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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a midline 1 report of the Wasichana Wetu Wafaulu (WWW - ‘Let Our Girls Succeed)
project. The project aims at enabling 70,537 girls in primary school to complete their current
phase of education, achieve improved learning outcomes and transition successfully to
productive and positive lives. The initiative is being implemented in 488 primary schools, 60
secondary schools, 23 TVET institutions, 35 catch-up centres in eight counties — six in Arid and
Semi-Arid Lands (Turkana, Samburu, Marsabit, Tana River, Kwale and Kilifi) and two in urban
slums (Nairobi and Mombasa).

Theory of Change (ToC): The project is set to influence changes in four dimensions — the
community, the home, the school and the girl herself — which are perceived to be barriers to
girls’ education. The project adopts a holistic, integrated approach to behaviour change,
combining interventions across the four dimensions in order to overcome the complex and
interrelated barriers to girls’ education. The ToC remains relevant and should not be modified.
The project ToC is still appropriate but there were adaptations to meet emerging needs such as
the changes in the TVET pathway that has been affected by the new government policy on
primary to secondary 100% transition.

Evaluation Design: The midline used a quasi-experimental (involving intervention and
comparison groups) mixed methods evaluation design. Both quantitative and qualitative data
was collected to measure the project change.

Midline Tools: Quantitative and qualitative tools were used. The quantitative tools were
household and school questionnaires, and calibrated EGMA/EGRA and SeGMA/SeGRA
learning assessment tests while the qualitative tools included: classroom observation guide,
teacher and Key Informants Interview (KIIs) schedules, Focus Group Discussion (FGD) guide
for girls and boys at both primary and secondary schools, and Community Conversation (CC)
FGD guide.

Measuring Learning Levels: The midline evaluation had two sets of tests to measure girls’
progress in learning levels for both primary and secondary schools. These were EGRA/SeGRA
and EGMA/SeGMA.

Ethical issues: The midline study was guided by Wasichana Wetu Wafaulu Project Corporate
Safeguarding Policy and the WERK Child Protection Policy.



Key Findings

Project Outcomes

The following are the key findings based on the project outcomes of learning, transition and
sustainability.

Learning Outcomes

The project achieved a 0.12 increment in literacy scores against a target of 0.31 which
was 39.45% of the target set for the literacy. For numeracy, the project achieved a 0.23
increment against a target of 0.31, a 74.4% achievement of the target.

Overall there was an improvement in learning in both the comparison and the
intervention groups but the project schools performed much better than the comparison
schools.

In EGRA, urban slums schools performed better while in EGMA, the ASALs schools
performed better.

Literacy Learning Scores

Girls in the intervention schools had a slightly better aggregate score in EGRA than
those in the comparison schools. The mean EGRA score for girls in the intervention
schools (66.7%) was higher than that of girls in the comparison schools (61.7%);

The urban slums average in EGRA was higher (73.5%) compared to the one in the
ASALs (60.2%). However, There was more improvement in the ASALSs region (DiD 4.33)
compared with the urban slums (DiD -2.13) where the change in learning was more in
the comparison schools

EGRA county results show an overall improvement at midline. County wise, Turkana
(14.86), Tana River (10.84), Kwale (3.42), Kilifi (1.74) and Samburu (0.25) intervention
schools had positive DID and performed better than the comparison schools. Marsabit
County comparison schools performed better than the intervention schools in the county
(DID -4.23).

The overall mean score for SeGRA was higher for the intervention group (50.5%)
compared to 44.4% for the comparison group. The overall change in the mean score
over the comparison group was 2.98. Both ASALs and urban schools had a positive.
The intervention schools in six counties (Turkana, Samburu, Mombasa, Nairobi, Kilifi
and Kwale) had higher improvement over and above the comparison schools (positive
DIDs).

Numeracy Learning Scores

Girls in the intervention schools registered slightly better scores in EGMA across all
grades than those in comparison schools. The overall mean for EGMA for girls in
intervention schools stood at 67.9% while their counterparts in the comparison schools
had a mean of 65.9%;



The ASALs intervention schools had better EGMA performance (DiD 2.02) compared to
the urban slums (DiD 1.24) (same trend in the EGRA performance where ASALs had
better performance (DiD 4.33) compared with urban slums (DiD -2.13);

For the counties, Marsabit (73), Kilifi (71.9), Nairobi (69.4) and Mombasa (69.4) had the
highest EGMA scores while Kwale (60.8), Tana River (61.5) and Turkana (62.3) had the
lowest. Overall, five counties (Turkana 11.39, Marsabit 3.81, Mombasa 2.02, Kilifi 1.48
and Nairobi 0.48) had better improvement in EGMA scores compared with their
comparison group;

Girls in the intervention schools had a higher overall SeGMA mean score (30.5%) than
those in the comparison schools (23.4%). The mean score in SeGMA (30.5%) was lower
than in SeGRA (50.5%);

Intervention schools in urban slums (34.6) performed better than their counterparts in the
ASALs (26.9) in SeGMA; The urban slums (5.80) had better performance over the
comparison group (DiD) compared with the ASALs region (2.23)

In terms of the highest improvement in the comparison schools, all the counties except
Kwale (-2.14) and Tana River (-0.96) had better improvement over and above the
comparison schools (positive DiD).

Other Findings on Learning

For subtask 1 (based on classes 4 & 5 curriculum), there are still 9% non-learners in
SeGRA and 7% non-learners in SeGMA while only 23% of the girls were proficient in
SeGRA and 12% in SeGMA indicating the girls are not learning at the required levels;
The main characteristics affecting learning are the education and economic status of the
head of the household (HoH) and the caregiver. Girls in households where the HoH and
the caregiver had no education were more likely to have a lower performance compared
with other girls.

Barriers to Learning

There are still barriers to learning. Some of the identified barriers are summarised below:

There are fewer barriers affecting learning at midline than at baseline. The key barriers
affecting learning at midline include low self-esteem (girls who get nervous when they
have to read in front of others), economic status (household members going to sleep
hungry often for many days), lack of school facilities (no seats for all the learners), use of
physical punishment on girls and safety when travelling to/from school,

The key barriers that consistently affect SeGRA and SeGMA at both baseline and
midline are: insecurity while in school, teacher's bias against one gender, teacher
absenteeism and early pregnancies.

Transition Outcome:

The transition target was not met;



Overall the transition outcome targets for midline were not met (OOS). The DID for
transition was 2%. The baseline transition rate for the project was 94% while the for the
comparison group it was 90%. These transition rates were already too high such that the
project should focus on maintaining them as the target for the next evaluation. The
midline transition rate for the project was 93% while the for the comparison group it was
87%.

The government policy on 100% transition from primary school to secondary school has
greatly influenced, positively, the secondary school transition rates. The current
government drive on TVET is also likely to have an influence especially for secondary
school leavers who do not achieve the minimum university entry level grades;

In the ASALSs, particularly Turkana County, constant migration that characterises the
County’s nomadic life in the rural area hinders transition in either of the pathways
defined by the project; secondary, TVET and catch-up centres;

In both urban slums and ASALSs, parents perceive transition to TVET institutions as the
last option only considered after failing to secure places in secondary school,

A higher number of boys than girls was reported to transition to TVET institutions
because the courses were perceived to be more friendly to boys than to girls.

Sustainability Outcome:

Overall community level sustainability rating score was 2.4 against a target of 2; the
score for school was 2.9 against a target of 2; and the score for system was 2 against a
target of 2;

The community attitudes continue to improve with over 80% indicating willingness to
support girls’ education. However, only 30% of the communities had initiatives or were
implementing action plans to support the education of marginalized girls. At the
household level, only 28% of the households indicated that they were supporting
marginalized girls in education;

More households from urban slums (33%) compared to ASALSs (25%) indicated that they
supported marginalized girls in education. The support was mainly mentorship or moral
support (16% urban slums, 11% ASALSs) and financial (15% urban slums, 10% ASALS);
There is improved quality of teaching with more caregivers (ML —90%, BL — 85%) and
more girls (ML — 98%, BL— 97%) indicating positive teaching practices. However, cases
of physical punishment and verbal abuse of learners are still high and may erode the
gains of teachers in the long run;

Overall, there is general support to the project initiatives by the system (Ministry of
Education and the Teachers Service Commission) and other agencies with good
progress made on the implementation of NLE (though this was still at initial stages) and
support for TVET institutions. However, there seems to be a challenge in monitoring and
tracking the effectiveness of gender analysis and reporting behaviours of county
education officers.

Intermediate Outcomes



The following are the key findings for the intermediate outcomes (attendance, teaching quality,
life skills, household support and community attitudes) and other key project aspects (school
management and governance, economic empowerment and child protection).

Intermediate Outcome 1: Attendance

The attendance at midline, just like at baseline, was established by headcount on the
day of visit, focusing on Class 5 to Class 8. Attendance for intervention schools (86%)
was slightly lower than that of comparison schools (90%);

There was a slightly higher attendance level for urban slums (86%) compared to ASALs
(85%) in the intervention areas;

Caregivers (84.3%) indicated that in their opinion attendance had improved compared to
38.3% of the girls who felt it had improved. Teacher support and household support are
the main drivers to attendance as cited by both girls and caregivers;

There are more barriers to attendance in ASALs compared to urban slums.

Insecurity, cost of education and lack of adequate facilities are the main barriers to
attendance across the regions;

Older girls (secondary school level) are likely to be influenced to attend school by the
friendliness and seriousness of the teachers (less discrimination and less absenteeism)
while younger girls (primary school level) are likely to be influenced by the safety of the
school (less punishment) and adequate facilities.

Intermediate Outcome 2: Quality of Teaching

Midline findings on quality of teaching indicate mixed results on the evaluation proxies used in
the GEC-T Project which included teachers’ use of gender sensitive pedagogy, teacher support
for girls’ learning including encouraging participation during lessons and individual studies at
school and home, and girls’ views on teacher absenteeism.

Overall quality of teaching was reported to have increased;

Of the three intermediate outcome indicators for quality of teaching, (i) the target for
improved teaching methods of 83% was not achieved as the midline realised a slight
increase to 74% from a baseline value of 73%; (ii) quality of lessons target of 55% was
achieved and surpassed at midline with 63% compared to the baseline value of 53%; (iii)
the proportion of teachers with ICT knowledge, skills and attitudes was only partially
evaluated with only the ICT skills of teachers being investigated;

Overall, the proportion of girls who reported that teachers treat boys and girls differently
in the classroom decreased by 5.4%. More girls (74.2%) from intervention schools
reported that teachers treat boys and girls equally in the classroom compared to 70.9%
from comparison schools. Qualitative data from girls and boys FGDs yielded mixed
views in relation to the way teachers treated boys and girls;

Overall, there was a marginal increase in the proportion of teachers who asked more
guestions (1.8%) and harder questions to girls (0.4%) than to boys at midline.
Conversely, there was a decline (2.3%) in the proportion of teachers who asked more
guestions and harder questions (1.4%) to boys than to girls.



Similarly, there was a higher decline (2.4%) in the proportion of teachers who often
encouraged learners to participate during lessons from intervention schools compared to
comparison schools (0.7%).

Intermediate Outcome 3: Life Skills

Overall, at midline the level of life skills had increased from the baseline value.
However, all the set targets for the indicators under this intermediate outcome were not
met;

Of the three intermediate outcome indicators for life skills, (i) the target on attitudes and
awareness on reproductive health was 80% but it was not met because achievement
only increased slightly to 71% from a baseline value of 69%; (ii) the target of the revised
indicator on the proportion of girls discussing and making decisions on their aspirations
was 85% but only 82% was achieved; and (iii) the target on girls demonstrating
improved self-confidence was set at 50% but only 48% was achieved,;

Fewer girls (79%) at midline in the intervention schools feel that sexuality education
should be taught in schools compared to those at baseline (89%). On the other hand,
fewer girls feel embarrassed talking about sexuality with their parents;

On girls’ discussions regarding their aspirations, findings indicate that decisions on the
type of professions they want to pursue had the highest agency rates of 89% at midline
but decisions to go to school had the highest change of 5%. This points to the possibility
that there is more flexibility on girls having a say on their education

ASALs had higher proportions (ASAL — 84%, urban slums — 77%) and larger changes
(ASALs — 4.3%, urban slums — 1.4%) between baseline and midline on issues of
discussions and decisions on girls’ aspirations;

On the indicator of self-confidence, the value increased to 49.4% at midline from the
baseline value of 48.3% for girls demonstrating self-confidence;

Overall, on self-confidence, urban slums (BL — 55.8%, ML — 55.9%) had a higher
proportion of girls reporting self-confidence compared to the ASALs (BL — 44.2%, ML —
46.2%). However, the intervention ASALs had a higher positive change (2.0) in the
proportion of girls who were feeling more confident compared to urban slums that had no
change;

The composite life skills agency score indicates that there was a slight improvement in
the rating from 78% to 82% or 3.9 to 4.1 out of a possible 5.

Intermediate Outcome 4: Household Support

The target for increasing household support (targeted — 75%, achieved — 71%) was not
met while the target for reduction of household chore burden (targeted — 4%, achieved —
2%) was met and surpassed;

The proportion of households with positive attitude or willingness to support girls’
education was high (over 70%), however the actual support for girls was low (27.5%) in
the intervention areas;

The proportion of caregivers reporting that chores sometimes prevent girls from
attending school or doing homework had reduced by half from the baseline proportion.



While at baseline 4.3% of the households reported that the chores prevented the girls
from attending school, this improved to 2.2% at midline.

Intermediate Outcome 5: Community-Based Attitudes and Behaviour Change

Overall, there was an improvement in community attitudes from the baseline values;

The targets set by the project for the midline 1 evaluation were not met. For instance, (i)
the target on community members willing to support girls’ education had been set at
baseline +10%, however there was no change from the baseline value of 80%; (ii) for
the community initiatives and action plans, the target had also been set at baseline
+10% with a baseline value of 24%, which meant the target was at 34% but at midline
only 30% was achieved; (iii) for communities expressing willingness to do away with
harmful practices, there was no target set because this was a revised indicator. However
the baseline value was at 75%;

The proportion of community members with positive attitude or willingness to support
girls’ education was high (80%), the actual support through community initiatives and
action plans was however low (about 30%);

There are more reported community initiatives that are initiated to support girls’
education in ASALs (33%) compared to urban slums (23%) but there is more actual
support from households in urban slums (33%) compared to ASALs (25%);

Mentorship 13% (ASALs — 11%, urban slums — 16%), financial support 12% (ASALsS —
10%, urban slums — 15%) and material support 11% (ASALs — 8%, urban slums — 15%)
were the most common types of support given by households to girls;

Early marriage (75%) is the most prevalent harmful cultural practice that the
communities are also willing to do away with. ASALs (79%) and urban slums (67%) want
to do away with early marriage;

FGDs with the CC group members confirmed notable changes in the community’s
attitudes and behaviour towards girls’ education. Notable changes agreed upon by the
informants both in urban slums and ASAL areas included decline in the harmful cultural
practices such as early marriages, increased community safety and support for girls’
education.

Other Key Project Areas

School Management and Governance

Midline findings established that overall, primary caregivers were of the opinion that
there were insignificant improvements in the management of schools, which might reflect
the level of effectiveness of the project’s investment in this aspect;

Overall, from baseline, there was a 3.6% increase at midline of the presence of the
school councils/BoMs/PTAs or other group that helps with school-related matters in both
the comparison and intervention schools.

Economic Empowerment



e The project had made good progress. Income Generating Activities (IGAs) planning had
been completed with 270 groups being trained on various skills;

¢ In the intervention sites, the percentage of households or girls that had reported having
received financial support towards girls’ education from the project had doubled between
midline (20.1%) and baseline (10.5%). This comprised 10.5% who received
scholarships/bursaries and 8.6% cash transfer beneficiaries;

e Majority (72.4%) of the respondents in the intervention communities were of the opinion
that the support in scholarships/cash transfers/financial support were "more likely” to
impact school enrolment and attendance;

e Both girls (90%) and boys (10%) had benefitted from bursary allocations according to
Klls and FGDs;

e Majority (63%) of the families indicated that scholarships and cash transfer benefits are
most likely to benefit the education of the girl and other children in the household.

Child Protection

o Majority of girls (56.8%) identified the community as the main area where most violence
against children takes place while 27.3% of the girls identified the home;

o 40.2% of girls from intervention and comparison schools were aware of issues touching
on child protection which indicated that communities were to some extent unsafe for
children;

¢ Common forms of violence against children included child labour, child marriage, denial
of their right to education, teen pregnancy, defilement and physical punishment;

o Girls were four times (9.6%) more likely to suffer defilement compared to boys (2.4%);

e Furthermore, girls were three times (5.3%) more likely to suffer sexual exploitation than
boys (1.7%);

e The main perpetrators of violence against children were parents (34.6%) followed by
strangers (30.7%), neighbours 13.9% and relatives (13.6%).

