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Executive Summary 

The PEAS Girls’ Enrolment, Attendance, Retention and Results (GEARR) project was a 3.5-year programme 
funded by the UK Department for International Development’s (DfID) Girls’ Education Challenge (GEC) fund. The 
project aimed to address the barriers marginalised girls face to secondary school participation through a holistic set 
of interventions delivered in rural communities throughout Uganda. The project was evaluated through a cohort 
tracking study comparing the educational outcomes of girls enrolled in 16 PEAS ‘treatment’ schools receiving 
programme interventions, against the outcomes of girls in 5 PEAS internal control schools not receiving GEARR 
interventions, and girls in a further 5 non-PEAS control schools.  

This summary report presents an overview of findings from the three evaluation reports (baseline: 2013, midline: 
2015, endline: 2016). The key findings and learnings from the evaluation were as follows: 

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

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

Literacy & Numeracy Exam Performance Attendance Retention Enrolment 

 Despite substantial 
challenges with using 
EGRA and EGMA tests at 
secondary level, greater 
improvements in learning 
recorded among girls in 
treatment schools vis-à-
vis girls in non-PEAS 
control schools 

 Statistically significant 
improvements in 
numeracy amongst PEAS 
treatment school girls 
above control school girls 
at endline 

 Girls’ pass rates 
have risen to 4.4% 
higher than the 
national average 
despite being 1.9% 
lower at baseline 

 Girls’ average 
division results in 
UCE exams have 
improved by 0.1 
points since 2013 
compared to a 
national 
improvement of 0.05 
over same period 

 Average girls’ 
attendance was 
86.5% at endline in 
intervention schools; 
a 7% improvement 
above baseline 
figures 

 Attendance in 
treatment schools at 
endline was 9% 
higher than control 
schools 

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

 Between-year 
retention is higher in 
intervention schools 
than non-PEAS 
control schools by 
circa 10-15% 

 Total girls’ 
enrolment in 
intervention 
schools has 
doubled since 
2013  

 Girls’ enrolment 
has increased at 
1.2x the rate of 
boys’ enrolment in 
treatment schools 

 6,760 girls have 
benefitted from 
project 
interventions 

2. The project was most successful in addressing school-based barriers to girls’ participation in learning 

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

3. The project was least successful in addressing external barriers to girls’ school participation 

The project has had less effect on addressing barriers to girls’ education that exist largely outside the school 
environment – specifically, barriers such as (1) poverty and (2) unsafe journeys to school. Interventions addressing 
these factors have largely been confined to government advocacy and community engagement work to increase 
awareness of these issues. While it is not PEAS’ view that its community engagement work is not helping, PEAS 
acknowledges the scale of activities have been too light-touch to make a notable difference to changing community 
behaviours towards girls in three years. Similarly, PEAS has been in on-going discussions with the Ugandan 
Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES) since 2013 about agreeing a new Public Private Partnership (PPP) to 
boost funding for secondary school places and reduce the financial burden on families. Though strong progress 
has been made, the Government has not yet announced a new policy to provide additional financing to schools 
and eliminate the single, largest barrier to marginalised girls’ school participation. 

4. Bringing one group of students forward at the expense of another undermines sustainable change 

Two of PEAS’ biggest learnings from the project are the damaging effects of (1) undertaking an internal control 
experiment and (2) excluding boys from programming intended to support girls. With the five internal control 



  

 

schools, it became evident at midline that students’ performance had deteriorated significantly as a result of these 
schools receiving less support visits than would have been normal in the absence of the GEC. Furthermore, being 
a named ‘control school’ within a network setting, where it was known particular facility improvements and new 
programmes were intentionally being withheld also had a highly negative impact on school morale. PEAS 
intervened after the midline to remove these schools from the control experiment and begin implementing remedial 
strategies, though the negative impact these schools had on PEAS’ ability to hit its network school improvement 
and exam performance targets during the years of the evaluation was substantial. 

Similarly, the GEC fund requirement that PEAS exclude boys from benefitting from some GEARR interventions – 
particularly those that were highly visible, such as the addition of lighting to girls’ dormitories only – led to growing 
resentment of girls and active pushback from male students in some settings. Given all PEAS students come from 
disadvantaged backgrounds, PEAS has concluded that supporting any group of students to make progress 
requires bringing all students forward together. While we acknowledge that some groups of students will continue 
to face unique barriers that require a tailored approach, implementing programming in a way that actively withholds 
benefits from other groups of students is likely to undermine short-term gains, as other groups begin to fall behind 
and undermine sustainable progress. 

5. Payment by Results contracts in education should be based on robust, context-appropriate success 
metrics, and use result-based payments as a carrot, rather than a stick, to incentivise learning gains 

Payment by Results (PbR) was used as an experimental financing mechanism within the GEC to pay a portion of 
project delivery costs subject to targets for performance on learning tests being met. Projects could lose money if 
they failed to meet their targets, or access bonus payments if they exceeded them. Problematically, the fund-
designated learning tests for awarding PbR – the Early Grade Reading and Maths Assessments (EGRA and 
EGMA) – were designed for primary-age students and were found to not work well when assessing older students. 
Furthermore, the tests were implemented to a variable standard by the external evaluator. This created uncertainty 
over the resulting testing data produced through the evaluation, and – despite PEAS demonstrating substantial 
learning progress via alternative measures – meant the organisation was not paid for a large portion of 
programming delivered. Apart from creating substantial financial challenges, this led to the feeling that PEAS was 
being punished unfairly for misfortune, while other projects were being rewarded for good luck. 

Given the experience of the wider GEC portfolio – and challenges of verifying learning outcomes in developing 
country contexts – PEAS would recommend as a learning from this experience that development partners use PbR 
as a carrot, rather than a stick, to incentivise additional learning gains. To avoid overreliance on a single success 
measure, development partners should also agree bespoke PbR frameworks with projects which include a mix of 
context-relevant outcome measures that can be assessed collectively to determine the degree of performance.  



  

 

1. Project Overview 

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

eligible to attend secondary school enrol, and among those who do only 34% complete the lower secondary cycle 

(O-level).1 The barriers girls face are multi-faceted, from poverty to early pregnancy, to a general lack of girl-friendly 

school environments and practices. The PEAS Girls’ Enrolment, Attendance, Retention and Results (GEARR) 

project supported by the UK Department for International Development’s (DfID) Girls’ Education Challenge fund 

aimed to tackle many of these barriers in a holistic manner through delivering interventions in schools and rural 

communities throughout Uganda. The programme was delivered over 3.5 years from 2013-2016. This report 

provides an overview of the GEARR programme itself, as well as the findings of a multi-year evaluation of the 

programme’s performance against its objectives.  

Barriers 

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

girls face, and attempted to address them holistically through a set of targeted activities intended to improve girls’ 

enrolment, attendance, retention, and learning results. The barriers to girls’ secondary school participation in 

Uganda which the project set out to tackle can broadly be grouped as below: 

 

Summary of interventions 

As suggested by the complex barriers outlined above, the project’s interventions were multi-faceted to address 

barriers in a holistic manner. The table below summarises the interventions PEAS implemented over 3.5 years. 

Demand-side barriers 

 Community engagement plan: To 

promote the benefits of secondary 

Supply-side barriers 

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

while at school 

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

Demand-Side Barriers

• Poverty and community 
perceptions preference educating 
boys

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

• Curriculum not seen as relevant 
to modern life/economy

Environmental Barriers

• Lack of safety on journey to/from 
school

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

Supply-Side Barriers

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

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

learning environments

Internal Barriers

• Low confidence
• Lack of female role 

models
• Poverty



  

