MATHEMATICA
Policy Research

FINAL REPORT

Niger NECS Impact Evaluation Report

July 17, 2017

Emilie Bagby
Kristine Bos

Anca Dumitrescu
Nicholas Ingwersen
Matt Sloan

Submitted to:

Millennium Challenge Corporation
1099 14th Street NW

Suite 700

Washington, DC 20005

(202) 521-3600

Project Officer: Carolyn Perrin
Contract Number: MCC-10-0114-CON-20-TO08

Submitted by:
Mathematica Policy Research
1100 1st Street, NE

12th Floor

Washington, DC 20002-4221
Telephone: (202) 484-9220
Facsimile: (202) 863-1763

Project Director: Matt Sloan
Reference Number: 40038.540




This page has been left blank for double-sided copg.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This report reflects the combined efforts of maegpme, including our current Millennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC) project officer, CaroRerrin, our previous MCC project officers
Mike Cooper, Sophia van der Bijl and Amanda Moder€mx, and Ryan Moore, Jennifer Gerst,
Jennifer Sturdy and Malik Chaka, also at MCC, wdgether provided us guidance and support
throughout the project.

This study would not have been possible withoutcihaributions of our Niger Education
and Community Strengthening (NECS) and IMprovedtiacAtion of Girls In NigEr
(IMAGINE) project partners. We would first like sacknowledge the wide range of Niger
Threshold Program implementers and coordinators ggm@rously shared their time and
attention to help improve the quality, compreheesess, and depth of the study. We are grateful
to Government of Niger staff at the Ministry of Edition and the National Institute of Statistics
for providing important feedback on the surveyiastent and data collection plan, as well as
providing feedback to the report content. We aéseived indispensable advice and support
from several staff at USAID/Niger, especially JéanSwift-Morgan.

This report depended on contributions from a wattege of data collection, supervisory, and
support staff. We are grateful to the Centre Irdéomal d’Etudes et de Recherches sur les
Populations Africaines (CIERPA) for the successfytlementation of the nationwide survey
data collection effort. We would also like to thahke many people who responded to our
surveys. At Mathematica Policy Research, Dan Lawyiped technical input and useful
comments on the analysis plan and draft reportPAdtik provided technical input on the cost
analysis, and Andrew Yen provided programming suppde would also like to thank the
editorial and administrative support staff at Matiagica, as well as our colleagues who assisted
with translation to French.

The opinions, conclusions, and any errors in tport are the sole responsibility of the
authors and do not reflect the official views of RIGr Mathematica.




This page has been left blank for double-sided copy.



CONTENTS

ACRONYMS ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et e e et et et et et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaas XV
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .ottt ettt e e e ettt e e e e e skt ee e e e s e nbe e e e e e e e e e aannrnreees XVii
l. INTRODUCTION. ... 1
A, Overview Of the @VAIUALION ..........ooiiiiie e 1

B. Primary schooling CONEXE iN NI ....cccii it e e e eaaa e an 2

1. Education SYStEM iN NIET .....uiiiieeiiiciiieiee e e e e e et ee e e e e s s s e e e e e e s e snta e e eaeeesnssnnanneeeeeesannnes 2

2. School enrollment and access to high quality SChoOoIS .........cccceviveeiiiii e, 2

Il OVERVIEW OF IMAGINE AND NECS ... ..ottt ee e e 5
YN o o] [T ox A [T od ] o) o] o [PPSR PPURTN 5

1. IMAGINE ProjECt NISOIY ....uviiiiiiee ittt e e e e e s e s e e e e e e s e e sarraaeeeaeesannnnes 5

2. Objective and activities of the NECS PrOJECE ........c.vvviiiiiee e 6

G TR VI I = T Yo T oo o o = PR 7

B. NECS implementation SUMMIAIY ..........cciiiiiiiiiireee e s iiiiiie e e e e s s setateeeee e e s s snntnaeeeeaeseessnnsnnneenaeeses 9

Il. LITERATURE—EVIDENCE GAPS FILLED BY THE CURRENT EVALUATION........ccuvviiiiiiienans 11
A. Access to high quality SChOOING..........cccuiiiiiie e e e 11

B. Literacy and local-language INSIIUCLION ...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 13

C. THE NECS EVAIUALION ....ocueeieiiiiiiieie ittt ettt e s nnn e eenee s 14

V. IMPACT EVALUATION DESIGN ...t 15
F N 7= 11 = 4o 1 Y/ 1= PRSP 15

T V= [ = LT o [ 1= 2] £ o] RPN 15

LGS |V =Y i o T (o] (oo V2R 17

1. RANAOM @SSIGNMMIENT ...ttt et e e e ettt e e e e e s e ate e e et e e e e e sannbeeeeeaeaeaasansbsneeaaaesaannes 17

2. Impact eStMAatioN SITALEOY ... ...ueeieiaieiiiiiii et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s e ennreeeeaaaeeas 19

3. Estimating impacts for in-school children ... 20

4. Comparing the estimated impact of intervention groups .........ccc.eeeeeeeieiiiiiieeeee e 21

[ Ao [ 1[0 g F= U= T F= 1) V= TP TUT ORI 22

E. SeNSItIVILY CRECKS ...ttt e e e e e s e e e e e e e s s nnaaneeaeeee s 23

F. Sampling strategy and power CalCUIAtIONS ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiie e 24

S 7 T 031 o] 1 o OSSR 24

2. POWET CAICUIALIONS ...ttt ettt s e s ne e s 25

G. Assessing the evaluation deSIgN .......uueeiiiei i e e e e e e e e e rnreeeees 27




1. Similarity Of STUAY GrOUPS -....eeeiiieee ittt e e e et e e e e e e s e e anbbe e e e e e e e aannnes 27

2. Generalizability Of FESUILS .........eeiiiiee e e e 32
H. Wave 2 data COIECHION SLrAtEQY ......eeiiiaiiiiiiiiiieie ettt e e e e e e eeeeaeeeaaa e s 33
1. Data collection training and PrOCESS ....uuiiieeiiiiiiiiiieie e s e e e e srer e e e e s s rareeeeesannnes 33
2. INSITUMENTS ..ooiiiiiiiie e s e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eneas 34
V. IMPACT FINDINGS ...ttt ettt e e e s e sttt e e e s e s bbb bbb et e e e e s e e nnbrnreeeeeesannnnes 41
A. Evaluated implementation of NECS and sustainability of IMAGINE ............ccccciiiiiiiiinnnnee. 41
1. NECS implementation detailS ..........ccuuuiiiieiiiiiiiiiiice e e e srrrae e e e e e e ennes 41
2. Sustainability of IMAGINE @CHVITIES........uuviiiieii it e e e 45
B. Estimated impact 0N KEY OULCOMIES.........oiuiiiiiiie e e e e s e e e e s e e e e e e s s snnaaneeeaeee s 50
1. Impacts on enrollment, attendance, and reading SCOIES.........ccoiiiuiiiieiieeiiiiiiiie e 50
2. Subgroup impacts on enrollment, attendance, and reading SCOres .........cccccevviuiveereeennn. 52
3. Differences in impacts between NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-0Nly .......cccccoviiiiiieneeenn. 55
C. Estimated impact on SECONAAry OUICOMES. ........uiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e aeiteiee e e e e e et eee e e e e e e e e aneeeeeeas 56
D. Other impact-related QUESTIONS ........ccieiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s enrraeeeaaeeen 64
E. RODUSINESS Of FESUILS ... .eiiiiiiiiie ettt et e et e e e e e 72
1. Sensitivity of results to different regression specifications............cccccccveeeiiiicciiieece e, 72
2. Estimates of treatment effect on in-school children .............cccoocvivii e 76
3. Comparison of estimated impacts of intervention groups on primary outcomes.............. 77
4. Estimates of treatment effect of the combined IMAGINE and NECS projects
relative to the NECS ProjeCt @lONe.........oeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e e ee e e e e e e 79
VI. COST ANALYSES .ottt e ettt e e e e e e et et e e e e e s e bbb e e e e e e e e annrneeeeas 83
Al OVBIVIBW ...ttt ettt ettt oottt e e ekt e e oo h ket e oo ek b et e e ek b et e e e b b e e e e n b bt e e e e br e e e e nbe e e e e nres 83
1. CoSt-effeCtivVeNESS @NAIYSIS ....oiiiii i e e e e 83
2. COSt-DENETIE ANAIYSIS...ciiii it 83
3. Data for COSt @NAIYSES ...ccciiiiiiiiiiie e a e 86
B. Cost-effectiveness of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-0NIY .......cccuvvvviieeiiiiiieiee e 89
C. Cost-benefit analysis of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-0nly ..., 93
VII. CONGCLUSIONS ...ttt ettt e e e e b e et e e e e e s bbb e e et e e e e e aanbbnr e et e e e s e annbnneeeas 101
REFERENGCES . ... ottt etttk e sk s s 107

Vi



APPENDIX A CENSUS

APPENDIX B VILLAGE/SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

APPENDIX C HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE

APPENDIX D TEST BOOKLET

APPENDIX E IMPLEMENTATION OF IMAGINE AND NECS ACTIVITIES

APPENDIX F EGRA LOCAL-LANGUAGE SCORES IN TREATMENT VILLAGES FOR GRADE 1 AND 2
CHILDREN

APPENDIX G DETAILS ON COST ANALYSES
APPENDIX H STAKEHOLDER STATEMENT OF SUPPORT

vii



This page has been left blank for double-sided copy.



TABLES

ES.1.
ES.2.
ES.3.
ES.4.

ES.5.

ES.6.

I.1.
1.2.
I.1.
I.1.
V.1
Iv.2.
IV.3.
V.4

IV.5.

IV.6.
IV.7.
Iv.8.
IV.9.
Iv.10.
IV.11.
V.1.
V.2.

V.3.
V.4,

V.5.

Descriptive statistics demonstrating implementation of NECS project activities in schools........... XX
Descriptive statistics of sustainability of school infrastructure in IMAGINE villages...................... XXi
Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child outcomes ...........cccooccuiieeeeeannnns XXii
Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary outcomes, by gender...........ccccceeee..... XXiii

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child outcomes, by
SOCIOECONOIMIC SEALUS ... eiiii e ettt it e e e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e s e s aa bt eeeeeeeesaannntbsaeeeaeesaaannbeneeaaaeeaaannne XXiV

Cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit estimates of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only

L0 [T o £ RSP XXV
Evolution of primary education indicators: Niger 1975-2014 .......cooiiuiiiiiiaiiiiiiieee e 3
Gross enrollment rate in primary education: West Africa 2014 ........cccvvveeeeeeiiiiiiieieee e eeeieee e e 3
NECS and IMAGINE activities and targeted groups and OUtCOMES ..........ccoviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeiiiiiiieeeaaennn 8
One-year and three-year impacts of IMAGINE on important child education outcomes............... 12
Groups of villages under the NECS evaluation design.........c...eeeviiaiiiiiiiiiiee e 15
Allocation of villages to evaluation groups by COMMUNE ...........ccvviiiieeiiiiiiiieece e 19
Summary of household and child CharaCteriStiCS ..........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 25
Minimum detectable impacts for NECS evaluation deSign...........ccccvvveeiieee i cciieee e 26

Comparison of village, school, household, and child characteristics among study groups

At NECS DASEIINE (2013) .. .eieiiiiiieie ettt e e e ettt et e e e e e et et e et e e e e e e annbbeaeeeaaeeeannnrnneeeas 28
Comparison of village characteristics among StudY groUPS........cceeeveiiiiiiiiieeeieiiiieieee e e e e e ssvveeeeas 29
Comparison of school characteristics among StUAY GrOUPS ......cevieaiaiiiiiiieieaaie i 30
Comparison of household and child characteristics among study groups...........ccccccevveeeveeicvvnnnnn. 31
Reading assessments in French and local [anguages ... 37
Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's alpha) by language of assessment.............ccccccceene 38
Correlation of scores between subtasks, by language ........cc.uveeeviiiiiiiiiiiiie e 39
Descriptive statistics demonstrating implementation of NECS activities in schools..................... 42

Descriptive statistics demonstrating implementation of NECS activities in communities
AN NOUSENOIUS ...ttt e st e s sb et e st e et e s nnn e e e s nnnneee s 44

Descriptive statistics of sustainability of school infrastructure in IMAGINE villages............cc........ 45

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on school and classroom availability and
SCROOI INTFASITUCTUNE ...ttt e skt e e et e e e nb e e e enbe e e e enneas 47

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on teacher characteristics and practices
=T oo JRSed g To Yol X oW ] o 0 [0 o ¢ [P PP PRI 49




V.6.
V.7.
V.8.