School-related, Gender-based Violence

Even though nearly all the girls (99%) indicated that they felt safe at school, quantitative and
gualitative data demonstrate that boys and girls from the schools visited were exposed to
physical and emotional abuse in the school set up.

e 86.4% and 81.9% of teachers from comparison and intervention groups respectively
discipline learners who get things wrong in a lesson by use of physical punishment;

o FGDs with boys and girls, interviews with teachers and school walkabouts revealed that
bullying, corporal punishment and insults from teachers were rife in schools. FGDs
reported that girls and boys were caned regularly due to minor infringements such as
making noise in class or not completing assignments.

Conclusions and Recommendations

A summary of the main conclusions are as follows:



e Learning: Generally, girls in the intervention schools had slightly better learning scores in
both numeracy and literacy compared to those in the comparison schools. Numeracy
has better average scores than literacy with comprehension and composition being the
main challenge in literacy.

e Transition: There is only a slight improvement in transition from primary school to the
given pathways in spite of the government policy on 100% transition signalling that there
still exist barriers to transition, key challenges being poverty and distance to secondary
schools and TVET institutions.

e Sustainability: There is a slow but improving perception of girls’ education at the
community level; good perception of school governance but poor perception of school
managers by the caregivers; and improved chances for transition pathways for girls.

e Intermediate outcomes: Attendance seems to remain unchanged though the monitoring
data provided was not in the format requested and thus it was hard to integrate and
compare with the spot-check attendance data collected; quality of teaching has
improved; overall community perceptions on girls’ education are better; child protection
challenges still pertain though hidden.

e Overall the project indicators are largely relevant but the evaluator has made
recommendations for changes on the teaching quality indicator under use of ICT and on
the TVET indicator under sustainability. However, the project is to a great extent on track
to meet endline targets such as transition, learning and sustainability. However, some
targets are too ambitious, e.g. increased awareness among girls about their reproductive
health needs; percentage of girls discussing their aspirations with their parents and that
is why they were not met. It is recommended that the indicators are reviewed in line with
the trend of those achieved.

The main recommendations are as follows:

o Design: The project should enhance the SNE strategy to be a social inclusion strategy;
advocate for the government to increase accessibility and relevance of TVET to the hard
to reach areas; strengthen child protection systems in the community; and continue
addressing the school-related violence by emphasising on child friendly schools.

e Sustainability: The project should support the community groups to document and follow
up on their action plans; facilitate positive school and community engagements
especially at management level; support the national government administration officers
to facilitate and enforce the 100% transition policy and advocate for TVET courses to be
more relevant to girls aspirations;

e Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning: The project should consider improving their system
of data collection, collation and analysis of monitoring data on attendance and the
vulnerability data information; enhance the current mechanisms for tracking transition of
girls; strengthen the MEL functions of the partners; and document and share learning of
project innovations.

e Learning: Overall, majority of the girls are in established and a proficient foundational
learning band which shows good progress in attainment of foundational skills. EGRA
and EGMA test scores are tending to be skewed to the right at midline for classes 6 and



7 indicating a ceiling effect at the next evaluation point (midline 2). Consequently, EGRA
and EGMA assessment should be dropped for this level and only SeGRA/SeGMA tests
should be retained for subsequent evaluations.

Majority of the girls are still below the expected levels in SeGRA/SeGMA subtask 1
(based on classes 4 and 5 literacy and numeracy), where few girls were at proficiency
level (expected level) and yet they were from Class 6 to Form 2. This finding indicated
that the girls are not learning at the required levels. It is recommended that the project
focuses on improving foundational skills.



CHAPTER ONE: BACKGROUND TO PROJECT

The Project’'s Theory of Change (ToC), beneficiaries, key activities and targeted outputs,
outcomes and assumptions of the project are presented in this section.

1.1 Theory of Change

The project's ToC (Figure 1.1) is grounded on the understanding of the complex, multi-
dimensional and interrelated barriers that are an obstacle to girls’ educational attainment and
transition at four points: the girl herself, the girl in school, the girl at home and the girl in
the community. These barriers exist within each of the three project pathways, and manifest
differently between ASALs and urban slum contextsl. These barriers are intertwined. For
example, girls’ limited aspirations are closely related to the low value traditionally placed on their
education in their communities and households and linked to their underperformance in schools
that are ill-equipped to cater to them with gender appropriate pedagogies and facilities. Some of
these barriers are common across all three pathways, whilst others are individually specific. For
example, the lack of awareness of alternative options is a particular barrier to transition from
primary school into an alternative pathway (AP).
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Figure 1.1: Project’s Theory of Change

1 There are also significant differences across the contexts, for example in urban slums secondary transition is much higher than in ASALs,
making the provision of alternative pathways less important.
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Table 1.1: Project Assumptions and Reasoning

ASSUMPTIONS AND REASONING

+ Schoalsand teachers are willinghave time ta engage in CPD activiies (this has happened in our existing GECT programme)

+ Households will engage with CHY's (this has happenedin ourexisting programme)

+  Girlg are willing to &ct &s mentars during holidey time [this happens in pannerprogrammes already)

+ Parners have links with the cammunity (partner selection has heen based on this)

+  Vanues exist for AP course and Catch-Up class creation in the community (GoK already has Youth Polytechnic and Community Leaming centres in piace)

+ Wefind adequete coaches fo cover primary and secondary schools [engagement in our current programme has been high)

+ Secondary schools will engage with the programme (we will have MoEST support for identification and engagement, including Cenires of Excellence)
+  Girlsifamilies will send girls to day schools fwe will be supportingimproved performance of Day/Sub-county schoois)

+  Girls will engage with the Girls Clubs. training and mentoring (This has happenedin our existing programne)

+  County Govemnment want to committo improving TWET centresipolytachnics (we have assurance from MoESTthis is the case)

s s s @

+ Paricipatoryinchusive aducation will achieve affectiveleaming (evidence from A Girls' Advancement Educationinitiative)

+ Transition ta high quality secondary/relevant altermative pathways is mare attractive fo girls than other life choiceas (evidencefrom high competition for higher-
guality Kernyan Secondary schoolUSAID Youth programmes in NE Kenya suggests this)

+  |mproved leaming foundetion will incresse completion of pimarytransition to secondary (imernational evidence'GECT evidence suggests this)

+  Girls taking the APs incentivise County government investment in them (Increasing TVET demand [s a County responsibiity which they want to achleve)

Coaching medels improve teacher practice (existing programme demonsirates this)

Increased knowledgeawarenass shifts girs'ifamilies choices around education. including AP (we know this has happenedin ouripartner programmes)
|mproved understanding of girls' needs will ahift schools' resources to improve girls' facilifies (e.q. sanitation) (this has happened in ourpartner programimes)
CHV's have the time/influsnce to identify and prevent dropout (existing programme suggests this s the case)

Cammunity Groups have a significant influsnce within the community (evidence from ourcurrent programme shows this)

Changes in Theory of Change, Activities, Outputs and Outcomes

Overall the project ToC is valid but there were adaptations to meet emerging needs. There were
no changes in the three project outcomes namely, learning, transition and sustainability even
though pathway three was adjusted to accommodate the need to support in-school girls catch
up on their learning through remedial teaching. As shown in Table 1.2 there were notable
changes in intermediate outcomes. The assumptions largely hold true save for the changes in
the TVET pathway that have been affected by the new government policy on primary to
secondary 100% transition. The changes are outlined below.

Current Changes/Adaptations in Project Activities

Use of Guidance and Counselling teachers to support catch-up beneficiaries in place of
the initial proposal to hire matrons: Schools have Guidance and Counselling teachers
and the project opted to use them instead of hiring matrons in order to ensure that all the
girls under the project have access to the counselling service, and for project
sustainability.

Setting catch-up centres within the schools instead of being in the community: Catch-up
centres were originally to be established in the communities, but this was changed when
buy-in and ownership of the concept by the schools was achieved. This was to help
schools have sight of this intervention and facilitate easy re-entry into the formal
education.

Scaled down on use of ICT in catch-up centres in favour of more tutors in the centres:
Given that girls are in the catch-up programme for a short period coupled with their low
ICT proficiency, the project decided to hire more tutors to facilitate targeted learning



support at the right level. Low penetration and usage of ICT by the target girls in the
catch-up programme was noted and this informed this decision.

Scale down on TVET/Alternative Pathway route: The new directive on 100% transition
from primary to secondary school meant that most girls transited to secondary schools.
As a result, the project scaled down interventions that focused on institutional support for
TVETs in favour of reaching more girls in additional secondary schools.

Scaling down on the number of special target groups the project is working with: The
project is engaging 160 special groups in dialogues as opposed to the initial 521 special
groups. Some special groups such as women groups, morans and boda boda riders are
important in tackling certain barriers not adequately addressed by the generalised
groups. This is based on the context and the need in each community and the initial
number of 521 groups was based on the total number of school communities. It has
been realised that not all schools require the services of special target groups and thus
the project adjusted the target to the number of communities that require these services.
Hiring primary school teachers for remedial support: Teachers were hired to support
teaching and learning in four counties (Turkana, Marsabit, Tana River and Kwale) which
had registered poor performance in numeracy and literacy at baseline, given that there
was also shortage of teachers in those schools to support remedial sessions.

1.2 Barriers to Education and Project Activities

The project document stipulates that key contextual issues in urban slums and ASALs that
affect education influenced the project design and delivery. These issues manifest in both the
ASALs and urban slums in different ways and to different degrees. Below are highlights of the
barriers.

e Poverty — households struggle to provide basic needs for education and therefore opt to take girls
out to work.

e Ingrained cultural attitudes — communities place low value on girls’ education.

e Security — insecurity leads to high risk of sexual violence and exploitation.

o Workforce capacity — low numbers of teachers, high rates of teacher attrition and low levels of
teacher skills.

e Infrastructure — schools in ASALs are far apart (long distances to school) and in the slums there is
poor and often unsafe infrastructure.

In response to these barriers, the project designed a Theory of Change and related activities
delivered through three pathways:

Pathway 1 (PW1) — Primary to Secondary School barriers: these include households being
unable to pay for secondary education, low quality sub-county or day schools selected for most
girls (due to low KCPE marks) and consequent low aspiration to continue learning.

Project activities in learning include rolling out coaching in schools and piloting ICT
support for teachers/learners. This will lead to both primary and secondary school
teachers being trained to improve their knowledge of inclusive education. In addition,
there will be increased girls’ attendance and schools will become enabling environments
through improved teacher practice.




e Activities for girls include girls clubs and peer mentoring in the school/community leading
to girls improving their health, self-confidence and aspiration to learn, and supporting
holistic personal/social development.

e Activities in the home include secondary school fees support, resulting in improved
access to financial resources and contributing to households actively supporting girls’
learning, making transition easier.

e Community activities include training forums which will lead to communities
understanding the importance of education and positive attitudes/perceptions being
established.

Pathway 2 (PW2) — Primary to Alternative Pathway (AP) barriers: they include alternative
options for girls not transiting post-primary. There are prevailing negative perceptions of the APs
options, and low support for these options.

e Project activities in learning will focus on teacher development in youth polytechnics
which will lead to alternative learning pathways being established and contribute to the
pathways becoming enabling environments through improved quality and relevance of
the options. This activity was dropped as part of the scale down of this pathway.

e Activities for girls include mentoring from educators/peers which results in improved
confidence and aspiration through peer support.

e Activities in the home include financial support of options and will lead to access of
financial resources and raising awareness that will lead to support of APs thus
supporting higher rates of AP transition for girls.

e Activities for communities include working with the private sector on new alternative
pathways, and community awareness activities leading to communities that are trained
in understanding the importance of girls’ education/assisting girls’ transition to APs.

Pathway 3 (PW3) — School dropouts to catch-up classes/re-entry to education barriers:
these address the lack of opportunities for learning for girls who have dropped out of school,
have no time or household support for extra study, and few school re-integration processes.

e Activities in learning include setting up catch-up sessions leading to alternative learning
pathways being established and resulting in pathways becoming enabling environments
through establishment of quality catch-up classes.

e Activities for girls include promoting re-entry options and mentoring, leading to girls
receiving community mentoring and resulting in improved health, self-confidence and
aspiration to learn.

e Activities in the home include Community Health Volunteers (CHVs) visits and
distribution of Back to School kits, leading to improved access to knowledge/resources
and resulting in active support for transition.

Project Design and Interventions

Table 1.2 below gives a summary of how the performance or achievement of the project
objectives are tracked and monitored.



Table 1.2: Project Design and Interventions

Source: Project Data

To retain learners in
productive learning
pathways,
progression and
transition to higher
learning cycles

To create conducive
learning
environments for
improved learning
outcomes

Apply lessons learnt
and best practices
that drive learning
outcomes

The households to
actively support girls’
education by
addressing socio-
economic barriers,
attitude and
knowledge

Girl empowerment to
succeed in life
through enhanced
self-esteem,
aspiration and
awareness

Girls re-enrolment
and transition to
alternative pathways

Training of
community members
on social
accountability and
training national/sub-
national MoE officials
on gender analysis
and project buy-in

Output 1

Output 1

Output 4

Output 2/3/4

Output 2

Output 5/6

Girls’ attendance
in productive
learning pathways
improves

Schools and APs
become enabling
environments for
girls’ learning and
continuing in
education at all
levels

Households
actively support
the transition of
girls into
productive
education
pathways

Girls improve their
aspirations to
pursue productive
education
pathways

Girls improve their
aspirations to
pursue productive
education
pathways

Communities
develop more
positive attitudes
to enable girls’
learning and
transition

Digital monitoring of
attendance will provide
real-time data for decision
making to prevent/reduce
drop out.

CHVs visits will support
early intervention.

Improved learning
outcomes will enhance
retentions, progression
and transition.
Sustainability is in-built
through (trained teachers
train other teachers)
continuous teacher
professional development

Change of attitude,
allocation of chores and
resource allocation will
enhance girls’ prospects
of remaining in productive
learning pathways

Increase understanding of
education benefits and
rights and reduce
household barriers
(economic/time for study
or re-engagement)

Drop-out girls will re-enrol
in accelerated learning
centres and transition to
mainstream or alternative
pathways

Communities once trained
will conduct social
accountability forums as
well as MoE staff start
taking up the supervision
of the project activities at
the different levels




1.2 Changes in Project Intermediate Outcomes
The following is a summary of pre-midline changes in the project intermediate outcomes.

Table 1.3: Changes in Intermediate Outcomes

10 1 Indicators

Percentage improvement in
attendance rates

% of teachers reporting marked
improvement in attendance rates as
a result of project interventions

10 2 Indicators

% of girls reporting teaching that is
gender equitable and supportive of
learning. (CS_15s)

(Disaggregated by ASAL/Urban)

% of lesson observations in
supported schools/catch-up centres
where the quality of instruction is
rated as good or excellent

10 3 Indicators

% of girls who are aware of their
reproductive health needs

% of girls demonstrating autonomy in
decisions affecting their futures

% of girls demonstrating and
expressing improved self-confidence
at the community, school and
household

10 4 Indicators

Proportion increase in households
supporting girls’ learning

% of caregivers and girls reporting
that chores sometimes prevent girls
from attending school or doing their
homework and other studies

10 5 Indicators

# of marginalized girls supported
through community action plans
(Disaggregated by ASAL/Urban)

No Change

Evidence of teachers/pupils
attributing an increased level of
regular attendance (reduction in
barriers) to the project interventions

Increased reporting of gender
equitable and supportive learning
practices by the target teachers.
(CS_1s)

No change

Proportion of teachers with improved
knowledge, skills and attitudes on
use of ICT for teaching and learning
(Disaggregated by ASAL/Urban)

Increased awareness among girls
about their reproductive health needs

% of girls discussing their aspirations
with their parents

% of girls demonstrating improved
self-confidence in school initiatives

Proportion increase in households
supporting (financial, girl safety, time
for study, participation in school-
related activities such as
PTA/AGM/CCs) girls' learning

No change

Proportion of girls at risk of dropping
out who are supported through
implementation of community action
plans

(Disaggregated by ASAL/Urban)




% of community members willing to
support (through money, time or
other forms of support) girls who
have not been selected for
secondary/ dropped out of primary
school to continue with further
education and training
(Disaggregated by ASAL/Urban)

No change

% of communities expressing need
to do away with harmful cultural
practices that hinder girls from
continuing to further their education
and training

(Disaggregated by ASAL/Urban)

Source: Project Data
1.3 Project Outputs

There were no changes in the wording of project outputs at midline as summarised in Table 1.4
below.