 

education for girls and work with 

communities on how to keep girls 

enrolled 

 Business clubs: To improve the 

relevance of education by providing 

girls practical learning opportunities 

through school enterprise projects 

 Life skills curriculum: Integrating 

lessons teaching key life knowledge 

and skillsets into the national 

curriculum to increase the relevance 

of secondary education  

 Advocacy to Ugandan Ministry of Education and Sports: To 

advocate for a higher USE (Universal Secondary Education) 

subsidy to enable schools to lower fees and give poor households 

a greater chance of educating all children 

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

increase schools revenues and, in turn, lower costs to students 

 Sanitary facilities: Separate toilet and washing facilities for girls to 

increase their comfort and safety at school 

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

improving staff awareness of stereotypes and how to better 

support girls’ participation and leadership in school 

 Gender Responsive Pedagogy (GRP): Integration into teacher 

Continuing Professional Development (CPD) schemes to 

constantly reinforce how classroom practice can better support 

girls 

 Literacy curriculum improvements: Teacher training to support 

the teaching of literacy across the curriculum, and to provide 

students with extra-curricular opportunities to build their literacy 

skills through e.g. debates and newspapers 

 Curriculum progression maps: To support students in mastering 

‘hard’ subjects through ensuring teaching occurs on time as 

specified in the national curriculum, and to enable progressive 

testing and target setting for individual students 

 Mock examinations: To provide finalist students practice in sitting 

exams and help teachers set improvement strategies prior to UCE 

examinations 

 School inspections: Annual PEAS school inspections to assess 

whether schools are becoming more gender-responsive through 

consulting with female students and teachers and making 

recommendations for improvement to school leadership teams  

 School information management system: Provision of IT 

equipment and database software package for recording and 

tracking girls’ attendance and results to enable school leaders to 

access real-time data and develop tailored responses  

 School leader financial training: Training for school directors to 

support them in managing budgets effectively to help schools 

reduce costs and, in turn, reduce school fees 

Internal barriers 

 Girls clubs: To improve girls’ 

confidence, safety, and aspirations 

through providing a space for peer-to-

peer support and mentoring from 

senior women teachers and pastoral 

staff 

Environmental barriers 

 Water points and hygiene: Provision 

of clean, safe drinking water and 

hygiene lessons on school premises 

so girls do not have to leave school 

grounds to fetch water, increasing 

girls’ safety and decreasing the risk of 

students contracting water-borne 

diseases 

 Sanitary kits and training: Provision 

of sanitary kits to girls (e.g. reusable 

pads, soap) and training to school 

staff to help girls to stay in school 

while on their periods 

1.1 Evaluation approach  

As part of the GEC fund requirements, a Ugandan evaluation firm (FRIENDS Consult Ltd) was commissioned to 

assess the performance of the programme by comparing trends in girls’ enrolment, attendance, retention and 

attainment among 16 PEAS GEC ‘treatment’ schools against two separate control groups. One control group 

consisted of 5 non-PEAS private secondary schools operating in the same districts as PEAS schools; the second 

was a group of 5 PEAS internal control schools that would not benefit from GEC-funded interventions. 

The evaluation took place over 3.5 years with three different major data collection points (baseline, midline and 

endline), accompanied by rolling spot checks between these periods to track trends in girls’ enrolment, attendance 

and retention. While the primary focus was on assessing the four high-level education outcomes, a series of output 

indicators were also tracked to understand the degree to which the project was making progress in addressing the 

underlying barriers that influence each of these areas (e.g. to what extent was the project addressing barriers that 

prevent girls from enrolling in school?). These indicators were included in the project log frame, which is detailed in 

section 3. The project also had an experimental payment-by-results (PbR) contract, which stipulated that 10% of 

the total project budget would be withheld subject to targets being met for girls’ improvements in literacy and 

numeracy above and beyond control groups. 

The evaluation used a quasi-experimental, cohort tracking design to assess the progress of female students over 

four years. Three different cohort groups were selected for tracking as below. Girls in P7 (Primary 7) at baseline 



  

 

were girls living in the catchment areas for the treatment and control schools who had recently completed primary 

school and were eligible to enrol in secondary school the following academic year. The other two cohort groups 

were girls already enrolled in the first or second year of secondary school (S1 or S2) in the treatment and control 

schools. 

Evaluation Cohort Groups 

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

Primary 7 Senior 2 Senior 3 

Senior 1 Senior 3 Senior 4 

Senior 2 Senior 4 Senior 5/graduated1 
1Due to the project being extended by a full year after the baseline evaluation, many girls in the original 
S2 cohort group had left school by endline. Their numbers were replaced by girls from lower grades. 

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

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

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

baseline. Where girls were not found to be enrolled in study schools, guidelines were provided for making an 

appropriate substitution with a girl of the same age and at the same stage in their education as the lost girl had she 

continued in the school. The initial study design had anticipated a 20% attrition rate between baseline and endline 

to maintain a statistically significant sample. Unfortunately, the external evaluation team encountered attrition rates 

that were substantially higher than these figures. The table below provides an overview of the numbers of baseline 

cohort girls who were maintained in the study across the different evaluation points, and the attrition rates in the 

study from baseline to endline. As can be seen, only 11% of girls surveyed at baseline were re-contacted at both 

midline and endline. This equated only 16 individuals in the non-PEAS control group in particular (where drop-out 

was highest). 

 

The reasons for high attrition are several-fold. Firstly, the largest attrition rates were seen amongst the P7 cohort 

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

oversight in the original evaluation design to assume that girls who were eligible to attend secondary school would 

proceed to enrol in one of the study schools near their home.  

As P7 girls were the largest cohort group during the baseline evaluation (comprising nearly half of all records), the 

high attrition rate amongst this group negatively impacted the study. However, attrition was high among other 

groups as well – 44% of baseline S1 girls and 42% of baseline S2 girls also dropped out of the study before 

midline. The qualitative surveys established that the major causes of drop-out for girls were similar to those 

identified by the project, and included a lack of school fees, pregnancies, and early marriage. As these are largely 

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

the project interventions were not able to radically change these factors within two years. However, given the 

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

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

rates at midline and endline were consistent with a wider trend wherein approximately 20-25% of girls drop out of 

secondary school with each progressive year.  



  

 

Unfortunately, these rates of attrition meant that the cohort sample size at midline and endline was so substantially 

reduced that a cohort tracking study would no longer yield representative comparisons. For this reason, a cross-

sectional approach – comparing the data of all girls surveyed at baseline, midline and endline, regardless of their 

re-contacted status – was employed for data analysis. 

Research Tools 

The study used a mixed of qualitative and quantitative survey tools, discussion guides, and learning tests to collect 

information on each of the areas of interest. A summary of the tools used and their purpose(s) is provided below: 

1. Surveys 

a. In-school girls: The survey captured information about girls’ participation in school and attitudes 

towards education, as well as capturing background characteristics and information to report 

against output indicators 

b. Out-of-school girls: Captured information about girls’ reasons for not participating in schooling as 

well as capturing background characteristics 

c. Primary caregivers: Information on girls’ home situation, as well as examining attitudes towards 

girls’ education and barriers to school participation 

2. Learning tests 

a. Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA): Per the Fund’s requirements that all projects use 

comparable measures of learning, the oral reading section of the EGRA test was used to assess 

students’ reading ability. Students were given a passage and asked to read aloud as quickly and 

accurately as they could in one minute.   

b. Early Grade Maths Assessment (EGMA): Similarly, the Fund required that all projects using the 

EGMA test to assess numeracy attainment. The test consisted of 7 sections, ranging from reading 

coordinates through to addition and subtraction. Students were provided visual prompts and asked 

to answer maths questions verbally. 5 sections of the test – selected by the Fund Manager – were 

used and equally weighted to calculate an overall score out of 100. 

3. Focus group discussions (FGDs) and key informant interviews (KIIs): The groups listed below were 

engaged in group or individual discussions to further explore the barriers to girls’ enrolment, attendance, 

retention, and learning.  

a. In-school girls 

b. Out-of-school girls 

c. In-school boys 

d. Male teachers 

e. Female teachers 

f. Male caregivers 

g. Female caregivers 

h. Headteachers/School Directors 

4. Spot check tools  

a. Enrolment and retention tracking: Used to collect the most recent figures from the schools on girls’ 

enrolment levels, enrolment of marginalised groups (e.g. orphans, girls with disabilities), and drop-

out rates 

b. Attendance headcount: Used to record the numbers of girls present in class on the day of the 

unannounced spot check visit and compare this against rates reported by the school for the 

previous week’s attendance 

2. Key Findings 

2.1 What impact has the project had on literacy outcomes? 



  

 

Due to the high attrition rates in the study, a cross-sectional approach was used to compare the WpM scores of all 

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

PEAS control schools. The mean WpM scores of girls across all grade levels for PEAS treatment, non-PEAS 

control, and PEAS schools from baseline through endline are outlined in the graph below. 

As can be seen above, girls in the PEAS treatment school group improved their WpM scores by the greatest 

amount between baseline and endline. Despite starting off as the lowest performing group – which is consistent 

with PEAS schools admitting students with lower prior attainment than do other private schools – girls in the PEAS 

treatment group improved their scores by 3.0 WpM more than girls in the non-PEAS control group over three years, 

to finish with relatively similar reading levels. 

In PEAS control schools, the degree of improvement from baseline to midline was substantially lower than that 

seen in the PEAS treatment and non-PEAS control groups (14.0 WpM average improvement at midline v. 24.4 

WpM improvement in treatment schools and 21.0 WpM improvement in non-PEAS control schools). This was a 

surprising finding, as PEAS had expected its internal control schools to improve at least at the same rate as the 

non-PEAS control schools, while instead it appeared that girls’ progress in these schools was deteriorating. This 

situation is discussed more fully in section 3.2, though, as a remedial strategy to increase PEAS’ support to the 

internal control schools, these schools were removed from the endline evaluation exercise. 

