emphasise the PEAS position of 

no corporal punishment and make teachers aware of unconscious bias and gender 

stereotyping.  

PEAS will also strengthen its Gender Responsive Pedagogy training to move beyond Gender 

Responsive Teaching and Learning strategies to also include positive behaviour management 

training. This will provide teachers with greater awareness of alternative behaviour management 

strategies so that they do not resort to the traditional Ugandan solution of ‘kiboko’ (caning).  

There are no budgetary implications from this activity, as this can be carried out within the 

already allocated training budget. We have included an additional indicator (currently labelled 

2.3.1 for ease of reference on the logframe) for this: 

 % of girls reporting harassment from teachers or male students 

o Baseline: 27% 
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Risks and budgetary implications: 

There could be reluctance and resistance from the targeted men and boys to changing their 

attitudes and behaviour. It might also be difficult to reach out to out-of-school youth. The 

community would need to be actively engaged to become promoters of girls’ rights and safety. 

Non budgetary implications envisioned as there is already budget for solar panels connected to 

the use of the school information management system. The cost of the lighting system can 

largely be covered from this budget line, as at least one school has since the original proposal 

of GEARR been connected to the main power grid, reducing the need for solar. 

2.4 % of girls demonstrating knowledge of the importance of washing hands before 

meals and after using the bathroom 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Lack of clean water, particularly during their periods, will negatively affect girls’ 

attendance. Bad hygienic practice is likely to increase discomfort, and spread disease 

 ToC: easy access to clean water will promote attendance as the time needed to fetch 

water is minimized (and the dangers eliminated), while also increasing morale and 

comfort – by ensuring clean water points at each school, combined with teaching around 

hygiene, PEAS can promote these changes 

 Wider impact: PEAS schools are open to the community, increasing access to clean 

water for all. Girls will also take their knowledge home, promoting good practice in the 

wider community 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

PEAS has proposed building safe and clean water points at all the schools in order to promote 

awareness of good hygiene practices as well as access to safe drinking water. Building these 

facilities will be accompanied by lessons on hygiene and related practices through the 

Citizenship Education Curriculum. 

The assumption behind this activity is that access to water at the school site will minimize the 

time needed to fetch water for drinking and washing, as well as reduce the incidence of disease. 

Good hygiene practices are also likely to be disseminated more widely from the girls to their 

families. 

There are two aims to this intervention in GEARR: to provide all schools with safe and clean 

sources of water, and to promote knowledge of good hygienic practices. Jointly these will help 

promote girls’ attendance by making the school environment more comfortable.  

FRIENDS conducted an assessment of the status and availability of water at the schools during 

the baseline, finding that 37.5% of the treatment schools (20% of PEAS control and 40% of non-
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PEAS control) schools did not have an ‘adequate’ provision of water. The PEAS Chief Engineer 

also assessed schools in Term 3, 2013, rating each school in terms of health and safety, 

including access to clean water for drinking and washing. No school was ranked ‘green’. 

To understand the level of participation and information sharing in the schools presently, the 

survey asked about girls’ participation in different hygiene and health-related clubs. The chart 

below captures this information. 

 

The baseline study also assessed the adequacy of facilities at the schools. The findings are 

summarised below (% noted as inadequate): 

 

Fencing Clean water 

Treatment 56% 38% 

PEAS control 60% 20% 

Non-PEAS control 60% 40% 

Field data (observation at schools) 

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS was unable to implement the planned WASH survey during the baseline because schools 

were not in session.  

Given this, and the threat of survey fatigue amongst the girls and schools, PEAS is proposing a 

change to the original indicator for this activity which would continue to capture the desired 
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output of the activity. The PEAS Senior Management Team uses a RAG-rated dashboard 

management tool to assess the schools across the network. One of the indictors is on health 

and safety, including aspects of hygiene. If the PEAS interventions are successful, the RAG 

rating will change to green. There are two potential indicators which we believe could replace 

the need for the WASH survey on a larger scale: 

% of treatment schools with a ‘green’ RAG rating 

Baseline: 0%, Target: 100% 

 Or 

% of girls reporting that “I am able to wash my hands after using the sanitary facilities 

and before meals” 

The latter would then be triangulated with data from the PEAS Projects Department (and Chief 

Engineer) to ascertain the adequacy of water provision. This latter indicator, derived from the 

PEAS perception surveys, would not only demonstrate if girls are able to wash their hands, but 

also if they perceive its value. The baseline figure for this would be available in early April. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

Construction on school sites might pose risks to the students and staff during building works. 

PEAS will take all necessary measures to limit exposure to the building site, and ensure that all 

contractors follow the PEAS Child Protection measures and protocols. 

2.5 % of girls (in the pilot school implementing the sanitary project)  citing lack of 

sanitary wear as a reason for missing school 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Anecdotal evidence highlights that girls miss school during their periods, resulting in a 

significant number of days during the year. This is caused by the lack of proper material 

 ToC: understanding how to manage during this time and how to increase good hygienic 

practices will increase girls’ comfort and promote attendance – PEAS will implement a 

wider Gender Policy in schools, as well as a specific pilot to understand how girls’ can 

best be supported. The policy will also look at issues around pregnancy 

 Wider impact: better support for girls’ attendance, including the promotion of the right to 

school for young mothers. Girls will also influence their out of school peers and other 

relatives to implement best practice 
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Results and validity of assumptions: 

PEAS has identified hygiene as a major issue that both prevents girls from attending and 

causes them potential discomfort while in school. There is much anecdotal evidence around 

girls’ missing school during their periods: however, the baseline household survey finds that 

only 3% of girls mention this as a reason for their absenteeism. Caregivers on the other hand, 

cite lack of sanitary ware as a cause for non-attendance 20% of the time.  

This survey data has to be contrasted with the findings of the focus groups, where more than 

50% of girls report the lack of menstrual wear as a reason for their attendance. A Headteacher 

similarly reported that: “The school is not fully safe for girls. There is no safe drinking water. No 

bathrooms. Parents do not provide sanitary pads and girls end up using toilet paper which is not 

disposed of properly; this also contributes to irregular attendance”. The girls themselves 

mentioned the need for the schools to supply them with easy access to affordable sanitary 

products. The school directors likewise pointed to links between attendance, menstruation and 

learning: “they [the girls] need more time, [as they are] affected by menstruation [to complete a 

school year]”.  

What needs to be pursued is the reason for this discrepancy: was menstruation not mentioned 

by girls because they see it as a much more minor reason for their inability to attend than fees 

(which is very common), or is the extent of the problem exaggerated? The question in the 

survey leading to the 3% figure mentioned above was also a general one about attendance, 

rather than specifically about sanitary products, meaning that girls might have mentioned the 

main barrier to attendance (poverty) rather than anything else. It is also likely that girls might not 

want to talk about such a sensitive issue in one-to-one interviews with an unfamiliar person 

(such as an external research assistant) 

PEAS’ original assumption was that a lack of sanitary ware was the primary obstacle for girls, 

which is what informed the planned intervention of providing such sanitary ware. However, while 

the baseline research indicates that this is indeed an issue, the evidence is inconclusive as to 

whether it is the primary issue. 

One of the key issues that arose from the baseline was the position and situation of pregnant 

girls and young mothers. Not only were they identified as a marginalised group (both through 

surveys and FGDs), the issues around pregnancy and young motherhood were raised as key 

barriers to attendance and a leading cause of drop-out. The graph under Output 3 shows that 

this is the second main reason for dropout (after poverty): 39% of girls in school identified 

pregnancy as the reason their friends had dropped out (33% in PEAS control, 34% in non-PEAS 

control). Similarly, the out-of-school girls cited pregnancy as the second biggest reason for their 

dropout. This has been addressed in greater detail under Output 3 (Retention). 
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Proposed plan of action: 

PEAS proposes to conduct further research into what is the most significant issue within 

menstruation management in terms of preventing girls’ attendance to school; instead of lack of 

sanitary ware, the problem could be other issues, such as period pains or lack of adequate 

sanitary facilities such as soap. PEAS will conduct a specific baseline study on this in the pilot 

schools before the menstrual management project is implemented to more rigorously establish 

a baseline figure. 

Once the primary causes have been established, this can inform a more effectively-directed 

intervention. Possible interventions include provision of sanitary ware; provision of soap; a more 

robust training programme, delivered to girls by Senior Women Teachers, on menstruation 

management; greater sensitisation of boys on menstruation through the CEC. PEAS has 

already explored partnerships with local sanitary ware organisations and suppliers, including 

Irise, Days for Girls and Afripads. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

Any sanitary ware programme implemented at schools has to be sustainable, as otherwise it 

might create the problem of dependence, thereby undermining the long-term viability of such an 

intervention. The partners PEAS has researched are very low cost and work to a model which 

establishes community cooperatives, which produce the sanitary ware products. This approach 

is designed to create a sustainable, local solution to the problem of lack of sanitary ware, while 

also producing a viable and sustainable IGA for communities. However, there is the risk that 

such an approach is still commercial and demand-led, meaning it will only be a solution if girls 

want to utilise it as such. Therefore, such an approach will need to be fully researched and 

assessed in the pilot baseline before implementation. Further training for girls and female 

teachers on safe sanitary practices during their periods will also be crucial.  

The budget for this pilot will have to be moved to Q6 or Q7, as we will not be implementing this 

yet in Q5. 
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OUTPUT 3: 30 SCHOOLS SUPPORTED TO PROVIDE EXTRA 

CURRICULA LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES AND ADDITIONAL OUT-OF-

CLASSROOM SUPPORT FOR MARGINALISED GIRLS 
 

 
 

Output 3 focuses on retention and on tackling supply and demand based barriers that might 

impact marginalised girls ability to stay in school. 

3.1 # of actions taken by marginalised girls in their schools or communities to 

encourage retention (through Girls' club activities, community performances, 

peer-to-peer outreach) 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Girls’ have great ideas on how to improve their schools and communities, but they are 

not always empowered to express their ideas, or lack the confidence to do so. Enforced 

gender stereotypes are often replicated unknowingly by teachers through their behavior 

 ToC: empowering girls to take up leadership opportunities and contribute positively 

towards changing their learning and living environment will make school more relevant 

and a more enjoyable place to be – the PEAS Girls Policy will promote leadership 

opportunities and make school leaders and teachers more aware of gender stereotypes 

and entrenched practices 

 Wider impact: by increasing awareness of entrenched practices, the wider community 

attitude and engagement with girls and their position will begin to change, including by 

boys and men 
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Results and validity of assumptions: 

The table under output 2.4 also highlights the percentage of girls who currently participate in a 

community-oriented club, allowing them to get involved in community activities such as 

volunteering. About 8% of girls actively participate within PEAS schools (Treatment 7%, PEAS 

control 9%). 

Surveys with the primary caregivers of the students show that girls in school are more likely to 

participate in community activities than those out-of-school, but only slightly. The kinds of 

activities mentioned in which girls participate include: agricultural work (possibly related to the 

IGAs), participating in church activities such as the choir or the care-taking crew, or engaging in 

community sports activities. It has been difficult to quantify the number of activities taken by the 

girls though, making it hard to establish a solid baseline figure.  