Table 1.4: Pro'lects Outeuts

Output Indicator 1.1

# of primary and secondary school teachers No change
utilizing improved teaching approaches

Output Indicator 1.2

# of head teachers implementing action plans No change
from leadership mentorship programme
Output Indicator 1.3

% of secondary schools' teachers utilizing No change
improved teaching approaches in STEM subjects
Output Indicator 2.1

# of girls enrolled and continuing with education No change
in TVET institutions as an alternative pathway
(cumulative)

Output Indicator 2.2

Proportion of girls completing catch-up classes No change
(cumulative)

Output Indicator 2.3

Proportion of girls with improved perception on No change
the viability of the alternative education pathways

Output Indicator 3.1
# girls completing the mentorship programme No change

Output Indicator 3.2

# of project girls and boys regularly attending No change
girls’ clubs or disability clubs

Output Indicator 3.3




% of girls with improved understanding regarding  No change
their reproductive health risks/needs

Output Indicator 4.1

# of households with improved investment No change
decision specifically to support girls’ education
Output Indicator 4.2

# of HHs reporting that financial/other materials No change
support from the project has helped them keep

their daughters in school

(Disaggregated by support package)

Output Indicator 4.3

# of girls who attribute their continued school No change
attendance to CHVs visits/ advice to the
households

Output Indicator 5.1

% of catchment communities that develop action ~ No change
plans that address barriers to girl's education

Output Indicator 5.2

# of groups from the catchment communities that  No change
have received funding and established functional
IGAs that support girl’ education

Output Indicator 5.3

# of community groups conducting accountability =~ No change
and tracking the utilization of the education funds
available to the schools

Output Indicator 6.1

# of MoE officials trained on and conducting # of MoE officials

gender analysis and reporting trained on and
championing WWW
learning models and

pedagogy
Output Indicator 6.2
Number of review meetings to address girls’ Number of policy
education organized by MoE/TSC/County makers attending review
through project support meetings organized by
MOoE/TSC/County to

address girls’ education
Output Indicator 6.3

# of MOE/TSC utilizing NLE interventions as a No change
means of improving learning and school
governance structures




1.4 Current Project Assumptions

The project assumptions are summarised in the Table 1.5 below.

Table 1.5: Current Project Assumptions

Assumptions and Reasoning

Programme
Activities

Outputs

Intermediate
outcomes

Outcomes

Schools and teachers are willing/have time to engage in CPD activities (this has
happened in our existing GEC 1 programme)

Households will engage with CHVs (this has happened in our existing programme)

Girls are willing to act as mentors during holiday time (this happens in partner
programmes already)

Partners have links with the community (partner selection has been based on this)
Venues exist for APs courses and catch-up class creation in the community (GoK already
has Youth Polytechnic and Community Learning centres in place)

We define adequate coaches to cover primary and secondary schools (engagement in
our current programme has been high)

Secondary schools will engage with the programme (we will have MoE support for
identification and engagement, including Centres of Excellence)

Families will send girls to day schools (we will be supporting improved performance of
day/sub-county schools)

Girls will engage with the girls’ clubs, training and mentoring (this has happened in our
existing programme)

County governments want to commit to improving TVET centres/polytechnics (we have
assurance from MoE this is the case)

Coaching models improve teacher practice (existing model demonstrated this)

Increased knowledge/awareness shifts girls’/families' choices around education, including
APs (we know this has happened in our partner programmes)

Improved understanding of girls’ needs will shift schools’ resources to improve girls’
facilities, e.g. sanitation (this has happened in our partner programmes)

CHVs have the time/influence to identify and prevent dropout (existing programmes
suggest this is the case)

Community groups have a significant influence on the community (evidence from our
current programme shows this)

Participatory/inclusive education will achieve learning (evidence from A Girls’
Advancement Education Initiative)

Transition to high quality secondary/relevant alternative pathways is more attractive to
girls than other life choices (evidence from high competition for higher-quality Kenyan
secondary schools/USAID youth programmes in NE Kenya suggests this)

Improved learning foundation will increase completion of primary/transition to secondary
(international evidence/GEC 1 evidence supports this)

Source: Project Data



Project Beneficiaries

Table 1.6 below presents a breakdown of project beneficiaries by age and grade.

Table 1.6: Project Beneficiaries’ by Grade and Age Groups

Age Ranges Class 4 Class 5 Class 6 Class 7 Class 8 Form 1 Grand
Total
Baseline 8-10 3,858 1,508 3,61 5,727
11-13 4,318 5,700 5,582 3,844 19,444
14-16 640 1,350 2,612 4,553 5,938 15,093
17-19 34 57 169 571 1,054 1,885
20-22 1 1 3 19 32 56
23-25 2 3 11 16
26-28 1 1 2
29-31 0 1 1
BL Grand Total 8,851 8,619 8,727 8,990 7,037 42,2242
Midline 8-10 3,670 1,511 5,181
11-13 6,832 15,547 7,033 4,246 30 33,688
14-16 1,186 3,834 4,488 6,203 6,238 21,949
17-19 76 189 392 984 1,441 3,082
20-22 5 8 39 49 107
23-25 3 11 17
26-28 1 1 3
29-31 1 2 3
ML1 Grand 11,769 21,091 11,921 11,477 7,772 64,030
Total

Source: Project Data

Majority of the girls (33,688) in the project were adolescents aged between 11-13 years followed
by girls aged between 14-16 years (21,949). In Kenya, children are expected to join Grade 1 at
the age of 6 years. As a result, there were 3,670 and 1,511 underage girls in classes 5 and 6
respectively. In Class 8 there were 4,246 underage girls while in Form 1 the underage girls
accounted for 1,134 girls. Overall, the project had many over-age girls cutting across the

grades.

1.5 Project Context

The Department for International Development (DFID) is working around the world to reach the
SDGs by 2030. Progress on girls’ education is critical to the achievement of these targets.
Specifically, SDGs 4 and 5 relate to quality education and achieving gender parity respectively.
SDG 4 specifically notes ‘inclusive and quality education for all and promote lifelong learning’.

2 The number at baseline may be different because by the time we submitted the baseline, we had a pending request to PWC to include the
Class 4 of 2018 to boost our numbers in order to push our target closer to the 72,000 envisaged in the project document. This approval was
granted and that is why the midline numbers are higher. The midline numbers in the table do not include the out of school girls.



Globally, 31 million primary school aged girls have never been to school. Majority of these girls
come from the poorest and most marginalized communities in the most disadvantaged
locations, and ethnic groups. Over the last 20 years, primary school enrolments for girls have
improved along with those for boys but completion rates are equally low for both sexes. At the
secondary school level, the differences between boys’ and girls’ participation rates start to
show. Within countries, girls from the poorest households particularly in rural areas are subject
to educational disadvantage, even at the primary school level. The Girls' Education Challenge
(GEC) is helping the world’s poorest girls improve their lives through education and supporting
better ways of getting girls in school and ensuring they receive quality education to transform
their future.

Education Development Trust has supported some of the most marginalized communities
across Kenya on the first Girls Education Challenge (GEC-1). From that work, the organisation
has, not only a deep understanding of the highly challenging barriers that girls face, but also the
enormous potential of girls, and are more committed than ever to help them achieve it. GEC
Transition (GEC-T) project Wasichana Wetu Wafaulu (“Let Our Girls Succeed”) targeted to
reach 72,000 girls currently in primary school to complete their current phase of education,
achieve improved learning outcomes and transition successfully to a productive and positive
next phase. In 2017 when the phase two of the project started, there was uncertainty on the roll
out of the Competency-Based Curriculum (CBC). The project delayed implementation of class 4
awaiting the roll out policy of CBC from the government. This policy procurement was delayed
and was only given in 2018. As a result of this delay, the project in 2017 profiled 52,004 girls in
school and 6,183 out of school girls who had dropped out for various reasons. These were the
girls in classes 5 — 8 then. Following the release of the CBC roll out plan and in discussions with
the Fund Manager, the project commenced implementation for Grade 4 (12,350 girls) in 2019
and this brought the total number of girls in the project to 70,537. However, due to transition of
pupils outside of the project’s jurisdiction, by evaluation point 1, the number of girls who were
actively being supported and who were in school was 64,030 and an additional 6,507 who were
out of school with some having already joined the catch-up classes in readiness for re-joining
the mainstream education levels. Through this project, girls will gain the skills, qualifications and
confidence required to take control of their lives. Central to that vision is the vast majority of girls
who are moving from lower to upper primary and then into secondary, achieving increasingly
higher marks that will enable them to attend higher performing secondary schools. This will
address the currently high drop-out rates from lower to upper primary, and poor primary
examination scores. The project recognizes, in keeping with the principle of no girl left behind,
that alternative options to secondary education will in some cases be required. Therefore, GEC-
T envisions that for some girls the journey will take them from primary into an innovative and
appropriate alternative pathway (AP), focused either on livelihood or Technical and Vocational
Education and Training (TVET). For others, who despite the project’s best efforts, drop out of
primary, they will join community based catch-up classes, with the aim of re-entering school or
an AP, and be better prepared for life.



Impact of Gender Inequalities and Marginalization on Girls’ Education

The impact of gender inequality is multifaceted in the way that gendered barriers interact with
other forms of disadvantage and discrimination to particularly affect girls and women negatively.
Historically, gender inequalities have entrenched unchallenged cultures of male dominance
leading to marginalization of women in many communities. As a result, a huge body of research
evidence shows that women not only bear the brunt of poverty but, that women’s empowerment
through education is a central precondition for its elimination.

In the Kenyan context, specifically among the marginalized communities, many girls are out of
school and the drop-out rate is high. In addition, girls get married early and this leads to poor
maternal health, high infant mortality and fertility rates as well as increased new cases of HIV
and AIDS infections. Consequently, the vicious cycle of poverty continues to dog them and their
family throughout their lives.

At midline in 2019, the target cohort was in classes 6 — 8 (primary level) and Form 1 and Form 2
(secondary level). Ideally this group would be in ages 11 — 15 years. In reality this group is in
ages 10 — 25 years largely owing to late enrolment in schools and repeated classes and/or re-
enrolment having dropped out. The bulk of the learners in the project are however in ages 11 —
18 years. They are in the two marginalized contexts of Arid and Semi-Arid Lands and urban
slums. The urban slums are in the counties of Nairobi and Mombasa.

Similar to baseline, the project targets the most marginalized girls in what are already highly
marginalized areas in Kenya, i.e. ASALs and urban slums. The majority of the girls face multiple
layers of social and economic marginalization, such as high levels of poverty, poor health, low
household income and limited access to amenities; it is therefore very difficult to group the
cohort by one specific type of marginalization. For example, some of the girls may live in a poor
ASAL community where access to schools is difficult because of distance, and might be relied
on to take the main burden of household chores. In addition, the girl may be a teen mother and
caring for an ill relative.

In ASAL areas, girls face a number of barriers to education including entrenched cultural
practices linked to gender roles, such as Female Genital Mutilation (FGM), early marriage and
teen pregnancy. ASALs are home to pastoralist communities who face high work burdens and
live in remote locations. Limited infrastructure means that girls face lengthy, and sometimes
hazardous, journeys to reach distant schools/alternative education settings. High levels of
poverty mean that many households are unable to pay school levies charged in primary
education or fees in secondary school. For example, Turkana, one of the counties covered by
the project, is one of the poorest in Kenya.

In urban slums, poverty is also a major barrier to girls’ education, along with high levels of
gender-based violence. Poor living conditions lead to poor health which can impact learners
directly or indirectly; as traditional gender roles are still prevalent with girls often required to care
for family members.



Historically, inadequate investment in education means that educational resource allocation in
these areas is low or not well used, and there is very little provision for SNE. The schools in
both ASALs and urban slums are characterised by untrained teachers, poor facilities and high
rates of absenteeism, leading to poor learning outcomes, high rates of drop out and low
transition rates.

National Educational Policy Context®

In Kenya, the primary school education phases have been lower and upper primary (8 years in
total) and secondary (4 years). The language of instruction policy is mother tongue for early
grades and English from upper primary, however in practice English is used even at early
grades. The government provides free primary education for all pupils in public primary schools,
but parents contribute through payment of school levies which are still a barrier for marginalized
communities. At secondary level, the government covers tuition fees for students in public day
schools while parents have to pay for other expenses such as uniforms and lunch. For public
boarding secondary schools, the households take on most of the school costs except for
tuition. These expenses are a significant barrier to transition from primary to secondary school.
Policy exists to encourage pregnant girls/lyoung mothers to return to school, but implementation
is challenging due to many factors such as low levels of awareness, stigma, poverty and lack of
childcare. National policies currently prioritise improved quality and inclusive education, and a
new wider curriculum. The implementation of the new 2-6-3-3-3 competency-based curriculum
was envisaged to start in 2017/2018 with the roll out of the early years of education (pre-primary
1 & 2 and Grades 1to 3). Grades 4 to 6 was expected to be rolled out in 20194(KICD, 2017).
This has since changed with the roll out from Grade 4 being carried out in one year phases —
Grade 4 in 2020, Grade 5 in 2021 and Grade 6 in 2022. The curriculum is then expected to be
rolled out progressively to cover lower and senior secondary (grades 7-12) The piloting of CBC
has been finalised and the current curriculum implementation plan is a phased roll out from
Grade 4 in 2020 and therefore will not affect the WWW project as shown below.

Grade 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 @ 2027
PP1-G1&2
G3
G4

cs sus
cs sus
o7 ST

3We have referred to the Basic Education CurriculumFramework No. 14 of 2013 (MoE 2013); National Education
Sector Plan (MoE 2015) and Sessional Paper No. ?? of 2005 (MoE 2005) in our planning, alongside discussions with
MoE staff. This includes discussion around the new curriculum which promotes broader ‘curriculum pathways’
including greater access to vocational/TVET study at all levels, and Centres of Excellence schools.

“The proposed curriculum has implication on the transition and subject content and pedagogy. The transition
points will be at Grade 6 to Grade 7 and Grade 9 to Grade 10.



ce sus
cs Fa

Four classifications of secondary public schools exist — national and extra-county schools
(usually boarding), county and sub-county® schools alongside private and community schools.
Public school classifications are based on performance/facilities; quality of education varies
across the various school categories and affects demand for the school places. Allocation of
students to secondary schools is determined by performance in the Kenya Certificate of Primary
Education (KCPE). For instance, in 2015/16 following the KCPE examination only 3.4% of
GEC-T target girls joined national schools, 29.4% of them went to county schools, 41.4% to
sub-county schools and 25.8% did not transit to secondary school. The percentage of the GEC-
T target girls who did not transit (25.8%) was higher than the national average (19.1%).

There are also a small number of TVET institutions. Girls’ enrolment in these institutions is
limited due to courses being unattractive to girls (lacking relevance), negative social attitudes for
girls’ vocational study, and lack of awareness of the pre-tertiary qualification option®. Enrolment
in TVET institutions is very low with only 53,000 girls enrolled in youth polytechnics nationally in
2015 — 30,000 (government)/23,000 (private). TVET management is decentralised to counties.
Currently there are a very small number of community catch-up centres with very low
attendance. Government would like to increase access and quality of TVET and community
catch-up centres.

Special Needs Education Policy and Context in Kenya

The Kenyan Constitution (2010) provides the right to free and compulsory basic education for
every child. Specifically, Article 54 of the Constitution provides that persons with disability have
a right to access educational institutions and facilities that are integrated into society to the
extent compatible with their interests and needs (GOK, 2010). The government provides
education for children with disabilities through integrated units in primary schools.

The Special Needs Education (SNE) policy 2009 guides the provision of education for girls and
boys with disability. The objective of the SNE policy is “To enhance gender mainstreaming in
SNE programmes at all levels and ensure increased enrolment, participation and completion
rates for both girls and boys, men and women with special needs and disabilities in Education’

SSub-county: Most of the sub-county schools in the country are day schools.

bIn Kenya, girls who do not complete primary school are able to study for a ‘Trade Test’ certificate which can lead
to an ‘Artisan’ course which would enable transition to secondary school, or a diploma/further vocational study.
However, these options are highly under-utilised.



(RoK 2009). In addition, there are other support policies. For instance, one of the functions of
the National Gender Equality Commission (NGEC) which is spelt out in section 8(m) of the Act
is to conduct audits on the status of special interest groups (SIGs) including minorities,
marginalized groups, persons with disabilities, women, youth and children. NGEC also acts
as the principal organ of state to ensure compliance with all treaties and conventions ratified by
Kenya relating to issues of equality and freedom from discrimination and relating to special
interest groups including persons with disabilities and children.

However, lack of a clear implementation framework of the SNE policy, inadequate funding, and
inadequate teachers with the right skills to teach children with disabilities hampers access of
services by children with disabilities. This is coupled with negative attitudes, poverty, limited
awareness by parents, insecurity and unsuitable institutions. The drop-out rate for girls with
special needs and disabilities is high due to teachers who may not be sensitive to the needs of
these kinds of learners.

Kenya is one of the African countries with a high prevalent rate of teen pregnancies. According
to the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), 378,397 adolescent girls aged 10-19 years
were pregnant between July 2016 and June 2017. Of these, 28,932 were aged between 10 and
14 years while 349,465 were between 15 to 19 years. Eight counties with the highest number of
teenage pregnancies include Narok (40%) closely followed by Homa Bay (33%), then West
Pokot (29%), Tana River (28%), Nyamira (28%), Samburu (26%), while Migori and Kwale both
stand at 24%. Notably, Wasichana Wetu Wafaulu project is being implemented in Tana River,
Kwale and Samburu which are some of the counties with a high prevalence rate of teenage
pregnancies.