The PbR contract for the grant assessed the degree of change between baseline and midline, and then again 

between midline and endline. The target set at each point was for WpM scores in the treatment group to improve 

by more than those in the non-PEAS control group to an amount that was equivalent to +0.25 standard deviations 

above the normal distribution of scores for the age group(s) in question. In real terms, this meant that average 

improvement in the treatment group needed to be 8.14 WpM greater than improvement in the control group at 

midline, and 6.61 WpM greater than the control group at endline (n.b. because there was a shorter implementation 

period between midline and endline than between baseline and midline). As outlined in the two tables below, 

neither of these targets were hit meaning that – despite trends suggesting greater learning amongst girls in 

treatment schools – PEAS lost money on the contract and was not paid for a portion of the activities delivered. 

PEAS’ reflections from this situation are discussed more fully in the report conclusions and recommendations. 

EGRA WpM Literacy Scores Baseline-Midline: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control  

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta Target P-value % Target 

Treatment 79.9 104.3 24.4 
3.781 8.14 0.345 46% 

Non-PEAS Control 84.9 106.8 21.9 

 

EGRA WpM Literacy Scores Midline-Endline: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control  

 Group Midline Endline Diff Beta Target P-value % Target 

Treatment 104.2 115.9 11.8 
4.05 6.61 0.986 61% 

Non-PEAS Control 108.2 117.9 9.6 

 



  

 

2.2 What impact did the project have on numeracy outcomes? 

As with the literacy results, due to the high attrition rates in the study a cross-sectional approach had to be used for 

analyzing the EGMA test scores of all girls surveyed at baseline, midline and endline regardless of their re-contact 

status. An overview of the average maths scores of girls in the treatment and control groups from baseline to 

endline is provided in the graph below. 

As can be seen above, girls in the intervention schools improved their math scores by the greatest degree between 

baseline and endline. Across all grade levels, average scores improved by 18.2 percentage points, compared with 

a 15.7 average improvement in the non-PEAS control schools. Again, the PEAS internal control schools were not 

included in the endline evaluation due to the implementation of remedial strategies to turn around performance in 

those schools. However, at midline, the PEAS control group was the lowest performing, with students only 

improving their scores by on average 11.3 points compared to 11.7 points improvement in the treatment group. 

As with the literacy results, PbR targets were set for improvement above control groups both between baseline to 

midline, and from midline to endline. While the results of statistical tests showed the intervention had a positive 

effect on girls’ learning at both evaluation points, neither effect size was large enough to meet the targets set by the 

Fund Manager. This meant PEAS lost money on the PbR contract (n.b. 50% of the assessed payment at each 

evaluation point was connected to literacy results and 50% to numeracy results). 

EGMA Numeracy Scores Baseline-Midline: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control  

 Group Baseline Midline Diff Beta Target P-value % Target 

Treatment 56.2 67.9 11.7 
1.35 3.77 0.463 36% 

Non-PEAS Control 56.0 68.1 12.1 

 

EGMA Numeracy Scores Midline-Endline: PEAS Treatment v. Non-PEAS Control  

 Group Midline Endline Diff Beta Target P-value % Target 

Treatment 68.6 74.4 5.8 
2.54 3.24 0.404 78% 

Non-PEAS Control 67.7 71.7 4.0 

2.3 What impact did the project on girls’ national exam results? 



  

 

While the results above present a picture of the GEC interventions supporting girls to improve their literacy and 
numeracy above control groups, the results were frustratingly inconclusive. This was due to (a) high attrition rates 
in the study making a true cohort comparison unachievable, (b) poor management of substitution protocols in the 
field by the external evaluator at midline bringing into question the comparability of girls’ results, and (c) high error 
rates in learning test administration2 during the baseline and midline data collection periods calling into question the 
reliability of the results presented. Beyond these challenges, PEAS did not consider the EGRA and EGMA tests to 
be age-appropriate tests of literacy and numeracy acquisition for secondary age students.3  

Hence, while PEAS considers the EGRA and EGMA results to be broadly indicative of the GEARR programme 
helping girls to make learning gains, it does not consider the EGRA and EGMA results sufficiently robust to draw 
conclusions about programme performance.  

To supplement the EGRA and EGMA analysis presented above, PEAS conducted analysis of the absolute 
achievement of girls in PEAS intervention and control schools over the past 4 years since baseline using the 
results of Uganda Certificate in Education (O-level) exams.  

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

A student’s overall UCE result is reported both as an aggregate score – summing the student’s results in different 
subject papers sat – and as an overall ‘division’ score on a scale of 1-4 or Fail. The best result is a Division 1 
(distinction), while a result of Division 4 or higher is a pass. PEAS tracks annual student performance in UCE 
examinations by (a) looking at the average division result (‘UCE Index Score’) achieved by all students sitting 
exams, (b) the overall pass rate for students sitting exams (i.e. % achieving Division 4 or better), and (c) proportion 
of students achieving a ‘good’ pass, defined as a Division 3 or better. 

The results for the 16 PEAS GEC treatment schools across these measures from the baseline (2013) to endline 
year (2016) are summarised in the graph and table below. As the GEARR project is focused on supporting girls to 
complete secondary school successfully, PEAS considers the pass rate in particular to be a highly important 
measure for evaluating programme success.  

 

                                                
22 Following a problematic pilot of the midline EGRA and EGMA learning tests managed by the external evaluator in August 2015, the Fund 
Manager requested PEAS to send staff to accompany the midline fieldwork, and specifically to provide quality assurance over the administration 
of the learning tests. On the whole, PEAS observed that the level of understanding and experience with standardised test administration within 
the fieldwork team at midline to be very poor. During the first few days of fieldwork, PEAS observed incredibly high error rates in the 
administration of the EGMA test in particular, with 66% of scripts check by PEAS containing errors. Some of the common errors observed with 
the EGMA testing were: (i) RAs not following administration protocols correctly, such that e.g. tasks that should have been ended after 3 errors 
in a row were not ended, and/or additional sections that should have been administered based on high performance were not provided; (ii) RAs 
not providing full task instructions (or, in some cases, any instructions) prior to the start of each task; RAs not doing example problems with 
students before starting tasks; (iv) RAs not summing sections accurately leading to marking and administration errors. Some of the common 
errors observed with the EGRA testing were: (i) RAs starting the timer when they said ‘go’ rather than when the girl read the first word, (ii) RAs 
underlining the last few words the girl read rather than the exact final word. Efforts were made to correct these mistakes at the point they were 
observed in the field, and some improvement was seen over the course of the midline fieldwork. Extensive training and observation of RAs was 
also conducted prior to the endline fieldwork, helping to reduce the incidence of administration errors. However, the multiple challenges 
observed call into question the reliability of the testing scores collected across the evaluation. 
3 As implied by their title, the tests are designed for use with students in early grades and test basic skills taught at primary school. However, 
international best practice suggests literacy assessments in particular should test a wider range of skills among older students, such as reading 
comprehension and the ability to draw inferences from texts. Indeed, PEAS’ own literacy curriculum delivered as part of the GEC focuses on 
more of these higher order skills, and focusing on reading speed alone may make it difficult to differentiate levels of attainment amongst 
relatively advanced students. An internal review of the use of EGRA and EGMA by the Fund Manager at midline similarly found the tests hadn’t 
worked well as reliable indicators of learning at secondary level. For these reasons, PEAS disputes the sole use of these results for assessing 
the programme’s performance. 



  

 

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

Exam Year 

GEC Intervention Schools National Results 

Girls' UCE 
Index 

Girls' Pass 
Rate 

Boys' Pass 
Rate 

Girls' Div 
1-3 

Girls' UCE 
Index 

Girls' Pass 
Rate 

Boys' Pass 
Rate 

Girls' Div 
1-3 

2016 3.53 90.2% 93.1% 37.8% 3.53 85.8% 87.9% 37.1% 

2015 3.36 95.7% 96.8% 48.8% 3.40 89.8% 91.2% 43.3% 

2014 3.44 94.6% 96.2% 42.0% 3.41 92.7% 94.0% 40.6% 

2013 3.63 88.4% 89.3% 33.5% 3.47 90.3% 92.0% 38.1% 

As can be seen in the table and graph above, in intervention schools girls’ average division results, pass rates, and 
the percentage achieving a good pass (Division 1-3) all improved between 2013-15. However, as the graph 
demonstrates, during the endline year there was a drop in performance in line with a national drop in pass rates. 
This was due to the Uganda National Examinations Board (UNEB) changing the grading scale for individual subject 
results between 2015-16, which made it more difficult for students to achieve a pass.  