As the sample size for girls with disabilities is so small (n=16), it is impossible to draw 

meaningful conclusions from the sample set. It appears though that their participation is lower, 

which correlates with the information gathered from focus groups. Many see girls with 

disabilities as ‘useless’, ‘slow’ or ‘unable to work’.  

The indicator used in the logframe here is the % of girls who report participating in community 

activities, including through citizenship education activities, community volunteering and girls 

clubs.  

Proposed way forward: 

Given that the indicator as it currently stands is very difficult to measure (and the indicator is 

more a measure of inputs (the presence of clubs) rather than the output (the change brought by 

those clubs), and would be hard to give solid evidence for, PEAS would propose a change to 

the indicator: 

% of girls who report that their participation in girls clubs, school committees, and/or 

leadership positions has contributed to a positive change in their community 

 Or 

Inspection score for section A4.2 in the PEAS Inspection Framework (Community 

relations, which includes a measure of “Students carry out activities that benefit the 

community, e.g. through volunteering and community service”) 

This would be established through focus group discussions. The baseline would be completed 

before the end of Term 1, 2014. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 
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None envisioned. 

3.2 % of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs motivates their attendance to stay 

in school year on year 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Girls and their parents/guardians do not always see the value of a secondary education 

and its relevance to their lives. Many marginalised girls live in rural areas, where farming 

is the predominant source of income 

 ToC: linking the wider curriculum to more practical skills will demonstrate to girls and 

parents how a secondary education can improve the life chances of girls – the IGA 

curriculum will develop these links, and allow girls to implement their knowledge at home 

immediately 

 Wider impact: girls can bring their learning home and help their families learn better and 

more productive agricultural and other business methods 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

As most of the IGA projects at the PEAS schools have not yet started, commenting on this 

indicator is very difficult. None of the girls in-school specifically mentioned this as motivating 

their attendance; however, caregivers of out-of-school girls mention vocational skills as a reason 

for why they would consider getting the girls back to school. 

Focus groups with in-school girls demonstrated that they wished to gain more practical skills, as 

they mentioned ‘engaging in IGAs’ as a way to promote girls attendance. Mothers’ similarly 

mentioned ‘developing skills for girls’ and ‘building vocational institutions’ as ways of promoting 

girls enrolment and attendance. This indicates that the current curriculum as designed by the 

Ugandan National Examinations Board is not seen as relevant by girls or their parents. One of 

the headteachers suggested “provid[ing] co-curriculur activities for girls like clubs for handicrafts 

etc.” The headteachers do not regard the current curriculum as particularly relevant, as it is “not 

providing IGA or entrepreneurial skills to the girls”.  

Only 2% of students mentioned ‘no interest in studying’ as the reason for their non-attendance. 

During the focus groups discussions and key informant interviews, very few of the respondents 

and participants mentioned the girl’s own attitude as problematic to their attendance or 

participation in secondary school. Only 6.7% mentioned the lack of relevant learning as a 

reason for them or their friends dropping out of school. This contrasts starkly with secondary 

research findings5, whereby the lack of relevant learning makes girls less interested in studying 

                                                           
5 For example, USAID “Navigating Challenges. Charting Hope: A Cross-cultural situational analysis of youth in 
Uganda”, October 2011 :91% of youths desire a more practical approach to learning 
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and staying in school. It is likely that girls face so many other barriers to their education that this 

is not the first reason that they would be forced to drop out.  

The need for relevant learning is highly expressed by all focus group respondents; some P7 

students even mentioned that their motivation to continue to education (even to finish P7) was 

because of the “irrelevance of the certificates”. The PEAS ToC on making schools more 

attractive and relevant places to be appears valid, including through the introduction of IGAs.  

PEAS will roll-out IGAs to six schools in 2014, with expansion to all treatment schools likely to 

happen in 2015. This limits the time that the programme can impact attendance and learning, 

but ensures that the right materials can be prepared in time and a sufficient level of training 

completed by teachers. 

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS proposes to alter this indicator to capture the effect of extra-curricular learning 

opportunities on encouraging greater attendance of girls. This broadens the scope to also 

include ‘fun’ activities (in addition to ‘relevant’ activities), which would promote girls’ attendance 

and retention. This is a slight alteration to our original assumption, but one which remains 

broadly in line. PEAS will deliver this by assisting schools to establish girls’ clubs as well as 

other arts and sporting opportunities. The ToC is that as the schools become more attractive 

places for girls, they are more likely to attend regularly and flourish. PEAS will also utilise its 

new regionalised structure to organise more extra-curricular opportunities for marginalised girls 

at local network level.  

The indicator proposed would therefore read: 

% of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs and/or co-curricular activities motivates their 

attendance to stay in school year on year 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

There is a risk that the IGAs will not have enough impact within their first two years to see 

significant change in girls attendance from this activity. However, there should be enough 

qualitative data to analyse the potential links between IGAs, extra-curricular subjects and 

attendance. 

It might be difficult to encourage attendance at extra-curricular clubs of some marginalised girls, 

due to their extra responsibilities at home (as discussed above). Parents and caregivers will 

need to be sensitised as part of the Community Engagement Plan that allowing their girls to stay 

long at school to attend such clubs will be beneficial for the girls, their learning and their 

chances of success. 

The budget for the IGAs has been shifted to later quarters in the year. 
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3.3 % of parents reporting that their daughters are more confident than other girls 

their age in their community 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 The relevance of secondary education, as mentioned above, is seen as limited, and 

schools do not empower girls to speak up for their rights, allowing gender stereotypes 

and cultural norms to propagate  

 ToC: giving girls skills with practical values, such as financial management, as well as 

increasing their awareness of their rights, will increase girls’ confidence to participate in 

their communities, apply their learning, and keep them in school – the Citizenship 

Education Curriculum will address the gaps in the national curriculum by providing this 

type of learning, while a focus on teacher behaviour will start to break down stereotypes 

and entrenched norms   

 Wider impact: girls will become their own agents of change, and promote education 

more widely, including to their peers (both boys and girls) 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

Caregivers were asked to rate how confident their girls were in comparison to other girls of a 

similar age in community, as well as their levels of participation in the community against the 

same comparison group.  

  More confident Participates more 

  P7 IS OOS P7 IS OOS 

Non-PEAS 

Control 42% 40% 18% 35% 26% 16% 

PEAS 

Control 40% 53% 31% 27% 26% 18% 

PEAS 

Treatment 50% 56% 28% 38% 29% 23% 

Field data from care-givers 

Caregivers of in-school girls are clearly reporting that their in-school daughters are more 

confident that other girls their age in their community. This could be a sign of how education 

boosts girls’ confidence, as they are able to continue learning. Parents of out-of-school girls are 

much more likely to say that their daughters are less confident.  

This is a subjective judgement from the part of the caregivers, who are likely to be biased 

towards the charges. Nevertheless, it shows how they view the skills and preparedness of the 

girls in their care to act in the community. 
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The reported level of confidence also rises as the girls rise in grades: S3 girls are reported to be 

more confident than their S2 counterparts.  

Proposed way forward: 

Discussions have underlined that a more robust methodology might be needed to measure the 

girls confidence, potentially through a survey or questionnaire.  

PEAS is currently implementing perception surveys at each of the schools as part of the annual 

inspection programme. There are several questions in there that would be suitable for this 

purpose. In the survey, students are asked to ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ with the statement. Some 

statements that could demonstrate confidence include: 

 I am aware of my rights and not afraid to report abuse by teachers or fellow students 

 Since I joined this school I am now able to read and speak English better 

 I am able to participate actively in all my lessons 

 I can succeed in this school 

 

A scale could be constructed of the answers to these questions. The surveys have just been 

administered and are currently being entered, giving a baseline value by end of March for PEAS 

Treatment and Control schools. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

There is a risk of survey fatigue at the schools, particularly after two rounds of GEC baseline 

testing and the implementation of PEAS internal M&E tools. 

No budgetary implications. 

Proposed new indicator 3.4: % of OOS girls with children who have re-enrolled in 

secondary education 

The baseline findings clearly point out how large-scale the problem around pregnancy is. It 

forces girls to drop out of school, and prevents them from re-enrolling, both because of the 

difficulty of finding someone to care for the child, as well as the social stigma attached to young 

mothers. Young mothers (and pregnant girls) were identified as a key marginalised group by all 

respondents. The negative community attitude towards these girls was made clear by the focus 

groups: a girl in school reported that “girls are often diverted by boys from school, get pregnant 

and thus waste school fees”, making parents less willing to continue to educate them. Many 

caregivers mentioned that young mothers are seen as a ‘bad influence’ to others. 

This group of girls is note one initially focused on by PEAS under GEARR, but given the 

baseline findings, and the major impact it has on the attendance and retention of girls, we have 

included issues around pregnancy into our outreach and advocacy strategies (by working with 
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partners on this). Alone, PEAS is able to do less without significant changes to our core mission 

and strenghts, as: 

 PEAS is unable to provide facilities (crèches) at schools that would enable young 

mothers to bring their children to school with them; 

 PEAS lack the psychosocial expertise necessary to provide some of these young 

mothers, and their teachers, with the necessary advice to help them cope with the 

pressures of being both a young mother and a student 

 

PEAS is part of the Forum for Education NGOs in Uganda (FENU) Gender Parity Working 

Group. FENU, with FAWE (Forum for African Women Educationalists) and the Ministry of 

Education and Sports (MoES) is promoting a new strategy focused around this issue. The 

strategy is two-pronged: 

1. Preventing pregnancy  

2. Getting young mothers back to school 

 

The main focus is on the second issue, and PEAS will work with the group to find the best 

solutions to integrating these girls back into schools. Part of this strategy is to implement a 

nationwide circular delivered to all schools from the MoES, reminding them of their legal 

responsibility to provide access to all students, including young mothers. This was an initiative 

started in 2012 in partnership with UNICEF, but which stalled. PEAS is now lending weight to 

the drive to restart this process. 

We are aware that this will be a complicated exercise, as the girls potentially face stigma and 

teasing.  

PEAS will address the first point through the school network by: 

 Including more information to students about safe and healthy sexual practices and 

relationship, for example through the CEC 

 Including community sensitization activities around young mothers and how families can 

better support their daughters to stay safe  

 Ensuring that the PEAS pregnancy policy is clear and well communicated to all 

 Promoting girls’ clubs activities in the communities that might help young mothers to be 

accepted in the society and possibly return to school 

 Where necessary and possible, helping young mothers get in touch with organizations or 

schools better able to help them (where PEAS is unable to) 

 

PEAS can also focus on the attitude of the schools’ to pregnancy. The survey results highlight 

the following: while schools have a practice of chasing girls away from school if they are 

discovered to be pregnant, 40% of girls mention that after pregnancy, girls re-join the schools. 

This has not yet been verified by PEAS, and will be followed up. The girls are also highly of the 
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opinion that young mothers should be able to re-join. These findings will be incorporated both 

into the PEAS Community Engagement Plans as well as the Citizenship Education Curriculum 

and PEAS will use these findings to leverage more support from the school communities. 

 

If a girl is 

found out to 

be pregnant 

in school, 

what 

happens? 

What happens after a girl gives 

birth? 

What should happen? 