To address the barrier of teen pregnancy to girls’ education, the government of Kenya
introduced re-entry policy guidelines in 1996 to ensure smooth re-admission of adolescent
mothers after delivery. The project plans to exploit this provision to support teen mothers
wishing to pursue education after delivery re-enrol back to school. Such girls will also be
supported by the project through catch-up studies.

Contextual Changes at Midline

This section covers both the internal and external environment factors that affected the project
implementation. The factors are significant and may have impacted on project progress.

Security Issues: The project faced security challenges (cattle rustling, inter-clan clashes)
especially in parts of Turkana and Marsabit counties whereas Mombasa County faced threats of
terrorism. As a result of insecurity, the project interventions were slowed down.

Prolonged drought: The drought spell in the ASALs affected school attendance in a cross-
section of schools in Turkana and Marsabit counties.



Closure of schools: The project targeted 521 schools (476 intervention and 45 comparison
schools) that comprised the GEC-1 project intervention and comparison schools. Currently, the
project is working in 483 schools after 41 APBET schools were closed down. In Kibra (Nairobi
County) some project schools closed down due to demolitions to provide for expansion of the
roads in the area.

Policy changes: (i) Implementation of delocalization policy by Teachers Service Commission

(TSC): Government implemented a policy of transferring teachers who had stayed in one

station for over 10 years. Many project schools were affected by getting new school heads. This

affected continuity of project activities in those schools. Coastal region was most affected. (ii)

Implementation of the new Competency-Based Curriculum: There were uncertainties on the roll

out plan of the new curriculum. As a result, there was a delay in starting activities targeting
Class 4 (current Class 5).

Delayed approval of learning
materials: There was a delay in

“..what we didn't envisage is that we would need to do a lot of getting approval of Iiteracy and
remedial teaching in our schools; we were expecting that we will numeracy learning materials for
only do the catch-up. Now we have the catch-up in two sets; catch- Secondary schools by the Kenya

up for those who have dropped - where we are pursuing them for

o Institute of Curriculum
re-entry — and catch-up for those who are still in school but they are

Development (KICD). By the time
of midline  evaluation, the
(Kil Interview, Nairobi County) numeracy and literacy learning
materials were yet to be vetted by
KICD. This affected
implementation of strategies to
improve numeracy and literacy at
secondary school level. Also, at the primary school level, a lot of time was lost as the project
consulted with the Centre for Mathematics, Science and Technology Education in Africa
(CEMASTEA) in relation to relevant Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics
(STEM) module to use at primary level.

really lagging behind.”

High Teacher Turnover: This mostly affected urban slums where a sizeable number of the
teachers trained by the project moved to non-project schools. This resulted in continuous and
periodic training of new teachers.

Adaptation to catch-up centre model: Originally, catch-up centres were designed to offer
accelerated teaching for girls who had dropped out to prepare them for re-entry into the formal
education pathway or alternative pathways. The role of catch-up centres is now two-pronged; in
addition to serving the drop-out girls, some are being used for remedial teaching for in-school
girls who are lagging behind as reported by a key informant:

Non-cohort girls in catch-up centres: In some cases, catch-up centres attracted older people/
adult learners (as old as 39 years) coming to school which posed a challenge since they were
interested in learning. An implementation partner explained as this,



‘in line with do no harm and we cannot simply tell them to go away. But this means that there
is a strain on the resources we have. In addition, teenage girls attend the catch-up centre
carrying their young ones further showing their desire to learn despite not having someone to
leave the children with. The project has since developed and disseminated criteria for joining
catch-up learning” (Kl Interview, Nairobi County).

Tracking transition to secondary schools: Tracking girls under the project who have completed
Class 8 posed a challenge to both the project and the external evaluator. Some of the girls had
not transited while others transited to non-project schools. It therefore took more time than
anticipated for the project to account for all the girls especially those who joined schools outside
of the project intervention areas. Mostly affected were those in urban slums, where tracing of
parents was also a challenge sometimes due to relocation.

Transfer of beneficiaries to and from the project schools: The transfer of learners to and from
the project schools has been happening more frequently. The improved performance in our
schools and the appetite by parents to access the project benefits has seen several in-transfers.
There have been also some out-transfers of our beneficiaries especially in the urban slums
where parents transfer girls when they are unable to raise the fees balances.

1.6 Role of Quantitative and Qualitative Research Methodology

The purpose of the midline evaluation was to assess the overall change caused by the project
interventions based on the outcomes, intermediate outcomes and selected qualitative output
indicators. This was to provide evidence on the project's progress in achievement of its
objectives. Both quantitative and qualitative tools were used to generate midline data.
Quantitative tools included: household questionnaires, girl survey, school survey and the
learning tests while the qualitative tools consisted of interview schedules, Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) guides, classroom observation guides, and community and school
walkabouts. The purpose of combining the qualitative and quantitative methods of data
collection was to ensure that the limitations of one type of data were balanced by the strengths
of another. The qualitative data was mainly

used to triangulate the quantitative data as

well as to provide evidence on some log-

frame indicators where applicable. “..What we didn't envisage is that we would need
to do a lot of remedial teaching in our schools; we

were expecting that we will only do the catch-up.
Now we have the catch-up in two sets; catch-up

. . . for those who have dropped - where we are
There were specific evaluation questions that pursuing them for re-entry — and catch-up for

were designed to inform the project on the those who are still in school but they are really
five (5) key areas, namely: process; value for

money; effectiveness; sustainability; and

impact of the project activities. There have been no changes to the evaluation question at
midline.

1.7 Key Evaluation Questions



1. Process: The key evaluation question was to find out the extent to which the GEC-T was
successfully designed and implemented. Process evaluation was expected to inform
future projects and also enhance accountability. To help the project achieve this, the
following process aspects were assessed: How was the project set up, operated and
managed? How relevant was the GEC-T ToC? Were the key assumptions of the GEC-T
ToC (as identified in the log frame) relevant? Has the GEC-T ToC been able to identify
and reach the most marginalized girls? How has the GEC-T ToC integrated gender
equality considerations into its design and implementation? What adjustments have the
GEC-T ToC undertaken in the design? What were the key barriers to the project
delivery?

2. Effectiveness: On project effectiveness, the main objective was to inform the project if it
realised its original goal(s) as had been planned and outlined in the MEL framework as
tabulated in form of outcomes, immediate outcomes and output indicators. To this extent
the guestions to guide the evaluation included: What worked (and did not work) to
increase the learning and transition of marginalized girls as defined by the project? To
what extent has the project achieved its intended outputs and intermediate outcomes as
per defined targets? How did the achievement of intermediate outcomes contribute to
changes in learning and transition of marginalized girls in primary and secondary
schools? What contextual factors affected (positively or negatively) the achievement of
expected results? Have there been any unintended effects?

3. Impact: What are the long term changes of the project against expected results taking
into consideration learning and transition of marginalized girls, including girls with
disabilities? What impact will the project have on targeted girls’ transition through key
stages of education and other pathways (primary to secondary, primary to TVET and
secondary to TVET)? What impact will the project have on targeted girls’ learning
outcomes (numeracy and literacy)? Will there be different impacts for different groups of
girls (primary/secondary, urban/pastoralists, girls with disabilities)? What were the most
important factors positively affecting girls’ transition and learning (at the individual,
school, home/community levels)? Have these changed over time? What were the key
barriers/obstacles to learning and transition of marginalized girls (at the individual,
school, home/community levels)? To what extent did the GEC-T reduce barriers to
educating marginalized girls at their individual and community levels? How and why was
this impact achieved?

4. Sustainability: The key evaluation question was to establish the existence of inbuilt
measures that would guarantee sustainability in post funding phase. The questions that
guided the evaluation included: To what extent has the project put in place strategies or
mechanisms that will ensure that benefits or interventions continue after the project life?
What is the evidence of the project’s sustainability based on the sustainability scorecard
at the community, school and system levels?

2.3 Approach to Longitudinal Evaluation



The midline evaluation was conducted in July 2019. It adopted a longitudinal, quasi-
experimental (with a comparison and a treatment group) mixed methods research design to
measure change attributable to the Wasichana Wetu Wafaulu project interventions across the
three outcomes and five intermediate outcomes as depicted in Table 1.7.

Table 1.7: Outcomes and Intermediate Outcomes for Measurement

Households

School, households,
community

School

HH survey

HH survey,
sustainability
scorecard, VM
metrics, FGDs with
CCs, girls and boys,
school tool

School register, spot
checks (headcount),
teacher interview

The ability of
subtasks of the tests
to distribute learner
literacy
competences, allows
for timing and non-
timing, globally
tested and nationally
accepted

The ability of
subtasks of the tests
to distribute learner
numeracy
competences, allows
for timing and non-
timing, globally
tested and nationally
accepted

Households, unlike
schools, will capture
the transition of all
girls and will also
allow simultaneous
capturing of all the
barriers as captured
in ToC

All the tools will
speak to various
components of
sustainability

Project conducts
VM through the
procurement and
finance policies and
expenditures

Registers capture
standardized
attendance sessions
and headcount for

Baseline, 2 midlines
and endline

Baseline, 2 midlines
and endline

Baseline, 2 midlines
and endline

Baseline, 2 midlines

and endline

Baseline, 2 midlines
and endline




Source: Project Data

School, community
based catch-up
centres (APs)

School, household,
community

Household,
community

Household,
community

Class observations

Interviews, FGDs

FGDs, girls’ clubs,
sustainability
scorecard

HH survey,
sustainability
scorecard

HH survey,
sustainability
scorecard

verification given the
known anomalies
with school level
EMIS

Source documents
for primary data and
related qualitative
changes

Source documents
for primary data and
related qualitative
changes

Source documents
for primary data and
related qualitative
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CHAPTER TWO: CONTEXT, EDUCATIONAL MARGINALIZATION AND
INTERSECTION BETWEEN BARRIERS AND CHARACTERISTICS

2.0 Introduction

This section reports the disaggregated midline results based on single social identities
(characteristics), e.g. orphan, child mothers, married girls or a combination of characteristics
that are commonly held together, i.e. subgroups (e.g. poor girls from families with a female head
of household) which may lead to educational marginalization in the project sites.

2.1 Girls’ Characteristics’

An analysis of the characteristics of cohort girls at midline (refer to Table 1, Annex 4) shows that
despite random replacement of lost girls in the evaluation sample with girls of the same age and
grade, the characteristics of the girls and primary caregivers in the new sample at baseline are
comparable to those at midline. The table below summarises the changes in the characteristics
of girls and their households at midline.

Table 2.1: Changes in Girls’ Characteristics at Midline

Girls’ characteristics that have not changed at | Girls’ characteristics that have changed at midline
midline

e There was generally no change in the proportion of | e The percentage of female headed households
orphaned girls between baseline and midline. The increased by 6% and 3.3% in the comparison and
proportion of cohort girls who were single orphans intervention sites respectively.
without a mother remained at 3.4%.

e In both the intervention and comparison schools

e Similar to the baseline, nearly one in every ten there were more girls at midline (intervention
girls lived in a household without both the 87.5%; comparison 88.7%) than at baseline
biological mother and father. (intervention 85.4%; comparison 84.2%) who

reported the language of instruction was different

e Most household heads reported that HHs still find from the main language spoken in their
it difficult to afford girls schooling, at midline households.

(comparison 66.1%; intervention 66.3%) similar to
baseline (comparison 63%:; intervention 65.0%). e In the intervention communities, the percentage of

primary caregivers with no formal education rose
from 34.6% at baseline to 38.4% at midline This is

e There was no change in the proportion of a proxy indicator that the composition/vulnerability
household heads in intervention sites who were of cohort girls are changing, as a result of the
unable to meet basic needs without charity replacement cohort.

between baseline (42.2%) and midline (42.2%). ) )
e In the intervention areas, the number of double

e There was little change in the proportion of girls orphans reduced marginally by 3% (but the
who were mothers and/or married; less than 1% of absolute numbers increased from 77 to 79 girls).
the girls in intervention and comparison schools This implies that the new replacements at midline
were teen mothers or married. constituted less double orphans.

It should be noted that the analysis of the characteristics and barriers included all the surveyed girls (the re-
contacted, replacement and boost sample) at Midline 1.




2.2 Potential Barriers to Learning and Transition

This subsection presents midline findings on the potential barriers to girls’ learning and
transition. The analysis draws from quantitative (Table 2.4) and qualitative findings including
evidence from walkabouts.

a) Changes in attendance related barriers

There was no change in the percentage of HHs who indicated that cohort girls attended school
on most days. Similar to the baseline, in both comparison and intervention schools,
approximately 2% of HHs reported that girls either attend school about half the time or less
than half the time on most days that the school was open, in the most recent year, under review.

On the school facilities and safety, except for girls’ use of water facilities in the school, generally
the status of barriers related with school facilities had not changed post baseline:

The percentage of girls who do not use drinking water facilities at school reduced in the
intervention schools by 6% from 20.8% to 14.8%. This reduction was twice the
percentage in the comparison schools implying that there was more use of drinking
water facilities by girls in the intervention schools compared to their counterparts in the
comparison schools. However, during the school walkabout in the urban slums and
ASALs most of the observed water tanks were empty except for the few which pumped
water from a well.

There was lack of adequate seats for all students in the classrooms in both the
comparison (15.6%) and intervention (16.2%) schools though desks labelled with the
projects name WWW were seen during classroom observations in both the urban
slums and ASAL project schools.

There was a negligible reduction in the number of girls who do not use a toilet at school
or who do not use areas at school where children play and socialise.

Nearly all the girls (99%) indicated they feel safe at school. However, it was noted that
nearly one in three girls (31%) reported that they had been physically punished during
the course of the week at the time of evaluation. This was confirmed from the qualitative
findings which indicated that even though the girls said the schools were safer, there
was also a strong indication from both boys and girls that physical punishment and use
of abusive language was still prevalent in the schools. The teachers said that cases of
insecurity were not reported by the learners or even teachers while at school. School
walkabouts noted the construction of school fences and gates where in some schools
they were watched over but in others they were not.

Presence of separate toilets for each gender was observed in the schools visited, both
in the ASALs and the urban slums. Observations made during the school walkabouts
established that generally the toilets were clean and in good condition except for a few
that had detached doors and needed repair. However, it was observed that although
water tanks had been installed in most schools, they were empty.

b) Changes in teacher related barriers



In-school barriers such as teacher school attendance and the levels of teacher gender
responsiveness and friendliness had improved post baseline. The Klls with the
education officials, the FGDs with the CCs, girls and boys were also in harmony on
improved teacher school attendance, the levels of teacher gender responsiveness and
friendliness. The classroom observations confirmed teacher gender responsiveness
and friendliness in both urban slums and ASALs. However, there were still challenges
on issues of teachers in schools

Overall, for the project, the FGDs with girls and boys and the teacher interviews were in
consensus that teachers had become friendlier and treated both boys and girls more
equally. In addition, they said that teachers used the same punishments for both boys
and girls. However, it was noted that the younger girls (primary school girls) reported
punishment being more rampant — even though it had slightly reduced, while the older
girls (secondary school girls) reported that the teachers seemed to treat boys and girls
differently.

In the intervention schools, the percentage of girls who ‘Agree teachers treat boys and
girls differently’ reduced by 5% from 24.1% to 19.2% between midline and baseline.
However, as noted above — when disaggregated by school level, the secondary school
girls seemed to believe that the teachers were asking more questions and harder
guestions to girls than to boys.

Teacher absenteeism measured by the percentage of girls who ‘Agree teachers are
often absent’ had reduced by 4.3% in the intervention schools whereas it increased by
3.0% in the comparison schools during the period under review.

There was a marginal increase in the percentage of girls who ‘Disagree teachers make
them feel welcome in the comparison schools whereas the intervention schools posted
a marginal decrease implying that girls felt teachers were more friendly in the
intervention than in the comparison schools

b) Changes in community and household related barriers

Parental and caregiver support for girls was improving. The amount of time cohort girls
spent on chores and other work® (more than a quarter a day) had reduced in both the
comparison (5.3%) and intervention schools (5.7%). The reduction in the time girls spent
on chores and other work was marginally better in the intervention schools.

There was a marginal increase in the percentage of girls who felt that it was either ‘fairly
safe or very safe travel to school’. The converse was true, with the proportion of girls at
midline indicating they ‘do not feel safe travelling to school’ being marginally lower than
at baseline. In spite of this reduction, it was noted that the issue of safety to and from
school is considered a major barrier by the younger girls, caregivers and households.

Qualitative data indicated that barriers to learning facing girls in both urban slums and ASALs
were similar. The FGDs and the Klls revealed limited parental support to girls’ education,

8 The focus was on the amount of time girls spent caring for younger or older family members, housework (e.g.
cooking or cleaning), fetching water, agricultural work (e.g. guarding livestock, planting, watering or harvesting
crops), help with a family business or work outside the home (non-agricultural).



inadequate or lack of sanitary towels and poverty resulting to early marriages and sex for pay as
barriers to girls’ learning. Further, during the FGD girls explained that some of them are
predisposed to sexual relationships with the boda-boda riders in an effort to raise funds for their
sanitary towels.