It is notable that, despite the pass rate for girls in these schools being 2% lower than the national average at 
baseline, the pass rate overtook the national average during the first year of project implementation, rose to 5.9% 
higher in the midline year (2015) and remained 4.4% higher during the endline year despite the drop in national 
performance. Also, a higher percentage of girls got the top grades in intervention schools in 2014-16 than did 
nationally. As can be seen, the GEC has also had a positive knock-on effect on boys, with boys’ pass rates also 
above the national average in every year since 2014. In many ways, this is to be expected given many of the 
school-based interventions intended to improve girls’ learning outcomes would also improve boys’ learning 
outcomes (e.g. curriculum and facility improvements).  

Taken together with the EGRA and EGMA results, these figures give PEAS confidence that the GEARR 
programme interventions successfully improved girls’ learning. 

2.4 What effect did the project have on girls’ attendance?  

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

annually on a rolling basis over three years (2014, 2015 and 2016). Schools were asked to provide their 

attendance registers and headcount books (where available) for the week preceding the spot check visit. The 

external evaluators also conducted headcounts of girls present in each class on the day to arrive at an estimate of 

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

While the state of attendance registers in many schools has been too poor for the external evaluators to obtain 

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

across different groups. As can be seen below, attendance among girls in PEAS treatment schools increased 

markedly between the baseline and midline years, and was maintained during the endline year. At endline, average 

girls’ attendance stood at 86.5% in treatment schools, an impressive 7% improvement from the baseline year. This 

was also 9% higher than the average recorded attendance in non-PEAS control schools (77.7%). This suggests 

the GEC interventions positively impacted girls’ attendance. 

Average girls’ Attendance Rates Baseline - Endline  

 

 

 

 

2.5 What effect did the project have on girls’ retention? 

Retention was difficult to measure across the years of the project due to the highly variable state of school record-

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

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

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

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

against another enrolment list. Records are often paper-based and names are frequently spelt differently (e.g. first 

GEC Status 

Average attendance rates 

Baseline 

(Registers) 

Midline 

(Headcounts) 

Endline 

(Headcounts) 

Change Mid-

End 

Change 

Base-End 

PEAS Treatment  79.40% 85.79% 86.53% +0.74% +7.13% 

Non-PEAS Control N/A 68.67% 77.70% +9.03% N/A 



  

 

name used in one instance, second name used in another), making it impossible to compare and confirm students’ 

presence on one list with another.  

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

enrolment numbers during Term 1 of the year and the current term, subtracting any drop-outs recorded by the 

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

exercise are summarised in the table below. Green shading indicates an improvement from baseline to endline. 

Girls’ in-year retention: Baseline to Endline (External Evaluator Figures) 

Grade 
Treatment Non-PEAS Control 

Baseline Midline Endline Change Baseline Midline Endline Change 

S2 74% 91% 94% +20% N/A 75% 95% N/A 

S3 72% 92% 93% +21% N/A 74% 98% N/A 

S4 N/A 86% 95% N/A N/A 87% 100% N/A 

While the figures broadly suggest good retention and an improvement trend across all school types and grades, 
PEAS knows from its internal data – and from the evidenced drop-out rates in the study – that these figures are not 
an accurate picture of reality. 

Another way of comparing retention using data from the study is via the substitution rates in treatment and control 
schools. As can be seen in the table below, retention amongst sampled girls who were enrolled in study schools 
during the midline year was 67% in PEAS treatment schools compared with 52% in non-PEAS control schools. 
While drop-out rates are still depressingly high amongst both groups, it is notable that PEAS’ between-year 
retention rate was 15% higher than the retention rate in control schools. This suggests that, despite the many 
challenges that adolescent girls face in remaining in school in Uganda, PEAS schools are supporting girls and their 
families to better manage these challenges. 

Girls’ between-year retention: Re-contacted girls from study 

Cohort 

Group 

Treatment Non- PEAS Control  

Midline Endline Retention Midline Endline Retention 

P7-S3 311 196 63% 136 66 49% 

S1-S4 138 103 75% 50 30 60% 

Total 449 299 67% 186 96 52% 

2.6 What effect did the project have on girls’ enrolment? 

According to PEAS’ own enrolment records, girls’ enrolment in the 23 schools that have benefitted from GEC 

funding has effectively doubled since the baseline year, with 2,817 more girls enrolled in treatment schools at the 

start of 2016 than were at the start of 2013.  

PEAS Data: Total Girls’ Enrolment in Treatment Schools  

T1 2013 T1 2015 T1 2016 
% Change 

Mid-End 

% Change 

Base-End 

2821 4349 5638 +29.6% +99.9% 

While some of this growth can be attributed to the opening of new schools and expansion of existing schools over 

this time period, perhaps more telling is the fact that girls’ enrolment in PEAS schools has grown at 1.2x the rate of 

boys’ enrolment over the same period. Boys’ enrolment in the 23 schools benefiting from GEC interventions grew 

by 83.7% from 2013-16, compared to enrolment growth of 99.9% among girls in these schools between 2013-16 (a 

16.2% difference).This indicates that the school improvement initiatives that have been undertaken as part of the 

GEC have been effective in encouraging parents to enrol their girls in PEAS schools specifically.  

Data collected by the external evaluator on girls’ enrolment levels in the 16 PEAS treatment schools that are part of 

the study and the non-PEAS control schools is also provided below for reference. These figures also suggest a 

trend of growing girls’ enrolment in treatment schools, and declining enrolment in the control schools. 

Total enrolment in treatment and control schools 2013-2016 

Group 
Total Girls’ Enrolment 

Baseline Midline Endline 
% Change 
Base-End 

Treatment 2821 4341* 4381* +55.3% 



  

 

Control N/A 889 722 N/A 
*The reason these figures differ from PEAS’ own is because PEAS opened 7 new schools between 
2013-16 that were supported by GEC funding, but which were not part of the evaluation due to not 
being in existence during the baseline year such that they could be sampled.  

Compared with national trends, the proportion of girls enrolled in PEAS schools (all of which are co-educational) is 

much higher than average. In the 23 PEAS treatment schools, girls make up 52% of all students, compared to a 

national figure of 47% girls across all secondary schools. As such, the project has been successful in achieving its 

target of helping marginalised girls to enrol in school at a much greater rate than is typical in Uganda, and in rural 

communities in particular.



  

 

3. What has worked and why? 

In addition to assessing the four top-level outcomes of enrolment, attendance, retention and learning, the project had a log frame which tracked progress against 

intermediary outputs that were expected to contribute to improvements in each of these areas. The table below presents a summary of performance against each of the 

project output indicators, how they were assessed, and which activities were directed at improving the measure in question. Commentary from PEAS is also provided on 

areas of underperformance. 

Outputs and Output indicators 
Activities Baseline 

(reported) 

Midline 

(achieved) 

Endline Target 

(planned) 

Endline 

(achieved) 

Source 

Output 1: 7,000 girls have enrolled in schools as a 
result of a more enabling environment 

  # achieved #planned # achieved  

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

- School community 
engagement plans 

68% 65% 35% 48% Girls’ survey 

PEAS Comment: At midline, PEAS was disappointed with the limited progress in this area and decided to review its community engagement strategy ahead of the endline year. As a result 

of this review, some new interventions were implemented at the school-level to improve girls’ safety, such as working with community members to map ‘black spots’ on routes to school 
where children are likely to face threats, and helping build awareness of these amongst students and parents. After engaging with its school leaders and communities, PEAS also reached 
the conclusion that community engagement work needed to be moved from a centralised function to being locally-led. PEAS realised that the challenges faced in each school community 
are unique, and only approaches that involve the whole community in child protection and work alongside existing structures – such as the police and religious institutions – were likely to 
be successful in influencing change. The fact that the percentage of girls reporting feeling unsafe on the journey to school has dropped by 18% since midline implies that these efforts are 
having some initial success. However, the gap between attitudes in communities and international standards of child protection practice remains vast. PEAS is committed to continuing to 
work with its school communities on this area, though – on reflection – was too ambitious to believe the levels of community behaviour change suggested by the log frame could be 
accomplished in as little as three years. 