V.9.

V.10.

V.11.

V.12.

V.13.
V.14.
V.15.
V.16.
V.17.
V.18.

V.19.

V.20.

V.21.

V.22.

V.23.

V.24,

V.25.

V.26.

V.27.

V.28.

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child outcomes ...........ccoccciieeeeeeniinns 51
Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary outcomes, by gender..........cccccceeeennns 52

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child outcomes, by
SOCIOECONOMUC STALUS ... .eteeee ittt e ettt sttt ettt ettt e skt e s et e e e s ettt e e bbbt e e e bbbt e e e st e e e enbe e e e enreas 53

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child outcomes, by literacy of
head Of NOUSENOI...........ooii ettt e e e steeeeeanes 54

Comparison of the impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
outcomes, overall and DY GENAE ... e e e e eas 55

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on additional enroliment and attendance
(o101 (o0 0 1 T=T TP PP P PP PP PTPPPPP 56

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on school-level enroliment and attendance

OUECOIMIES ...ttt ettt e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e s e s e e ettt e e e 4 e e b bR e e e e e e e e e e bbb e et e e e e e s e b e r e e et e e e e e naernnneeneas 57
Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on school dropout and transition.............cccccccceuees 58
Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on additional test SCOres..........cccccoviiiiiiieeeeaennnnns 59
Additional reading outcomes: Reading skills by test language.........ccccccoeecvvviiiie i 60
Additional reading outcomes: Reading skills by highest grade achieved .............cccoocoeeiiirnnnnne 63
Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on additional child outcomes...........ccccccceeeeeiinins 65
Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on parent attitudes toward schooling................... 66

Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on parent attitudes regarding schooling
(0 =T o110 E- RO PRSP 67

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child outcomes, by age (6-12
D LSL= L) IR PEPPRR 69

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on local-language task scores, by gender............. 71

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on enrollment: Sensitivity to different
regresSSioN SPECITICALIONS .......u ittt e ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e s nnneneeeaaeaean 73

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on attendance: Sensitivity to different
FEQreSSION SPECITICALIONS ... .uviiiiieei i ittt e e e e e st e e e e s e s e e e e e e s e e e e e eeeessanaeraneraaeeesannsnraneeaaeeaan 74

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on local-language scores: Sensitivity to
different regression SPECIfiCAtIONS. ...........uiiiiii e 75

Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on French-language scores: Sensitivity to
different regression SPECIfICALIONS...........uuiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e 76

Impacts on child education outcomes for in-school children: Bloom adjustment ......................... 77

Comparison of the impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
(o101 (o0 0 1= TSP TP PP PP PP PTPPPIP 78

Comparison of the impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
(o TU1(oto] g pT=TS T o) VAo =T o o =T ST UUP TR 79




V.29.
V.30.
VI.1.
VI.2.
VI.3.
V1.4
VI.5.

VI.6.

VI.7.

Impacts of IMAGINE 0N PriMary OULCOMES. .......ciiiaiiiieiieiaa e e e e e eteteeea e e e e e ettt e e e aee s e e annbeeeeeeaeeeaannnes 80

Impacts of IMAGINE on school infrastructure and characteristics ............cccvvveveeeiiiiciiiieeee e, 81
Differences between cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit analySes ..., 86
Total costs per village of IMAGINE and NECS activities and their expected life spans................ 88
List of assumptions for cost-effectiveness analySis .........c..ueviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 91
Cost-effectiveness estimates of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-0nly ......cccccceevvviviiieeee e, 92
List of assumptions for cost-benefit analysSis ... 96

Benefits of an additional year of exposure to NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only for
HUSTrative DIrth CONOIES ..ot e et e e e steeeeeanes 97

Cost-benefit estimates of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-0Nly...........oocoiiiiiiiiiieeeei, 99

Xi



This page has been left blank for double-sided copy.



FIGURES

I.1. Number of primary schools in Niger: 2002/2003—2012/2013 ......ccooiiuiiiiieaaaeeieeee e eiieeee e
1.2. Percent of classrooms constructed of durable material in Niger: 2002/2003-2012/2013................
1.1 Implementation of IMAGINE and NECS by department...........ooouuiiiiiiooiiiiiiieee e
.2 NTP evaluation timeline: IMAGINE and NECS..........ocooiiiiiiiieriie e

Xiii



This page has been left blank for double-sided copy.



ACRONYMS

AME Association des Méeres Educatives (Students’ Mothers Association)
APE Association des Parents d’Eléves (Parent Teacher Association)
ARL Apprentissage Rapide de la Lecture (Rapid reading curriculum)
ASL Apprentissage Systématique de la Lecture (Systematic reading curriculum)
BRIGHT Burkinabé Response to Improve Girls’ Chances to Succeed

Cl First Grade

CIERPA Centre International d’Etudes et de Recherches Sur Les Populations Africaines
CGDES Comité de Gestion des Etablissements Scolaires

CP Second Grade

EGRA Early Grade Reading Assessment

EPDC Education Policy and Data Center

ERR Economic rate of return

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization

GoN Government of Niger

IMAGINE IMprove the educAtion of Glrls in NigEr

IRB Institutional Review Board

ITT Intent to treat

MCC Millennium Challenge Corporation

MEP Ministry of Primary Education

MDI Minimum detectable impact

NECS Niger Education and Community Strengthening

NPV Net present value

NTP Niger Threshold Program

OoLS Ordinary least squares

PAL Plan d’Action Locaux (Local action plan)

PDDE Programme Décennal pour le Développement de I'Education
RIGA Rural Income Generating Activities

ToT Treatment on the treated

UC-PMC Unité de Coordination des Programmes du Millenium Challenge
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund

USAID United States Agency for International Development

VIE Volontaires pour I'Intégration Educative (VIE KANDE NI BAYRA)

XV



This page has been left blank for double-sided copy.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To address some of the development challengesgf&iioer, the government of Niger
(GoN) partnered with the Millennium Challenge Cagimn (MCC) to introduce a three-year
Niger Threshold Program (NTP), beginning in 2008e TMAGINE (IMprove the educAtion of
Girls In NigEr) and NECS (Niger Education and ConmityiStrengthening) projects were
created under the NTP, working with the United &takgency for International Development
(USAID), to improve the educational opportunitiesidable to children, especially girls; to
improve literacy; and to strengthen the links betwcal communities and state structures.
Plan International and Aide et Action implementee projects.MCC hired Mathematica Policy
Research to lead rigorous, independent evaluatibtiee IMAGINE and NECS projects in order
to estimate their impacts. In this report, we eatduithe impact of the NECS project and the
combined impact of the IMAGINE and NECS projectethyears after initial implementation of
NECS and seven years after initial implementatiofVAGINE.

The IMAGINE project set out to construct 68 highatjty primary schools and implement a
set of complementary interventions designed toease the school enrollment and completion
rates of girls in treatment villages. Project inmpéntation began in March 2009; however,
because of a constitutional crisis in Niger the plamentary interventions were suspended in
August 2009 and all remaining project activitiegeveuspended in December 2009. MCC and
USAID granted authorization to resume project ati#is in January 2010, and the project closed
on September 30, 2010. By the end of the projecstof the school infrastructure activities
were complete, but most of the complementary dids/had not been introduced. Following the
return to democratic rule, the GoN, MCC, and USAtarted the NECS project in 2012 to
implement revised versions of the complementaiyities interrupted under the original IMAGINE
project. The NECS project includes a package afiies designed to increase access to high
guality education and to improve reading achieveanmelocal languages.

In this report, we document the main findings friima evaluation of the NECS project. The
evaluation builds on the random assignment conduotethe evaluation of the IMAGINE
project (as documented in Bagby et al. 2013; Baglat. 2014a; Bagby et al. 2015) by randomly
assigning a portion of the control villages frore tIMAGINE evaluatiorto the NECS
intervention. In addition, all villages that receivthe IMAGINE intervention were selected to
receive the NECS intervention. The random assighwiethe two interventions allows us to
estimate the impacts of NECS alone (NECS-onlyhenIMAGINE control villages as well as
the combined impacts of NECS and IMAGINE (NECS &AMINE) in IMAGINE villages on
key educational outcomes for children age 6 thral@lgears, including school enrollment,
attendance, and test scores in local languageBrandh, and mathematics. We examine the
implementation of planned NECS activities, and weduct an investigation of whether
investments under IMAGINE were sustained. We thmardact cost analyses in order to evaluate
the cost-effectiveness of the NECS project andtimebination of the IMAGINE and NECS

1 The agreement between USAID and Plan InternatioSa#l was signed in October 2008. VIE Kande ni Bagra
local NGO, was involved early in the NECS projdxtt did not stay involved throughout. ReadsterdN&® based
in Virginia, joined the project at the end of 2014.

Xvii



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

projects relative to other programs in developiagrdaries that seek to improve education
outcomes, especially for girls.

Overall, the two projects successfully reacheddinget villages. The majority of target
schools received most NECS activities. Schools detnated a significant increase in the
presence of a student government and a mentorogggmn and in the use of local languages for
reading instruction in grades 1 and 2 in NECS-ailgges compared to control villages. The
improvements in school infrastructure and schosdueces and the girl-friendly features created
under the IMAGINE project have largely been susdinThere is no difference in the
availability of primary schools in villages in tesample, and so impacts resulting from the
projects are a result of a change in the qualitychfcation and educational environment
provided and not in access to a school building.

The NECS project alone had a 9.5 percentage positiye impact on primary school
enrollment, an 11.1 percentage point positive imhpacttendance (measured on the last day
that school was open), a 0.15 standard deviatisitipe impact on normalized local-language
test scores, and no impact on French-languagedests in NECS-only villages. Villages where
NECS was combined with IMAGINE infrastructure intragnts experienced a 10.3 percentage
point positive impact on primary school enrolimemt, 3.6 percentage point positive impact on
attendance, a 0.21 standard deviation positive ¢inpra normalized local-language test scores,
and no impact on French-language test scores.nipadts of both projects on enrollment and
attendance were slightly larger in magnitude foisghan for boys, but these differences in
impacts were not statistically significant. Boygte NECS & IMAGINE group experienced a
larger impact on local-language test scores thds, put there was no significant difference in
impacts for boys and girls in the NECS-only grotipe impacts of the two projects were also
similar for children from varying socioeconomic kgmunds, with the exception of the impact
of NECS-only on local-language scores, which waééi for children in the lowest quintile
than those in the higher quintiles.

Finally, the cost-benefit analyses estimated thatNECS & IMAGINE project is a
relatively costly way of improving enroliment orclal-language skills (compared to other
programs) and ultimately has a negative econontécafreturn. The NECS-only project, while
less costly had a small positive economic ratetafrn.

Mathematica Policy Research, an independent rdseardractor, conducted the evaluation.
The Centre International d’Etudes et de Rechershekes Populations Africaines (CIERPA), a
professional data collection firm located in Nigeerformed the evaluation’s data collection
activities.