There is a general improvement of parental support; however, the desired level is yet to be
achieved because girls still complain of household chores but at a lower scale compared to the
baseline scale. They noted that house chores limited their time for studying, which was also
noted by boys in their separate FGD.

Both girls and boys in their separate FGDs and the KlIs with the teachers and education officials
reported that in the last 12 months, more girls were consistently attending school®. They
attributed the increased number of girls’ school attendance to WWW project support through a
girls’ school kit that included sanitary towels and the cash transfers among others. Further, they
indicated that the project community approach reduced harmful cultural practices such as forced
early marriages and girls’ involvement in disco matanga that previously impacted girls’ learning
and transition. Moreover, beneficiary girls in the FGDs expressed gratitude to the WWW project
intervention on sanitary towels noting that they were not only able to consistently attend school
but to also improve their performance in class.

In urban slums and ASALs, girls’ individual attitudes and perceptions, beside their household
income level, hinder their transition. This was confirmed in the FGDs with the girls, boys and CC
group members.

According to the Klls with the education officials and project partner in ASALs, particularly
Turkana County, constant migration that characterises the County’s nomadic life in the rural
area hinders transition in either of the pathways defined by the project; secondary, TVET and
catch-up centres. FGDs with the girls and boys revealed that parents and the community
provide little or no transition support to girls with truant tendencies in ASAL areas.

Moreover, the FGDs with the girls and boys, CC members, and the teacher interviews
confirmed that both in urban slums and ASALSs, parents perceive transition to TVET institutions
as the last option. There was consensus that parents who cannot afford secondary education or
whose daughters have failed in the KCPE or dropped out of primary school consider enrolling
them in TVET institutions. As a result, other than the secondary education transition pathway,
TVET and catch-up transition pathways are mainly perceived to be for those who have failed in
life, thus discouraging girls in taking them up as options. FGDs with the CC group members in
the urban slums and ASALs noted a change in attitudes and perceptions of alternative transition
pathways among themselves in the last 12 months. They reported that the WWW project
educated them on the different transition pathways informing them that none of the pathways
was an inferior option. As a result, they supported all the alternative transition pathways and
encouraged the other parents in the community to do the same.

9 Qualitative findings contradict quantitative findings suggesting that girls’ daily school attendance largely
remained the same or dropped marginally. Refer to Intermediate Outcome 1 - Attendance) for more details on the
ML1 findings.



2.3 Changes in Barriers Identified for Key Subgroups since Baseline

Generally, the project model is working for all the girls in the targeted schools. There is little
monitoring data that is disaggregated by subgroups. It is commendable that the project is
adapting to address the needs of the subgroups as evidenced by the vulnerability study that had
been conducted just before this evaluation. The study covered all the eight counties and sought
to determine the critical issues facing the girls including their household status. The findings of
the study would be critical in targeting the marginalized subgroups with appropriate project
interventions.

Table 2.2 below summarises the barriers by subgroup.

Table 2.2: Summary of Barriers by Subgrou

Household chores

Un-conducive classroom environment
Un-conducive school environment
Economic status of households
Household attitudes towards education

Spend more time on household chores

Feel unsafe travelling to school

Are likely to have little or no access to facilities at school

Are prone to being teased at school or on the way to school
Are likely to be engaged in paid work

Are likely to be married off early

Are likely to have challenges paying for any costs for education
Have more challenges meeting basic needs

Spend more time on household chores

Are likely to be engaged in paid work

Are likely to have challenges paying for any costs of education
Are likely not to attend school if they have a child

Have more challenges meeting basic needs

Spend more time on household chores

Feel unsafe travelling to school

Are likely to feel unsafe at school

Are likely to have little or no access to facilities at school

Are likely to be engaged in paid work

Are likely to be married off early

Are likely to be stopped from going to school if they are older than other

girls

e Are likely to drop off if they are considered slow learners or their unique
learning needs are not met

e Are likely to have challenges paying for any costs of education

e Are likely to drop out if they become mothers

e Have more challenges meeting basic needs

At midline there were still significant barriers for key subgroups that the project is targeting;

e There were many girls from poor households and the household socio-economic status
had not improved. Majority (66.3%) of HoHs in the intervention communities find it
difficult to afford girls’ schooling. This implies that households need to be still supported



to afford taking and retaining their girls in school. It is noteworthy that at the time of the
midline evaluation, issuing of community grants to support girls’ education was at an
advanced stage.

o Orphans exist in the target project areas. Furthermore, midline findings show that double
orphans feel some exclusion by their teachers and had the highest percentage of girls
who disagreed with the statement that ‘My teachers make me feel welcome in the
classroom’. The project has effectively involved counselling teachers to respond to this
reality and this should continue post midline.

o More primary caregivers (38.4% from 34.6% at BL) and HoHs (32.5% up from 29.1% at
BL) lack formal education at midline than at baseline. This implies that household
support systems for girls’ education may be weaker. The project needs to provide more
resources for appropriate interventions that may include up-scaling of the surrogate
parents’ initiative.

e There is an increase in the number of female headed households from 34.7% at BL to
38% at midline.

¢ In the intervention schools there has been a marginal decrease in the proportion of girls
who are married whereas a marginal increase was recorded in the proportion of teen
pregnancies/child mothers. The project needs to interrogate further why there are slightly
fewer girls who are getting married but at the same time slightly more of the girls are
getting pregnant. These subgroups should be identified, and initiatives designed to
support their learning.

Girls with Disability (GWD): Description, Prevalence, Barriers and Shift since Baseline

According to project data, a total of 63,815 in-school beneficiaries, comprising 764 (1.2%)
disabled girls, are targeted. The project has not disaggregated these girls by domain of difficulty.

The Wasichana Wetu Wafaulu Project evaluations adopted the GEC definition of a disability
which states, ‘that the population identified as having a disability should include all those with
difficulty in at least one domain recorded as a lot of difficulty or cannot do at all’. The (six)
Washington Group short set of questions were used to generate data on disability from the
cohort girls and primary caregivers. This cut-off point was used to provide the most accurate
representation of the population that has an impairment which may interact with barriers leading
to educational marginalization. It is noteworthy that the number of girls with disability reported by
the project was derived from in-school girls who had been assessed by EARCs while the
external evaluator data was based on the Washington Group short set of questions as self-
reported by cohort girls and primary caregivers. Midline 1 findings on the disability prevalence
are summarised below and show that:

e Overall, there are slightly more girls with disability in the intervention schools (8.6%) than
in the comparison schools (6.5%).

e The three most prevalent disability domains among girls attending intervention schools
were difficulty seeing (2.6%), difficulty remembering or concentrating (2.3%) and
difficulty walking or climbing steps (2.2%) while among their comparison school



counterparts, difficulty seeing (2.9%), difficulty hearing (1.9%) and difficulty remembering
or concentrating (1.8%) were the three most prevalent.

Project Responses to Subgroups

Due to their vulnerability, existing strategies to continue for the various subgroups including
household visits and cash transfers. Focused attention will be paid to especially the double
orphans who will take priority in IGA benefits, surrogate parents for learners with parents who
have little education. Clubs to dissuade girls from early pregnancy and marriage, and
community liaison to ensure poor households including those from female headed households
benefit from community support mechanisms. Work through the BoMs to ensure initiatives that
address hunger and sanitation in school. The social accountability strategy will address parental
support for girls’ education both in the rural and urban contexts. For learners with disabilities
recording low literacy performance, the project is going to carry out a survey in the special
needs schools to profile the individual learner's performance. Against this, remedial strategies
will be put in place.

According to the project, overall, the ToC holds for all the interventions and still focuses on the
home, the girl herself, school, community and system strengthening. With the government push
for 100% transition from primary to secondary and improved remedial strategies in school, there
is likely to be less interest in the catch-up and TVET options for primary school girls.

The project to outline specific actions for cost of schooling and vulnerability assessment

IGA programming intends to have the IGA groups support learners financially from their profit to
enable them meet the schooling cost. The groups are therefore supported to ensure the
business proposals are viable and have good business case and that there is follow up and
accountability at the local level. In the urban areas, the project has revised the strategy so that,
instead of community IGA groups, the project will work directly with parents in the schools who
are already carrying out income generating activities. This is a promising approach since the
parents have a direct interest with the learners and benefits accrued from business ventures will
be directed to the learners in their own school. Currently, 30 groups have been identified in
Nairobi and they are going through capacity building before funds are disbursed.

The project involved key stakeholders in the development of the vulnerability assessment tool.
This is in use in the project and is helping in identifying the most vulnerable girls for project
targeted interventions. The project will continue using this approach for disbursing funds and
targeting of interventions including household visits by CHVs.



2.4 Intersection between Barriers and Characteristics

Table 2.3: Cross tabulation of barriers and characteristics (statistically significant)
Barriers Female Female HH Orphan - | Fatheris HoH has
HoH PCG with no not a no
other father member education
childre of HH
n

Time spent on chores 27.2%** 28.3%* 30.6%*
and other work (more
than a quarter a day)
Fairly unsafe or very
unsafe travel to
school

Attended school less
than half the time
Does not feel safe at
school

No seats for all
students

Difficult to move
around school

Does not use drinking
water facilities at
school

Does not use areas
where children
play/socialize at
school

Agree teachers treat
boys and girls
differently

Agree teachers are
often absent

The child may be
physically harmed or
teased at school or on
the way to/from
school

The child needs to
work

The child needs to
help at home

The child is married/is
getting married

The child is too old

17.1%* 13.6%*

29.8%*

1.7%* 2.2%*

19.1%* 16.7%*

8.7%*

13.6%** 16.1%* 13%* 13.4%**

2.5%*

19.7%** 17.7%**

18.7%* 15.3%*

11.8%* 11.8%** 10.5%* 15.5%*

16.4%* 17.4%* 14.7%* 21%*

14.7%** 20%*

17%* 19.4%*

PCG has
no
education

31.2%*

13.2%*

0.8%*

20.3%*

13.1%**

2.8%*

14.5%*

19.8%*

19.6%*

18.9%*

HH has
no
income

26.8%*

13.6%*

19.8%*

12.7%*

3.3%**

20.6%**

25.9%*

13.7%*

18.7%*

14.8%**

15.2%**

PCG has Girlis a
no mother
income
51.9%*
18.6%* 5.6%*
1.7%**
20%*
16.7%*
18.8%*
21%** 35.6%*
18.6%*

Girl is
in
primary

21.7%*

25.8%*

20.2%*
8.4%**

18.2%*

3.3%*

18.7%*

18.3%**

24.3%**

6.7%*

15.7%**

Girl is in
secondary

36.7%*

40%*

9.0%*
6.4%*

5.6%*

5.1%*

23.2%*

21.2%*

21.1%*

10.8%*

12.9%**



Barriers Female Female HH Orphan - | Fatheris HoH has PCG has HH has PCG has Girlis a Girl is Girlis in

HoH PCG with no not a no no no no mother in secondary
other father member education education income income primary
childre of HH
n
The child has physical 21.6%* 29.2%* 28.8%* 26.3%* 26.1%* 25%* 21.1%*
or learning needs that
the school cannot
meet
The child is unable to 15.7%* 21.8%* 21%* 19.2%* 18.6%* 14.6%*
learn
Education is too costly 22.3%* 25.6%** 28.2%* 27.3%* 24.6%* 25.8%* 21.6%* 26.6%*
The child is a mother 15.9%** | 16.6%** 14.3%** 21.9%* 21.4%* 16.6%* 19.6%*
Difficult to afford girl’ 67.3%** 66%* 65.3%* 72.6%* 57.3%* 58.3%* 62.7%* 54.5%** 63.3%* 70.4%*
education
HH unable to meet 47.8%* 50.9%** 47.9%* 50.5%* 49.3%* 42.1%*
basic needs
Gone to sleep feeling 56.9%* 52.1%* 50.5%* 50.9%* 57.9%* 50.9%*
hungry
Gone without clean 10.9%** 11%* 8.3%* 10.4%*
water for use for many
days
Gone without cash 72.2%* 74.6%** 72.2%* 73.7%* 72.9%* 70.5%* 71.4%*
income for many days
Girls who have been 36.6%* 36.2%* 33.9%* 34.8%* 23.1%*
punished physically
Lol different from 90.2%* 94.5%* 93.9 91.7%* 92.3%*

main language that
the girl speaks
* Statistically significant at 0.01, ** statistically significant at 0.05

Source: Midline Evaluation Data



From Table 2.3, the following are the key highlights of the statistically significant intersections of
the characteristics and barriers:

The most critical characteristic that drives marginalization of girls is lack of source of
income for the HoH. Households with a head having no source of income are likely to
experience majority of the barriers. These barriers would include the girls being
expected to work (child labour), to spend more time on housework (household chores)
and the girls are also likely to lack basic needs, money for education and eventually they
are likely to drop out and get married early;

The second most critical characteristic is the education status of the HoH followed by
that of the caregiver. Girls from households with HoH and carers who have no education
are likely to experience barriers at home, community and school. At home — the girl is
likely to experience an extra burden of household chores or is expected to work for
money, in the community — the girl is likely to delay enrolling in school and may get
married early. In addition, girls from these households are likely to feel insecure at
school and have low self-esteem;

For primary school girls or younger girls, they were most likely to be affected by
inadequate school facilities (including for special cases), feel insecure or unsafe at
school, be susceptible to physical punishment and if they are older than other girls, they
would be perceived as unable to learn;

For secondary school girls or older girls, they were likely to be affected by more
household chores leading to frequent absenteeism and they may also be expected to
work for money. These girls, while at school are the most likely to be affected by teacher
absenteeism and the unequal treatment by the teachers. Where the households have no
source of income, these are the girls that are most likely to drop out first because of their
capability to take other responsibility.

The following is a summary of the significant characteristics and barriers by project outcomes
and intermediate outcomes.

Table 2.4: Summary of the Significant Characteristics and Barriers

Barriers Characteristics
Overall e Household chores e Head of household with no income

e Un-conducive classroom environment e Caregiver with no income

e Un-conducive school environment e Head of household with no education

e Economic status of households e Caregiver with no education

e Household attitudes towards education e Father not a member of the household
Learning e Un-conducive school environment e Household head with no income

e Economic status of household e Caregiver with no income

e Household chores e Household head with no education

e Un-conducive classroom environment e Father not a member of the household
Transition e Economic status of the household e Household head with no income

e Household chores e Caregiver with no education

e The motherhood status of the girl e Household head with no education
Attendance e Un-conducive school environment e Head of household with no income

e Economic status of the household e  Caregiver with no education

e Un-conducive classroom environment e Head of household with no education

e Father not a member of the household




Older girls

Secondary school girls

Younger girls

Primary school girls

Household head with no income
Caregiver with no education
Household head with no education
Household head with no income
Caregiver with no education
Household head with no education

Teacher absenteeism

Unequal treatment of boys and girls
Un-conducive school environment
Unsafe schools (punishment)
Economic status of the household
Household chores

Household attitude towards education
Motherhood status of the girl

Age of the girl (over-age)

Early marriage

2.5 Statistically Significant Changes

2.5.1 Significant Changes in Barriers

Significant Changes in Barriers between Baseline and Midline on Specific Girl Characteristics

Table 2.5: Barriers to Education

Baseline Midline Difference  p-value Baseline Midline Difference  p-value

84.3% (445)  85.6% (445) 1.3% 0.56 81.7% (1568)  82.6% (1434) 0.9% 0.48

10.6% (65)  8.5% (52) -2.1% 0.21 10.9% (1614)  10.1% (235) -0.8% 0.25

40.7% 194) 32.4% (166) -8.3% 0.01 30.6% (534) 21.1% (354) -9.5% 0.00

0.4% (2) 1% (5) 0.6% 0.25 0.5% (10) 0.9% (15) 0.4% 0.14
1.1% (6) 1.0% (5) -0.1% 0.87 1.4% (26) 1.6% (28) 0.2% 0.62
1.0% (6) 0.8% (5) -0.2% 0.71  0.9% (20) 0.9% (18) 0.0% 1.00
21.9% (135)  16.8% (103) -5.1% 0.02 17.5% (379)  16.7% (337) -0.8% 0.49
6.5% (40) 8.0% (49) 1.5% 0.31 7.9% (171) 7.8% (158) -0.1% 0.90
26.1% (161)  23.6% (145) -2.5% 0.31 22.2% (480)  17.9% (362) -4.3% 0.00
1.5% (9) 1.5% (9) 0.0% 1.00 0.8% (17) 0.4% (9) -0.4% 0.09

7.8% (48) 2.9% (18) -4.9% 0.00 4.6% (99) 3.2% (64) -1.4% 0.02

1.5% (9) 2.3% (14) 0.8% 0.31  2.7% (59) 1.8% (36) -0.9% 0.05

24.4% (150)  19.5% (120) -4.9% 0.04 251% (541)  17.1% (345) -8.0% 0.00

22.1% (136)  23.8% (146) 1.7% 0.48 25.0% (541)  17.3% (350) 7% 0.00




Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Barriers with Significant Change between Baseline and Midline

The following girl' characteristics represented as variables were found to have a statistically
significant change from baseline to midline.