 

 

She is chased 

out of school 

She gets 

married 

Supported 

by the 

school 

Re-joins 

school 

Get 

married 

Get school 

support 

Re-join 

the 

school 

NON-PEAS 

Control 93% 19% 6% 45% 12% 3% 74% 

PEAS 

Control 89% 34% 2% 40% 17% 10% 62% 

PEAS 

Treatment 87% 29% 2% 44% 21% 6% 59% 

 

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS is proposing to include an additional indicator to look at how successfully PEAS is able to 

get young mothers into schools.  

Proposed indicator 3.4: % of OOS girls with children who have re-enrolled in secondary 

education 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

School are often hesitant to take in young mothers as they are often viewed as a bad influence 

on other girls, and the schools might be seen as condoning sexual relationships between 

students. PEAS will sensitise communities to the issues around early pregnancy and young 

motherhood, as well as the right of all children to a full cycle of education. 

No budgetary implications are envisioned, as the activities will be incorporated into our existing 

CEC and Community Engagement Plan budgets and workplans. 
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OUTPUT 4: 500 SCHOOL STAFF TRAINED TO IMPLEMENT HIGH-

QUALITY AND GENDER-SENSITIVE TEACHING AND LEARNING 

METHODS 

Output 4 looks at the barriers to effective learning and interrogates the assumptions PEAS has 

made about the enabling factors to effective teaching and learning methodology.  

4.1 % of inspections recommendations focused on improving learning results of 

marginalised girls actioned by the school 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Schools do not often listen to student feedback, and overlook the changes that would 

improve the learning environment for all students. Teachers often unwittingly hold 

gender stereotypes, such as girls not being suited to the Science subjects, which affect 

the way they teach. This contributes towards girls becoming marginalised from learning 

even within a lesson. 

 ToC: giving girls the opportunity to express their views and see how they can contribute 

to a better learning environment, allowing girls to learn bette: PEAS annual School 

Inspections will ensure girls are given the opportunity to feedback into how to make their 

school better, and girls will be given the power to oversee the implementation of the 

School Improvement Plan 

 Wider impact: the PEAS inspection framework, including all elements that empower and 

consider girls, will be shared with local District Inspectors of Schools, to promote best 

practice more widely 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

Girls’ participation in their school and its management is a key factor to ensuring that their 

learning needs are taken into account and used to improve school practices. One of the key 

mechanisms for this in the PEAS schools is the annual School Inspection cycle, after which a 

School Improvement Plan is drawn up. The implementation of this SIP led by the school 

leadership; supported by the PEAS Education Department; and is overseen by the Board of 

Governors as well as the PTA and the Student Councils. 

To empower girls, they need to be given a meaningful voice: 48% of girls in PEAS treatment 

school currently feel that they are consulted on the schools’ management or its running. 74% of 

the marginalised girls in the treatment sample reported that their views were acted upon and 

that their suggestions were implemented. 
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Are you often given chance to 

give views on how the school 

is managed or how rules are 

set in school? 

If yes, are your views often 

taken up by management? 

NON-PEAS Control 
31% 44% 

PEAS Control 
48% 60% 

PEAS Treatment 
48% 74% 

Orphan 
53% 80% 

Disability 
88% 100% 

Field data 

When asked about the methods used to communicate to school leaders, the girls mentioned 

suggestion boxes, student groups and student councils, including prefects. The types of issues 

that girls have voiced their opinion about seem to largely concentrate on their comfort in school, 

such as around meals (‘meal ratio was increased’, ‘idea of changing meals’), cleanliness (‘about 

broken borehole, it was done’) and uniforms (‘full uniform to avoid difference to boys’), as well 

as issues affecting learning. Many mentioned complaining about teacher absenteeism and the 

turnover of teachers (‘report on teachers who don’t teach’, ‘suggested change of teacher’ and 

‘we tell teachers to come to school’).  

The PEAS Inspection framework includes a sub-section on SIP progress. For a school to 

achieve a good score in this sub-section, it must be on track to implement the agreed targets 

within the agreed timeframe. The inspection process also includes dedicated, separate focus 

groups with girls and boys, from where the data indicated above could be verified. As a question 

in these focus groups, PEAS will look for evidence of girls voicing their concerns, and follow up 

with investigations as to how far those concerns and recommendations have been acted upon. 

Measuring how girls suggestions are taken up by management and acted upon would be 

verified through the inspection framework and the SIP implementation. Each SIP has gender-

specific targets, including for attendance and learning, therefore making the inspection process 

a crucial part of the PEAS ToC. 

Proposed way forward: 

The new indicator would be more concise, reflecting a wider communication loop than the 

inspection process, but one where the inspection process remains central: 

% 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) 
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Baseline value: 48% are able to express their views (of which 74% feel their 

views have been implemented/taken into account) 

PEAS will implement suggestions boxes in all the schools, immediately giving girls a way of 

expressing their opinion without feeling threatened. We will regularly check that the suggestion 

box is being used, as it is likely that girls will be more open when their feedback is anonymous. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

None anticipated 

4.2 % improvement of girls’ results in PEAS schools where teachers are observed 

implementing gender-responsive pedagogy 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Teachers, often unknowingly, promote gender stereotypes through their behavior, 

teaching methods, and language use. This can undermine girls’ ability to learn, and their 

enjoyment of lessons, while also potentially preventing girls with different support needs 

from getting the specific attention they require 

 ToC: Making teachers aware of how different students learn and what their needs are 

will highlight awareness in the classroom of how to target individual students better. All 

PEAS teachers will be trained to practice gender-responsive teaching and learning 

pedagogy, therefore changing behaviour. Success as a result of this changed behaviour 

will lead to changed attitudes.  

 Wider impact: a better understanding of teaching and learning will spread amongst 

PEAS teachers, and from there to other schools, as teachers come into contact with 

each other 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

The EGRA/EGMA results are reported below. PEAS will be rolling out gender-responsive 

pedagogy training from Term 2, with lesson observations carried out in Term 1 to avoid potential 

contamination.  

The need for gender-responsive teaching was expressed by several of the focus respondents. 

An IS girl reported that “We fear some teachers and feel that they should not be in a school. 

They are usually angry; bark at students; teach very fast; [and] only prefer to continue with good 

performers. Some of the teachers need to change”. This attitude greatly undermines girls’ ability 

to learn effectively. One of the male teachers similarly reported a need for greater training, 

saying “[teachers] need to be trained in methods of protecting girls and reinforcing student 

discipline without the use of corporal punishment”. Several of the Directors particularly 
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highlighted the need to provide training for staff on managing girls and identifying their 

differential needs. 

Teacher absenteeism and turnover was reported to be a serious problem to girls learning. The 

survey results found that teacher absenteeism was reported to be a problem by 14% of 

caregivers (T=11%, PC=9%, C=25%). In general, it was reported to be more of problem by the 

S1 students, which could suggest that teachers take more interest in older students who are 

closer to sitting their exams (lower secondary exams are sat at the end of S4). This is reflected 

in the girls’ own answers: more S1 students said that they don’t feel their teachers support them 

vs. older girls, although the numbers (n =12) are statistically very low. 

  Teachers do not 
support 

Parents do not 
support 

Boys do not 
support 

Treatment S1 4% 0% 38% 

 S2 1% 3% 30% 

 S3 0% 4% 30% 

PEAS Control S1 0% 0% 37% 

 S2 3% 0% 24% 

 S3 0% 9% 18% 

Control S1 6% 2% 40% 

 S2 6% 0% 31% 

 S3 0% 0% 32% 

 

Over half of the caregivers reported that teachers are absent at least ‘a few times a month’, 

highlighting the extent of the problem. The girls in focus groups identified that their learning is 

strongly affected by teacher absenteeism and high turnover. When asked what measures the 

schools should take to improve girls’ learning, among the solutions were minimizing teacher 

turnover and hiring more teachers. Similar answers were given by boys, while many mothers 

stressed the need for qualified teachers in the schools.  
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Many of the directors spoke about the need to attract better teachers to the schools, which is 

very difficult in the locations that PEAS operates in: “This is a rural school; therefore, having 

qualified teachers especially for science is problematic. There is high teacher turnover and we 

mostly use S6 leavers”.  

Suggested course of action: 

The need for gender-responsive pedagogy is clear from the responses and survey findings. In 

addition to this, however, PEAS would like to add to our ToC to include the importance of 

teacher absenteeism and retention.  

PEAS would like to split this indicator into 2 indicators, and we have done so in the logframe, 

using internal, self-reported PEAS data on teacher attendance rates. The two proposed 

indicators would be (the additional one has been labelled 4.2.1): 

 % of teachers observed implementing gender-responsive pedagogy 

o The current baseline is 0, as no teacher observations have been carried out due 

to the timing of the baseline (which occurred during the school holiday) 

 4.2.1 Teacher absenteeism (%) 

o The current baseline is: 

 PEAS treatment schools is 9% 

 PEAS control schools 8% 

o ToC: teacher absenteeism undermines girls attendance and learning for several 

reasons: attending school with unqualified or no teachers is seen as a waste of 

time, while teacher absenteeism reduces effective learning time. Teacher 

absenteeism also results in gaps in the girls learning, as not all material in the 

curriculum can be sufficiently covered when the teacher is absent. PEAS will help 
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more books minimise
staff

turnover

recruit more
teachers

regular tests discussion
groups

improve
parent

support

Girls' suggestions for improving 
schools



         

 

  

Innovation Window –  Baseline template | 83 

 

schools to provide Continuous Professional Development for all teachers, not 

only in gender-responsive pedagogy but across teaching and learning practice, 

to make working in schools more attractive. Using the school-information 

management system (see indicator 2.2) will enable school leaders to track 

teacher absenteeism and put better measures into place.  

 

As with the student attendance data (please see below), we would like to spot-check the validity 

of this data by visiting the schools, both through registers and observations. The range of 

teacher attendance is wide: from 68% in one treatment school to almost 99% in another (a 

similar range is found in control schools). This emphasises the need for the spot-checks, as the 

reporting is likely to be inconsistent across the schools. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

Teachers may be resistant to the idea of having their attendance tracked in a similar manner to 

that of students.  

There are some anticipated additional trips required to train staff on all the necessary aspects, 

including the use of the attendance tracking tools. This has been factored into the reallocation of 

Year 1 funding across Years 2 and 3. 

4.3 % improvement in the literacy rates of girls participating in the remedial classes 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Many of the marginalised girls come from weaker academic backgrounds, and will 

struggle to keep up with the rest of the class 

 ToC: enabling the girls to concentrate on the areas they most need support in, and 

allowing them to catch-up at their own pace, will increase girls confidence in their own 

abilities and allow them to learn with their classmates – PEAS will develop a remedial 

programme as well as provide autonomous learning equipment to schools (a pilot) to 

increase girls’ ability to address their own learning needs. Concentration will be on 

increasing numeracy and literacy skills 

 Wider impact: by bringing up the level of learning amongst the weakest girls, the entire 

class will benefit from peer-to-peer interaction. Independent learning will also increase 

interest in studying and promote a more comprehensive learning environment 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

The WpM reading shows a weakness in the literacy rates of girls amongst the PEAS schools.  