A. Evaluation type, questions, methodology
1. Evaluation type

The NECS evaluation design builds on the randongm@seent conducted for the IMAGINE
evaluation. Specifically, the design involves twoimds of clustered random assignment. The
first round, conducted in 2008 for the IMAGINE ewation, called for the random selection of
IMAGINE treatment villages from a pool of potentrakipient villages identified by Niger's
Ministry of Primary Education (MEP) according teet of criteria (the remaining villages
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became the IMAGINE control villages). The critesggecified that villages needed to have a high
number of primary school—-age girls not enrollegdachool, a sufficient number of additional
preprimary school-age girls who could enter prinsaiyool over the life of the project, a large
disparity between girls’ and boys’ school completrates, evidence of community
interest/engagement, no other donor interventiamp®tential water source, and easy access
(community located close to a road). All IMAGINEcigient villages were selected to receive
the NECS intervention. The second round of randssigament, conducted in November 2012,
involved the random selection of some of the IMAGIBbntrol villages to receive NECS.

2. Research questions

The impact evaluation aims to answer the followiesearch questions: (1) What is the
impact of NECS intervention activities alone andN&CS in combination with IMAGINE on
enrollment, attendance, and learning as measuréesbgcores? (2) Do impacts differ for girls
and boys? and (3) Do impacts differ for childresnirhouseholds with different asset levels?
The evaluation also (1) investigates whether thestments made in school infrastructure under
the IMAGINE project have been sustained and (2yaots cost analyses to determine if the
NECS project investment was justified from a casispective. For both projects, we conduct a
cost-effectiveness analysis and a cost-benefiyaisal

3. Methodology

To be compatible with the first round of randomigissient for the IMAGINE evaluation,
which involved assignment of villages within comrmreanMathematica and the project’s funders
and implementing partners conducted the seconddrofirmndom assignment of villages within
communes as well. That is, we randomly selectedgnabyer of villages from the IMAGINE
control villages in each commune to receive NE@8dther with all the IMAGINE treatment
villages in that commune). Consistent with our @ndassignment design, our estimation
strategy consists of comparing the mean outcom#seadvaluation groups at follow-up by using
a regression framework with controls for the rantation strata (communes).

We use data that were collected three years aftieduction of the full NECS intervention
package of activities in 62 villages that receibeth IMAGINE and NECS, in 87 villages that
received only the NECS project, and in 54 contilthges. CIERPA collected data in May and
June 2016, approximately seven and a half yeags @ihdom assignment for IMAGINE took
place and approximately three and a half years aftelom assignment for NECS occurred. The
main sources of data were a household survey dbraly selected families with school-age
children; the results of local- language and Freadguage reading tests and of math tests
administered to children living in households imtewed in the household survey; a school
survey administered to officials at the primaryaahn the village and direct observation of
school infrastructure; and a village census usesttkect households with school-age children.
We also use data collected just after the stati@NECS program in October and November
2013; those data provide a baseline data for th@ Enly group.

2 The already initiated activities included thetiiag of inspectors and teachers and the developoafe@@mmunity
governance structures related to gender and stuelemiitment efforts. Activities related to earlsade reading did
not begin until after the completion of data cdiiea.
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B. Impacts

Our analyses indicate that NECS project activiiese implemented with a high degree of
fidelity in schools targeted to receive the NEC§egmt. Close to 100 percent of NECS & IMAGINE
and NECS-only schools had a student governmenta@apo only 17 percent of control group
schools, and student governments in NECS schoatswere likely to have conducted literacy
promotion activities in the last school year (Sgrt those in control schools (Table ES.1). Schools
in NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only villages were alsmre likely to have a school governance
committee (Comité de Gestion des EtablissementsiBzx) or CDGES) that holds regular meetings
and has conducted literacy promotion activitiesnduthe 2015/2016 school year, to actively offer a
mentoring program, and to have a local-languagdingaurriculum, educational materials, and
story books.

Table ES.1. Descriptive statistics demonstrating implementation of NECS
project activities in schools
Difference

NECS & NECS-

NECS & NECS- IMAGINE only
IMAGINE only Control versus versus
group group group control control

School activities (percentage)

School has student government 97.3 101.9 16.8 80.5%** 85.1%**
Student government conducted literacy 38.2 46.3 0.0 38.2%** 46.3%**
promotion activities during SY 2015-2016
School has CGDES 99.4 100.0 97.2 2.2 2.8
CGDES conducts regular meetings 88.7 88.4 53.2 35.5%** 35.1%**
CGDES conducted literacy promotion activities 60.5 64.7 7.5 53.0%** 57 3%
during SY 2015-2016
School has active mentoring program 69.5 72.6 7.5 62.0%** 65.1%**
Local-language instruction (percentage)
School has local-language reading curriculum 97.1 100.7 1.9 95.3*** 98.8***
School has local-language educational materials 94.5 100.7 1.9 92.7%+* 98.8***
School has local-language story books 68.1 81.6 3.0 65.1*** 78.7%**
Sample size (schools) 61 69 48
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school questionnaire.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are

regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions use standard errors that are robust to heteroscedasticity. All outcomes are
unconditional; for example, "CGDES conducts regular meetings" is counted as zero if school does not have
a CGDES. Means greater than 100 are possible for the treatment groups because they are regression
adjusted.

*xfxxf* Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

The investments in school infrastructure made utfteiMAGINE project have largely
been sustained between 2013 and 2016 (Table B8t2e the IMAGINE project did not
increase the number of public schools in IMAGINHEages (all villages, including treatment
and control villages, participating in the studyéat least one primary school in the village),
the project did have positive impacts on the qualitschool infrastructure. For example, we
found significant increases in the number of classrs and the number of classrooms with
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finished materials in IMAGINE schools in both 204id 2013. By 2016, the number of overall
classrooms and those with finished materials hexeased from 6.5 to 7.2 and from 5.0 to 6.9,
respectively. The IMAGINE project also had positirgacts on the quality of school
infrastructure, such as on the existence of potahler, toilet facilities, preschools, playgrounds,
and teacher housing. We find similar prevalenc20h3 and 2016 for most of the school
infrastructure measures that we collected, sorttpgavements in infrastructure quality from
IMAGINE have been largely sustained. In fact, tkellhood of having of a functioning potable
water source at IMAGINE schools actually improveahi 50.0 percent in 2013 to 75.4 percent
in 2016, which is consistent with the planned boleltonstruction and rehabilitation activities
implemented under the NECS project. The one exaze|idithe prevalence of girl-friendly
features of the IMAGINE schools—having separaterias for girls and boys and housing
specifically for female teachers—both of which deetl by roughly 25 percent between 2013
and 2016, though the presence of latrines and hgud not change.

Table ES.2. Descriptive statistics of sustainability of school infrastructure in
IMAGINE villages

Impacts

2016 NECS & 2013 2011 2013 2011
IMAGINE IMAGINE IMAGINE IMAGINE IMAGINE
schools schools schools schools schools

Availability of schools (per village)

Number of public schools per village 1.0 11 11 -0.1 0.0
Infrastructure (per school)
Number of:
Classrooms 7.2 6.5 6.2 1.3%** 1.5%**
Classrooms made of finished materials 6.9 5.0 52 2.3xx* 3.1
Percentage of schools with:
Potable water source present 85.3 79.6 74.1 60.2%** 58.7***
Potable water source functioning 75.4 50.0 n/a 40.8*** n/a
Toilet facilities present 96.7 100.0 100.0 60.0%** 71.9%**
Toilet facilities functioning 93.4 98.1 n/a 69.4*** n/a
Separate latrines 73.8 98.1 94.4 68.8%** 77.2%**
Preschool facility 96.7 98.1 44.4 74.9%** 25.4%**
Playground 90.2 96.3 n/a 84.7x+* n/a
Teacher housing 96.7 98.1 94.4 88.7%** 89.5%**
Teacher housing for female teachers 75.0 94.4 n/a 92.8**+* n/a
59 57 57

Sample size (village)
Sample size (schools)

Source: Dumitrescu et al. 2011; Bagby et al. 2014b; NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school
questionnaire.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. IMAGINE school means include
village-level weights. Impacts were estimated with regressions including commune fixed effects and village-
level weights. Sample sizes are for the full sample of public schools that responded to the school
questionnaire; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. The full sample of
non-IMAGINE schools was 124 schools in 121 villages in 2013 and 143 schools in 121 villages in 2011.

*xfxxfx Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
n/a = Not applicable because measure was not collected in that round of data collection.

61 54 54
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The NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects provideaisitive impacts on primary
school enroliment and attendance for children atfedugh 12, which is the age in which
children would likely be enrolled in primary schaoINiger (Table ES.3). Children in NECS &
IMAGINE villages were 10.3 percentage points mdakely to report school enrollment in the
current school year and 13.6 percentage points fikaelg to report school attendance on the
most recent day the school was open than childrenntrol group villages. Similarly, children
in NECS-only villages were 9.5 and 11.1 percentagats more likely than children in control
group villages to report, respectively, enrolimienand attendance at school. The projects also
had a positive impact on local-language readintisskvhich is a primary goal of the NECS
program. The average normalized local-languagestest was 0.21 standard deviations higher
for children in NECS & IMAGINE villages and 0.15%astdard deviations higher for children in
NECS-only villages. The projects produced no diatlly significant impacts on French-
language test scores. However, we did find positiyeacts of 0.13 and 0.10 standard deviations
on standardized mathematics test scores in, regplgctNECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
villages (not shown because mathematics scorasoaie primary outcome of this study).

Table ES.3. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child

outcomes
Impacts
NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE Control IMAGINE
group group group
Child enrolled during SY 2015-2016 79.2 78.3 68.9 10.3= 9.5%**
(percentage)
Child attended school on most recent day 70.8 68.3 57.2 13.6%** 11.1%x
school was open (percentage)
Local-language score— normalized (standard 0.09 0.02 -0.13 0.21%+* 0.15%+*
deviations)
French-language score— normalized (standard 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.04
deviations)
Sample size (children) 4,103 5,752 3,325
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled children, attendance is
unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized
scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a

smaller size because of missing data.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

The impact of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only mois on enroliment, attendance,
and local-language test scores is significant anfanly girls and boys (Table ES.4). The
difference in impacts between girls and boys iistteally significant only for local language
test scores, where the impact of NECS & IMAGINHaigier among boys than among girls. As
with the overall sample, neither gender accountsiffnificant impacts on French-language test

scores.
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Table ES.4. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary outcomes,
by gender

Impacts
NECS & NECS- NECS &
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE
group group group group
Child enrolled during current school year (SY 2015—-  2016) (percentage)
Females 77.6 74.7 64.6 13.0%** 10.1%**
Males 80.7 81.5 72.7 8.0%** 8.8***
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)
Females 70.0 64.5 53.1 16.9%** 11.4%*
Males 71.6 71.7 61.0 10.6*** 10.6***
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation  s)
Females 0.00 -0.05 -0.15 0.15%** 0.10**
Males 0.17 0.08 -0.11 0.28*** 0.19%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts Yes No
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
Females -0.01 -0.02 -0.10 0.08 0.07
Males 0.14 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.01
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Sample size (children)
Female 2,010 2,678 1,587
Male 2,093 3,074 1,738

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed tests. NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and weights. Regressions account
for clustering within villages. The reported control group mean is not regression-adjusted, but it does
include weights. For non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those
who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes
are for the full sample; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

[ [* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We also investigate impacts across levels of haldelssets, separating children into the first
quintile of an index of household assets (the Eiamup) and into all remaining quintiles (Table
ES.5). The NECS & IMAGINE project has significanmtpacts on enrollment, attendance, and
local languages for both groups of children andigaificant differences in impacts between the
groups. For both groups of children, we also filgthiicant impacts of the NECS-only project on
enrollment and attendance, with no differences eetwthe groups. However, we find that NECS-
only has a statistically significant impact of 0sténdard deviations on local language for the
lowest quintile and that the impact is significgriélrger than the estimated impact for the higher
quintiles. Neither group evidences significant iipaon French-language scores.
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Table ES.5. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
outcomes, by socioeconomic status

Impacts
NECS & NECS- NECS &
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE
group group group group
Child enrolled during current school year (SY 2015—-  2016) (percentage)
Lowest quintile 76.9 75.3 64.4 12 5+ 11.0%*
Quintiles 2 through 5 80.3 80.1 71.7 8.6%** 8.4%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)
Lowest quintile 70.3 66.0 52.1 18.2%** 13.9%**
Quintiles 2 through 5 71.2 69.7 60.5 10.7%** 9.2%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation  s)
Lowest quintile 0.04 -0.03 -0.28 0.32%** 0.26***
Quintiles 2 through 5 0.11 0.05 -0.03 0.14%** 0.08
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No Yes
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
Lowest quintile 0.02 0.00 -0.12 0.14 0.12*
Quintiles 2 through 5 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.02 -0.01
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Sample size (children)
Lowest quintile 1,183 2,307 1,261
Quintiles 2 through 5 2,838 3,313 1,992
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are

regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled children, attendance is
unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized
scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a
smaller size because of missing data.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

In this report, we use cost-effectiveness and besefit analyses to explore further whether
the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects may bstjfied (Table ES.6). Not surprisingly,
the combination of the NECS and IMAGINE projectseiss cost-effective than the NECS-only
project for both enrollment and local-language sesires because the NECS and IMAGINE
projects achieved highly similar impacts; howetiee, IMAGINE project involved school
construction, which is significantly more expensiWth the impacts of the projects, and the
assumptions made in the cost analyses that ard baseal data from Niger, only the NECS-
only project produces a positive economic ratestiinn of 2 percent, which is below the 10
percent threshold used by MCC to evaluate whetlpeojaect generates an adequate return. The
cost-effectiveness estimates for the NECS & IMAGIaEl NECS-only projects are somewhat
high relative to similar projects. From a cost-dérstandpoint, both the NECS & IMAGINE
and NECS-only projects produce negative net presdoe: -$338,393 for NECS & IMAGINE
and -$18,049 for NECS-only.
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Table ES.6. Cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit estimates of the NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only projects

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only

Cost-effectiveness?