Table 2.6: Barriers to Education (Significant)
Comparison (p-value less than 0.05) Intervention (p-value less than 0.05)

e Time spent on chores and other work (more e  Time spent on chores and other work (more than a quarter
than a quarter a day) a day)

e No seats for all students Does not use drinking water facilities

e Does not use areas where other children Does not use toilet at school
play/socialise Disagrees teachers make them feel welcome

e Agrees teachers treat boys and girls Agrees teachers treat boys and girls differently
differently Agrees teachers are often absent

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

The rest of the characteristic variables had no significant change between baseline and midline.
These include finding it difficult to move around school, and girls who do not use toilet at school.

2.5.2 Significant Changes in Characteristic between Baseline and Midline

Table 2.7: Characteristics of the Evaluation Cohort

Comparison Intervention
Characteristic Baseline Midline Diff p-value  Baseline Midline Diff p-value
Single orphans (No mother) 3.8% (20) 3.7% (19) -0.1% 0.93 3.1% (59) 2.8% (49) -0.3% 0.60
(PCG_11g)
Single orphans (No father) 11.4% (60) 10.6% (55) -0.8% 0.68 12.4% (238) 11.7% (203) -0.7% 0.52
(PCG_13g)
Double Orphans (orphan) 1.3% (7) 1.2% (8) -0.1% 0.88 1.6% (30) 1.1% (23) -0.5% 0.17
Living without both parents 8.7% (46) 6.1% (41) -2.6% 0.08 7.4% (141) 6.1% (131) -1.3% 0.10
A. Household
Female headed households 34.0% (180) 39.0% 5.0% 0.09 35.1% (678) 37.2 (646) 2.1% 0.19
(HH_8) (203)
HH finds it difficult to afford girls 63.9% (336) 73.2% 9.3% 0.00 64.9% (1640) 63.4% -1.5% 0.32
schooling (PCG_7enr) (377) (1095)
HH doesn’t own land 48.0% (252)  40.5% -7.5% 0.01 41.9% (800) 46.5% (806) 4.6% 0.01
(pcg_1lecon=4) (210)
HH roofed by iron sheets 65.0% (341)  67.8% 2.8% 0.34 61.1% (1167) 65.1% 4.0% 0.01
(pcg_2econ=4) (351) (1129)
HH unable to meet basic needs 44.0% (231) 35.5% -8.5% 0.01 42.6% (814) 41.2% (714) -1.4% 0.39
(pcg_becon=1) (184)
HH has slept hungry (many days) 30.5% (160) 32.2% 1.7% 0.55 35.5% (679) 32.9% (570) -2.6% 0.10
(pcg_7econ=3) (167)
B. Girls
Girl is married (PCG_22g) 0.9% (5) 1.2% (6) 0.3% 0.63 0.8% (15) 0.5% (8) -0.3% 0.28
Girl is a mother (PCG_23g) 0.2% (1) 0.8% (4) 0.6% 0.18 1.1% (21) 0.8% (14) -0.3% 0.35
C. School Related
Language of Instruction at school 84.2% (443) 87.6% 3.4% 0.11 86.0% (1639) 88.2% 2.2% 0.05
not spoken at home (PCG_2enr) (453) (1525)
HoH has no education (HH_13) 32.5% (172) 33.0% 0.5% 0.86 29.3% (567) 29.3% (509) 0.0% 1.00
(172)
PCG has no education (PCG_6) 37.7% (199) 38.1% 0.4% 0.89 34.9% (670) 36.2% (629) 1.3% 0.41
(198)

Source: Midline Evaluation Data



The following characteristics were found to have a statistically significant change from baseline
to midline, i.e. the characteristics between baseline and midline had a statistically significant
difference between the baseline and midline characteristics.

Table 2.8: Characteristics of the Evaluation Cohort (Significant)
Comparison (p-value less than 0.05) Intervention (p-value less than 0.05)

Female headed households e HH does not own land
HH finds it difficult to afford girls’ schooling e  HH roofed using iron sheets

HH does not own land e Lol at school not spoken at home
HH unable to meet basic needs

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

The rest of the variables did not have statistically significant change from baseline to midline.
These variables include HH has slept hungry (many days) and primary caregiver (PCG) has no
education.

2.6 Appropriateness of Project Activities to the Key Barriers and Characteristics

Project activities have resulted to positive changes in the girl’s life, home, school and
community. FGDs with girls in both urban slums and ASALs reported the effect of the project
activities. Girls’ participants in the FGDs indicated that the project supported school clubs
enhanced their self-confidence; project provision of sanitary towels, as part of the girl school kit,
aided their consistency in school attendance; and their teachers had become more gender
responsive and clearer in their teaching in the last 12 months. Overall, both the girls (19.3%)
and caregivers (27.3%) reported that teacher support was the main driver of daily attendance.
This had the highest proportion.

According to me the teachers have changed because | was surprised that our
class teacher asked us to form a group discussion which helped us a lot to
improve in Cat 2 exams (Girls FGD, Nairobi)

In our Std. 8 many pupils like Maths because our teachers like teaching us a lot.
They also teach well and ask boys to show us when we get stuck” (Girls FGD,
Turkana)

The FGD with the CC group members further confirmed that the community attitudes towards
girls’ education had improved. There was consensus among the members that the changed
community members’ attitude resulted to a decline in the harmful cultural practices such as
early marriages in the community, both in urban slums and ASAL areas.

The Klls with the project partners revealed a scaling down of some of the implementation
activities on transition. The project has effectively adapted to emerging contextual changes
such as the 100% primary to secondary transition policy. In addition, the Klls together with the
project partners further indicated a scaling down of some of the implementation of the catch-up
and primary to TVET transition pathways options given the low numbers of girls dropping out
from primary schools. Some girls also noted that the established catch-up centres were used for
remedial purposes failing to serve the intended purposes.



Even though most girls indicated feeling safe in school, lack of safety in both urban slum and
ASAL communities limits learners’ school attendance. According to the FGDs with girls and
boys and KlIs with teachers in both urban slums and ASALs, community safety determined
learner’s consistency in school attendance. Safety was a specifically key issue for the younger
girls and sometimes led to them commencing school late or attending school irregularly if the
caregivers or household heads felt that the journey to and from school was not safe for the girl.

In ASALSs, the nomadic way of life also threatens learners’ attendance and thus affects learning
outcomes. Further, the FGDs with girls and boys revealed that learners who were not living with
their biological parents, especially girls, were likely to miss school often as they are required to
take care of the host family home chores. Consequently, this led them to attend school
inconsistently and to perform poorly in their examinations.

In addition, harmful cultural practices such as early marriages were confirmed to be declining in
ASALs and in the urban slums during the FGDs with the girls, boys and the CCs but were still in
practice by some families. Other deep-rooted cultural practices such as FGM in some ASAL
communities had become hidden making it harder to track changes. There was consensus that
some cultural practices impede learning achievements as a result of inconsistency in school
attendance.

EE Comments on Appropriateness of Project Activities

Generally, the project has been flexible and has adapted effectively to emerging contextual
changes by innovatively delivering appropriate activities. Most of the envisaged changes in
project activities have been made or are planned. Some of the adaptations include: hiring
primary school teachers for remedial support in response to the learning gap in a context of
serious teacher understaffing; scaling down on use of ICT in catch-up centres in favour of
more tutors in the centres; scaling down on TVET/APs route since the new government
directive for 100% transition from primary to secondary resulted in low supply for the pathway;
setting catch-up centres within the schools instead of being in the community and use of
Guidance and Counselling teachers to support catch-up beneficiaries in place of the initial
proposal to hire matrons. Some of the planned activities include review of the coaching model
and use of surrogate parents to counter the high number of PCGs with no formal education. The
External Evaluator commends the project for the planned review of the teacher coaching
implementation approach that will: 1) document how coaching is currently being delivered in the
primary and secondary schools under the project; 2) establish whether the current coaching
model for the project is effective; 3) review the overall coaching implementation approach for
project and propose areas of improvement and value addition to the current model, and; 4)
assess sustainability of the coaching model beyond the life cycle of the project.

An emerging challenge is that the girls may require more psycho-social support than they are
currently receiving. It was noted that majority of the girls may be facing immense pressure at
home with household related demands coupled with their poverty status and the school
demands. The project has adapted and is using Guidance and Counselling teachers; this is a
good strategy but there is need to ensure that the teachers are adequately trained to give



counselling services in a manner that would enhance the girls’ confidence in sharing their
challenges.

2.7 Gender Equity and Social Inclusion Analysis

The evaluation also considered the WWW GESI Assessment Tool prepared by the project. The
objective of the GESI self-assessment tool is to support projects to adopt more transformative
approaches to gender and social inclusion creating sustainable changes in the lives of the GEC
cohort of girls as well as those who will follow. The tool was intended to structure a dialogue
between projects, Technical Monitors and PMs to understand project approaches to gender
equality and social inclusion at the activity and output level, to identify any areas of concern and
identify if these could be improved. Table 2.9 gives a summary of the GESI analysis of the six
outputs.

Table 2.9: Comparison of Baseline and Midline WWW Project GESI Assessment

Impact Gender rating Social Inclusion rating
weighting
from log-
Actuals frame
Baseline Midline Baseline Midline
GESI GESI transformative GESI GESI
Output 1 25% Accommodating Accommodating Accommodatin
GESI GESI GESI
Accommodating | Accommodating Accommodating
Output 2 15%
GESI GESI transformative GESI GESI
Transformative Accommodating Accommodating
Output 3 20%
GESI GESI transformative GESI GESI
Output 4 15% Accommodating Accommodating Accommodating
GESI GESI GESI GESI
Output 5 15% Accommodating | Accommodating Accommodating Accommodating
GESI GESI GESI GESI
Accommodating | Accommodating Accommodating Accommodating
Output 6 10%

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Gender Rating

From Table 2.9, the project undertook a self-assessment of their gender rating of the different
outputs of the project. Three of the six outputs were rated as GESI Accommodating with the
other three being rated as GESI Transformative. It was noted that the project reported that it
was GESI sensitive with majority of the ratings being on the Gender Accommodating or
Transformative level of the scale. The trend from baseline to midline indicates that the project
had more GESI transformative approaches and results at midline than at baseline. For instance,

i.  Output 1 (on gender sensitive and enhanced teaching approaches): the project indicated
improvements in teaching approaches that were gender inclusive hence rating changed
from GESI accommodating to GESI transformative;

i. Output 2 (on alternative learning pathways): the project acknowledged that there were
some missing drop-out girls that were not accounted for and therefore these were
currently being excluded;



Vi.

Output 3 (on improved self-confidence and aspirations): the project was using local
community resource persons to serve as mentors and this enhanced the preservation of
community values and wisdom passed down to the girls;

Output 4 (on household support for girls): the project reported that the CHVs were being
used to engage households on education issues and this is leading to positive changes
especially in Turkana and Marsabit where the male HHs are now supporting re-entry of
young mothers back to school;

Output 5 (on community support): it was noted that the project was using some
innovative ways to engage community members such as morans in Marsabit and
Turkana areas to support girls’ education;

Output 6 (on informing MoE gender and teaching approaches): the project was using
evidence and data to engage with MoE officials on issues affecting girls in their areas
and these have elicited discussions through joint review and planning meetings that
address hidden factors.

However, the evaluation noted that the effects of some of these engagements are long term in
nature and the changes or their impact will take time to manifest clearly in the households,
community and schools.

The overall findings by the evaluation were as follows:

The teaching approaches have been noted to be gender inclusive. There is less opinion
at school level that the focus is on boys only because both genders are more involved.
However, there were instances during the observations where the teachers seemed to
confuse involving more girls to mean gender equality. For instance, older girls reported
that the teachers were asking more questions to girls than to boys and also harder
questions. There should be emphasis that gender engagement is not equal to girls’
engagement.

The perception by the communities is that the project is focusing on the girls at the
exclusion of the boys. This was in spite of the fact that there are components of the
project that target both boys and girls. The community in mostly urban areas therefore
view the project generally as not gender inclusive.

The lack of active involvement of males from the communities in majority of community
special groups may enhance the perception that the project is only focused on
girls/women issues. This perception may lead to the men becoming impediments to girls’
learning as opposed to supporting the girls in education. Majority of the community
conversations were composed of women across the counties visited for qualitative data.

Social Inclusion

Overall, the project assessment of the social inclusion rating remained the same from baseline
to midline. However, the project noted that there were challenges in accounting for girls who
dropped out of school or engaging them in alternative pathways. The following is a summary of
the social inclusion comments as presented by the project.



Table 2.10: Summary of Social Inclusion Comments by Project

Outputs Baseline (Project Midline (Project comments)
comments)

Output 1: Teachers and school
leaders in primary and
secondary schools
demonstrating gender sensitive
and enhanced teaching
approaches (ICT and pedagogy)
for improved learning

Output 2: Alternative learning
pathways established or
expanded for girls outside or at
risk of leaving school

Output 3: Improved self-
confidence and aspirations
among the girls in mentorship
and scholarship programmes

Output 4: Households continued
support for girls’ education
including in alternative pathways

Output 5: School catchment
communities more aware of the
importance, benefits and
opportunities available to support
girls for productive education




Outputs

Baseline (Project

Midline (Project comments)

comments)
conversations.
Output 6: WWW project aligned = Stakeholders meetings The project is also implementing dormant policies
to WWW models inform done in some counties. such as non-formal education and back to school
emerging MoE gender and & Stakeholders’ forums do policy for teen mothers, community of practice
teaching approaches not have an agenda for among teachers as well as school-community
gender dimension nor linkages programmes. Through this, the project is
social inclusion. The evidencing modalities of implementing these

forums are mainly used for
coordination and
information sharing.

policies and lessons for policy makers' learning.
With continuous implementation, documentation
and research, the project stands to have evidence

that can be used in the revision of these same
policies. Through this, the project can then stand
as a thought leader in the evolving formulation and
roll out of these policies that focus on the
marginalized.

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Both in GEC-1 and GEC-T, the project has specifically targeted Girls with Disabilities (GWD) as
a marginalization sub-category. Other categories of marginalization singled out by the project
are girls living in poor communities in ASALs and urban slums, OVC girls, teen mothers and
over-age girls. A total of 764 (1.2%) of project in-school beneficiaries were girls with disabilities.
There was an increase in the number of GWD in the intervention schools at midline.

From the discussions with key informants, the evaluation noted the following key findings on
issues of social inclusion®:

There is need to expand the SNE strategy to address more issues of social inclusion:
The evaluation noted that the project has incorporated some schools with learners with
disability. The project has supplied assistive devices in Mombasa because of the large
concentration of learners with disability. Furthermore, there has been some progress on
building capacity of teachers to support learners with disability effectively participate.
However, for the other counties, it was difficult to isolate the specific interventions that
the project was undertaking to support these girls. This is largely because there was no
evidence of comprehensive assessments of learners to understand their needs across
the other seven counties. This may be because of limited internal capacity, spread
across all the counties, to address learners with special needs. The evaluation noted
that some of the teachers and coaches have been given specialised training on special
needs, but the findings indicate that more needs to be done to target the girls with
difficulties or other special needs.

The costs of schooling still acts as an exclusion for some girls: The evaluation found that
in as much as the project teams have put in place systems to mobilise and ensure girls

10 50cial inclusion was defined (according World Bank Group) as the process of improving the ability, opportunity,
and dignity of those disadvantaged on the basis of their identity to take part in society. It encompasses more than
just material poverty. Further, it also comprises other forms of social disadvantage including unequal access to
such things as education, health care, employment and housing.



are attending school, the school environment still remains exclusionist because of the
regular levies required for the lunch programme, support staff and extra teachers. These
costs combined often lead to the most vulnerable girls missing school and eventually
dropping out.

The vulnerability assessments are key in addressing social inclusion: The evaluation
noted that the project had done a commendable job of undertaking a vulnerability
assessment for all the girls in the project areas. This had brought additional information
about the girls that are more at risk of dropping out. These vulnerability assessment
needs to be critically analysed and used to improve on targeting the girls. The
information gathered needs to expand to identifying households where the care giver
and head have no education, those that do not have a father as a member of the

household, and households where specifically the head and carer has no income.