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

- Installation of school fences 29% 1% 0% 0.4% 
Caregivers’ 

survey 

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

- Advocacy to MoES for 
improved PPP 

- School leader financial 
training 

34% 68%2 23% 71%2 
Girls’ and 

caregivers’ 
surveys 

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

- Advocacy to MoES for 
improved PPP 

- School leader financial 
training 

UGX 67,000 

UGX 79,786 

10.27% higher 
than baseline in 

real terms 

Equal or less 
than baseline in 

real value 

UGX 90,669 

19% higher than 
baseline in real 

terms 

School 
financial 
records 

PEAS Comment: Outputs 1.3 and 1.4 are the areas the project has made the least progress in addressing over three years. To address financial barriers, PEAS has been working 

constructively with the Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES) since 2013 to advocate for a reformed Public Private Partnership (PPP) agreement to replace the Universal Secondary 
Education (USE) PPP, which has had some moderate successes in improving secondary enrolment in Uganda, but also has been beset with challenges. During the time PEAS has been 
working with the government on a new agreement, the USE per capita grant paid to secondary school operators by the MoES has remained at the 2011 value of 47,000 UGX, despite the 
fact that the compound interest rate over this period (2011-2016) was 56.6%. If the government capitation grant had increased in line with inflation, it would have been at 74,000 UGX by 
2016. PEAS schools therefore have essentially had to make up for a real term loss of 27,000 UGX per pupil per term. Furthermore, over the last two years, the total disbursement of USE 
funding to PEAS schools from the government has fallen short of what is owed by c.20%. This equates to a further loss of 9,400 UGX per child per term, meaning PEAS has essentially 
had to account for a combined loss of 36,400 UGX per child per term. PEAS has absorbed over a third (37%) of the negative impact of these challenges. However, after making as many 



  

 

cost-savings as possible, several schools unfortunately had to increase fees above inflation in 2015 and 2016 to cover their operating costs. These risks connected to USE payments were 
highlighted by the project at baseline.  

PEAS continues to work with families to make education as affordable as possible, including through benchmarking fees against local government and private secondary schools to offer 
the most affordable rates, and offering flexible fee payment plans to allow parents to pay fees in instalments or with in-kind contributions. PEAS is also currently in discussions with a 
mobile money provider about enabling parents to pay school fees via mobile money, which is intended to help parents with managing fee payments. However, so long as the government 
is unable to fund secondary education at a level that enables schools to operate without having to charge fees, any fee level is likely to be too much for the poorest families. PEAS remains 
dedicated to addressing this barrier, and will continue working closely with the MoES to agree a new PPP to increase the level of funding to secondary schools as a strategic goal both for 
improving access and its schools’ long-term sustainability. 

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

- Installation of lighting and 
lighting arrestors 

N/A1 3.70% 2% 0.2% 
Caregivers’ 

survey 

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

- School leader financial 
training 

N/A1 3 23 1 
School 

financial 
records 

PEAS Comment: Between 2015-16, one treatment school achieved a 5% reduction in their per pupil cost of education. However, other schools achieved cost reductions of less than 5%. 

PEAS acknowledges this 12-month target may have been over-ambitious given the long-term nature of its work to support school directors and bursars with improving budgeting and 
accounting. 

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

  # achieved #planned # achieved Number (%) 

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

- Community engagement 
plans 

55% 76% 90% 79% 
Caregivers’ 

survey 

PEAS Comment: Although the achieved figure is short of the endline target, PEAS is satisfied with the positive progress that has been made with further engaging parents in their 

children's education. While PEAS would hope every parent would take an active role in their children’s education by, for example, participating in Parent Teacher Associations and making 
visits to the school, given a large portion of PEAS parents are illiterate and not fully confident participating in this manner, PEAS is happy that the proportion of parents that participate 
actively in the schools has risen by 24% since baseline, and accepts that 90% may have been too ambitious of a target given the demographics of students’ families.  

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

- Community engagement 
plans 

- School information 
management system 

0% 70% 50% 96% 
Caregivers’ 

survey 

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

- Installation of girls’ sanitary 
blocks and lighting  

12% 10.7% 9% 0.2% Girls’ survey 

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

- Gender responsive 
pedgagogy training 

- Girls’ policy 

- School inspections 

27% 6.8% <5% 2.6% Girls’ survey 



  

 

2.4 % of girls with access to safe, clean water 
- Installation of bore holes/ 
water tanks and water points 

N/A 97% 97% 93% Girls’ survey 

PEAS Comment: A few PEAS schools have had to confront student perceptions during the endline year that their drinking water was not safe – which may explain the drop in the 

percentage of students who report having access to clean water between midline and endline. In response to concerns that water was not safe for drinking flagged through its internal 
student perception surveys, the PEAS secretariat sent inspectors to test the water quality at the concerned schools. The inspection team found that the water was safe for drinking, 
however, old pipes had caused it to become discoloured which was driving the perception that it was unsafe. The pipes were replaced and the school was informed that the water was safe 
for drinking. However, negative student perceptions may still linger. 

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

- Menstrual management pilot 

- Education on managing 
periods via Girls’ Club 

N/A 6.7% 4% 7.3% Girls’ survey 

PEAS Comment: The worsening between the midline and endline figures may be due to the fact that menstrual management pilot project – which involved distributing re-usable sanitary 

pads and soap freely to girls, along with delivering education on managing periods – was redesigned after midline due to sustainability concerns. Though the free sanitary kits were 
appreciated by girls, it was concluded to be financially unsustainable, as the schools could not afford to cover the on-going costs of purchasing further kits to distribute to girls once the 
ones they needed had to be replaced. As a result, PEAS changed the focus of the intervention to delivering education on managing periods via Senior Women Teachers in Girls’ Clubs, 
and identifying local providers of affordable sanitary wear to supply their products to school tuck shops. Nevertheless, the increase between midline and endline in the percentage of girls 
who say a lack of sanitary wear is a barrier to attending school during their periods suggests that the low-cost, local products may still be too expensive for the poorest families. 

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

  # achieved #planned # achieved Number (%) 

3.1 Community Access score in the PEAS Inspection 
Framework 

- Community engagement 
plans 

1.40 1.96 2.00 1.95 
PEAS internal 

inspection 
scores 

PEAS Comment: Though the volume of change from midline to endline on this indicator is short of the target, PEAS thinks strong progress has been made since baseline and is satisfied 
the schools maintained their positive ratings during the endline year. 

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

- Girls’ clubs 

- Business clubs 
0% 

N/A 

(Q not asked at 
midline in error) 

45% 95% Girls’ survey 

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

- Girls’ clubs 

- Gender responsive 
pedagogy 

56% 

N/A 

(Q not asked at 
midline in error) 

85% 63% 
Caregivers’ 

survey 

PEAS Comment: Unfortunately, the question required to report against this indicator was not asked in the caregivers’ midline survey in error. It was added again to the endline survey. The 
trend suggests progress has been made since baseline, though parents’ ratings of their girls’ confidence hasn’t improved to quite the aspirational target set at baseline. However, 
anecdotal evidence from the schools suggests girls are speaking up in class regularly and reporting incidences of poor treatment more frequently, both of which are alternative indicators of 
growing confidence. 

3.4 Average # of young mothers who re-enrol in 
treatment schools annual 

- Community engagement 
plans 

- Girls’ policy 

0 4 5 0.25 
Spot checks 

data 

PEAS Comment: The fact that treatment schools on average re-enrolled less young mothers during the endline year may be an indication that there were simply less cases of early 

pregnancy during the timeframe concerned, or could be a problem with methodology – re-enrolment numbers were collected during spot check visits, though the external evaluators 
reported figures for very few schools. However, the interviews conducted with school leaders and teachers by the external evaluator during the endline fieldwork period suggested there 



  

 

had been several cases of re-enrolment in schools that figures hadn’t been recorded for. For example, the headteacher at Onwards & Upwards Secondary school stated ‘we recently got 4 
girls who gave birth and came back to study’, though no figure was provided for this school by the external evaluator. The teachers’ focus group at Sarah Ntiiro also explained that ‘for 
cases of pregnancy, parents are called in for counselling so that they consider girls’ re-enrolment after giving birth. We had 3 cases of pregnancy of girls that gave birth and came back to 
pursue their studies. Teachers keep monitoring them’. This school’s re-enrolment numbers were also not recorded in the spot check data provided. Furthermore, students in focus groups 
in PEAS schools universally stated that their schools had ‘policies that support re-enrolling girls after giving birth’ and that this made the schools unique in the community.  

This matches with PEAS’ own experience and observations. The PEAS Secretariat team described a situation in one of PEAS’ schools in the east in which the leadership team ended up 
getting into conflict with the community because the school was allowing pregnant girls to stay in school and re-enrolling them after giving birth. This practice was against the community’s 
wishes, and the school leaders had to organise special community meetings to discuss the issue and gain the community’s support for the school’s policy. In several focus group 
discussions, teachers and school leaders also observed that the ‘community seems not to appreciate the policy’, though the school was persisting in trying to do everything it could to 
support girls in returning to school. These observations all suggest the schools have introduced a progressive, notable change in the treatment of pregnant girls and young mothers in their 
communities. The underperformance suggested by this indicator is more likely a problem of measurement. 

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

  # achieved #planned # achieved Number (%) 

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

- Girls’ policy 

- Girls’ clubs 

- School inspections 

48% 76% 60% 92% Girls’ survey 

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

- School inspections 0% 28% 85% 54% 
PEAS internal 

inspection 
scores 

PEAS Comment: PEAS’ internal inspections team observes a sample of lessons in each school during annual school inspection visits. As many teachers in PEAS schools are early in their 

careers and have substantial room to improve their practice, PEAS thinks it correct that lesson observation scores not be over-inflated. Hence, while the endline score suggests an 
improvement since midline and that 54% of teachers have achieved a good or better rating, PEAS thinks it would not be sufficiently motivating to teachers to improve their practice further if 
85% of all teachers were already rated as good. 