Enrollment (one additional student-year) $675 $154

Test scores (one-tenth of a standard deviation) $121 $24
Total benefitsP $11,523 $13,128
Total costsP $349,916 $31,177
Net present value® -$338,393 -$18,049
Cost-benefit ratio® 0.03 0.42
ERR® -4% 2%

Note: For all calculations, we assume a 10 percent discount rate. Costs and benefits are in 2009 USD.

aCost-effectiveness for enrollment is calculated by dividing the differences in costs between treatment and
comparison villages by the estimated impacts for that outcome. We assume that a single year of exposure to the
respective interventions is needed to observe the enroliment effect. For the cost-effectiveness of changes in test
scores, we divide the result by 10 in order to express the estimate in terms of the cost per tenth of a standard
deviation. We assume that all the years of exposure to the respective interventions are needed to observe the
learning effect reflected by the impact on test scores. Average lengths of exposure for test scores are 3.73 years
(NECS & IMAGINE) and 2.55 years (NECS-only).

bTotal benefits include the present value of the total return to education over the working lifetime (15 to 50 years of
age) for each birth cohort exposed during the life span of the intervention (30 years). Total costs include the present
value of the total costs of the intervention over the same 30-year life span.

°Net present value is calculated by subtracting the present value of total costs from present value of total benefits.
4The cost-benefit ratio is calculated by dividing the present value of total benefits by the present value of total costs.
®The ERR is the discount rate at which the net present value equals zero.

C. Conclusions

In this report, we document the main findings framimpact evaluation of the IMAGINE and
NECS projects, which improved the quality of sckaolrural Niger across several dimensions
including infrastructure, the learning environmeand local language reading instruction. Overatl, fo
primary school-age children (6 through 12 years)ptserve significant impacts on school
enrollment, school attendance, and local-langueagimg skills for both the combination of the
IMAGINE and NECS projects and for the NECS progdone. The projects significantly improved
outcomes for both girls and boys and for childremss a range of socioeconomic backgrounds. In
addition, we found no impact on French-languagestses, suggesting that the NECS project
successfully targeted local-language reading skiisntended, without slowing the development of
French-language reading skills.

The results suggest that both the IMAGINE and Nip€fgects had positive impacts on most
educational outcomes. The impacts of the two pt®ge largely similar to one another and similar
to the impacts of the IMAGINE project observedta three-year evaluation. However, it is
uncertain whether the combination of the two pitsjéad additional benefits on enroliment,
attendance, or mother tongue early-grade readittg @i children of primary school age beyond the
benefits of each program alone. It is possibletti@two projects did not have additive benefits
when implemented together. For example, the exterssicial mobilization campaign that occurred
as part of the NECS project may have improved chitldomes in NECS-only villages but may not
have had an additional benefit in villages that &flaebdy experienced similar benefits from the
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IMAGINE project. It is also possible that the betsedf IMAGINE declined over time, and the
NECS project had similar impacts on both sets ofroanities.

We also observed a positive impact on mathemastsctores, an important educational
outcome that was not directly targeted by the ptejdMAGINE'’s investments in school
infrastructure, school resources, and girl-frierstifiool features appear to have been largely
sustained over the seven years since project ingoition, although the presence of some girl-
friendly features has declined since 2013. The NBAI$ project appeared to be less cost-effective
relative to most similar programs and the projectipced a low rate of economic return relative to
its costs (its ERR failed to meet MCC standard#)tfus was largely due to the low returns to
education and low incomes that exist in Niger. Beeaof the high costs of implementing the
IMAGINE infrastructure improvements, the NECS & INBNE project was relatively less cost-
effective than NECS-only or similar programs anadpiced a negative economic rate of return.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Overview of the evaluation

To address some of the development challengesgf&éioer, the government of Niger
(GoN) partnered with the Millennium Challenge Cagitmn (MCC) to introduce a three-year
Niger Threshold Program (NTP), beginning in 2008e TMAGINE (IMprove the educAtion of
Girls In NigEr) and NECS (Niger Education and ConmityiStrengthening) projects were
created under the NTP, working with the United &akgency for International Development
(USAID), to improve the educational opportunitiesidgable to children, especially girls; to
improve literacy; and to strengthen the links betical communities and state structures.
Plan International and Aide et Action implementied projects.MCC hired Mathematica Policy
Research to lead rigorous, independent evaluatibtiee IMAGINE and NECS projects in order
to estimate their impacts. In this report, we eatdithe impact of the NECS project and the
combined impact of the IMAGINE and NECS projectethyears after initial implementation of
NECS and seven years after initial implementatiofVAGINE.

The IMAGINE project set out to construct 68 highality primary schools and implement a
set of complementary interventions designed toeiase the school enrollment and completion
rates of girls in treatment villages. Activitiexinded the design and dissemination of training
modules for teachers and the implementation of bilmation campaign in support of girls’
education. Project implementation began in Mardb@2@owever, because of a constitutional
crisis in Niger the complementary interventions @eveuspended in August 2009 and remaining
activities were suspended in December 2009. MCCUBWID granted authorization to resume
project activities in January 2010, and the proptased on September 30, 2010. By the end of
the project, 62 of the 68 IMAGINE schools had beenstructed; however, most of the
complementary activities had not yet started. koilg the reinstatement of threshold program
assistance to Niger, the GoN, MCC, and USAID itetithe NECS project in 2013 to implement
revised versions of the complementary activitiésrmpted under the original IMAGINE project.
The NECS project includes a package of activitesghed to increase access to high quality
education and to improve student reading achievear@hadult literacy.

Mathematica conducted rigorous evaluations of Mh&GINE project both one and three years
after the suspension of school construction (D@san et al. 2011; Bagby et al. 2014b). The
evaluations randomly assigned eligible villageseteive the IMAGINE intervention and found
positive impacts of the interventions on schoobiment (8.3 percentage points increase in last
school year), especially for girls (11.8 percenfjagjats), and on both attendance (7.9 percentage
points decrease in being absent more than 2 canseaeekd) and mathematics scores (0.126
standard deviations increase in normalized mattesby the time of the three-year evaluation. The

3 The agreement between USAID and Plan InternatioSa#l was signed in October 2008. VIE Kande ni Bagra
local NGO, was involved early in the NECS projdxtt did not stay involved throughout. ReadsterdN&O based
in Virginia, joined the project at the end of 2014.

4 Data for the three-year IMAGINE evaluation werdlexted prior to the start of the school year. s reason,
we could not ask parents about children’s attenelamcthe previous school day or during the previbdays as we
had for the one-year evaluation. Instead, we apleents to recall whether the child had misseddwmore
consecutive weeks of school during the prior sclyeat.
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evaluation of the NECS project builds on the rand@msignment conducted for the IMAGINE
evaluation by randomly assigning roughly two-thicdghe control villages from the IMAGINE
evaluatiorto the NECS intervention. In addition, all villagisit received the IMAGINE
intervention were selected to receive the NECSvetgion. The random assignment of the two
interventions allows us to estimate the impactBCS in the IMAGINE control villages as
well as the combined impacts of NECS and IMAGINENTAGINE villages on key educational
outcomes, including school enrollment, attendaand,test scores in mathematics, local
languages, and French. We also conduct cost asatysee IMAGINE and NECS projects in
order to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the Slip®ject and of the combined IMAGINE and
NECS projects relative to other programs that anmiprove education outcomes, especially for
girls, in developing countries.

B. Primary schooling context in Niger
1. Education system in Niger

Officially, households in Niger may enroll theirilchien in primary school at no charge,
although in practice the schools often ask parent®ver some school-related expenditures (not
to mention the opportunity costs of the time clalidspend in school). Primary education in
Niger lasts for six years, and, upon completioprahary school, students receive a Certificat de
fin d’Etudes du premier Degré. School is officiatigmpulsory between ages 7 and 12, but the
GoN does not enforce the law, especially in rurads, because of several factors, including an
inadequate number of schools and parent resistarsmhool.

2. School enrollment and access to high quality sobls

Despite a concerted effort to increase primary schoroliment and completion rates in
Niger and improvements over the last decade, ttaes remain low. For example, Niger
experienced increases in gross enrollment and pyiswnool completion rates of 39 and 41
percentage points, respectively, from 2000 to 2014 the rates in 2014 were still relatively low
at 71 and 59 percent (Table I%1n fact, Niger's primary school enrollment ratena@ns one of
the lowest in West Africa (Table 1.2) and is ex&ated by persistent disparities in enroliment
and completion rates between boys and girls. Thargthe percentage of boys and girls who
complete primary school in Niger increased fromercpntage points in 2000 to 13 percentage
points in 2014. In addition, rural children lag behurban children in many education outcomes.
According to 2006 Demographic and Health Survey 088 percent of children age 7 through
12 in rural areas do not attend school compar@® eercent of children in urban areas (EPDC
2014b). The urban-rural gap is similar in Mali, Isataller in other neighboring countries such as
Nigeria (38 and 13 percent, respectively, not @itenschool in rural and urban areas) and Cote
d’lvoire (45 and 29 percent, respectively, notratiag school in rural and urban areas) (EPDC
2014a; c).

5The gross enrollment rate is the total enrollmara specific level of education, regardless of agpressed as a
percentage of the eligible official age group cspending to the same level of education in a gaahool year. For
primary education, the rate is calculated by exgingsthe number of students enrolled in primarglewf
education, regardless of age, as a percentage akthal, official primary school-age populatiors. &éresult, the
proportion may exceed 100 percent when more stadeptenrolled in a primary school than there hildren in
the affected age group because of early or latamtstor repeaters.
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Table 1.1. Evolution of primary education indicators: Niger 1975-2014

Gross enrollment rate— Completion of
primary education (percent) primary education (percent)

Gross intake rate to the

Primary last grade of primary
School year All Males Females All Males Females
2014 71 76 65 59 65 52
2010 63 70 57 40 46 35
2005 49 57 41 29 35 23
2000 32 38 26 18 21 14
1995 28 34 21 13 17 10
1990 26 32 19 16 20 11
1985 22 28 16 19 25 14
1980 22 27 16 14 16 11
1975 15 19 11 7 9 5

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2016).

Table 1.2. Gross enroliment rate in primary education: West Africa 2014

Country Gross enrollment rate in 2014 (percent)

Benin 126
Burkina Faso 87
Chad 1012
Mali 77
Niger 71

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2016).
aThe most recent gross enrollment rate for Chad is from 2013.