GESI Minimum Standards

Table 2.11: Evaluators Comments on GESI

GESI Minimum Standard

Evaluators Comments

1.1 Culture and Capacity: The
project is resourced with staff,
partners and contractors who have
appropriate gender and social
inclusion expertise

2.1 Analysis: A gender and social
inclusion analysis of the context is
conducted and used to inform the
project's design and Theory of
Change

3.1 Data: Sex, age and disability
disaggregated data is collected and
analysed at baseline and
subsequent  evaluation points.
Disability data references both the
domain and level of difficulty
experienced by beneficiaries

3.2 Data: Monitoring and evaluation
reporting differentiate girls from a
variety of subgroups

4.1 Indicators: Project log frames
include  gender-sensitive  and
disability-focused quantitative and
qualitative indicators

5.1 Do No Harm: Do no Harm, child
and staff safeguarding, and risk
analyses are informed by a gender

The evaluator noted that the project requires internal capacity to support in
mainstreaming social inclusion into their project implementation. Given the
effect of this to the overall project, the evaluator's opinion is that getting the
required internal capacities should be given priority in the project. The EE
recognises that the project is implementing strategies for the special needs
education, this needs to be expanded to ensure there is comprehensive social
inclusion beyond SNE.

There was a GESI analysis undertaken and shared with the evaluator. It was
noted that the analysis was backed with evidence of the rating. There was
clear progress in the gender equality aspects but little or no improvement of
the social inclusion aspects of the analysis from baseline to midline.

The data available is mostly only by gender and age. There is little analysis by
disability. The M&E department should design tools that will capture more
parameters that can be used in monitoring and tracking of GESI related
indicators. This will help in analysis (2.1 above) and redesign and shaping of
the project.

There is little data by subgroups since the project is working with all the girls in
the targeted schools. In addition, there has been an extensive vulnerability
analysis that covered all the eight counties and sought to determine the critical
issues of the girls including their household status. This data would be critical
in designing and targeting the marginalized subgroups.

The project log frame indicators are only gender sensitive and not disability
focused. The output indicators are largely quantitative.

The project documents and manuals have focus on ensuring gender
sensitivity. The policy documents are also explicitly clear on the steps to be
followed to ensure the child safeguarding rules are well adhered to.




GESI Minimum Standard

Evaluators Comments

and social inclusion lens

6.1 Accountability: Projects are
able to articulate their monitoring
response to drop out. This should
include beneficiary tracking to
capture who is dropping out,
reasons why, and any follow-up
support provided

6.2 Accountability: Quarterly and
annual reporting documents
progress towards meeting GESI
sensitive project planning and
implementation.

The use of CHWSs and coaches to track and identify potential drop-out cases
has helped the project keep track of beneficiaries. However, the lack of regular
analysis of attendance data means that the data may not be informing the
planning or shaping of the project. The data received for both attendance and
tracking of transition was not complete since there was some pupils’ data from
high volume schools which was still being updated.

The progress reporting documents were available. There is need for the
project to ensure all the documents focus on social inclusion (beyond special
needs education).

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Conclusions on GESI

The following are the key conclusions on GESI

The perception of the communities about the project being for “issues of girls” may in the
long run hinder the success of the initiatives by the project. The project should continue
informing communities on project objectives so that the project interventions are not
deduced to be targeting only girls. The initiatives that reach boys need also to be

The project requires specific emphasis on vulnerable and marginalized groups as
informed by the vulnerability assessment report. This data can be used to have more
targeted interventions to address the socially excluded girls from challenging

[ ]

publicized in the communities.
[ ]

environments.
[ ]

The project needs to adapt the monitoring data collection tools to be more GESI
sensitive to help monitor the progress of the project towards being GESI transformative.

Reflections on Characteristics and Barriers

On effect of changes on girls’ characteristics since baseline, the increase in female
headed households, primary caregivers with no education and the language of
instruction was in both the intervention and the comparison areas. These characteristics
have significant influence on the learning levels of the girls. However, since they
increased in both the intervention and the comparison areas, there is likely to be no
effect on the overall evaluation.

The main subgroups of girls targeted by the project have been orphans and vulnerable
children, girls from poor households, pastoralist girls and girls with disabilities. However,
it is emerging that further differentiation of these subgroups for project targeting may be
important. For instance, girls from households whose caregivers and HHs have no
education are more likely to face more challenges (barriers) than the other girls.



Similarly, girls from households whose carer and head have no source of income face
more barriers. In addition, the households with no father (either orphaned or he is not a
member of the household) have significantly more challenges. The project needs to
factor these variables in the vulnerability analysis monitoring data collected so as to
have an accurate profile of the cases that need to be targeted more frequently.

Issues of school and classroom environment have significantly improved from baseline.
However, it is the evaluator’s view that more needs to be done to create more conducive
learning environments. The use of physical punishment, the high levels of girls who
seem to have low self-esteem and the relatively unsafe journey to and from school may
impact on attendance and learning. Ensuring the school and classroom is absolutely
safe and child friendly is paramount in enhancing the learning of the girls in a
sustainable manner.



CHAPTER THREE: KEY OUTCOME FINDINGS

The section discusses findings on the three project outcomes; learning, transition and
sustainability.

3.1 Learning Outcome

Evaluation Tests

The midline evaluation assessed math/numeracy and literacy. There were two sets of learning
assessments (Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA)/Early Grade Math Assessment
(EGMA) and Secondary Grade Reading Assessment (SeGRA)/Secondary Grade Math
Assessment (SeGMA)

Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMA)
Learning Tests and Scoring

EGRA tests had four subtasks; Invented Words, Familiar Words, Oral Passage and
Comprehension. EGMA tests had 6 subtasks, namely: missing numbers, addition level 1,
subtraction level 1, addition level 2, subtraction level 2, and word problems. The scoring for
each of the EGRA/EGMA subtasks was as shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Scoring for EGRA and EGMA

EGRA
No Subtasks Number of ltems Scoring
1 Invented Words There were 50 invented words Any correct identified word was awarded one mark
to be read in one minute. giving a maximum of 50 marks (equal weighting). To

get a score for each girl, the correct words read per

minute were converted to 100 points.
2 Familiar Words There were 50 familiar words ~ Any correct familiar word was awarded one mark
to be read in one minute. giving a maximum of 50 marks (equal weighting). To
get a score for each girl, the correct words read per

minute were converted to 100 points.
3 Oral Reading The story had 178 words to The correct words read in the oral passage per minute
Fluency be read in a minute. were noted. The score for correct words read per

minute for each child was converted to 100 points.

4 Comprehension The comprehension questions For comprehension questions, there were six (6)
were six (6). The girl only questions with equal weighting. Score for each child
attempted questions covering  was converted to 100 points.
the section of the story she

had read.
EGMA Tests

1 Missing Numbers There were 10 items where The score for every girl calculated by taking the correct
the girl was to fill the missing scores/10 and then converted to 100 points.
numbers.

2 Addition Level 1 There were 20 items where The score of the girl calculated by taking the correct
the girl was to provide the scores per minute/20 and then converted to 100
answers in a minute. points.

3 Subtraction Level 1~ There were 20 items where The score of the girl calculated by taking the correct
the girl was to provide the scores per minute/20 and then converted to 100
answers in a minute. points.

4 Addition Level 2 There were 5 items. The score for every girl calculated by taking the correct

scores/5 and then converted to 100 points.




EGRA

No Subtasks Number of ltems Scoring

5 Subtraction Level 2~ There were 5 items. The score for every girl calculated by taking the correct
scores/5 and then converted to 100 points.
The score for every girl calculated by taking the correct
scores/6 and then converted to 100 points.
Ultimately, an average aggregate numeracy and literacy score for all the tasks/subtasks for each child was computed.

These score(s) were used to estimate the project impact on learning.

6 Word Problems There were 6 items.

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Secondary Grade Reading Assessment (SeGRA) and Secondary Grade Math Assessment
(SeGMA) Learning Tests and Scoring

The SeGRA and SeGMA tasks and scoring was as shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Tasks and Scoring for SeGRA and SeGMA Tests

SeGMA Tests

No Subtasks Grade Skills/Competencies Item development Scoring

involved guidelines

1 Passage: Short Grade 4- Comprehension skills Passage appropriately 200- To get a score for
reading 5 that include retrieval of 300 words, 7 questions witha  each girl, the
comprehension information, total of 10 marks correct answers
with inferences, summary divide by 10 then
straightforward evaluation and multiplied by 100
inferential vocabulary
guestions
(factual)

2 Passage: Grade 6- Complex inferences Passage approximately 300- To get a score for
Subtask 2: 7 on: Language use and 400 words, 7 questions witha  each girl, the
Longer reading style, Literary total of 10 marks correct answers
comprehension appreciation, Authors divide 10 then
(Fiction) intention/purpose, Plot multiplied by 100

and subject matter and
Stylistic devices

3 Composition: Grade 8-  150-200 words. Marked out of 20 marks To get a score for
Short essay 9 Guided narrative each girl, the
construction composition correct answers

divide by 20 then

multiplied by 100

SeGMA Tests

1 Task 1 Grade 4- Multiplication and 7 questions with a total of 16 To get a score for

5 division, Fraction and marks each girl, the
proportion, Geometry correct answers

and measurement divide by 16 then

multiplied by 100

2 Task 2 Grade 6-  Algebra (Simplifying 7 questions with a total of 13 To get a score for
7 algebraic expressions marks each girl, the

in one unknown,
Forming and
simplifying algebraic
expressions involving
one unknown, working

correct answers
divide by 13 then
multiplied by 100




SeGMA Tests

No Subtasks

Grade

Skills/Competencies

involved

Item development
guidelines

Scoring

3 Task 3

Grade
9

out the value of

algebraic expressions

through substitution

solving equation in one

unknown and Formi

ng

and solving equations

in one unknown)

8- Data skills, Time,

Speed, distance and

average speed,

7 questions with a total of 15

marks

Commercial arithmetic,

Applying the

knowledge of fractions

to real life problems

To get a score for
each girl, the

correct answers
divide by 15 then
multiplied by 100

Ultimately, an average aggregate numeracy and literacy score for all the tasks/subtasks for each child was computed.
These score(s) were used to measure the project impact on learning

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Midline Literacy Scores

This section presents the learning scores for the girls re-contacted between baseline and midline.

Changes in Literacy Scores — Baseline to Midline

(a) EGRA: The literacy scores for the girls who had taken EGRA were determined at midline
and compared with the baseline results. The girls’ scores for grades 6 and 7 are as
shown in Table 3.3 below.

Table 3.3: EGRA Scores — Baseline to Midline

REGION BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference  DiD P-
Grade Grade EGRA EGRA (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
ASALs Grade Grade Comparison 116 38.55 129 50.96 12.41 2.38 0.062
S 6 Intervention 295 42.29 337  57.09 14.79
Total 411 41.24 466 55.39 14.15
Grade Grade Comparison 102 49.40 105 60.08 10.67 6.20 0.001
6 7 Intervention 269 46.72 301  63.59 16.87
Total 371 47.46 406 62.68 15.23
Total Total Comparison 218 43.63 234 55.05 11.42 4.33 0.000
Intervention 564 44.40 638 60.16 15.75
Total 782 44.19 872 58.79 14.60
Urban Grade Grade Comparison 82 51.45 85 68.72 17.27 -1.42 0.457
Slums 5 6 Intervention 301 54.94 305  70.79 15.85
Total 383 54.19 390 70.34 16.15
Grade Grade Comparison 75 59.84 73 74.97 15.13 -2.78 0.032




6 7 Intervention 318 63.83 314 76.18 12.35

Total 393 63.07 387 75.95 12.88

Total Total Comparison 157 55.46 158 71.61 16.15 -2.13 0.037
Intervention 619 59.50 619 73.52 14.02
Total 776 58.69 777 73.13 14.45

Total Grade Grade Comparison 198 43.89 214 58.01 14.12 0.80 0.259
5 6 Intervention 596 48.68 642  63.60 14.92
Total 794 47.49 856 62.20 14.71

Grade Grade Comparison 177 53.82 178 66.19 12.36 1.67 0.182
6 7 Intervention 587 55.99 615  70.02 14.03
Total 764 55.49 793 69.16 13.67

Total Total Comparison 375 48.58 392 61.72 13.14 1.29 0.105
Intervention 1183 52.31 1257 66.74 14.43
Total 1558 51.41 1649 65.55 14.14

Source: Midline Evaluation Data
Overall performance

The overall mean for intervention schools was 66.7 compared to 61.7 posted by comparison
schools. Between BL and ML, intervention schools had a better improvement compared to
comparison schools (DiD 1.29). Intervention schools in urban slums (73.5) had a much higher
mean compared to their counterparts in ASALs (60.2).

DiD Results for EGRA

The results indicate that overall there was an improvement in learning in both the comparison
and the intervention groups. In both grade 6 and 7 the improvement was higher in the
intervention schools (DiD for Grade 6 is 0.80 while for Grade 7 is 1.67). There was more
improvement in the ASALSs region (DiD 4.33) compared with the urban slums (DiD -2.13) where
the change in learning was more in the comparison schools. This is despite the fact that the
urban slums schools had higher average scores than ASALs (for instance, urban slums Grade 7
intervention schools had a mean score of 76.18 compared to their counterparts in the ASALs
who had a mean score of 63.59).

The results were also tabulated by the intervention counties and the results are as shown on
Table 3.4.

Table 3.4: EGRA Scores — Baseline to Midline by Counties

County 1 BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference  DiD P-
Grade Grade EGRA EGRA (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
Kilifi Grade Grade Comparison 37 45.81 41 61.98 16.17 -0.53 0.966
S 6 Intervention 116 48.99 128 64.63 15.64
Total 153 48.22 169 63.98 15.76
Grade Grade Comparison 39 54.26 38 65.26 11.00 3.60 0.142
6 7 Intervention 87 55.14 94 69.74 14.60
Total 126 54.87 132 68.45 13.58
Total Total Comparison 76 50.14 79 63.56 13.42 1.74 0.266

Intervention 203 51.63 222 66.79 15.16
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6 7 Intervention 13 40.77 11 70.73 29.96

Total 23 40.61 21 63.24 22.63

Total Total Comparison 22 39.91 24 53.63 13.72 10.84 0.004
Intervention 23 38.57 24 63.13 24.56
Total 45 39.22 48 58.38 19.16

Turkana Grade Grade Comparison 27 39.96 27 49.52 9.56 10.20 0.012
S 6 Intervention 50 37.82 53 57.58 19.76
Total 77 38.57 80 54.86 16.29

Grade Grade Comparison 15 57.33 19 54.21 -3.12 22.27 0.001
6 7 Intervention 42 45.43 65 64.58 19.15
Total 57 48.56 84 62.24 13.68

Total Total Comparison 42 46.17 46 51.46 5.29 14.86 0.000
Intervention 92 41.29 118 61.44 20.15
Total 134 42.82 164 58.64 15.82

Overall EGRA performance by county

EGRA county results show an overall improvement at midline. Nairobi (74), Mombasa (72.4)
and Kilifi (66.8) had the highest scores while Kwale (51.2), Marsabit (57.2) and Samburu (57.3)
had the lowest.

The DiD results in Table 3.4 indicate that Turkana (14.86), Tana River (10.84), Kwale (3.42),
Kilifi (1.74) and Samburu (0.25) intervention schools had positive DiD and performed better than
the comparison schools. Marsabit County comparison schools performed better than the
intervention schools in the county (DiD -4.23).

(b) SeGRA: The literacy scores for the girls who had taken SeGRA were determined at
midline and compared with the baseline results. The girls’ scores for Class 8and forms 1
and 2 are as shown in Table 3.5 below. There were very few evaluation girls traced from
2018 Grade 8 cohorts to Form 1 (Annex 3.1).

Table 3.5: SeGRA Scores — Baseline to Midline

REGION BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference DiD P-
Grade Grade SEGRA SEGRA  (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
ASALs Form Form Comparison 47 33.40 46 53.37 19.97 -4.25 0.105
1 2 Intervention 236 35.25 236  50.97 15.72
Total 283 34.94 282 51.37 16.43
Grade Grade Comparison 100 17.87 101 31.68 13.81 5.58 0.001
7 8 Intervention 265 21.87 265  41.26 19.39
Total 365 20.77 366 38.62 17.85
Grade Form Intervention 5 39.67 5 54.00 14.33
8 1 Total 5 39.67 5 54.00 14.33
Total Total Comparison 147 22.83 147 38.47 15.64 2.00 0.133
Intervention 506 28.28 506 45.92 17.64
Total 654 27.06 653 44.24 17.18
Urban Form Form  Comparison 32 50.89 32 59.48 8.59 12.82 0.005

Slums 1 2 Intervention 12 52.69 13 74.10 21.41




Total 45 51.41 45 63.70 12.29

Grade Grade Comparison 83 33.92 83 49.16 15.24 2.24 0.197
7 8 Intervention 330 38.99 330  56.47 17.48
Total 413 37.97 413 55.00 17.03

Total Total Comparison 115 38.64 115 52.03 13.39 4.24 0.005
Intervention 343 39.51 343 57.14 17.63
Total 458 39.29 458 55.86 16.57

Total Form Form  Comparison 79 40.49 78 55.88 15.39 0.63 0.586
1 2 Intervention 249 36.16 249 5218 16.02
Total 328 37.20 327 53.06 15.86

Grade Grade Comparison 183 25.15 184 39.57 14.42 3.90 0.001
7 8 Intervention 595 31.37 595  49.69 18.32
Total 778 29.90 779 47.30 17.40
Grade Form Intervention 5 39.67 5 54.00 14.33
8 1 Total 5 39.67 5 54.00 14.33

Total Total Comparison 262 29.77 262 44.42 14.65 2.98 0.003
Intervention 849 32.82 849 50.45 17.63
Total 1111 32.10 1111 49.03 16.93

Overall SeGRA performance

The average score for intervention schools (50.5) was higher than for comparison schools
(44.4). The improvement in SeGRA scores between baseline and midline was better in the
intervention schools compared to the comparison school. Intervention schools in urban slums
(57.14) performed much better than their counterparts in the ASALs (45.9).