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

- School inspections 9% 7% 5% 7% 
School 

attendance 
records 

PEAS Comment: The introduction of a school information management system in 9 of the 16 intervention schools has improved tracking of teacher attendance, which has in turn 

empowered school leaders to chase up absenteeism. PEAS feels this system is making a difference to teacher absentee rates in the schools that have mastered using it. However, it 
seems that teacher absenteeism has held at c.7% between midline and endline. PEAS is not too concerned with this figure, as further investigation of the reasons for absence using the 
data collected by the school information management system revealed that the vast majority of absences were authorised to enable teachers to attend to other duties related to their roles. 

4.2.2 # of teachers benefiting from improved teacher 
training 

- Literacy and life skills 
curriculum training 

- School inspections 

0 353 350 424 
PEAS HR 
database 

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

- Literacy curriculum 
supplements 

N/A 28.5% 35% 54% EGRA results 

4.4 % improvement in girls’ science results 
- Provision of lab equipment 

- Mock exams 
21% 34% 40% 23% 

UCE exam 
results 



  

 

(passing all 3 
science 

subjects) 

(passing all 3 
science subjects) 

(passing all 3 
science subjects) 

PEAS Comment: Unfortunately, the national pass rate in science subjects fell between 2015-16 due to the Uganda National Examinations Board changing the points thresholds for 
individual subjects. As such, PEAS' pass rates fell in line with national trends. 

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

- School inspections 

- Gender responsive 
pedagogy 

86% 82% 90% 87% Girls’ survey 

PEAS Comment: The percentage of girls who were satisfied with the quality of teaching at their school was already very high at baseline, making it difficult to achieve further improvements 

against this figure. It is also possible that – as girls have become more confident in advocating for their interests within school as a result of the GEC – they have similarly become more 
confident in expressing where they feel provision is not adequate, which could explain the variability in this figure between baseline to endline. At any rate, PEAS is not convinced the 
figures from the midline and endline girls’ questionnaires reflect actual stasis in the quality of teaching in treatment schools, particularly given learning outcomes suggest the opposite. 



  

 

3.1 What are the key lessons learned about what has worked or not worked, and why? 

The GEARR project has taken a holistic approach to addressing the barriers girls face in participating in education 
by introducing diverse interventions. Similarly, the evaluation has taken a holistic approach to examining the 
performance of multiple interventions by examining whether they – as a whole – have impacted girls’ enrolment, 
attendance, retention and results. 

Overall, the strong, positive gains observed in girls’ enrolment and attendance rates, as well as learning outcomes 
vis-à-vis control groups give PEAS confidence that the programme theory of change has worked. Barriers to girls’ 
education are being addressed and the GEARR package of interventions is making a difference for girls in the poor, 
rural communities in Uganda where PEAS operates. However, the results do not elucidate the degree to which each 
individual intervention is driving the improvements seen, as the evaluation was not designed in this manner. 

With that limitation acknowledged, the PEAS team has worked to unpack the evaluation results, absorb the findings 
from its own, internal review of GEC interventions that was undertaken in June-July 2016, and draw on staff’s 
professional observations of the performance of the GEARR interventions in PEAS schools to draw conclusions on 
which interventions are making a difference for girls and why. These reflections are summarised below. 

3.1.1 What has worked well 

1. Gender sensitive school support and supervision: As discussed throughout the report, the package of gender 
sensitive school support and supervision activities introduced through the GEC has had a notable, positive impact 
in PEAS schools. Within this area, several interventions have been introduced: 

 Teacher and school-leader CPD (continuing professional development) training embedding gender-
responsive pedagogy and a focus on helping all students access the curriculum 

 Introduction of PEAS Girls’ Policy within school child protection policies, and training for school leads in child 
protection (new policies introduced have included e.g. a re-entry policy for young mothers) 

 Senior women teachers and matrons: Appointment and training of female leads within the school setting to 
advocate for the rights of girls, as well as to serve as a focal point for girls to express their needs 

 Girls clubs: After-school clubs providing girls a safe space for peer-to-peer support, mentoring by senior 
women teachers, and skills development through club projects (e.g. craft-making, enterprise projects) 

 Re-development of school inspections process to focus on gender and the needs of girls 

PEAS believes these interventions have worked well together because they have targeted change within the 
school environment, which PEAS can both fully manage the introduction of and follow up through inspections 
and support visits, ensuring continual re-enforcement and improving compliance. These interventions have also 
worked well because they are tangible. An increased awareness of gender has been notable at the school level 
and remarked upon by many staff. It also has evidently changed the experience of girls in school, who report 
reduced experiences of harassment and improved feelings of personal safety.    

2. School facility improvements to improve girls’ safety: The facility improvements made at intervention schools 
– namely, installation of perimeter fences, water points, dormitories and separate sanitary facilities for girls, and 
lighting in areas commonly used by girls – have improved girls’ experience of personal safety at school. This has 
been a key factor driving girls’ enrolment. Girls’ enrolment has grown at 1.2x the rate of boys’ enrolment in 
schools receiving GEC interventions since the baseline year, and substantial portions of girls state the quality of 
school facilities was an attractive pull factor for joining PEAS schools. PEAS believes these facility improvements 
have worked well because they provide visible changes to the school environment which respond directly to what 
parents stated they wanted at schools to ensure girls’ safety. They also have had a strong ‘demonstration effect’ 
in showing that the school values the safety of girls. Lastly, facility improvements have been fully under the 
control of PEAS, in that PEAS has been responsible for installing the new facilities and maintaining them. This 
has ensured both a high level of quality, and that improvements have been in place in time to impact girls’ school 
experiences and results. 

3. Package of curriculum improvements to support literacy: PEAS has implemented a multi-pronged literacy 
programme to embed the teaching of literacy across the curriculum, and to provide students with extra-curricular 
opportunities to build their literacy skills through, for example, the Newspapers in Education programme and 
debates. PEAS feels these curriculum improvements have worked well because they have focused on (a) 
building all teachers’ understanding of literacy and how to support students’ skill development through their 
lesson-planning, (b) exposing students to diverse, contextually-relevant texts and tasks to increase their 
engagement with reading, writing, and speaking, and (c) building general awareness of the importance of literacy 
across school teaching teams, so that literacy becomes an embedded part of school teaching practice. These 
literacy interventions have been well-received by the schools and have driven substantial improvements in 
literacy among PEAS intervention school girls. 



  

 

4. Introduction of life skills curriculum: The internal review of PEAS’ GEARR interventions conducted in June-
July 2016 received positive feedback from teachers that the content of the new life skills curriculum is high quality, 
and is improving the relevance of the curriculum to students’ lives. Students also fed back that they find the 
lessons interesting and feel they provide useful information. As the life skills curriculum focuses on providing 
supplementary lessons to improve students’ knowledge, skills and attitudes in areas including sexual health, 
human rights, and hygiene – areas which are not assessed directly through the GEC evaluation – it has not been 
possible to establish a clear link between the intervention and the high-level outcomes reported on through the 
evaluation. Nevertheless, PEAS feels this intervention has been successful because it (a) has been designed in-
country to be relevant to the rural Ugandan context PEAS works in, and (b) focuses on weaving life skills lessons 
into existing subjects so that all teachers engage with the teaching of life skills. PEAS will be continuing to teach 
the life skills curriculum after the project end, and will also begin to measure the non-academic outcomes the life 
curriculum supports through introducing internal student surveys and alumni tracking. 

5. School-based CPD: Since the baseline year, PEAS has moved towards a new, school-based model for 
providing teachers with continuing professional development (CPD) training. In-service training has included 
filming teachers in the classroom to enable them to self-assess their performance, as well as receive peer 
feedback. PEAS also has developed a ‘great teacher rubric’ model to define what great teaching practice looks 
like, and to support teachers to identify and develop these competencies as individuals. PEAS believes the 
school-based model for providing in-service support is proving more effective than the traditional, ‘workshops’ 
model, wherein teachers attend dedicated training days away from the classroom environment. PEAS believes 
this model is working because it enables teachers to practice making changes while on the job, and allows for 
immediate feedback in a real-world setting, both of which help teachers to learn quicker and embed sustained 
changes into their teaching practice. Though the link to improved learning results is difficult to make within the 
evaluation results, PEAS feels that improved classroom practice is driving the learning gains seen by girls in 
treatment schools. 