Before implementation of the IMAGINE project, thei® had launched several initiatives
aimed at both improving access to school and primmajfirls’ education under the Programme
Décennal pour le Développement de I'Education (PIDIEder the program, Niger undertook
widespread school construction. Between the 20023-20d 2008—-2009 school years, the
number of primary schools increased by over 70grgrdrom 6,770 to 11,610 (Figure 1.1).
School construction has continued to increasetlmdumber of schools rose to 15,505 by the
2012-2013 school year. During the same periodpéneentage of classrooms constructed of
durable material and in good repair remained redhitistable at about 50 percent, suggesting
that, although the number of schools increasedfgigntly over nearly a decade, the average
guality of schools remained unchanged (Figure N@netheless, the quality of education
improved on other measures. For example, an ircserfi supply of textbooks has been a
widespread problem in schools in Niger, requiringlents to share books. However, in recent
years, the ratio of students to textbooks has dsecdesharply. For reading, the number of
students per textbook declined from 2.5 studen008-2004 to 1.4 students in 2012—-2013,
and, for mathematics, the number of students péoaek declined from 3 students in 2003—
2004 to 1.6 students in 2012—-2013 (Ministére dasiignement Primaire, de I’Alphabétisation,
de la Promotion des Langues Nationales et de ['&iilut Civique 2013).
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Figure 1.1. Number of primary schools in Niger: 2002/2003-2012/2013
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Source: Ministére de 'Enseignement Primaire, de I'’Alphabétisation, de la Promotion des Langues Nationales et de
I'Education Civique (2013).

Figure 1.2. Percent of classrooms constructed of durable material in Niger:
2002/2003-2012/2013

70%

60%

40%

30%

materials

20%

10%

Percent of classrooms constructed of durable

0%
Q N >

S N Q,\q, 5

v v
NV

P

Source: Ministére de 'Enseignement Primaire, de I'Alphabétisation, de la Promotion des Langues Nationales et de
I'Education Civique (2013).




Il. OVERVIEW OF IMAGINE AND NECS

A. Project description
IMAGINE project history

The NTP was signed in March 2008 and allocated1$28llion to achieve three
development goals: (1) to improve the quality ofl access to education for girls; (2) to improve
local governance and reduce corruption througresmed civil society engagement; and (3)
streamline business creation, land access, amdjtigtocedures. Between 2008 and 2011, MCC
disbursed $12,015,594 to support girls’ primarycadion, $2,569,850 to reduce corruption, and
$312,715 to assist businesses and to improve atrésy.

=

Figure 11.1. Implementation of IMAGINE and NECS by department

Source: Dumitrescu et al. (2011).

Implemented by a consortium selected by USAID aaddy Plan International, the
IMAGINE project aimed to address the girls’ educatcomponent of the NTP. The project was
implemented in 20 communes in 11 departments (igigteld in Figure I1.1) in every region of
Niger except Niamey. Initially, the regions of aitléri and Zinder were selected for participation
in the project, but the GoN later added five regiohgadez, Diffa, Dosso, Maradi, and Tahoua.
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The GoN selected 20 communes to participate in IMMEfrom each of the regions, and
identified 10 villages in each commune as eligiblethe project based on the following criteria:
the number of school-age girls in the village, asd® water within the village, and distance to a
major road. Mathematica and the GoN implementedaanassignment of eligible villages to
the IMAGINE intervention, with different numbers aflages assigned to treatmevithin each
IMAGINE communeé® In total, 68 villages were selected to receiveghekage of IMAGINE
intervention activities, and 133 villages were gsed to the control group.

The package of activities to be received by vilkagethe IMAGINE intervention included
two primary components: (1) the construction of-fjiendly schools (the “hard” interventions)
and (2) a series of complementary activities desigo improve the quality of teaching and
children’s performance and to build support fotgjieducation (the “soft” or complementary
interventionsy. The schools constructed through the IMAGINE projetiowed a “girl-
friendly” design that called for three classrooimsysing for three female teachers, a preschool,
and separate latrines for boys and girls that wgrepped with hand-washing stations. In
addition, a borehole was to be constructed in aatjan with each newly constructed school in
order to provide safe water for the school. The glementary interventions included activities
designed to improve the quality of teaching anddcen’s performance, along with community
mobilization campaigns in support of girls’ eduoati

Random assignment of the IMAGINE treatment to blgvillages took place in December
2008, with the list of treatment villages finalizedFebruary 2009 after completion of a ground-
truthing exercise. Construction of the IMAGINE sol®began one month later in March 2009.
In total, Plan International constructed 62 funaéb girl-friendly schools (of 68 planned) before
project activities ended in April 2010 followingspension of the NTPGiven the project’s
abrupt termination, most of the complementary @t were not implemented under
IMAGINE. Only a few complementary activities, suab the provision of textbooks and
materials for the schools, were fully implementddwever, all other activities were either
partially implemented (e.g., teacher training, neoshliteracy training, and societal awareness
campaigns) or not implemented at all (e.g., meagdal awards for female teachers, student
tutoring, and hygiene and sanitation educatfon).

2. Objective and activities of the NECS project

After MCC approved the reinstatement of threshatihpam assistance to Niger in 2011, the
GoN, MCC, and USAID designed the NECS project,ding on the soft interventions that
could not be completed under the IMAGINE projecC®1funded the NECS project by using

6 More treatment villages were selected in Tillatzérd Zinder because they were originally seleabedhie project.

" The project also included the provision of compdatary interventions to villages that borderedttreant
villages, but the evaluation does not include thokages because they were not included in therirntion’s
random assignment.

8 Plan International used its own funds to comptetestruction of the 62 schools after the withdraefgiroject
funds.

9 Details on the full implementation of each actiappear in the first IMAGINE impact evaluation egpand in the
final report produced by Plan International (20xomplete list of activities under IMAGINE andetlextent of
their implementation appears in Appendix E.
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some of the funds initially disbursed for IMAGIN&, which $2 million was allocated to support
girls’ primary education through the completion amgbansion of the girls’ education component
of the IMAGINE project. The total value of the NEBme to $16,898,160. In addition, USAID
contributed funds and agreed with the GoN to uadterthe NECS project. The activities were
designed to address two strategic objectives. ifsiei$ to increase access to high quality
education through activities such as borehole coasbn and maintenance, the mobilization of
school governance structures to promote jointatites with communities, and the promotion of
gender-equitable classrooms and student leadeaishipties. In addition, the NECS project
seeks to engage the community to improve educlyysupporting school management
committees and developing a student mentoring prodo foster a healthy school environment
and motivate parents to keep their children in sthhe project’s second objective is to
increase student reading achievement by implengatnambitious early-grade reading
curriculum that trains and supports teachers in mathods of reading instruction in the early
grades and develops reading material in local laggs. The NECS project also aims to promote
a culture of reading by building community supdortreading and establishing adult literacy
programs.

3. NTP logic model

In Table 11.1, we present a logic model that shbww the NECS and IMAGINE
interventions may plausibly affect the groups antt@mes of interest to the projects. The
interventions are listed in the left-hand columithwolumns to the right listing the groups
targeted by each activity and the outcomes thatpteaysibly improve in response to each activity.
The activities target a variety of groups in thenoaunity, including children, teachers, parents and
other adults, and school management committeetiieg the NECS and IMAGINE
interventions were intended to foster improved stkarollment, attendance, and learning in the
short term and perhaps improve longer-term outc@uels as employment and income once the
children exposed to the interventions enter thekioote.
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Table 11.1. NECS and IMAGINE activities and targeted groups and outcomes

Activity

Groups
directly
affected

Short term

Outcomes

Medium term

Long term

and sanitation

Support deworming

Deworming treatments

Construct new girl- Students, Enrollment, attendance,
friendly schools** especially learning
girls
Provide textbooks** Students Access to textbooks,
learning
Introduce early-grade Teachers, Teaching techniques in
rapid reading program in | students early-grade reading in local
local languages and languages, reading ability,
provide teacher training learning; teacher capacity
and supervision and accountability Academic Employment
Provide reading materials | Students, Access to local-language performance! and income
in local languages adults in reading materials, reading
community ability, learning
Develop mentoring Students Enrollment, attendance,
program dropout rate, completion,
learning
Promote gender- Teachers, Girls’ enrollment,
equitable classrooms school attendance, and learning
management
committees
Promote leadership Students Student-teacher relations, Attendance, student
training for student student autonomy, self- engagement,
government esteem academic performance
Support school School Community participation in | Quality of education,
. . . Employment
management committees | management | education support for education .
’ and income
committees
Establish adult literacy Parents and | Adult literacy, culture of Children’s enroliment,
program adults in reading attendance, academic
community performance
Construct new boreholes* | Students Access to safe drinking lliness, attendance, General
water retention health,
Facilitate general hygiene Hand washing employment,
and income

Key assumptions
interventions.

reading curriculum.

« Schools are sufficiently functional (for example, in terms of infrastructure and management) to support program
< An adequate supply of teachers is available with the training and motivation to implement the early-grade

» The support provided by Ministry of Primary Education (MEP) inspectors and pedagogic supervisors is adequate
to monitor implementation of the early-grade reading curriculum.
Sufficient participation and interest in other project activities will develop among key target groups (for example,
adults in the community and school management committees).
* No major disruptive events occur in the target villages (for example, famine or political unrest).

Note:

No asterisk indicates an activity that was implemented solely as part of NECS. * indicates an activity that was

originally implemented as part of IMAGINE and is being completed as part of NECS. ** indicates an activity
that was implemented solely as part of IMAGINE.

1 Academic performance refers to completion of primary school and subsequent levels of schooling, and to test
scores and grades in coursework.
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B. NECS implementation summary

In Figure 1.2, we provide a broad overview of timaing of the key activities related to
implementation of the IMAGINE and NECS projects @avaluations. As described earlier, the
random assignment list of the IMAGINE treatment \iraalized in February 2009, and
construction of the IMAGINE schools began one mdatér, in March 2009, and ended in April
2010 after suspension of the NTP.

Figure 11.2. NTP evaluation timeline: IMAGINE and NECS

NECS roflout ¢ Full implementation of
roiloutto Apprentissage Systématique
Implementation of communities begins de la Lecture in grade 1
IMAGINE activities ‘

1 |

| | | | ‘ 1
| | | | | I [
t 2009 2010 2011 2012 t 2013' 2014 2015 2016

Random Data collection Random Data collection round— Data collection
assignment — round—First assignment — Long-term IMAGINE round—NECS
IMAGINE IMAGINE evaluation NECS evaluation / NECS evaluation

baseline

Random assignment for the NECS project took pladéavember 2012, and the initial
rollout of NECS project activities began in sumrg@i3. We planned two rounds of data
collection: a first wave before implementation loé INECS activities and another round after
implementation (henceforth referred to as “Wavendd “Wave 2”). Wave 1 data collection was
originally scheduled to occur at the end of the2@D13 school year but was delayed until
October—-November 2013 because of logistical issli€serefore, given that the IMAGINE
intervention had already occurred by the time of&/a data collection, the Wave 1 data
functioned as baseline data only for the NECS-gnbup. Among the NECS project activities
starting before Wave 1 data collection were tragjrsassions related to gender and student
recruitment efforts and the first of two adult taey campaigns However, activities directly
related to learning outcomes did not start untératompletion of Wave 1 data collection.
Below, we highlight major implementation markers:

* June 2013.Introduction of NECS activities related to gendensitivity training of
inspectors, teachers, and community participatooys (Comité de Gestion des
Etablissements Scolaires- CGDES, Association desnBad’Eleves-APE, or Association
des Meres-AME); start of adult literacy programs

10t was not feasible to measure baseline studembmes before random assignment for NECS in a1 20

X Two adult literacy campaigns were conducted in8add 2014.
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e January 2014-May 2014Implementation in grade 1 of the rapid readingicutum
(Apprentissage Rapide de la Lecture-ARL), develdme®olontaires pour L'Integration
Educative (VIE)

* March 2015-May 2015.Implementation in grade 1 of new systematic reqdunriculum
(Apprentissage Systématique de la Lecture-ASL) ldpeel by Readstel$

* 2015-2016 school yeatmplementation of full ASL curriculum in gradesafd 2

At the time of Wave 2 data collection in May ancd2016, NECS quarterly reports
indicated that most NECS activities had been fuliplemented, with the exception of the
construction of boreholes (52 of 59 were functipm@ald the introduction of the full
(Apprentissage Systématique de la Lecture) ASLingacurriculum?®® The full ASL curriculum
was supposed to be implemented in both grades 2 dndng the 2015-2016 school year, but a
high number of school disruptions (including teacttekes, teacher absenteeism, late openings,
and early closures) impeded completion of the avédgear and implementation of the new
ASL curriculum in many schools. According to the Gk Quarterly Report—April to June
2016, only 15 percent of grade 1 classrooms anuk8&nt of grade 2 classrooms were able to
complete the full curriculum over the course of #4.5-2016 school year (Plan International
2016). As a result, although children in NECS imegrtion villages were exposed to most of the
NECS activities for three years by the time of Wawdata collection, their exposure to the early-
reading curriculum was more limited, so the impalatt we estimate of the package of
intervention activities only reflects a partial ilementation of the reading curriculum.