PEAS tested the literacy rates using the modified EGRA reading passage to acquire a words-

per-minute (WpM) score for girls. The testing process was problematic, skewing results (please 
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see below for a discussion of this). The overall results for IS girls WpM are presented in the 

table below:  

Mean WpM 

C S1 95.571 

  S2 102.524 

  S3 111.111 

  S4 112.500 

P S1 100.176 

  S2 95.094 

  S3 96.773 

  S4 112.333 

PC S1 106.310 

  S2 88.912 

  S3 92.250 

  S4 N/A 

 

These results are discussed in greater detail below, but the figures highlight a drop between S1 

and S2 scores observed only in the PEAS schools.  

The baseline figure for this indicator is currently 0, as the pilot schools for the remedial learning 

and autonomous learning equipment have not yet been chosen. Nevertheless, the figures 

indicate that the problem of literacy is widespread across the school, and has to be tackled 

holistically. PEAS is therefore proposing concentrating first on a supplementary literacy 

programme, which would be complemented later with a remedial programme.  

Autonomous learning equipment and remedial classes enable students who might have fallen 

behind other students to learn and catch-up at their own pace. The results demonstrate that 

marginalised girls are in need of additional support, as their results decline through the years. 

Focus group discussions reveal that many of the girls have lost interest in their studies by the 

time they reach S3, as many don’t see themselves as needing the skills taught in the schools. 

Discussions with teachers and the interviews with the Headteachers reveal that girls in general 

do not perform worse than boys in class, particularly in the arts subjects. This highlights the 

special needs of the marginalised girls in schools, who are likely to fall behind their studies 

because of higher absenteeism as discussed above. 

Proposed way forward: 

PEAS will first implement a supplementary literacy programme, which can then later be 

complemented by a remedial literacy programme for the weakest learners. We have already 

drawn up the ToR and issued out a competitive tender for this work to curriculum experts. The 
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supplementary programme would be grade-specific, with material to cover each of the three 

terms. 

The Autonomous Learning Technology (ALT) Pilot will be designed to ensure that it has relevant 

and appropriate literacy software and reading material installed on to it. This will be designed to 

promote reading and literacy skills amongst the students. A key component of the training 

package to accompany the ALT will include training teachers on how to ensure that the weakest 

students have guided access to the materials to support their literacy. Enabling students to 

access the ALT will also promote relevancy of learning skills, as students will be learning ICT 

skills in addition to improving their literacy skills. This will be piloted in four to five schools under 

GEARR. 

PEAS also proposes to explore a partnership with the New Vision Newspaper, a leading 

Ugandan daily, which runs its ‘Newspapers in Education’ programme. The dual objective is to 

provide students with quality reading material to help them develop their literacy skills, while 

also exposing them to issues relevant to their learning and their lives through the selected 

content. The New Vision produces a weekly supplement with content on a range of topics 

relevant to children, students, schools and the curriculum, including WASH, sex and 

relationships, health issues, human rights issues, current affairs, amongst others. The 

programme is run holistically, with teacher ambassadors’ trained in how to use the newspapers 

and supplements in their teaching practice. This programme is of interest to PEAS as it could 

contribute to the literacy interventions (as well as the PEAS Citizenship Education Curriculum), 

by providing timely, relevant and accessible reading material for learners, the lack of which is a 

significant barrier to helping learners to develop their literacy skills. 

Jointly, participation in the supplementary curriculum and/or the ALT will be used to calculate 

this indicator measure, which aims to achieve, at the bare minimum, the same increase in 

results as the average WpM targets. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

There are several potential risks around the use of ALT, including the potential damage and 

misuse of the equipment. These can easily be mitigated against with a proper risk management 

plan, which is being drawn up ready for the implementation phase. 

The budget for ‘Education Supplies’ under cost category – Programme Delivery has been 

increased significantly. This money has all been reallocated from the unspent Year 1 funds and 

has not led to a request for a budget increase. 

Partnering with the New Vision Newspaper would cost approximately UGX 39,936000, or nearly 

£10,000, to provide each treatment school with 60 copies of the newspaper each week for 8 

weeks per term (24 editions per year). We have requested extra budget beyond the initial GEC 

budget for this, as we believe it will significantly boost the literacy skills of our students given the 

low baseline findings. 
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4.4 % improvement in girls’ science results 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 The Science subjects are often seen as ‘male subjects’, and girls feel discouraged to 

study them. Many lack the confidence to pursue their studies, feeling a lack of support 

and a lack of female role models. Teachers’ inability to cover all materials in a logical, 

coherent manner also undermines effective student learning and inadequately prepares 

them for final exams 

 ToC: by ensuring that teachers are confident and adequately prepared to deliver the 

Science subjects, they can progress in an organized manner through the national 

curriculum and support girls to achieve their best. Through regular assessments, 

teachers will also be able to identify and therefore support the girls most in need of 

support and motivate them to study – to enable this, PEAS will provide the Science 

teachers with progression maps and standardized assessments, as well as provide 

training in proper use 

 Wider impact: improved understanding of the curriculum will positively benefit all 

students, including beyond PEAS schools when teachers spread knowledge between 

each other and their peers 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

PEAS has just received the UCE results for the 2013 cohort. We have not been able to 

complete a full analysis of the Science results across the network yet, as the results were 

released almost a month late due to delays in payments from the Ministry of Finance to the 

Ministry of Education and Sports, therefore delaying payments to the examiners. 

Preliminary data shows the poor performance of students: 

% of girls passing the three Sciences: 43% (vs 50% of boys passing). 

We are still to split this into PEAS control and treatment. At the national level (the gender 

disaggregated data is not yet available), the pass rate for girls in Physics, Chemistry and 

Biology was 46%, slightly above the performance of girls in the treatment and control schools. 

This highlights the poor situation of Science teaching in the country: Chemistry was the worst 

performing subject (with only 31% passing: 44% passed Physics). In no other subject did more 

than 40% of students fail. 

PEAS is still awaiting the final results of the 2013 UCE cohort. (We do not have the 

disaggregated data for the exams as their release was delayed by almost a month due to delays 

payments to the Ministry of Education from the Ministry of Finance, but we are confident we will 

have this by the 17th of March for the final report). 
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To understand how PEAS can better address concerns around the sciences, girls were asked 

about they might not be interested in studying the Sciences. These results are presented below: 

  

They are 

too 

difficult 

The boys 

make fun 

of me or 

make me 

feel stupid 

I am not 

interest / 

they will 

not be 

useful for 

my life 

The 

teachers 

do not 

encourage 

me 

Teachers 

are not 

good 

Lack of 

facilities / 

equipment/ 

books at 

school 

NON-

PEAS 

Control 70% 3% 4% 5% 9% 10% 

PEAS 

Control 71% 2% 3% 5% 10% 9% 

PEAS 

Treatment 75% 2% 1% 6% 2% 14% 

Orphan 
73% 1% 0% 7% 3% 16% 

Disability 

56% 11% 0% 0% 0% 33% 

Field data 

Girls overall regard the Science subjects as too difficult, with respondents in focus groups 

mentioning facts such as ‘too many difficult practicals’ and ‘I am not talented enough’ as 

reasons for their poor performance. Girls with disabilities are more likely to report that the boys 

in their classes have a bad attitude towards the girls’ learning. Traditionally in Uganda, the 

Science subjects are seen as the male subjects, and the fact that most science teachers are 

also male means that the girls lack the right role models to encourage them to pursue the 

science subjects. 

Proposed way forwards: 

PEAS should have completed exam subject analysis by end of March, as the individual school 

results, split by gender, have now been received in the PEAS Kampala head office. 

The issues around attitude will be tackled through several mechanisms: the gender-responsive 

pedagogy mentioned above will improve the level of science teaching in the schools, including 

by including girls more in the learning. 

The redesigned Science Progression Maps will be the primary method to tackle girls’ lack of 

interest in the Sciences as well as their poor performance. Upon reviewing the baseline data, 

the PEAS Education Department proposes to strengthen the assessment framework which 

accompanies the Progression Maps, to include a practical assessment every term from S1. In 

this way, girls will get far more experience of the practical examinations, the difficulty of which is 

cited as a reason for their poor performance. The Science Progression Maps will also assist 
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Science teachers to plan their schemes of work more effectively, on order that they cover all 

relevant materials. Gender Responsive Pedagogy training will assist Science teachers to deliver 

their subjects in a far more girl-child friendly way, ensuring that all girls get access to the 

materials and apparatus necessary for their success. By introducing practicals into the regular 

curriculum, girls confidence will be build up. PEAS will also positively discriminate in favour of 

female science and maths teachers who can be strong role models for the girls. 

Risks and budgetary implications: 

None foreseen 

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

school 

 

Assumptions (summarised from the M&E framework outlined above):  

 Girls do not enjoy going to school because teachers do not cater for their needs nor 

display an adequate understanding of the differences between the ways girls and boys 

learn. Learning is negatively impacted by high teacher absenteeism 

 ToC: teacher absenteeism, lack of motivation and lack of preparation undermines 

teachers’ ability to teach effectively – PEAS will support teachers through a variety of 

mechanisms, including  Continuous Professional Development in areas such as gender-

responsive pedagogy and the implementation of progression maps 

 Wider impact: greater teacher satisfaction will positively impact all students’ learning as 

teacher-student time is increased through better teacher attendance and motivation 

 

Results and validity of assumptions: 

86% of girls report satisfaction with the quality of teaching and learning at their school ‘most’ or 

‘all’ the time.  

A slightly lower percentage is satisfied with the quality of the learning environment: while 77% of 

girls who do not have disabilities report satisfaction ‘most’ or ‘all’ of the time, only 75% of girls 

with disabilities are similarly satisfied.  

Proposed way forward: 

The high rating is not fully unsurprising, given that girls might be afraid to report anything 

negative about their teachers. 

We propose replacing this indicator with the one on teacher absenteeism (4.2.1), as teacher 

absenteeism strongly impacts satisfaction and would by proxy measure it as well as learning. 
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Risks and budgetary implications: 

None foreseen 

IMPACT OF OUTPUT RESULTS ON PEAS GEARR INTERVENTIONS 

Some of the baseline findings have implications on the PEAS ToC, and we have amended our 

programme accordingly. Each of these have been described above under the specific log-frame 

indicator, but are summarised here for ease of reference. These changes have also been 

reflected already in the accompanying logframe.  Overall, the findings highlight how coherently 

the activities proposed by PEAS fit together, as the indicators speak not only to the respective 

outputs they are linked to, but also to the other three: for example, issues of teacher behaviour 

cross-cut GEARR while it is only measured directly under indicator 4.2. 

Proposed changes or amendments to the logframe: 

Output indicator 1.1 # of girls reporting that they were encouraged to enrol at secondary school by a 

community member (parents, PEAS, BoG, local leaders) 

Change to: % of girls reporting feeling unsafe on the journey to school (mentioning that they feel 

unsafe at least 'some of the time') 

Output indicator 4.1: Level of USE funding (per pupil capitation grant) received for students in PEAS 

schools as a result of PEAS advocacy work 

Change to: Average amount of fees paid by PEAS day USE-students 

Output indicator 2.4: % of parents demonstrating an understanding of the value of girls’ secondary 

education (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) 

Change to: % parents demonstrating an understanding of the value of girls’ secondary education 

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) 

Output indicator 2.2: % of girls whose parents who were contacted by the school (by teachers, school 

management, PTA/BoG members) over their daughter's absenteeism who attend school more than 80% 

of the time. 