DiD SeGRA Results

The overall change in the mean score over the comparison group was 2.98. Both ASALs and
urban schools had a positive.

SeGRA scores were further analysed by counties. Table 3.6 shows the results for the counties
under the project compared with their comparison counterparts.

Table 3.6: SeGRA Scores — Baseline to Midline by Counties

County BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference DiD P-
Grade Grade SEGRA SEGRA  (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
Kilifi Form Form Comparison 11 32.27 10 44.67 12.39 3.31 0.325
1 2 Intervention 67 38.61 67 54.30 15.70
Total 78 37.71 77 53.05 15.34
Grade Grade Comparison 36 21.16 37 35.54 14.38 151 0.656
7 8 Intervention 97 26.43 97 42.32 15.89
Total 133 25.00 134 40.45 15.45
Grade Form Intervention 3 45.00 3 55.56 10.56
8 1 Total 3 45.00 3 55.56 10.56
Total Total Comparison 47 23.76 47 37.48 13.72 200 0411

Intervention 167 31.65 167 47.37 15.72
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Total Total Comparison 30 25.06 30 43.44 18.39 -3.77 0.245

Intervention 71 28.62 71 43.24 14.62
Total 101 27.56 101 43.30 15.74
Turkana Form Form Comparison 12 41.25 12 63.19 21.94 -0.59 0.920
1 2 Intervention 16 37.40 16 58.75 21.35
Total 28 39.05 28 60.65 21.61
Grade Grade Comparison 21 12.86 21 26.90 14.05 12.28 0.001
7 8 Intervention 59 21.50 59 47.82 26.33
Total 80 19.23 80 42.33 23.10
Grade Form Intervention 2 31.67 2 51.67 20.00
8 1 Total 2 31.67 2 51.67 20.00
Total Total Comparison 22 23.18 33 40.10 16.92 8.21 0.008
Intervention 77 25.06 77 50.19 25.13
Total 110 24.50 110 47.17 22.67

Source: Midline Evaluation Data
Overall SEGRA County Performance

Nairobi (59.1), Mombasa (51.2) and Turkana, (50.2) had the highest scores while Marsabit
(41.3), Tana River (43.2) and Kwale (44.3) had the lowest.

DiD County SeGRA Results

The results indicate that in six counties (Turkana, Samburu, Mombasa, Nairobi, Kilifi and Kwale)
the intervention schools had higher improvement over and above the comparison schools. The
grades that exhibited better results were Samburu Grade 8 (19.29), Nairobi Form 2 (14.17) and
Mombasa Form 2 (14.16).

Regression Analysis

Standardising Scores

The evaluation cohort of girls spanned across several grades across primary and secondary
schools and different tests (and subtasks) appropriate to the learning levels of specific grades
were administered. Thus, the scores were based on fundamentally different learning skills
depending on what test was taken. Consequently, the scores would not be able to rigorously
rank learning levels between girls that had taken different tests. In addition, the distribution of
the different scores would not have the same standard deviations. Standardizing makes it easier
to compare scores, even if those scores were measured on different scales. It also makes it
easier to read results from regression analysis and ensures that all variables contribute to a
scale when added together.

To obtain the final aggregate score the following steps were followed:
e Girls who took the same test in the cohort were identified by grade excluding the
benchmark sample and keeping treatment and comparison group together;
e For each test group, the aggregate scores over all subtasks that the girls had taken for
baseline and midline were calculated; Each test group (grade) was considered
separately;



e For each test group, the mean and the standard deviation of this group at baseline was
taken;
e For each test group, the standardised score was calculated using the Z-formula:
X— |
= o
Where u and o are respectively the baseline mean and standard deviation mean of x;
e The new baseline and midline scores were generated taking the standardised scores.
This was done for both literacy and numeracy scores.

Simple Regression Analysis — Literacy Score Changes

To establish if there was a statistically significant achievement of learning outcomes (literacy)
over and above the comparison, the DiD Estimator was computed using the standardised
scores. The estimator was computed at 95% confidence level (Table 3.6). The standardised
score changes (Y;) were modelled by the following equation:

Yi=Bo+ B D" + ¢

Where:
Y; are the changes in standardised learning scores for each cohort between baseline
and midline,
Bo is an intercept,
B; is the achievement of the project,
D' is a ‘dummy’ variable taking value 0 for girls in the comparison schools and taking
value 1 for girls in intervention schools
g; is a residue term.

The model key assumption is that the changes in literacy scores for the girls in the intervention
and comparison schools would have been the same over time in the absence of the project
interventions. The baseline and the midline learning scores for the cohort girls for computing the
model were horizontally merged using unique IDs (and names). The statistical significance of
the S coefficient is based on a test statistic t:

_ _B
X SE(B)
Where: SE() is the standard error of the estimated beta coefficients.

The table below shows the regression coefficient (0.124) and the p-value. The scores for Grade
9 were excluded from the regression since only 4 girls were re-contacted. The p-value is less
than 0.05. This means that the data has evidence that the score changes between intervention
and comparison schools are significantly different.

Table 3.7: Regression Coefficient — Literacy

Coefficients?



Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 779 .032 24.126 .000
' CATEGORY1 124 .037 .064 3.352 .001

a. Dependent Variable: Change_Literacy

Source: Midline Evaluation Data
Regression Analysis with Additional Covariates — Literacy Score Changes

Further analysis of the DiD estimator with additional control variable (covariates) was performed
to enhance robustness of the literacy results.

To obtain a more precise DID estimator, additional control variables were included in the
regression model. These were the household characteristics that the girls’ scores differed
significantly between the re-contacted and the lost girls within the intervention and comparison
groups.

The final predictors in the Model are CATEGORY1, HH_Nolncome_Dummy (households in
which HoH does not have an occupation), PCG_10_Dummy (households in which mother is not
a member of the household), Married_Dummy (girls who are married), Chores_Dummy (girls
who spent a quarter a day or more doing household chores), D4s Dummy (girls who have
difficulty remembering things or concentrating) and the constant.

The DiD estimator was computed at 95% confidence level and the DiD estimator (0.127) at P =
0.000 (which is less than 0.05). This confirmed robustly that the score changes between
intervention and comparison schools were statistically significantly different.

Table 3.8: Literacy Regression Analysis — Additional Covariates

Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Beta
Error
(Constant) 794 .056 14.285 .000
CATEGORY1 127 .043 .064 2.968 .003
1 HH_Nolncome_Dummy (households in
which HoH does not have an occupation -.034 .046 -.016 -.746 .456
(HH_11=96))




PCG_10_Dummy (households in which
mother is not a member of the household .085 .058 .032 1.468 142
(PCG_10g=5))
Married_Dummy (girls who are married
(PCG_22¢g=1))

-.300 231 -.028 -1.298 .194

Chores_Dummy (girls who spent a
quarter a day or more doing household .031 .043 .016 .719 AT72
chores (PCG_26g=3&4))

D4s_Dummy (girls who have difficulty
remembering things or concentrating .228 131 .037 1.744 .081
(CS D4s=38&4))

a. Dependent Variable: Change_Literacy

Project Achievement against Target — Literacy

The project literacy achievement (0.124) versus the target (0.31) in the Outcome Spread sheet
(OSS) (Annex 6) for evaluation point Il was partially achieved (65%).

Table 3.9: Project Achievement —Literacy

Weighted Evaluation Point Il Weighted Evaluation Point Il Evaluation Point Il
Target Performance Performance Versus Target
0.31 0.124 39.45%

Changes in Numeracy Scores — Baseline to Midline

(@) EGMA: The numeracy scores for the girls who had taken EGMA were determined at
midline and compared with the baseline results. The girls’ scores for classes 6 and 7 are
as shown in Table 3.10 below.

Table 3.10: EGMA Scores from Baseline to Midline

REGION BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference DiD P-
Grade Grade EGMA EGMA (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
ASALs Grade Grade Comparison 116 53.68 128 61.52 7.84 291 0.083
S 6 Intervention 294 53.32 338  64.07 10.75
Total 410 53.42 466 63.37 9.95
Grade Grade Comparison 102 60.69 107 70.64 9.95 1.07 0.262
6 7 Intervention 269 58.06 288  69.08 11.02
Total 371 58.78 395 69.51 10.73
Total Total Comparison 218 56.96 235 65.74 8.78 2.02 0.061
Intervention 563 55.58 626 66.38 10.80
Total 781 55.96 861 66.20 10.24
Urban Grade Grade Comparison 82 53.95 85 62.51 8.56 2.14 0.185
Slums 5 6 Intervention 299 56.92 303  67.62 10.70

Total 381 56.28 388 66.50 10.22




Grade Grade Comparison 75 63.00 72 70.51 7.50 0.20 0.963

6 7 Intervention 317 63.41 312 7111 7.70
Total 392 63.33 384 71.00 7.67

Total Total Comparison 157 58.28 157 66.18 7.90 1.24 0.373
Intervention 616 60.26 615 69.39 9.14
Total 773 59.86 772 68.74 8.89

Total Grade Grade Comparison 198 53.79 213 61.91 8.12 2.50 0.031
S 6 Intervention 593 55.13 641  65.75 10.62
Total 791 54.79 854 64.79 10.00

Grade Grade Comparison 177 61.67 179 70.59 8.92 0.26 0.420
6 7 Intervention 586 60.95 600  70.14 9.18
Total 763 61.12 779 70.24 9.12

Total Total Comparison 375 57.51 392 65.91 8.40 1.45 0.052
Intervention 1179 58.02 1241 67.87 9.85
Total 1554 57.90 1633 67.40 9.50

Overall Performance

The overall mean for intervention schools was 67.8 compared to 65.8 posted by comparison
schools. Intervention schools in urban slums (69.4) were higher than their counterparts in
ASALs (66.4).

DiD Results for EGMA

The results indicate that overall there was an improvement in learning in both the comparison
and the intervention groups, but it was higher in the intervention schools (1.45). In both grades 6
and 7 the improvement was more in the intervention schools (Positive DiDs). The ASALs
intervention schools had better performance (DiD 2.02) compared to the urban slums (DiD
1.24), unlike in the EGRA performance.

Further EGMA analysis by counties is shown in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11: EGMA Scores from Baseline to Midline by Counties

County 1 BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference  DiD P-
Grade Grade EGMA EGMA (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
Kilifi Grade Grade Comparison 37 59.86 41 65.78 5.92 3.71 0.037
S 6 Intervention 115 60.59 128 70.21 9.63
Total 152 60.41 169 69.14 8.73
Grade Grade Comparison 39 64.39 38 76.14 11.75 -0.70  0.367
6 7 Intervention 87 63.17 91 74.22 11.05
Total 126 63.55 129 74.80 11.25
Total Total Comparison 76 62.18 79 70.89 8.71 1.48 0.484
Intervention 202 61.70 219 71.89 10.19
Total 278 61.83 298 71.62 9.79
Kwale Grade Grade Comparison 26 54.35 31 60.83 6.47 1.47 0.552
S 6 Intervention 61 48.33 80 56.26 7.94
Total 87 50.13 111 57.54 7.41

Grade Grade Comparison 24 54.36 24 70.84 16.48 -6.33  0.045
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26
11
11
22
24
24
48

65.43
66.73
65.30
60.82
61.98
72.40
67.76
68.30
73.97
78.40
77.10
73.58
72.99
73.11
65.22
69.36
68.36
63.74
69.40
68.06
64.48
69.38
68.21
61.10
66.87
65.67
75.07
71.84
72.36
67.17
69.40
68.98
46.72
61.49
57.64
84.37
68.66
70.63
54.25
64.23
62.09
60.02
57.00
58.51
68.59
66.75
67.67
63.95
61.47
62.71

10.15
11.67
10.94
8.63
9.22
10.51
11.31
11.13
7.34
13.92
12.11
8.30
12.11
11.38
9.98
10.32
10.21
1.01
4.32
3.57
5.37
7.39
6.92
7.82
10.90
10.25
11.88
9.07
9.53
9.38
9.86
9.77
16.80
14.10
14.40
39.81
14.17
17.86
20.15
14.19
15.48
4.77
4.04
4.30
8.94
8.57
8.85
6.70
5.56
6.14

-2.31

0.80

6.58

3.81

0.34

3.31

2.02

3.08

-2.81

0.48

-2.70

-25.64

-5.96

-0.73

-0.37

-1.14

0.350

0.819

0.249

0.435

0.858

0.322

0.362

0.156

0.234

0.794

0.124

0.711

0.270

0.626

0.674

0.908




Turkana Grade

Grade

Total

Grade

Grade
7

Total

Comparison
Intervention
Total
Comparison
Intervention
Total
Comparison
Intervention
Total

50
77

42
57

92
134

51.44
44.77
47.11
62.26
49.17
52.61
55.30
46.78
49.45

27
53
80
19
57
76
46
110
156

61.53
62.32
62.06
55.76
61.71
60.22
59.14
62.01
61.16

10.09
17.56
14.95
-6.50
12.54
7.61
3.84
15.23
11.71

7.47

19.04

11.39

0.147

0.005

0.006

Overall EGMA Performance by County

EGMA county results show an overall improvement at midline. Marsabit (73), Kilifi (71.9),
Nairobi (69.4) and Mombasa (69.4) had the highest scores while Kwale (60.8), Tana River
(61.5) and Turkana (62.3) had the lowest.

DiD EGMA results

Overall five counties (Turkana 11.39, Marsabit (3.81), Mombasa (2.02), Kilifi 1.48, and Nairobi
(0.48) had better improvement compared to their comparison groups.

(b) SeGMA: The numeracy scores for the girls who had taken SeGMA were determined at
midline and compared with the baseline results. The girls’ scores for Class 8 and Form 2
are as shown in Table 3.12 below. There were very few re-contacted girls in Form 1 and
none in the comparison schools.

Table 3.12: SeGMA Scores from Baseline to Midline

Region BL ML Category N Baseline N Midline Difference DiD P-
Grade Grade SEGMA SEGMA  (ML-BL) value
Scores Scores
ASALs Form Form Comparison 33 20.51 32 23.64 3.14 0.00 0.946
1 2 Intervention 209 25.71 209 28.85 3.14
Total 242 25.00 241 28.16 3.16
Grade Grade Comparison 98 12.02 99 19.09 7.07 6.14 0.000
7 8 Intervention 208 12.40 208 25.61 13.21
Total 306 12.28 307 23.51 11.23
Grade Form Intervention 4 18.43 4 38.90 20.47
8 1 Total 4 18.43 4 38.90 20.47
Total Total Comparison 131 14.16 131 20.21 6.05 2.23 0.101
Intervention 421 19.06 421 27.34 8.28
Total 552 17.90 552 25.65 7.75
Urban Form Form Comparison 25 21.63 25 28.59 6.96 5.46 0.319
Slums 1 2 Intervention 11 40.96 11 53.38 12.42
Total 36 27.54 36 36.16 8.62
Grade Grade Comparison 84 14.01 84 26.51 12.49 4.69 0.024
7 8 Intervention 311 16.75 311 33.93 17.18
Total 395 16.17 395 32.35 16.18




Total Total Comparison 109 15.76 109 26.98 11.22 5.80 0.002

Intervention 322 17.57 322 34.59 17.02
Total 431 17.12 431 32.67 15.55
Total Form Form Comparison 58 20.99 57 25.81 4.82 -1.21 0.530
1 2 Intervention 220 26.47 220 30.08 3.61
Total 278 25.33 277 29.20 3.87
Grade Grade Comparison 182 12.94 183 22.50 9.55 6.04 0.000
7 8 Intervention 519 15.01 519 30.59 15.59
Total 701 14.47 702 28.48 14.01
Grade Form Intervention 4 18.43 4 38.90 20.47
8 1 Total 4 18.43 4 38.90 20.47
Total Total Comparison 240 14.89 240 23.28 8.40 3.67 0.002
Intervention 743 18.42 743 30.48 12.07
Total 983 17.56 983 28.73 11.17

Source: Midline Evaluation Data

Overall SeGMA performance

The improvement in SeGMA scores between baseline and midline was higher in the
intervention schools (12.1) compared to the comparison schools (8.4). Intervention schools in
urban slums (34.6) performed much better than their counterparts in ASALs (27.3). It is worth
noting that the SeGMA (30.5) mean scores 