12 Implementation of the new reading curriculum weginally planned for the 2013-2014 school yearwas
delayed following a change in partners in the NEGBsortium. The change resulted in a shift in cutd, from the
“accelerated” (ARL) reading approach pioneered by ¥ a new “systematic” (ASL) approach developgd b
Readsters. As a result, the first cohort of leaneas taught reading through ARL and then throu§h.AThe
cohort advanced to grade 3 during the 2015-2016éo$gtear without completing all phases of ASL imdes 1 and
2. In response, the MEP proposed to develop amth @&atch-up program in reading and writing taitbto the
needs of the grade 3 students. The catch-up progtamted on November 25, 2015, in all grade 3 e&ss schools
receiving NECS, followed by delivery of the tradital grade 3 curriculum in French.

B a complete list of activities conducted for the NBINE and NECS projects as well as their completiate is
available in Appendix E.
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Ill. LITERATURE—EVIDENCE GAPS FILLED BY THE CURRENT EVALUATION

The IMAGINE and NECS projects constructed girlficdky schools and introduced several
activities aimed at enhancing educational oppotigsavailable to children, particularly girls,
while improving literacy and strengthening linkdween local communities and state structures.
This evaluation contributes to a growing body tdriture on the types of programs that
successfully expand access to high quality educgparticularly for girls, and improve early-
grade learning in developing countries.

A. Access to high quality schooling

Much of the literature examining the effects of nayements in school infrastructure on
school enrollment and student learning has focoseihprovements in access to education.
Several studies suggest, however, that the comistnuaf high quality schools in underserved
communities can improve overall enrollment and shidearning and may even reduce gender
disparities. For example, evaluations of the caicsion of village-based schools in communities
in northwestern Afghanistan and Pakistan that presly relied on more distant regional schools
found that newly constructed schools increasedllemeat among both girls and boys and
reduced gender disparities in enrollment (Burdelanden 2013; Barrera-Osorio et al. 2013). In
addition, a review of studies by Cuesta et al. tbewidence that an improvement in overall
school infrastructure, including the quality of gioal facilities, had a significantly positive
effect on student learning (Cuesta et al. 2015)véi@r, other studies suggest that, although
school construction may improve overall schoolingcomes, it may not be sufficient to reduce
gender disparities. A study examining the increagbe number of schools in Nepal between
1950 and 1960 reported an increase of 1.37 andpkR@&ntage points, respectively, in the
ability of boys to read and write, but no signifitampact on girls. According to the authors, the
lack of impact was likely attributable to persigtgander discrimination that excluded females
from the education system (Shrestha 2014).

One reason that school construction alone may &suHicient to reduce persistent gender
gaps in education outcomes is that traditional stshare not designed to address the needs of
female students. Concern about the needs of feshadents has motivated the design and
promotion of “girl-friendly” schools, with featuresich as separate female and male latrines,
housing for female teachers, and gender sensifiwdagrams, all of which encourage girls to
enroll and succeed in school. In addition, a grgwondy of evidence suggests that girl-friendly
designs may in fact support desired educationakaoaktal outcomes. A recent review of
education and economic studies conducted betweah dred 2012 that examine the impact of
school infrastructure improvements found modesiewe that access to separate toilets for
boys and girls increased student test scores htthetprimary and secondary levels (Cuesta et
al. 2015).

Mathematica’s one- and three-year impact evaluatadrihe girl-friendly schools
constructed under the IMAGINE project in Niger (Ditnescu et al. 2011; Bagby et al. 2014b)

11
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provide further evidence of the impact of girl-frtly schools:* The results from the one-year
follow-up evaluation show that the constructiorgof-friendly schools in underserved
communities resulted in small, positive impactd & percentage points on school enrollment,
which were driven by improvements in the enrolimaingirls, but there were no significant
impacts on attendance or test scores (Table By the time of the three-year evaluation,
IMAGINE had not only raised primary school enrolimén the previous school year by 8.3
percentage points, but the schools had also exjpedea decrease in absences of more than two
consecutive weeks by 7.9 percentage points andcaease in mathematics test scores by 0.13
standard deviations. In addition, the impacts aolénent, absenteeism, and test scores were
significantly greater for girls than for boys, seggng that the construction of girl-friendly
schools can significantly improve education outcenparticularly for girls, while reducing
gender disparities in school outcomes.

Table 111.1. One-year and three-year impacts of IMAGINE on important child
education outcomes

One-year impacts @ Three-year impacts

School enrollment (percentage points) 4.3 8.3***
School attendance (percentage points) 1.7 n/a
Absenteeism (percentage points) n/a 7.9%**
Mathematics test scores (standard deviations) 0.03 0.13**
French-language test scores (standard deviations) 0.04 0.07
Sample size
Number of villages 178 178
Number of children 16,351 13,069
Source: Dumitrescu et al. (2011); Bagby et al. (2014b).
Note: Child sample sizes may be smaller depending on the outcome of interest.

aThe first follow-up estimates are at the village level and may include villages with more than one school. Of the 178
villages in the first follow-up IMAGINE data, 28 villages accounted for surveys completed by two schools, and 9
villages accounted for surveys completed by three schools.

n/a = Not applicable because measure was not collected in that round of data collection.

Mathematica also conducted evaluations of the BRI@kFbgram in neighboring Burkina
Faso. The program included the construction of gielafriendly primary schools and the
delivery of complementary girl-friendly activitiesimilar to those implemented under
IMAGINE and NECS in Niger. The evaluations founaalment impacts on the order of 15 to
20 percentage points 7 years after school conginyatith girls experiencing an 11.4
percentage point greater impact than boys (Kaziehgh 2016). The 7-year evaluation also
found that the test scores of children in BRIGHTaaunities were between 0.29 and 0.41
standard deviations higher than those in compagsommunities and that the improvement was
0.21 standard deviations greater for girls tharbfmys. Mathematica’'s 10-year evaluation of the
BRIGHT program found that improvements in enrollinand test scores were largely sustained,
although the magnitude of the impacts had greatjiged for younger children who had

14 Nearly all complementary activities in the IMAGINIoject were either partially implemented or not
implemented at all because of suspension of the W@ months into the project; therefore, the eatauns of the
IMAGINE project are essentially evaluations of dmnstruction of girl-friendly schools (Chapter II).

12
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reached primary school age only after the BRIGHIgpeim had ceased supporting the
complementary activities (Davis et al. 2016). Tésults imply that the complementary activities
may have played an important role in the estimatgzhcts of BRIGHT, but the evaluation
could not differentiate between the impact of tblea®ls and the impact of the complementary
activities because all BRIGHT villages received shene package of interventions.

B. Literacy and local-language instruction

Low reading levels across much of Africa have mai®d many researchers to examine the
effects of bundled early-grade reading programstodent learning, and several studies suggest
that early-grade reading programs can improve nggalility. For example, researchers
conducted a randomized control trial in Liberiai@amine the impact of different packages of
reading activities and found that reading skills@ased significantly for the treatment group that
received a more comprehensive intervention packaigfe an overall effect of 0.79 standard
deviations across all reading tasks (Piper and &8@i0). A randomized control trial in Egypt
estimated the effect of a phonics intervention imoh teachers administered an early-grade
reading package and received coaching and feedtmukclassroom observations for six
months. At the end of the school year, studentserintervention schools could read three times
as many syllables per minute, twice as many famiiards, and nearly twice as many words in
a passage as students in control schools (USAIEAIL1). A randomized control trial in
Kenya estimated the impacts of a three-year proghatcreated and disseminated new teaching
and classroom materials, provided professionalldpweent training to teachers, and
implemented innovative teaching methods. The stadgd large, significant improvements in
literacy skills as measured through the Early Giedading Assessment (EGRA) and in the
percentage of students reading at the benchmagkileboth Kiswahili and English (RTI
International 2014).

Development organizations and governments in deugocountries have recently shown
an increasing interest in programs designed aroeading instruction in local languages. A
2008 UNESCO report conducted a thorough literatewveew of studies on local-language
instruction in developing countries (Smits et &08). The review focused largely on case
studies and found that teaching in a local langusagéen associated with a lower risk of
children dropping out of school or repeating graaed with improved school performance,
including the ability to read nonlocal languag@sadidition, the authors of the review used data
from 26 countries representing 160 languages tlyam#he association between local-language
instruction and schooling outcomes over larger jpatpns. They found that local-language
instruction is associated with higher school atsgm#, even when controlling for socioeconomic
characteristics and urban/rural status. The relalip is especially strong in rural areas, which
typically account for lower school attendance amass performance outcomes.

The value of local-language instruction may exteagond the ability to read in the local
language. In reviewing the rationale for local-laage instruction, Abadzi (2006) argued that
children can effectively learn a second languadsg after they achieve a certain level of
proficiency in their mother tongue, and evidencggasts that a student’s ability to read in his or
her local language is an important determinaneatlimg performance in a second language. For
example, students in schools in Mali that adoptgeedagogie convergente,” in which students
begin their schooling by learning mostly their m@thanguage and gradually transition to their
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second language (French), are five times lessylilcetepeat a grade and three times less likely
to drop out of school than other students (Bentlat. 2005). In addition, a UNICEF study in
Vietnam found that preschool students taught iir tbheal language scored higher on several
basic comprehension tasks conducted in their selemgdiage, Vietnamese (UNICEF 2011).

C. The NECS evaluation

The NECS evaluation adds to the existing bodidgeshiture by evaluating whether a
bundled intervention of complementary activitiesluding adult literacy, community
engagement, gender training, an early-grade reaudirrgculum, and local-language instruction,
can improve education outcomes such as enrollméefjdance, and learning in reading. By
testing children in both their mother language Brehch, the evaluation also assesses the extent
to which local-language instruction, bundled witmplementary activities in recipient villages,
affects early-grade reading skills in students’ imoianguages as well as in the national
language of instruction. In addition, as an extem&f the IMAGINE evaluation, the NECS
evaluation provides new evidence on the enrollmedtlearning effects generated by combining
improvements in school access and infrastructutie @mplementary community- and
classroom-level activities.

14



IV. IMPACT EVALUATION DESIGN

A. Evaluation type

The NECS evaluation uses the two rounds of cludtexredom assignment of the IMAGINE
and NECS interventions. We conducted the first doainthe end of 2008 for the IMAGINE
evaluation and randomly assigned the IMAGINE ingetion to a subset of eligible villages
identified by the Ministry of Primary Education (W We conducted the second round of
random assignment in November 2012 and randomigraes$ the NECS intervention to a subset
of the IMAGINE control villages (NECS was also impiented in all of the IMAGINE
treatment villages). The two rounds of random assaignt yield three groups of villages for the
evaluation (Table IV.1). The villages in Group @ diot receive either the IMAGINE or NECS
intervention and thus serve as the control grouféoh Group A—the villages that received
both IMAGINE and NECS (NECS & IMAGINE)—and Group B+the villages that received
NECS but did not receive IMAGINE (NECS-only).