Change to: % of girls whose parents who were contacted by the school (by teachers, school 

management, PTA/BoG members) over their daughter's high levels of absenteeism who now 

attend school more than 80% of the time. 

Output indicator 2.3: % of girls reporting a lack of privacy or feeling unsafe when using the sanitary 

facilities 
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Change to: % of girls reporting harassment from teachers or male students 

 

Output indicator 2.4: % of girls demonstrating knowledge of the importance of washing hands before 

meals and after using the bathroom 

Change to: % of treatment schools with a ‘green’ RAG rating 

  Or 

% of girls reporting that “I am able to wash my hands after using the sanitary facilities and before 

meals” 

Output indicator 3.1: # of actions taken by marginalised girls in their schools or communities to encourage 

retention (through Girls' club activities, community performances, peer-to-peer outreach) 

Change to: % of girls who report that their participation in girls clubs, school committees, and/or 

leadership positions has contributed to a positive change in their community 

 Or 

Inspection score for section A4.2 in the PEAS Inspection Framework (Community relations, which 

includes a measure of “Students carry out activities that benefit the community, e.g. through 

volunteering and community service”) 

Output indicator 3.2: % of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs motivates their attendance to stay in 

school year on year 

Change to: % of girls mentioning that participating in IGAs and/or co-curricular activities motivates 

their attendance to stay in school year on year 

Output indicator 3:4 % of OOS girls with children who have re-enrolled in secondary education 

 New indicator 

Output indicator 4.1: % of inspections recommendations focused on improving learning results of 

marginalised girls actioned by the school 

Change to: % 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) 

Output indicator 4.2: % improvement of girls’ results in PEAS schools where teachers are observed 

implementing gender-responsive pedagogy 

Split into 2: 

% of teachers observed implementing gender-responsive pedagogy 



         

 

  

Innovation Window –  Baseline template | 91 

 

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

Output indicator 4.3: % improvement in the literacy rates of girls participating in the remedial classes 

Change to: % improvement in the literacy rates of girls participating in the remedial classes or 

with access to ALT 

Output indicator 4.5: % of girls reporting satisfaction with the quality of teaching and learning in their 

school  

 Remove 

Issues around safety: Our ToC provides a solution to the infrastructural barrier around safety in 

schools, both by providing/repairing fences where necessary as well as by ensuing clean and 

separate water points and sanitary facilities, but we have amended it to include the serious 

findings around safety raised by the behaviour of men and boys. 

We will concentrate a sub-set of activities around changing the attitudes of boys and male 

teachers and emphasising how they contribute toward the attendance and learning of girls. 

Girls’ confidence and enjoyment of schools is undermined by their behaviour, and by 

demonstrating this interaction, including through the Citizenship Education Curriculum, positive 

behavioural management for staff and promoting gender-responsive pedagogy, girls will be 

more comfortable in school. This in turn will translate into better attendance and better learning. 

Pregnancy: The baseline findings clearly indicate how pregnancy is a major barrier to both 

attendance and retention for the marginalised girls PEAS will be working with.  

As described above, PEAS will engage with other major education stakeholders to push forward 

the advocacy agenda around young mothers. The two-pronged approach, developed by FENU 

and the MoES, will focus primarily on getting OOS girls back to schools after they have had their 

children. As part of the Gender Parity Working group, PEAS will have a strong voice in 

advocating for this issues; it is also the legal obligation of schools to re-enrol young mothers, 

which is within PEAS power as the manager of the schools in our network to enforce. 
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Outcome level data  
 

Current rates of education enrolment  

The total enrolment in the treatment and control schools is roughly as follows: 

 

S1 % girls S2 % girls S3 % girls 

Treatment 1972 48% 1127 51% 741 43% 

Control 855 52% 578 51% 373 45% 

Non-PEAS 

control 148 45% 156 42% 178 37% 

 

This information has been drawn from  the schools’ enrolment registers for 2013. This has been 

used to calculate beneficiary numbers in the outcomes tables. 

This clearly highlights the problem of retention for girls. In the majority of schools, the number of 

girls per class decreases in the higher grades, as more and more girls drop out (especially in 

comparison to their male counterparts).  

PEAS will monitor additional enrolment through the cohort captured in the mini-household 

survey. This will feed into the PbR calculations. 

PEAS will target enrolling about 1,000 out-of-school girls by the end of the intervention. This will 

include currently out-of-school girls who have dropped out of secondary school, those who 

never enrolled, and those who fail to transit from the P7 cohort tracked here.  

Retention  

Data on retention was collected from the surveyed schools’ registers for the three terms in 2013 

for grades S1-S3, and is summarised below (by % drop-out from Term 1 2013 to Term 3 2013): 
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The data above is based on the registers of eight out of 16 treatment schools, four out of five 

PEAS control schools, and one out of five non-PEAS control schools. None of the data was 

entirely complete, due to the same issues as those faced with the attendance registers (out of 

which much of this data was drawn). Most of the registers contain several blanks and 

inconsistencies. 

PEAS is trying to disaggregate this data by marginalised group to be able to say whether 

different groups of girls are affected in different ways. The data above seems to show higher 

drop-out rates in PEAS control school compared to PEAS treatment schools. FRIENDS have 

run some correlation analysis between retention and attendance, but the gaps in data have 

presented issues which we are still trying to resolve to get conclusive and statistically significant 

numbers. 

The statistical significance of the differences in the means of the treatment and control group 

has not been established due to the small sample size and the inconsistency in the reporting.   

These were the results reported by the external evaluators. As the data was incomplete, PEAS 

has topped up their analysis with our own analysis, based on submitted student registers. The 

results demonstrate the following between PEAS treatment and PEAS control schools (% 

retained from Term 1 to Term 2): 

 

PEAS treatment PEAS control 

S1 75% 80% 

S2 74% 82% 

S3 72% 78% 
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There is no significant difference in the means of the two groups despite the higher retention 

figures in the control group. This internal PEAS data contrasts with the data gathered by the 

external evaluators. PEAS is currently addressing this inconsistency. 

One of the key reasons for drop-out identified by all respondents was pregnancy and early 

motherhood. We have addressed this issue above under Output 3, and proposed a new 

indicator 3.4 to measure our ability to positively influence the lives of young mothers.  

PEAS will target 90% retention between S1 and S3. 

Attendance 

2013 attendance 

  S1 S2 S3 

Treatment 73.87 82.05 79.45 

Control 75.91 78.50 81.57 

Non-PEAS Control 93.00 96.50 91.00 

 

The data for the non-PEAS control schools is reported here for the sake of completeness, but 

the data contains valid data points for only two schools (out of five) and for only seven data 

points (out of a possible 45), so the data is not taken as reliable or accurate at the moment. 

Nevertheless this data has been inputted into the outcomes spreadsheet. The limitations of this 

are addressed below. 

The data is not currently disaggregated by marginalised status. PEAS is working on this at the 

moment, and hopes to be able to submit more information if required on this shortly. 

The data currently shows that attendance by marginalised girls is relatively low. This attendance 

is in line with what is generally reported for secondary schools in Uganda. The data shows 

gaps, particularly in the term 1 record keeping. PEAS’ usual experience is that attendance drops 

in Term 2, and rises again in Term 3. This is because of the exam cycle: students and parents 

see terms where exams are sat as much more important, and, as a student has to sit beginning-

of-year and end-of-year exams in order to proceed to the next grade, attendance figures are 

usually higher in these two terms. The null hypothesis of the equivalence of the means of the 

PEAS treatment and control groups cannot be rejected. 

PEAS will target 90% attendance rates for marginalised girls during the GEARR programme.  



         

 

  

Innovation Window –  Baseline template | 95 

 

 

Learning measurements 

As described above, PEAS worked with secondary school teachers in Uganda to upgrade the 

EGRA and EGMA tests which were supplied to PEAS by RTI.  

EGRA: 

For measuring improvements in literacy, PEAS is focusing on the Words per Minute score 

achieved by the respondents. To avoid ceiling effects as some girls were able to complete the 

150 word passage in less than a minute, the following calculation was used to compute each 

students score: (number of words read)/(one minute – the time remaining on the clock)*(one 

minute). This way a student score could be over 150 if appropriate. 

The following table shows the WpM score for girls in the different treatment and control groups.  

EGRA WpM 

  OOS P7 S1 S2 S3 

Treatment 63.5 73.0 97.1 93.6 88.0 

Control 59.2 73.4 98.4 88.9 92.3 

NPC 64.8 79.5 86.3 102.5 111.1 

 

These results demonstrate some unexpected patterns in the PEAS treatment and control 

schools, much as was seen during the pilot phase of these tests. The results in the PEAS 

schools seem to decline as the girls go up in grades, which does not seem to be the issue in the 

non-PEAS control schools. A similar trend was observed across all the EGRA test categories 

(table displays only IS girls’ results): 
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Mean 1 2 3 4 5 

C S1 30.645 5.857 26.536 95.571 1.214 

  S2 35.952 4.375 32.452 102.524 1.667 

  S3 36.222 6.444 31.389 111.111 2.167 

  S4 41.000 4.500 37.500 112.500 1.500 

P S1 34.691 5.516 31.284 100.176 1.761 

  S2 29.531 5.131 25.625 95.094 1.391 

  S3 33.458 4.667 27.217 96.773 1.727 

  S4 14.000 7.333 15.000 112.333 1.333 

PC S1 33.045 5.114 29.619 106.310 1.581 

  S2 32.441 5.226 27.735 88.912 0.912 

  S3 34.188 4.333 31.750 92.250 1.313 

  S4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

For the non-PEAS control group, there is a general increase in results (the S4 group is 

statistically insignificant due to the limited sample size). Within PEAS schools, both treatment 

and control, there is a marked decline in results between S1 and S2, with a rise again in S3. 

PEAS notes that many of the S2 students have come to PEAS from another secondary school, 

which could potentially explain the weaker literacy skills amongst these students. 

Testing for the equivalence of means between the groups shows that there is no statistically 

significant difference between the means of students in PEAS schools.  

A histogram of the WpM scores for IS girls, split for control and treatment, looks as follows: 
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The anomaly in the PEAS Treatment and PEAS Control schools is stark. 

 

PEAS has interrogated the data, and there are some anomalies that makes PEAS question the 

accuracy with which these tests were applied. PEAS experienced great difficulties with the 

baseline data collection, and had to send out the research time a second time (as described 

above) to fully top-up the required figures and address the shortcomings uncovered in the first 

round of data collection. 

Correlation analysis was run between the WpM score and the comprehension scores to further 

understand the results as well as the testing process. The following was found: 

Correlation 

  Overall Control 

PEAS 

Treatment 

PEAS 

Control 

OOS 0.622** 0.702** 0.596** 0.589** 
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P7 0.413** 0.421** 0.362** 0.492** 

IS (overall) 0.016 0.26** -0.36 -0.2 

S1 0.008 0.25 0.2 0.25 

S2 -0.148 -0.027 -0.30* -0.46* 

S3 0.033 -0.058 -0.81 0.16 

  

* Significant at 0.05 level 

** Significant at 0.01 level 

  

This demonstrates several things: 

1. There is a positive correlation between literacy and comprehension, although it is not 

extremely strong, for both the OOS and the P7 girls 

2. There is no significant correlation (except a weak positive correlation in the control 

schools) for the IS girls 

3. There is a (extremely) weak negative correlation between literacy and comprehension 

amongst the IS girls 

 

This leads PEAS to one conclusion: despite best attempts, the EGRA tests was poorly 

administered by the external consultants. The IS girls were all tested in the first round of 

sampling, without the quality control measures put into place by PEAS for the second round. 