3.1.2 What has not worked 

 Efforts to change community behaviours towards girls through centralised planning: As discussed 

above, the project has made the least progress in addressing external barriers to girls’ school participation, 

namely, girls’ safety on the journey to school, and socio-economic and cultural barriers which prevent girls 

from participating fully in education. While PEAS’ community engagement work has focused on addressing 

these issues with community members, the tools used to do this – such as community meetings and 

outreach activities initially designed from the PEAS central office – have both been too generic in some 

cases, and too light-touch in others to drive significant behaviour change in communities in just three years. 

PEAS realised this was a risk at the time of project design, as PEAS does not have any control over the 

behaviour of community members who – regardless of PEAS’ sensitisation efforts – may choose not to 

radically change their behaviour towards girls. On the back of the midline report findings, PEAS reviewed 

its community engagement activities and made several important changes, including shifting responsibility 

for designing activities to the school level, seeking stronger partnerships with existing child protection 

structures in communities, as well as undertaking the safe routes to school mapping exercise described in 

section 2.4.1. While these efforts have yielded some positive progress between midline and endline, 

community behaviour change is a challenging and long-term area of work, which PEAS’ admits it was 

overly ambitious about when setting targets at baseline. 

 Income Generating Activities (IGAs): School-based agricultural pilots – which were intended to provide 

additional income to schools, and hands-on learning opportunities to students – unfortunately did not work. 

This was mostly due to technical reasons – the crops were continually exposed to communicable diseases 

due to students accessing the farms as part of the IGA curriculum. Because the crops died, it became 

impossible to make any profit from selling goods produced through the farms, undermining the 

sustainability of the project. Students also had to be restricted from accessing the farms due to disease, 

undermining a key objective of the project to provide students with hands-on learning experiences in 

agriculture. PEAS has concluded that the project design was flawed, and instead piloted two different non-

curricular learning projects in place of the IGA curriculum to improve students’ transferrable skills, these 

were: (1) business clubs pilot run with partner organisation Teach a Man to Fish; and (2) a technology 

syllabus pilot run with partner organisation Educate! to test new methods of delivering the ICT syllabus. 

PEAS is also exploring options to transfer the greenhouse equipment procured for the IGAs to a single 

school which has had the most success with its school farm. This should enable the school to run a larger 

farm which can make a meaningful contribution towards schools revenues, while ensuring the equipment 

from unsuccessful IGA pilots does not go to waste. 



  

 

Based on the results from the evaluation and team members’ professional reflections, PEAS feels that it can 
confidently conclude at this point in time that the above interventions have both worked and not worked. However, 
there are further interventions not discussed above which PEAS does not feel it can take a conclusion on at this 
stage. These include the school information management system which, due to the high on-going costs of 
maintaining IT equipment, PEAS feels it will need a few further years of experience using in its schools before it can 
determine whether the programme offers good value for money and can be sustained indefinitely. 

3.2 Were there any unintended effects? 

As discussed in the key findings section, the GEARR programme had the unintended effect of worsening learning 
outcomes for students enrolled in PEAS’ five internal control schools. While it was envisioned at the time of study 
design that internal control schools would maintain their baseline performance, there instead was a sharp 
deterioration in academic performance over the two years between the baseline and midline evaluations – with less 
girls successfully completing school and the gender gap widening relative to baseline figures. PEAS investigated the 
reasons for this deterioration, and concluded that they were largely to do with the GEC implementation requirements 
forcing its country delivery teams to implement PEAS’ education support programme unevenly across the network. 
Control schools received less support visits and were excluded from several key teacher training and leadership 
support programmes that were implemented over the two year period due to the requirement of avoiding 
contamination effects. There was also a feeling that being labelled a ‘control’ school – while being part of a network 
where it was obvious other schools were receiving additional resources and support – had a negative impact on 
school morale and motivation. Following the midline results, PEAS successfully advocated for these schools to be 
removed from the evaluation. Though no new GEC funding was provided to support these schools, PEAS has 
implemented a remedial support programme via other means. During 2016, 3 out of 5 schools improved their exam 
results on the previous year despite a national drop in performance – this indicates these schools hopefully are 
turning the corner and starting to make positive progress again. 

Push back from male students has also been a challenge in some schools, particularly where additional facilities 
(such as lighting in dorms, or new sanitary facilities) were exclusively designated for girls. Although PEAS warned 
the Fund Manager that this could be a potential problem for gender relations in the schools, PEAS was required to 
implement the programme in this way, and received multiple complaints from school leaders and male students via 
focus groups and perception surveys who felt this approach was unfair. While there hasn’t been a sustained, negative 
backlash adversely affecting girls, PEAS is now working to reduce the risk of such an outcome through directing 
resources provided by other funders towards filling the gaps in provision for boys at several schools. For example, 
at the start of the 2017 academic year, construction of additional dormitory facilities and sanitary blocks for boys to 
match the provision available for girls has been a priority at several schools where the gap in provision is most stark. 

Lastly, the Payment by Results (PbR) conditions of the grant have proven highly problematic. As explained in the 
section on learning results, a condition of obtaining the GEC grant was that PEAS accept that 10% of the total contract 
value be withheld subject to girls in intervention schools meeting targets for improvement in literacy and numeracy 
above the control group. PEAS was not able to select the test that was used to assess literacy and numeracy (EGRA 
and EGMA), as a common test was desired across all GEC-supported projects worldwide regardless of context, nor 
was PEAS allowed to negotiate the targets students were expected to meet – which again, were set uniformly at a 
0.25 standard deviation improvement above control groups, and had to be statistically significant in order to trigger 
payment. Unfortunately, the EGRA and EGMA tests proved both to be inappropriate to secondary age students, and 
were poorly delivered and managed by the external evaluator. Though efforts were made during midline and endline 
to improve test administration, the numerous issues with the testing give PEAS little confidence in the veracity of 
results obtained at the different evaluation points as authentic measures of learning.  

PEAS was able to provide other evidence of positive learning gains (i.e. via improving performance in exams relative 
to national results), and – through quarterly audits of its programme delivery and finances – to show that it was 
competently delivering the programme as intended. However, despite this, award of PbR took a narrow focus on 
EGRA and EGMA results only. This meant that PEAS effectively lost money, as the organisation was not paid for 
c.5-6% all of the programming it delivered. As PEAS is not a large organisation (turnover <£3m), the loss of tens of 
thousands of pounds did have a significant impact on its financial health, and forced PEAS to redirect funds that had 
been fundraised for other purposes to cover the hole left by PbR. PEAS felt this approach was unnecessarily punitive 
given the documented challenges with verifying learning in this way, and that setting up the grant with this condition 
did not serve to motivate PEAS, its staff, and its school leaders to deliver more for girls. Instead, PEAS felt that 
genuine progress had been made as a result of hard work, and yet the organisation was being punished financially.   

3.3 What were the learnings from the project and what would PEAS do differently next time? 

As implied by the narrative above, PEAS would make the following changes if implementing the same project again: 

 Include all PEAS schools in the beneficiary group and refuse the request for an internal control experiment; 

 Plan equivalent improvements in school provisions for boys (especially facilities) to be implemented 
simultaneously with improvements for girls; 



  

 

 Insist upon PbR being (i) used as a carrot to reward over-performance rather than as a punitive measure, (ii) 
assessed holistically, and (iii) based on mutually-agreed, context-appropriate measures of learning; 

 Scale back ambitions for community behaviour change programmes to better reflect the long-term nature of 
this work; and  

 Scale back ambitions for reducing fee levels and/or any other indicators dependent on government policy 
change to acknowledge the uncertainty of this work. 

Apart from those areas, PEAS feels the broader experimentation that was part of the GEC programme design was 
beneficial in helping PEAS understand better what works and what doesn’t work in driving outcomes for girls. As 
such, even pilots that – with hindsight – proved unsuccessful would still have been worth doing in order to test the 
project’s hypotheses and reach these conclusions. 

  



  

 

4. Conclusions & Recommendations 

The Girls’ Education Challenge (GEC) has provided PEAS with an opportunity to introduce a diverse range of new 

interventions to address barriers to girls’ school participation and learning, and to evaluate the impact of those 

interventions on girls’ educational outcomes. Arising from the findings documented throughout this report, PEAS 

has drawn the following key conclusions and lessons from its GEC project. 

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

enrolment, attendance, retention, and results 

Across the board, the GEARR interventions have contributed to positive improvements in enrolment, attendance, 

retention, and learning among girls in project intervention schools compared with girls in control schools.  

In learning, the project interventions have driven greater improvements in literacy and numeracy scores among 

girls in PEAS intervention schools vis-à-vis girls in non-PEAS control schools. Though there are substantial 

challenges with the EGRA and EGMA results due to the high attrition rates in the study, their inappropriateness to 

secondary age students, and poor quality of test administration by the external evaluator, PEAS considers the 

literacy and numeracy results to be broadly indicative of the GEC helping girls to make learning gains. 