Table 1V.1. Groups of villages under the NECS evaluation design

Received NECS Did not receive NECS

Received IMAGINE A
62 villages
Did not receive IMAGINE B C
87 villages? 54 villages

(control group)

aGroup B (NECS-only) originally consisted of 88 villages, but we dropped one village from the evaluation for logistical
and security reasons (Section 1V.D.). The baseline report provides more detail.

B. Evaluation questions
To evaluate the impact and costs of the IMAGINE BIECS projects, the evaluation of the
NECS project addresses six primary research qunssas follows:
Sustainability of IMAGINE
1. Have the investments made under the IMAGINE prdjeen sustained?
I mpact on key outcomes

2. What is the combined impact of the NECS and IMAGIptBjects on key educational
outcomes?

a. Primary education enroliment
b. Learning as measured by test scores
c. Attendance rates
3. What is the impact of just the NECS project on ¢hlesy educational outcomes?
I mpact on subgroups
4. Do the estimated impacts differ for girls and boys?

5. Do the estimated impacts differ for children frooukeholds with different asset
levels?
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Cost analyses
6. Was the NECS project investment justified from atqerspective?
a. What was the project’s cost-effectiveness?
b. What was the project’s cost benefit?
c. What was the project’s economic rate of return (ERR

The first and second research question examineh@hdte activities planned under the
NECS program were implemented in NECS villageswahether the infrastructure constructed
under the IMAGINE project has been sustained. Warere the presence of and activities
related to student governments, school managensemndtees, mentoring programs, local-
language instruction, and adult literacy programBIECS villages and the presence,
functionality, and use of IMAGINE-specific infragtiture (such as high quality classrooms,
toilet facilities, and teacher lodging) in IMAGINEIages and then compare these elements to
those available in non-NECS and non-IMAGINE villageespectively. The analyses will guide
our interpretation of the NECS estimates and pmviauable long-term evidence on the
sustainability of the IMAGINE program. For examgplethe impacts estimated for the combined
NECS and IMAGINE programs and the NECS programelae similar, the analyses will
allow us to examine the possibility that the IMA@Nrogram’s infrastructure may have fallen
into a state of disrepair and has little connectmNECS.

The third, fourth, and fifth research questionseasghe effects of NECS on important
educational outcomes. They directly follow from thgothesis that, by addressing some of the
major obstacles to education in the target comnasithe NECS program can affect both the
guantity and quality of the education experiencedtildren in these communities. The
evaluation will enable us to estimate the impa€NEBCS both in combination with the
improved infrastructure developed by the IMAGINBject in the first NTP (question 1) and as
a stand-alone program (question 2). Evaluatingcamaparing these impacts separately will
provide useful evidence for MCC, the MEN, Plan intgional, and other stakeholders on the
extent to which improved infrastructure, which d¢smextremely costly, interacts with
complementary activities.

The sixth and seventh research questions explffezatices in the estimated impacts across
subgroups defined by gender and level of housedssdts. Given that cultural and other factors
may pose greater obstacles to education for gials tor boys, improved education outcomes for
girls is a policy priority for the GoN as reflectadthe girl-friendly features of IMAGINE and
NECS project activities. Similarly, obstacles taeation may be greater for children from
households with high versus low levels of povepipxied in our evaluation by household assets),
but it is uncertain whether the NECS interventian ceduce disparities in educational outcomes
for households with different levels of assets.

We also conduct detailed cost analyses to examimehgr the NECS program is
economically justified (question 8). The cost asab/(1) determine the per-dollar cost of the
estimated impacts of the project (cost-effectivehg®) compare the project’s potential benefits
and costs in monetary terms (cost-benefit analyaig) (3) compute the project’'s ERR. Positive
impacts from the IMAGINE and NECS projects arelijk® benefit the cohorts of children
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exposed to project activities for the rest of thiggs. Continued enrollment in school is likely to
result in future years’ increased earnings fordéhetsldren and their families. To assess whether
investments in projects such as IMAGINE and NEGSsaistainable, we must compare the cost of
the interventions to potential benefits. The ERRmintervention provides a summary statistic of
the economic merit of a public investment by conmgaa program’s benefits and cost.

The assumption underlying the impact evaluatidhas the random assignments of the
IMAGINE and NECS interventions resulted in treattremd control groups that we expect to be
equivalent at the time of the random assignmentgetUsuch an assumption, we expect that
villages randomly assigned to receive IMAGINE (grdd\) were equivalent to the IMAGINE
control villages (groups B and C) at the time & EMAGINE random assignment in 2008.
Similarly, we expect that villages in groups B &dvere equivalent to one another at the time of
the second random assignment in 2012, but we dexpeaict groups B and C to be equivalent to
group A in 2012 because of the impact of the IMAGIpFogram on group As a result, any
differences in outcomes that we observe in thevellip between groups A and C and between
groups B and C may be attributed to the effechefilterventions® Under these assumptions,
comparisons of outcomes between groups A and Qllaifup provide an estimate of the
combined impact of NECS and IMAGINE relative to keholds that received neither
intervention, whereas comparisons of outcomesliawfeup for groups B and C provide an
estimate of the impact of NECS alone relative tadeholds that received neither NECS nor
IMAGINE.

Given the implementation of the NECS interventiaas package in all villages, the evaluation
design does not allow us to evaluate the impaictddfidual components of the interventions. In
addition, we will not be able to differentiate betm the impacts of IMAGINE and the impacts of
NECS in the NECS & IMAGINE group because all of itages that received IMAGINE also
received NECS.

C. Methodology
1. Random assignment
We conducted the random assignment of NECS acaptdithe following steps:

* Finalize the list of villages for NECS random assigment. The villages included in the NECS
evaluation are the same 204 villages across 20 comesrthat the MEP identified as eligible for
the original IMAGINE project. Drawing on Plan Int&tional’s data, we identified the 62
villages that were the recipients of an IMAGINE @ohin each commune and removed them
from consideration for NECS random assignm&ntl of these 62 villages were assigned to

15 Given that the MEP purposefully identified eligiblillages according to certain criteria, suchaghs are not
necessarily comparable to other villages in Niger.

18 \we identified the villages based on their acttdhGINE status (whether an IMAGINE school was consted)
rather than on their original IMAGINE random assigent status because USAID wanted to ensure thattial
IMAGINE villages received NECS. Ideally, we wouldve preferred to identify these villages accordmtheir
IMAGINE random assignment status because randoigrasent guarantees group equivalence. In pradtiee,
difference affected categorization of 13 of the 20kages and has some implications for the analyas discussed
in Section V.D.
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receive NECS and form group A for the evaluatioBQ$ & IMAGINE). We included the
remaining 142 villages, which are spread acros¥atlommunes, in the random assignment
process that determined groups B (NECS-only) atmb@trol).

» Allocate the number of NECS-only villages across aamunes.To allocate eligible villages
to the NECS intervention, we had to satisfy seveni#tria. First, we had to ensure that the
total number of NECS villages (NECS & IMAGINE an&ERS-only) met the
implementation targets of Plan International ande®¢t Action—78 villages in the 11 Plan
International communes and 72 villages in the %AgtlAction communes. Second, per the
MEP’s request, we wanted to ensure actual and pertéirness in the allocations across
communes. Third, we needed to protect againstiattipy ensuring that our proposed
allocation included at least 2 villages in each oame assigned to each of the treatment and
control groups’

To meet all of the criteria, we allocated the 8828E=only villages across the communes by
using the overall fraction of villages to be all@chto the treatment group for each
implementing partner. We allocated 42 of the 7dilak villages (57 percent) in the 11 Plan
International communes to the NECS intervention.dAfgied out a similar allocation for the
Aide et Action communes, allocating 68 percentiltdges eligible for random assignment to
receive NECS in each Aide et Action commune. We iadade minor adjustments to the final
allocations to ensure that the totals were coafet rounding and that we attained the
minimum of 2 villages in each treatment and corgroup in each commune. In Table IV.2, we
present the final allocation.

»  Conduct random assignmentWe conducted random assignment at a public megting
Niamey in November 2012. All key stakeholders, udchg MEP representatives and
implementing partners, attended the meeting. Fon eemmune, we listed on an individual
sheet of paper the name of each village eligibledodom assignment and then randomly
drew the names of villages out of a bag. The ¥illiges drawn in each commune were
assigned to receive NECS up to the total numb&IiEES villages allocated to that
commune (Table 1V.2).

171t we had (for example) only one control villageai commune and, for some reason, were unabldi¢ctatata in that
village, we excluded the entire commune from ampgarisons involving the control group. The reasathat the design
relies on within-commune assignment, and there avibelino control village in that commune.
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Table 1V.2. Allocation of villages to evaluation groups by commune

NECS &
Commune IMAGINE NECS-only Control Total

ID WIEGES villages villages villages Implementing partner
Agadez 1 2 2 6 10 Plan International
Diffa 2 2 5 3 10 Aide et Action
Dosso 3 2 5 3 10 Plan International

19 2 5 3 10 Plan International
Maradi 4 2 6 2 10 Aide et Action

5 2 7 3 12 Aide et Action

6 2 7 3 12 Aide et Action

7 2 5 3 10 Aide et Action
Tahoua 8 2 5 3 10 Plan International

9 2 5 3 10 Plan International

10 2 5 3 10 Plan International

11 2 5 3 10 Plan International
Tillaberi 12 6 2 2 10 Plan International

13 5 3 2 10 Plan International

14 6 2 2 10 Plan International

15 5 3 2 10 Plan International
Zinder 20 3 5 2 10 Aide et Action

18 2 6 2 10 Aide et Action

16 6 2 2 10 Aide et Action

17 5 3 2 10 Aide et Action
Total 62 88 54 204

* Make adjustments to the final list. After random assignment, we had to drop from the
NECS project one of the 88 villages assigned tdNBEES-only group (in commune number
1) because of logistical and security reasons. &gtaced it with a village from outside the
original list of eligible villages (in commune nuebl2). We do not include either the
original or the replacement village in the evaloatialthough we collected data in the
replacement village for monitoring purposes.

2. Impact estimation strategy

As is consistent with our random assignment designadopt an estimation strategy that
uses a regression framework to compare the meaoroes of the evaluation groups at follow-
up. We estimate the impact of the combined IMAGIhtel NECS projects (research question 3)
by using the following ordinary least squares mq@glS) for NECS & IMAGINE (group A)
and control villages (group C):

Yih]'k,post = a+ BIMAGINE_NECS] + 81( + Sihjk’ (1)

whereYinj post IS the outcome for childin household in villagej in communek at the 2016
follow-up; IMAGINE_NECS is a binary indicator that is 1 if villagas in NECS & IMAGINE
group and O if it is in the control groudi is a vector of binary indicators, one for each came
k; andeinjk is a random error term. The parameter of interestiuation (1) i#, which gives the
estimated average impact of the combined IMAGINE HECS projects on the outcomes of
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interest. Because NECS & IMAGINE villages have athg experienced three years of
IMAGINE at the start of the NECS program, the pagtary? should be interpreted as the impact
of three years of IMAGINE alone, plus two yeardMAGINE combined with the package of
NECS interventions.

We account for the fact that outcomes among indafsland households in the same village
(the level of random assignment) are likely to beelated by clustering the standard errors at
the village level for regressions at the child ousehold levels. For regressions at the village or
school level we use standard errors that are rdbustteroscedasticity. In addition, because the
fraction of NECS & IMAGINE and control villages vas by commune, treatment status may be
correlated with commune, which could result in bahestimates. As a result, we weight villages
in our analyses by the inverse of their probabiitygelection.