This leads us to heavily question the validity of the WpM score for IS girls. 

PEAS would like to propose the following to certify the data: if successful in receiving 

permission to move onto the implementation phase, PEAS activities are not going to start 

properly until May (the break after the end of Term 1). This gives PEAS a window of opportunity 

to retest girls with the WpM test, finding the same girls who sat the initial test and making up for 

attrition if this is discovered. The sample size necessary for this would be 200 students in the 

treatment schools and 100 in the control schools. PEAS would be able to administer this test by 

the end of April, with an updated logframe baseline and set of targets by mid-May. 
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EGMA: 

 The EGMA 

results OOS P7 S1 S2 S3 

Treatment 47.05745 55.09677 62.97526 63.10245 63.80044 

PC 43.4782 53.53391 59.83315 60.89575 60.66804 

C 43.17918 54.64858 59.10357 62.63644 70.74066 

 

An analysis by sub-task mean in the IS girls shows the following: 

Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7A 7B 

C 

  

  

  

OOS 48% 57% 31% 17% 37% 46% 59% 50% 
P7 62% 71% 51% 26% 52% 55% 65% 53% 

S1 68% 72% 53% 36% 61% 50% 72% 62% 

S2 68% 75% 52% 38% 62% 61% 77% 66% 

S3 74% 80% 59% 51% 82% 69% 80% 70% 

S4 93% 95% 65% 85% 83% 52% 98% 85% 

P 

  

  

  

OOS 53% *  69% * 

^ 

34% 15% 45% 51% 60% 48% 
P7 57% * 

^ 

71% 45%  

*^ 

27% 51% 53% * 73% ^ 59% ^ 

S1 66% 73% 51% 41% 69% 62% ^ 79% * 62% 

S2 72% * 73% 52% 36% 69% 62% 78% * 62% 

S3 68%   82% * 56% 47% 70% 57% 69% 61% 

S4 90%  73% ^ 43% 30% ^ 92% 82% 80% 60% 

PC 

  

  

  

OOS 47% 64% 34% 10% 46% 46% 57% 45% 
P7 53% 69% 50% 25% 53% 46% 70% 57% 

S1 68% 71% 50% 37% 66% 60% 69% 58% 

S2 66% 66% 53% 37% 75% 59% 69% 62% 

S3 72% 71% 49% 54% 62% 52% 73% 53% 

S4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Cells have been highlighted in red where there appears to be a decrease in the score as the IS 

girls get older. A * marks a statistical significant difference (at 10%) if the means between the 

PEAS and the PEAS control; ^ marks a statistical difference (at 10%) in the means of PEAS vs 

non-PEAS control. 

There are some statistical differences in the mean scores of some of these groups. The P7 

groups in the PEAS treatment areas seem to perform significantly differently to the control P7 

groups, but not consistently either better or worse. The IS groups are largely equivalent, as are 

the OOS girls.  
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We also conducted an analysis on the means between the grades for IS girls.  

Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7A 7B 

C S1 68% 72% 53% 36% 61% 50% 72% 62% 

  S2 68% 75% 52% 38% 62% 61% 77% 66% 

  
S3 

74% 80% 59% 51% 

82% * 

^ 69% ^ 80% 70% 

  S4 93% 95% * 65% 85% 83% 52% 98% 85% 

P S1 66% 73% 51% 41% 69% 62% 79% 62% 

  S2 72% * 73% 52% 36% 69% 62% 78% 62% 

  
S3 

68% 

82% * 

^ 56% 47% 70% 57% 69% ^ 61% 

  S4 90% 73% 43% 30% 92% 82% 80% 60% 

PC S1 68% 71% 50% 37% 66% 60% 69% 58% 

  S2 66% 66% 53% 37% 75% 59% 69% 62% 

  S3 72% 71% 49% 54% 62% 52% 73% 53% 

  S4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Cells have been highlighted in red where there appears to be a decrease in the score as the 

girls get older. A * marks a statistical significant difference (at 10%) if the means between 

grades (always compared to the grade below). ^ marks a statistical difference (at 10%) between 

S1 and S3 for the treatment group). 

This analysis shows that the means between the girls in the schools are largely statistically 

equivalent. One of the major areas of concern is the apparent decline in the ability of S3 girls in 

PEAS treatment schools to add (task 7A) between S1 and S3. 

Histograms for the results are appended. 

Impact of outcome results on PEAS interventions 

One of the key findings of these baseline results is that there are many more external barriers to 

girls’ ability to enrol and learn in secondary school than the initial PEAS theory of change 

accounted for. These findings will not radically change any of the planned interventions, but 

instead will help to better shape and focus them: 

Community sensitisation activities: as mentioned above, many parents mention that girls face 

many dangers on the road to school. PEAS is already addressing a certain aspect of this by 

building fences to ensure that the school itself is secure; we are now planning on incorporating a 

much larger element of safety around our community engagement activities to address the 

behaviour of boys and men in the community towards girls (see below on the attitude of boys in 

school). The newly hired Community Engagement Officer is planning these interventions at the 

moment, but element will include information to families on how they can advise their girls to 
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stay safe on the roads such as by travelling together and the responsibility of the community as 

a whole to protect the students.  

Boys and men: the baseline findings identify several points where closer engagement with boys 

and men will need to occur to provide a more enabling learning environment for marginalised 

girls. A particular unexpected finding was the high level of girls reporting harassment and 

teasing by boys in schools as a reason for missing school, as previous PEAS surveys and focus 

groups had not pointed to this being an issue. This was the biggest issue in-school reported in 

the PEAS treatment schools. 

 

High fees: poverty was by far the biggest barrier to both enrolment and to continued attendance. 

This was expected, and the baseline study corroborates PEAS mission to provide affordable, 

quality secondary education. What the baseline found is that PEAS schools provide education 

at a cost lower than non-PEAS schools.  

 Highlight any issues that you had in collating the outcome data and any reflections on 

the adequacy of your control group.  

 

Challenges in collating the outcome data and mitigating strategies 

There were several challenges in collating the outcome data: 

Enrolment: PEAS conducted a mini-household survey (n=287) to be able to determine the 

correct proportion of girls in each of the relevant samples. Unfortunately the data was not fully 

utilised during the first round of baseline data collection and the teams had to be sent out again 

46%

10%

10%

17%

12%

5%

Safety concerns (Treatment schools)

The journey to school

School environment is not safe (there is
no fence)

The teachers are unfriendly / harass
students

The boys are unfriendly / harass girls

Going to the sanitary facilities

Night-time at the school (sleeping in the
dorms, using sanitary at night



         

 

  

Innovation Window –  Baseline template 
| 

102 

 

to top-up the numbers to ensure statistically valid sample sizes. The main challenge 

experienced by the data collection team revolved around the timing of the baseline study: the 

academic year was drawing to a close, and girls were either sitting final exams, or had already 

gone home to their villages. As the schools themselves were shutting or already closed, getting 

hold of the enrolment registers at the schools themselves proved difficult, as often they had 

been stored away with the person responsible taking keys or even the registers themselves with 

them as they returned home, often to locations not near the schools. 

The PEAS treatment and control schools appear to be well-matched, as there is no statistical 

difference in the mean of these two groups. The non-PEAS control schools cannot be 

statistically assessed due to gaps in the data at the moment.  

Attendance: getting accurate attendance data for all the girls proved very difficult. Initially there 

was a misunderstanding between the external evaluators and PEAS as to what exactly what 

meant by attendance. This also resulted in the research team having to make a trip out to 

collect this data again at the end of January, before schools had re-opened. This timing once 

again presented some challenges: some of the schools had experienced leadership changes 

between the end of one academic year and the start of the new one, resulting in registers going 

missing or being incomplete. The team was able to capture most of the registers, but some are 

still missing. 

Attendance in school is generally not accurately nor consistently recorded. Attendance is taken 

on a daily basis across both the PEAS treatment and control schools as well as the non-PEAS 

control schools, but these records are not securely kept nor regularly used to inform school 

interventions and decisions. This resulted in heavy gaps in the attendance records themselves. 

The data presented in this report (see above) by PEAS shows an annual average, as this gives 

enough data points for a valid conclusion. PEAS would like to use this as the baseline figure for 

the GEARR intervention. 

PEAS has rolled out new attendance registers to the PEAS schools, which will be accompanied 

by training by the M&E team. This will allow PEAS to collect better data. As we have no direct 

leverage over the non-PEAS control schools, we propose to conduct additional spot checks in 

these schools (up to two a term) as long as this does not undermine our relationship with the 

schools. 

The PEAS treatment and control schools appear to be well-matched, with no statistical 

difference in the means of the two groups of schools and girls’ attendance.  

Learning: Administering the EGRA and EGMA tests proved a major challenge for the research 

team. The tests were designed to be as simple as possible to both administer and sit, yet there 

were clear difficulties in understanding the procedure correctly. For example, the EGMA tests 

has sections which require the administrator to consider the girl’s prior performance before 

moving on to the next section. This includes instances such as the addition section, where if a 
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girl was unable to answer at least 15 of the questions correctly, she should not be given the Part 

2 sums to do, but in many cases, this guidance was not observed. Often this resulted in the girl 

not completing the rest of the test, as the inability to complete the tasks was observed to 

undermine the girl’s self-confidence. 

During the first round of baseline field work, the research team also experienced challenges in 

getting out-of-school girls to sit the tests. Out of the 400 OOS girls captured by the survey team 

during the baseline, only two took the EGRA and the EGMA tests. Reasons stated by the 

research assistants included: 

 The surveys and questionnaires were so lengthy that the girls got tired, and felt that the 

exercise was wasting their time (particularly as many were engaged in some sort of 

income-generating activity or household work) 

 The English levels of many of the OOS girls is low, and they did not want to consent to a 

test that would make them use it 

 Some of the girls apparently did not feel comfortable taking these tests with other 

members of their families or household nearby, afraid of feeling stupid in front of them 

 Many of the girls did not understand why they should sit a test, given that they were no 

longer in school 

 Families were approaching the holiday season, and wanted peace to prepare for the 

festivities 

 

The supervisors of the research teams also observed the following: 

 There was a lot of work to do in a very short period of time, hence some of the research 

assistants may have felt the time pressure and would have spent little time in trying to 

explain to the girls the purpose and reason for the tests 

 The language used by the RAs likely put some girls off, as they referred to the EGRA 

and EGMA as tests, reminding girls of school language which may have put them off 

 The survey process was lengthy, and the RAs didn’t always explain their full 

expectations up front. Thus, once through the initial questionnaire, seeing another tool to 

be filled made the entire interview process seem very long and endless 

 

As the difficulties were closely discussed with FRIENDS after the initial data collection round, 

PEAS was able to mitigate against many of these challenges in the second round of data 

collection. PEAS worked very closely with FRIENDS to ensure the smoother running of the 

second round. 