More conclusively, the GEC has helped girls to dramatically improve their attainment as evidenced through UCE 

(O-level) exam results. In GEC intervention schools, girls’ pass rates have improved from being 2% lower than the 

national average in 2013 to 4.4% higher during 2016. Since 2013, the percentage of girls achieving a good pass 

(Division 1-3) has also improved by over 5%. In other words, more girls are completing secondary school 

successfully in PEAS treatment schools than were four years ago, and are completing school with better results 

than are achieved by girls nationally.  

In attendance, treatment schools have seen a more than 7% improvement in girls’ attendance above baseline 

figures to an average value of 86.5% girls’ attendance at endline. Girls’ attendance in treatment schools was 9% 

higher than girls’ attendance in non-PEAS control schools at endline as measured through spot checks conducted 

by the external evaluator. The marked improvement from baseline through to midline and endline shows the GEC 

interventions have positively impacted girls’ ability and desire to attend school regularly. 

In retention, though accurate figures have been difficult to obtain due to the poor quality of school record-keeping, 

girls’ retention in intervention schools has improved since baseline and is estimated at c.90% (in-year retention). 

Retention is also higher in intervention schools than non-PEAS control schools by circa 10-15%. 

In enrolment, the total number of girls benefitting from GEC interventions has doubled since the baseline year 

(2013) and came to a total of 5,638 girls enrolled in intervention schools in 2016. During this period, girls’ enrolment 

increased at 1.2x the rate of boys’ enrolment in treatment schools. This suggests the GEC interventions are 

successfully encouraging girls to enrol in secondary school. 

Though there are challenges with the quality of data behind some of the results above, on the whole, the evidence 

suggests the GEARR programme design has been successful in addressing barriers to girls’ school participation 

and learning to achieve the objectives set out in the programme theory of change. 

2. The programme has been most successful in addressing school-based (supply side) barriers to girls’ 

participation in learning 

The project has had the greatest impact on removing barriers to girls’ school participation and learning that can be 

addressed within the school setting. As evidenced through performance against the output indicators, the barriers 

that the project has made the most progress in addressing are (i) a lack of accessible, safe, girl-friendly learning 

environments in rural communities, (ii) an outdated curriculum, and, to some extent, (iii) early pregnancy. The 

interventions which have had the greatest impact in addressing these issues are (a) the introduction of school 

facility improvements to improve girls’ safety, (b) introduction of a package of gender sensitive support and 

supervision practices, (c) integration of supplementary literacy and life skills curricula alongside the core 

curriculum, and (d) introduction of school-based continuing professional development (CPD) training for teachers. 

PEAS believes the project has been able to make significant progress in these areas because it has implemented 

changes to the school environment and policies which it could directly supervise and follow-up, and which directly 

responded to the communities’ demands for girls’ safety in the school environment (particularly related to school 

infrastructure improvements).  

3. The programme has been least successful in addressing barriers external to the school setting 

(environmental and demand-side barriers) 



  

 

The project has had less impact on addressing barriers that exist largely outside the school environment, such as 

(i) poverty, and (ii) unsafe journeys to school. While progress against the latter area has been made in the year 

between midline and endline, PEAS acknowledges that it was overly-optimistic to assume its schools could 

significantly impact community behaviour towards girls in just three years. PEAS has also learnt that shifting 

community engagement work to a local – rather than central – function is necessary both for it to be sufficiently 

tailored to the situation of each community, and for it to be sustainable for the long-term.  

Regarding addressing poverty as a barrier, PEAS schools have continued to charge affordable, benchmarked fees, 

conduct marketing activities targeting students from the poorest areas, and to operate as cost efficiently as 

possible so that costs to students are minimised. However, the key intervention that was intended to lower the cost 

of schooling – advocacy to the Ugandan Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES) for a reformed Public Private 

Partnership (PPP) – has not been achieved in the life cycle of the project. This was due mainly to contextual factors 

outside PEAS’ control. Though PEAS has been in on-going discussions with the MoES since 2013 about agreeing 

a new PPP – and received a positive recommendation from a year-long audit of its schools conducted by the 

Ministry in 2015 – the pace of government reform has been slower than hoped. This means PEAS schools have 

not secured additional financing to enable them to reduce school fees, which has hindered the achievement of 

targets in this area. PEAS believes that – if school fees could be reduced to near zero – it would have helped drive 

even greater achievements in girls’ attendance and retention in particular. For this reason, PEAS will be continuing 

to work constructively with the Ministry after the close of the project towards designing a reformed Universal 

Secondary Education PPP as a long-term, strategic goal for the organisation. 

4. Bringing one group of students forward at the expense of another contradicts sustainable change 

One of PEAS’ biggest learnings from the evaluation was the damaging effect of undertaking an internal control 
experiment on its own beneficiaries. The evaluation design of excluding five PEAS network schools from receiving 
any GEC funding was not favoured by PEAS, but was insisted upon by the Fund Manager who thought it might 
enable a more reliable source of comparison information. As discussed, it became evident at midline that the internal 
control schools had not maintained their baseline performance but instead had deteriorated significantly, with 
damaging consequences for the life outcomes of girls (and boys) under PEAS’ duty of care. PEAS investigated the 
reasons for this decline, and found that the GEC funding requirements had led to a skewed implementation of its 
support programme in control schools, wherein schools were receiving less support visits than would have been 
normal in the absence of GEC funding. Also, the effect of being a named ‘control school’ within a network where it 
was known that particular new programmes, trainings, and infrastructure improvements were being withheld had a 
highly negative effect on school morale. PEAS now views such internal control designs as ethically irresponsible, 
and has seen how the deterioration in a sub-group of students’ and schools’ performance can negatively impact its 
ability to meet network and organisational-level performance targets, undermining sustainable progress. 

Similarly, the project design required by the GEC of excluding boys from particular interventions was unusual for 

PEAS. PEAS flagged to the Fund Manager that a skewed implementation of some interventions in favour of girls – 

particularly those that were highly visible, such as the addition of lighting to girls’ dormitories only – was likely to 

cause frustration amongst boys, who also come from very difficult circumstances. This prediction came true, with 

multiple schools reporting incidents of pushback from boys, which also came through the external evaluation focus 

groups. If programming is implemented in such a way as to generate resentment among one group of students 

against another, this is likely to undermine the progress made by the targeted group as they face reactionary or 

retributive action. 

As such, PEAS has concluded that bringing any group of students forward requires bringing all students forward 

together. Boys need to be part of the solution to improving girls’ education, and no group of students should be 

excluded from programmes that could improve their learning and life chances. Implementing programming 

differently is likely to undermine the progress made by the targeted group. 

5. Payment by Results (PbR) contracts in global education should be based on robust, context-appropriate 

success metrics and use result-based payments as a carrot, rather than a stick, to incentivise additional 

gains 

As discussed above, despite demonstrating greater learning progress vis-à-vis control groups, and positive 

progress against all other project outcomes as verified through the evaluation and monitoring visits, PEAS was not 

paid for a substantial portion of programming delivered due to not meeting PbR targets. Within the GEC contract, 

PbR was based solely on a one-size fits all numeracy and literacy test designed for primary-age students – the 

Early Grade Reading and Maths Assessments (EGRA and EGMA). From the outset, PEAS did not feel these tests 

were appropriate for secondary-age students, and unfortunately found that they were not implemented to a 

consistently high standard by the external evaluator. This created uncertainty over the resulting learning data 



  

 

produced through the evaluation, which PEAS did not feel was sufficiently robust to serve as the sole basis for 

decisions on project performance. The portfolio-wide results of the GEC midline evaluation further showed 

divergent patterns of performance against literacy and numeracy targets, and that projects working with older age 

groups consistently struggled to demonstrate learning using the EGRA and EGMA tests. 

While the Fund Manager was sympathetic to PEAS’ situation, implementing the letter of the contract meant PEAS 

had to be underpaid for what it delivered as a result of not meeting the EGRA and EGMA targets. As a small 

charity (annual turnover <£3m), this situation created substantial financial challenges for the organisation, and 

made team members feel they were being punished unfairly for misfortune, while other projects were being 

rewarded for good luck on learning test results. 

Given this experience – and the wider challenges of defining and verifying quality learning outcomes in developing 

country contexts – PEAS would recommend that development partners use PbR as a carrot, rather than a stick, to 

incentivise additional learning gains. The prospect of bonus payments for performance above PbR targets would 

sufficiently motivate NGOs to work hard and innovate to access additional, unrestricted funding. Similarly, while 

measurements of learning are likely to remain imperfect in the medium-term, NGOs at least would not be penalised 

for inconclusive results. Secondly, PEAS would recommend that development partners agree bespoke PbR 

frameworks with projects, which include a mix of context-relevant outcome measures that will be assessed 

collectively to determine the degree of performance, rather than pegging all project performance to a single – 

potentially unreliable – measure. 