For the second round of data collection, PEAS teams worked once again with FRIENDS to train 

the RAs in administering the tool. More days were allocated to the training, with the final day of 

training including the use of the tool at one of the PEAS treatment sites. This way the PEAS 
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team was also able to ensure the quality of the responses. Three teams were sent out to 

complete the numbers required for the baseline, with at least one PEAS member of staff 

accompanying each FRIENDS research team. Nightly updates were sent to both FRIENDS and 

PEAS. 

There are still challenges with the EGRA and EGMA data, as mentioned above. With EGRA, 

some of the RAs failed to record the time left on the stopwatch in the cases where the girl 

finished reading the passage in less than one minute, resulting in a ceiling effect which could 

have been avoided. An analysis of the results shows that about 20% of the IS girls hit this 150 

words ceiling. The time remaining on the stop-watch was not recorded for any of these girls. 

Several cases of rounding have also been observed in the results – the table below highlights 

how the responses break down:  

Table: In-school girls WpM score anomalies 

WpM  P C PC This shows the number of 

students scoring the exact WpM 

score in the leftmost column. 

For example, 37 students were 

reported to have read exactly 

100 words (17%), which is fairly 

unlikely, and does not match 

with the results for P7 and the 

OOS girls. 

 50 3 2 4 

75 21 14 10 

100 37 20 12 

125 14 9 2 

150 33 27 23 

Sum 108 72 51 

Total 220 110 112 

% of total 49% 65% 46% 

 

This problem is exemplified in one school. At Akoromit PEAS High School in Amuria District,10 

girls were included in the sample. Their scores were recorded as follows: 

School  Score # Valid % 

P21 Valid 75.0 1 9.1 

 100.0 6 54.5 

 125.0 2 18.2 

 150.0 1 9.1 

  Total 10 90.9 

Missing System 1 9.1 

Total   11 100.0 

 It is highly unlikely that the girls would have all scored right on the 25 mark cut-point. From the 

analysis, it is a specific team of researchers where this problem occurred in over 50% of the 

cases. 
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It appears that girls were scored in ‘steps’ rather than the actual number of words read per 

minute. The fact that 50% of the responses are exactly the same as the category boundaries is 

suspicious, and highlights that some of the RAs most likely did not understand exactly how they 

were supposed to carry out the calculation. It is likely that many of them simply marked down 

the ‘box’ in which the girl stopped, rather than the actual number of words the girl had read. This 

is one of the reasons PEAS would like to re-administer the WpM part of the EGRA. 

This does not seem to have been the case with the P7 students: 

 WpM P C PC 

50 6 0 2 

75 10 4 4 

100 10 3 4 

125 3 0 0 

150 4 0 0 

Sum 33 7 10 

Total 301 155 145 

% 11% 5% 7% 

 

Nor with the OOS: 

 WpM P C PC 

50 1 0 0 

75 4 2 2 

100 2 0 0 

125 0 1 0 

150 1 0 0 

Sum 8 3 2 

Total 115 53 55 

% 7% 6% 4% 

 

PEAS expects that this was the case with the IS girls because these were largely the tests 

administered during the first round of data collection. The process had clearly improved by the 

second round, and the PEAS-led quality control procedures ensured the accurate recording of 

all responses. 
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Proposed way forward: 

PEAS proposes conducting an additional round of data collection with the IS girls for three 

reasons: 

 The observation of scores in 25 word ‘steps’ for almost 50% of the girls 

 The lack of comprehensive S3 and S4 benchmarking data 

 Ceiling effect of 150 WpM for 20% of the girls.  

 

We propose to carry out testing of about 250 IS girls to top-up the learning sample, as well as 

100 S3 and 100 S4 girls to provide the benchmark figures. The analysis highlights the schools 

were the EGRA was incorrectly administered. Most of these schools are fairly closely located, 

and we propose returning to 10 of these schools to conduct this testing in April. 

We will provide additional training to the research assistants and have a member of the PEAS 

M&E team accompany them, as this clearly mitigated the problem during the second round of 

baseline testing. 

Setting targets 

The learning targets were generated using the outcome model table provided by PwC.  

PEAS will be tracking the learning outcomes of the following grades, and the targets were set as 

follows: 

2013 P7 cohort: these are the students entering the PEAS beneficiary pool from January 2014, 

as they receive their Primary Leavers Exam results and become eligible to enter Senior 1. Their 

midline target is set using the 2013 S1 results, and the end-line target set using the 2013 S2 

results. The PEAS intervention group is compared to the internal PEAS control group. As PEAS 

has opted for PbR, the target is set to 0.2 SD improvement over the control group. 

2013 S1 cohort: these students will be entering S2 in January 2014. Their midline target is set 

using the 2013 S2 results, and the end-line target set using the 2013 S3 results. The PEAS 

intervention group is compared to the internal PEAS control group. As PEAS has opted for PbR, 

the target is set to 0.2 SD improvement over the control group. 

2013 S2 cohort: these students will be entering S3 in January 2014. Their midline target is set 

using the 2013 S3 results, and the end-line target set using the 2013 S4 results. The PEAS 

intervention group is compared to the internal PEAS control group. As PEAS has opted for PbR, 

the target is set to 0.2 SD improvement over the control group. 
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PEAS will not be tracking the 2013 S3 and S4 cohorts, as they will not be part of the PEAS 

GEARR intervention for the full two years. The 2013 S3 will complete the lower secondary 

education cycle in 2014, while the S4 cohort has already moved on to upper secondary. 

For literacy, PEAS is using the ‘Words per Minute’ score of students. For numeracy, PEAS has 

calculated a score from the EGMA tests, using eight of the sub-sections. 

Ceiling effects in the EGRA test were avoided by using the formula described above. There 

were however some issues with the administration of the EGRA test to in-school girls. Several 

of the girls reached the ceiling (150 words), but the time left was not recorded by the research 

assistants. This skews the results downwards. PEAS would like to reassess the in-school girls 

with this in mind as mentioned above. 

No ceiling effects were found in the EGMA tests. There were very few students who hit the 

ceiling on the addition and subtraction sections, and for these students, an additional part 2 was 

administered, with more difficult questions. This meant that no girl reached ceiling. 

5. Conclusion 

 

The baseline findings validate many of the PEAS assumptions, but also point out several areas 

where PEAS can improve upon the planned interventions. 

 

Attitudes and behaviours 

One of the main findings is that the behaviour of others greatly influences the ability of girls to 

enrol, attend, stay and learn in school. This group particularly includes boys, whose attitudes 

towards girls’ education, particularly towards girls who are pregnant or young mothers, can 

greatly undermine girls’ confidence and desire to continue with their education. The behaviour of 

other members of the community, including the ‘boda-boda’ (taxi) men, also threatens the 

security of girls on the road to school and prohibit them for enjoying their time there. These 

findings will guide the design and revision of several of the PEAS intervention: 

Community engagement plan: the initial PEAS assumption had been that communities do not 

value girls’ education as much as boys’, but the findings indicate that the benefits of education 

for all children, including at the secondary level, are well understood. What the communities 

however do not seem to have an equally high understanding of is how they can better facilitate 

girls’ access to education. Safety on the road to schools is a major barrier for many girls and 

their caregivers, and is one that communities can be better sensitized to. This will form a much 

larger focus of the community engagement plan than initially planned. PEAS would also 

propose changing the logframe indicator to measure the feeling of safety on the way to school, 

as proposed in section 4. 
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The other finding focused on marginalized girls attendance in school. The baseline findings 

show that while gender is not a consideration for most households when deciding whether or 

not to enrol a girl in secondary school or facilitate her attendance, the time of year matters. 

While this could be an indicator of high levels of poverty, it also suggests that households and 

the girls themselves do not understand the value of attending consistently. The PEAS 

community engagement plan will also focus on this element. 

Poverty 

As assumed, the biggest barrier to continued access to secondary education isthe high poverty 

levels present in the targeted communities and girls. This speaks to two of the marginalized 

groups identified by PEAS: girls from rural communities and girls from the poorest households.  

PEAS schools provide education at a lower cost than most other comparable secondary schools 

in Uganda, including the control school used in this baseline evaluation (PEAS treatment 

schools are 85% of the cost, PEAS control schools are 83% of the cost, of non-PEAS control 

schools), but they are still not affordable to all families. PEAS is trying to address this through 

advocacy work with the Ministry of Education and Sports – the current subsidy provided by the 

Ministry (UGX47,000 per student per term, £12) is not sufficient to cover the true running costs 

of the school. 

Suggestions by parents and the girls themselves will inform the PEAS strategy to lowering 

school fees further, on top of the advocacy work already mentioned. As the main reason girls 

fail to attend school is the fact that that they are ‘chased away’ for lack of fees, it is crucial that 

the schools are able to work with families to find ways of facilitating this. PEAS will therefore trial 

out a new fee collection system. PEAS will also work closely with village loans and saving 

associations (VSLAs) to find ways of supporting families to manage fee payments. Both of these 

strategies should be reflected in higher attendance rates. 

Pregnancy 

One of the marginalized groups identified by many of the respondents are pregnant girls and 

young mothers. While PEAS does not have the facilities to fully cater for this group of 

marginalized girls, PEAS can address the issue in a different way, by promoting tolerance of 

young mothers and educating girls and boys in relation to safe and healthy relationships as well 

as working in partnership with other organisations to promote the inclusion of young mothers 

back into schools as described above. The former will form a crucial part of the PEAS 

Citizenship Education Curriculum. Although this was already planned into the interventions, the 

focus will be even more on boys attitudes, to stop them referring to pregnant girls as ‘mama 

baby’. 87% of girls mentioned that pregnant girls are ‘chased away from school’; while 59% 

mention that the girl should re-join the school, only 44% mention this actually happening. Much 

of this is due to the school reluctance to accept these girls, who are viewed as ‘bad role models’ 

by many of the community members. PEAS will focus efforts here on several factors: 
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 Ensuring that the PEAS Child Protection and Pregnancy policies are fully implemented 

and well understood by everyone in the school 

 Including information about safe and healthy relationships in both the Citizenship 

Education Curriculum as well as Community Engagement Strategies 

 

Menstruation Management 

The menstrual management pilot will have an increased emphasis on education and 

awareness-raising of both boys and girls regarding menstruation and menstruation 

management. While over 50% of girls mentioned menstruation as an issue in attendance during 

FGDs, only 3% of girls reported that a lack of sanitary ware as a reason for absence from 

schools during the questionnaire. Therefore, more research will have to be conducted in this 

specific issue before the pilot is introduced. What is clear, however, is that as much emphasis 

will have to be placed on the educational aspect of this intervention as the actual sanitary 

product utilised itself. The proposed pilot for this activity will help PEAS to identify the most 

appropriate sanitary product, as well as the most appropriate educational input; for example, a 

discrete programme to be delivered alone; or as a module included within the CEC. 

Marginalised groups 

The baseline study confirms that the groups identified by PEAS as marginalised deserve the 

attention of the project interventions. The GEARR project will therefore continue to focus on 

orphaned girls, those from the poorest families and girls from rural households. 

The fourth group of girls identified by PEAS as marginalised included the girls with disabilities. 

This group was identified by all as marginalised as well. As mentioned by PEAS already at the 

application stage, PEAS does not currently have the expertise nor the capacity to accept 

students with several mental disabilities. The baseline study also found very few girls with 

disabilities who are even eligible for PEAS interventions in the underlying population. 

PEAS will not change any of the activities away from the planned focus on girls with disabilities, 

but the emphasis clearly has to be on the community engagement side, whereby families need 

to be encouraged more to support girls with disabilities through primary school. Care-givers 

were more likely to state the gender of the child as a consideration for schooling if they had a 

disability (even more so than their ability to actually learn); this attitude (an external factor) is 

one that PEAS can address through community engagement activities, including those by the 

girls themselves.  

Remedial education 

The learning assessments conducted for the baseline provided PEAS with great insights into 

where our students struggle the most with literacy and numeracy skills.  
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The EGMA test identified issues around rounding, identifying sequences, and reading 

coordinates, all of which could impact test results in other subjects such as the Sciences.  

The more interesting and revealing result for PEAS is the fact that girls in S3 perform just as 

well as girls in S1 in many of these tasks, both in literacy and in numeracy. The PEAS entrance 

requirements in general are lower than many other schools (PEAS accepts students who have 

passed their PLE regardless of the final result. PEAS also accepts students transferring from 

other schools in the middle of the lower education cycle, which means we are unable to control 

for the early years of their secondary education. PEAS is analysis the results to understand if 

this might be driving the flat results). These results may have implications for teaching and 

learning that PEAS has to look into as a matter of priority.  

During the piloting of the EGRA and EGMA tools, many of the girls expressed that they no 

longer had interest in studying maths, as this was not seen as useful to their futures. This could 

potentially explain the EGMA results, as the answers to why girls do not want to study science 

subjects shows.  

PEAS has proposed implementing a remedial programme to improve literacy and numeracy 

scores. Based on the results evident here, the concentration has to be more wide spread to 

ensure improvement for all marginalised girls, not just the weakest ones (although it may well be 

that the two groups are the same). Our ToC still holds: additional investment is needed in 

literacy and numeracy, with a strong concentration on the weakest students, but we are 

amending this slightly to include the more comprehensive need to promote numeracy and 

literacy across the school. PEAS will therefore concentrate first on developing a supplementary 

literacy and numeracy curriculum, to reach more widely the marginalised girls and improve their 

learning outcomes. PEAS will work with external experts in the development of this 

supplementary programme to ensure that it is targeted correctly and enables learning by all 

according to their abilities. The learnings taken from the development of these supplementary 

curricula will then inform the development of the remedial curricula; both in terms of content at 

the developmental level; and also target beneficiaries at school level (identifying the girls most-

at-need of remedial work through the supplementary curricula). 

Mid-line and end-line evaluations 

The baseline data collection presented several difficulties for PEAS, many of which were 

unexpected. Many learnings have been taken from this experience, most of which will inform 

data collection at the mid- and end-line period. 

One of the key learnings is the need communication strategies with control schools, groups and 

communities to properly manage expectations. Many of the communities expected interventions 

to include free bursaries and free education materials, which is against PEAS’ principles to 

provide. A clear strategy for communicating is therefore needed prior to the next round of data 
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collection. Control schools and out-of-school girls need to understand the benefits of 

participating in the study. 

Another key learning is the administration of the EGRA and EGMA tests, which once again 

centres on communication. Many of the tools will need to be revised, to ensure easier 

administration and a smoother process. The research assistants clearly needed extensive 

training and supervision.  

The internal PEAS treatment and control schools appear to be well balanced, and tests of 

equivalence do not show significant differences in the mean responses of results for the 

logframe indicators. This will enable meaningful disaggregation between GEC and UKAM 

related changes. There are however differences between the PEAS treatment and the non-

PEAS control groups which are significant. PEAS schools are inherently different in many 

respects due to the management structures of the schools. These differences will have to be 

controlled for in any evaluation of outcome results, particularly during the end-line evaluation. 

As PEAS had to conduct a second round of baseline testing for the EGRA tests, we have a 

much larger sample set than initially planned for. While this gives richer data to analyse, it poses 

a potential limitation to the mid-line and end-line evaluations, as the respondents are likely to be 

different from the baseline samples. PEAS will not be tracking the girls who refused to do the 

EGRA and EGMA tests, therefore removing their households from the sample set. As the initial 

revised baseline figures still stuck to the needed numbers for statistical significance, we do not 

see any risks to our logframe indicators because of this. We will bear this in mind when 

conducting the next round of surveying. 

Logframe 

The findings of the baseline confirm many of the assumptions behind PEAS’ planned 

intervention as outlined in Section 4. 

The main challenge came to the assumption that girls’ education is not valued by the 

communities PEAS plans to operate in. While an attitude like this is present, the emphasis is 

less on whether or not communities value education for girls, but what they are willing to do 

about it. For example, it emerged clearly that the safety of girls on the way to school is not 

certain, and they are threatened by men and boys. Communities are aware of this, but few 

interventions are currently present to address these barriers.  

PEAS has proposed some changes to the logframe, as indicated under section 4, to better 

reflect the baseline findings. These changes particularly address issues around young 

motherhood and pregnancy and safety of girls to and in school (especially caused by the 

attitudes and behaviours of men and boys). 
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M&E 

Baseline successes 

The baseline study was a large undertaking for PEAS and FRIENDS. The number of girls to be 

surveyed, the household based approach, and the complex M&E framework presented some 

challenges to both organisations, but through frequent meetings and communication, the 

baseline study was rolled out fairly smoothly.  

The baseline was successful in capturing the targeted number of girls in the treatment and 

control areas. The cooperation between the local PEAS M&E team and FRIENDS meant that 

FRIENDS were set up with the necessary contacts for all the schools prior to going to the field. 

This especially eased relations with non-PEAS control schools, over whom PEAS has no direct 

control or influence.  

The development of the EGRA and EGMA tests engaged PEAS teachers in the evaluation 

process, and provided a valuable opportunity for stakeholder participation in the evaluation M&E 

development. The piloting of the tests enabled PEAS to anticipate some of the challenges that 

arose in the field, and facilitated better training sessions for FRIENDS and the hired research 

assistants.  

Baseline challenges 

The baseline data collection was done within a short timeframe, and also not at the ideal time of 

year, as the schools were closed for the winter break. The midline evaluation will therefore be 

planned to take place in February 2015, once the schools are back in sessions, with the final 

evaluation similarly timed in 2016. This will allow for a more comprehensive engagement with 

the schools, including with teachers through lesson observations. 

One of the challenges relates to the accuracy of the secondary attendance and retention data 

collected from the schools, particularly the non-PEAS control schools. As many of the registers 

were incomplete or missing, not all schools have complete attendance data at the present.  

The challenges relating to expectations and the administration of the EGRA and EGMA have 

been discussed above. 

The number of girls identified in the baseline sample as disabled is very low, and does not allow 

for a statistically significant comparison of changes. This will present a potential challenge at the 

final evaluation stage when it comes to analysing the differential impact of PEAS interventions 

on different groups of marginalised girls. The research teams did try their best to capture girls 

with disabilities, and their reports from the field seem to indicate that the group of eligible girls 

with disabilities is quite low and that they are hard to locate. Neither the PEAS nor the non-

PEAS schools had any significant number of girls with disabilities enrolled; neither were many 
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girls with disabilities located within the out-of-school population in the treatment and control 

areas.  

Mitigating actions 

PEAS will focus on developing a strong communications plan to manage expectations of the 

communities and control schools during the future data collection rounds. 

Spot checks on attendance, starting immediately from Term 1, will provide updated data on 

attendance. Further data on retention will likewise be sought from the schools now that they 

have opened again. As no implementation has yet occurred, PEAS is confident that 

contamination has been kept to a minimum. 

Given the challenges with the EGRA results, PEAS would like to use Term 1 to re-administer 

the reading passage test to girls in school. The results are currently questionable, and appear to 

have a consistent error in administration. PEAS estimates that this could be done within a week 

or two, with results completely analysed within a month of taking to the field.  

As the group of girls with disabilities was low, PEAS will focus attention on evaluating change on 

this group through qualitative aspects, including focus group discussions with any girls with 

disabilities, interviews with their caregivers and discussion with school leaders and key 

community stakeholders. PEAS will consider using techniques such as ‘most significant change’ 

to uncover the impact of interventions on this group of girls.  

Baseline appropriateness 

The baseline captured a larger than targeted number of marginalised girls in the treatment and 

two control groups of schools. This will enable analysis at a statistically significant level, even 

with a higher than 20% attrition. 

The comprehensiveness of the tools has ensured a rich dataset for PEAS on which to draw 

from, both for mid- and end-line analysis as for additional internal analysis to guide our 

interventions and enable a more thorough understanding of our potential impact. 

Dissemination of results 

FRIENDS have prepared a baseline report of all their findings, which will include an executive 

summary. Once finalised, this report will be used to communicate with stakeholders and engage 

them further in the GEARR project. 

One key set of stakeholders are the non-PEAS control schools. To avoid contamination, PEAS 

will have to manage communication with these schools carefully, but will present the data 

uncovered in their schools and from their students, and explain the importance of their 

continued participation in the study.  
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PEAS will also use this data to communicate with the Ministry of Education and Sports in 

Uganda, particularly in relation to our advocacy work. The findings show how important the USE 

subsidy is to poorer rural families, and the impact that a higher amount would make to these 

girls’ lives. PEAS will also liaise with other relevant government departments and ministries to 

share learning. For example, PEAS has already received interest in the Citizenship Education 

Curriculum from the Directorate of Ethics and Integrity, which falls under the Office of the 

President. This department have expressed interest in knowing how the development and 

implementation of the CEC goes and would like to know what we learn from it, to see how it 

could inform their own citizenship curriculum, which is planned to be developed in the next few 

years. PEAS will also aim to share learnings about the Progression Maps with the National 

Curriculum Development Centre (NCDC), which has already expressed interest in our initial 

pilot English and Maths Progression Maps.  

PEAS will share key learnings from the project through its membership of the Forum for 

Education NGOs in Uganda (FENU). PEAS sits on two of FENU’s key working groups the 

Gender Parity and Access Working Groups as well as the Quality Working Group. The learnings 

from GEARR will therefore be directly relevant to the interests of the other members of these 

two groups. PEAS has already been asked by other FENU members (such as FAWE) to share 

a copy of this baseline report, once completed and approved by PWC. Information emerging 

from GEARR provided by PEAS will also be useful for FENU in their broader advocacy work 

with the MoES.  

During the inception phase, PEAS has also been proactive is attending meetings and sharing 

learnings with other GEC recipient organisations in Uganda, such as Crane/Viva and Raising 

Voices. These meetings were held to share common challenges and solutions. PEAS would like 

to continue to attend such meetings in order to ensure that learnings from the implementation of 

the GEARR project can be shared with other organisations during the lifetime of the project. 

This will promote GEC recipients ability to utilise learnings from each other to have a bigger 

impact on the lives of marginalised girls. PEAS will also continue to participate in any forums 

organised and/or convened by PwC for this purpose, and looks forward to sharing out lessons 

through the newsletters and briefings circulated amongst the different organisations.  

At a local level, PEAS will work with District Education Officers (DEOs) and District Inspectors of 

Schools (DIS) to share key learnings from the GEARR project. For example, we will be 

particularly interested in sharing with DIS the results of our improved inspection processes. We 

will also aim to share learnings from our community engagement work with key stakeholders 

involved in similar work, such as the Child Protection Committees.  

 

 

 