We estimate the impact of the package of NECSvetdions alone (research question 2) by
using the following OLS model for NECS-only (groBjpand control villages (group C):

Yihjk,post = a+ BNECSj + Ok + T[Ajk,pre + Ejhjk (2)

Equation (2) is almost identical to equation (lixhvtwo main differences. First, the
treatment variable is NnoNECS, a binary indicator that is 1 if villagas in the NECS-only
group and O if it is in the control group. Secotid; model controls for average baseline school
enrollment in villagg, Aikpre, in Order to account for baseline differencesnro#ment between
the NECS-only and control groups. The paramet@ntefest in equation (2) is agafnwhich
gives the estimated average impact of the packB&EGS interventions on the outcome of
interest (research question 2).

We include the village-level average of enrollmenéquation (2) to control for differences
in enrollment between the NECS-only and contrdagiés in Wave 1 (discussed in more detail
in Section IV.G) and is the main reason that werege the combined impacts of NECS and
IMAGINE and the impacts of NECS-only in separatedels rather than in a single mod&lt is
not appropriate to control for enroliment in 2018asured during Wave 1 in the comparison of
the NECS & IMAGINE and control groups in equatid) gnder the random assignment design.
The two groups in that model are equivalent onlthatoriginal IMAGINE randomization in
2008. The true enrollment average for the modebwation (1) would be outcomes collected
before 2008, but it was not feasible to collecadagfore 2008. Therefore, we must separately
estimate the combined impacts of NECS and IMAGINH @ne impacts of NECS-only if we
want to include the NECS baseline enrollment avegsga control in the analysis.

3. Estimating impacts for in-school children

The analyses described above are designed to prémient to treat” (ITT) estimates of the
impacts of the interventions, that is, the aveliageact of the interventions on the full sample of
children regardless of their subsequent schoolewystbns. This design provides measures of the
impact of the intervention on measures such asddtece and test scores that are not biased by

18 \we also estimated the impacts of the NECS-onbrigntion without baseline enroliment, and our dasions
are unchanged. Results available upon request.
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the decision whether to enroll in school or torattechool once enrolled. However because a
main component of the NECS program focuses on $diased learning (particularly the early-
grade reading component in grades 1 and 2), éasanable to expect that most of the NECS
impacts on learning are concentrated among chilednealled in school (or “in-school

children”). NECS partners have therefore expresssitiong interest in estimating the impacts on
learning for the sample of in-school children imggrades. However, such estimates are
problematic because of the potential for seledbias. The estimates could over- or understate
the true effect of the program because other aspéthe intervention may induce systematic
differences across research groups in the chaistaterof children who enroll in or stay in
school. For example, if the program encouragesiaml from more disadvantaged backgrounds
to enroll in school, then the results might take fitrm of lower scores, which would decrease
the resulting impact estimates and dampen our astiof the program’s true effect. Therefore,
even though we could conduct additional analyseghich we restrict the estimates in equations
(1) and (2) to the sample of in-school children,wald have to interpret the estimates with
caution because of the potential for bias assatiatth selection into enrollment.

An alternative approach to obtaining unbiased egsfor the sample of in-school children
is to adjust the estimates from equations (1) aphthésed on the enroliment rate in treatment
villages (NECS-only or NECS & IMAGINE). For exampiéthe enrollment rate in treatment
villages is 80 percentage points, we could usecarladjustment (Bloom 1984) to divide the
impact estimates by 0.8, effectively inflating #stimates by 25 percetftThe major
assumption underlying the adjustment is that thgaichon learning for out-of-school children in
treatment communities is zero, which may be pldagiiven NECS’s and IMAGINE’s school
focus?? If the assumption holds, the “treatment on thated” (ToT) estimates may be
interpreted as the impact of enrollment in an NECISool on all children who experience the in-
school NECS program. Crucially, valid ToT estimaggb require village-level ITT estimates
from equations (1) and (2) to perform the Bloonmuatinent.

4. Comparing the estimated impact of intervention goups

We compare the results of equation (1) and (2)itoykaneously estimating the two
equations and directly comparing the estimated anpheach interventioft

911 terms of regression models, an instrumentabb#es (IV) approach (Imbens and Angrist 1994) ralsp be
used. This approach regresses the learning outoarae indicator for enroliment in a treatment s¢hatth village
treatment status used as an “instrument” to adusiny selection bias.

2ONECS might still produce impacts on the test ssafeout-of-school children despite the school-daseus of
the reading component. For example, positive splie could occur if (1) enrolled siblings sharediag materials
with non-enrolled siblings, (2) other component&N&CS such as adult literacy training affect ousofiool
children in the community, or (3) a child not cuntlg in school enrolls and benefits from the praograr some
period. These possible impacts should be consides@dveats with respect to the validity of thausigjd estimates.

2111 order to test hypotheses across more than quegtien, we must first determine the covariancthefestimated
coefficients in each of the equations. We do tlisimultaneously estimating the two models usireg“duest” (or
seemingly unrelated estimation) command in Statés Gommand combines the parameters and
variance/covariance matrix that we estimate fohesguation and provides a single variance/covagianatrix for
the two equations together. In order to includepttubability weights from our preferred specificatj we manually
adjusted all measures included in the models bymferred weights, which required suppressingcthestant in
each regression. Unfortunately, because of an lymdgiissue with the “suest” command, estimatingdels with
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In addition, as an alternative robustness tesgestienate the following OLS model by
pooling the NECS & IMAGINE (group A), NECS-only @up B), and control villages (group
C):

Yihjk,post = a+ BllMAGINE_NECS] + BZNECS] + (Sk + T[A]'k,pre + sih]'k (3)

The model is similar to equations (1) and (2) hogvavincludes two sets of treatment
measuressMAGINE_NECS, a binary indicator that is 1 if villagas in the NECS & IMAGINE
group and O if it is in the NECS-only or controbgp; and\NECS, a binary indicator that is 1 if
villagej is in the NECS-only group and O if it is in eithbe NECS & IMAGINE or control
group. Like equation (2), the model controls foemge baseline school enroliment in villagge
Aikpre, thereby accounting for baseline differences imkment between the NECS-only and
control groups. Because the true baseline schaoollerent for the NECS & IMAGINE villages
is not availableAjxpre is set to the average value of the measure iNE@S-only and control
groups. As with equations (1) and (2), we clugtergtandard errors at the village level and
include the appropriate weights for each analysigquation (3)f1 andp», respectively, provide
the impact estimates for NECS & IMAGINE and NECSyahat are roughly equivalent to the
impact estimateg;, from equations (1) and (2). Finally, we compédre éstimated impacts of the
NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only groups by performingipwise comparisons of the
estimated values ¢h andf».

D. Additional analyses
In addition to the impact estimates described apareeconduct the following analyses:
Estimate impacts for subgroupsWe evaluate whether there is variation in thenestied
impacts across subgroups. Subgroups of interdsidi@¢hose defined by gender and by
household asset levels (research questions 6 aWderalso explore variation in impacts by
other subgroups of interest, such as those debigede age of or highest grade attained by the

child. The impacts for a particular subgroup araleated by including appropriate interaction
terms in equations (1) and (2) above:

Yinjkgpost = @+ B,IMAGINE_NECS, + B,SUBGROUP, + B,SUBGROUP, * IMAGINE_NECS; +
8y + Einjk (4)

Yinjkgpost = @ + B1NECS; + B,SUBGROUP, + B;SUBGROUP, * NECS; + 8y + A pre +

Eihjk 5)

To assess whether the impact of the project wéardiit for girls than boys, or for poor
households compared to less-poor households, weatsta similar regression to that which is
described in equations (1) and (2) above, but agltbgroup indicator variabl&JBGROUP,
and an interaction between the subgroup and tredtimeicators as explanatory variables in

suppressed constants results in standard errdrarthalightly different from the standard errdrattare estimated
separately. The differences are extremely smallh@ve no effect on the magnitude of the estimatgghcts, so we
believe that the differences have no meaningfukichn the significance of the estimated differsrbat we
present in the report.

22



IV. IMPACT EVALUATION DESIGN MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

equations (4) and (5). In both equations, the c@efft on the interaction variablgs] represents
the difference in impacts between one subgroupaather. So, for gender, the coefficignin
equation (4) represents the difference in impathdECS & IMAGINE on girls and boys.
Similarly, in equation (5) the coefficiefit represents the difference in impacts of NECS-only
girls and boys.

» Evaluate the sustainability of the IMAGINE infrastr ucture. We evaluate whether the
infrastructure constructed under the IMAGINE projeas been sustained six years after the
program’s conclusion by first comparing the infrasture in the IMAGINE treatment group
(group A) in 2016 to the infrastructure measure@0a3 in the long-term IMAGINE
evaluation and then comparing the 2016 infrastnedtuthe IMAGINE treatment group, the
NECS-only group (group B), and the NECS controugrégroup C). We conduct the
second set of analyses by using regression modalsgous to equations (1) and (2).

E. Sensitivity checks

We also conduct several analyses to test the satysttf our findings:

» Account for differences between IMAGINE assignmenstatus and actual IMAGINE
status.During the IMAGINE project13 villages in five communes did not adhere to the
IMAGINE random assignment. Eight villages assigtethe IMAGINE treatment did not
construct an IMAGINE school, and an IMAGINE sche@s constructed in 2 control
villages and in 3 villages that did not meet thgikllity criteria for IMAGINE random
assignment.

The difference between IMAGINE assignment statubactual IMAGINE status affected
the roster of villages included in the NECS evaaratWe identified the villages eligible for
NECS random assignment based on their actual IMALHttus rather than on their
original IMAGINE assignment status, thus ensuringhpatibility with implementation
plans. We are concerned that the movement of edflagross research groups after we
carried out IMAGINE random assignment may haveugiged the baseline equivalence of
the original IMAGINE treatment and control groupst provide the basis for the estimates
of the combined impacts of IMAGINE and NECS (immparisons between groups A and
C).22

To address this concern, we investigate the seigitof our combined NECS and
IMAGINE impact estimates to the exclusion of thélages that violated IMAGINE
random assignment.If the estimates differ substantively from thosethe full sample,
we will prioritize the former because the assumianderlying the random assignment

22 This is not an issue for the comparison of grdd@sd C—the NECS-only estimates—because the equival
of the groups relies only on the new round of NE&@®Iom assignment.

23 The results may be interpreted as the combineddéinmgpf NECS and IMAGINE with sample attrition oth
villages in groups A and C that violated IMAGINEhoibom assignment. The number of dropped villageve-ii
group A and three in group C—falls well within theceptable limits for the equivalence between tneat and
control groups to be maintained in a random assagrresign. For example, the number is within ifmé$
specified by the research standards of the U.Saieent of Education’s What Works Clearinghouserémdom
assignment designs.
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design are more likely to be satisfied. In totad, @xclude 9 NECS & IMAGINE villages
(15 percent of total), 10 NECS-only villages (12qeat of total), and 9 control villages
(18 percent of total).

* Account for bilingual schools.The Unité de Coordination des Programmes du Millemn
Challenge (UC-PMC) in Niger has expressed condehapproximately five of the villages
in the NECS evaluation are the home to bilinguhbsts in which early-grade instruction in
local languages is the norm. Because local-langaagg-grade reading is a major
component of the NECS program, comparisons ofduilh and non-bilingual schools may
not be appropriate. We therefore explore the sgitgibf our results to excluding from the
analysis the approximately five villages with biiral school€?In total, we exclude 1
NECS & IMAGINE village (2 percent of total), 1 NEG®ly village (1 percent of total),
and 3 control villages (6 percent of total).

» Accounting for schools on strike.The 2015-2016 school year accounted for several$ch
disruptions, including repeated teacher strikeg NIECS team estimated that schools were
closed for approximately 60 days. Some schools wlersed at the time of data collection.
Recognizing that significant school closures cdwdsle compromised NECS activities, we
conduct additional analyses on our primary chilttomes, excluding schools that were on
strike at the time of data collectiénin total, we exclude 12 NECS & IMAGINE villages
(20 percent of total), 21 NECS-only villages (26geat of total), and 9 control villages (18
percent of total).

F. Sampling strategy and power calculations
1. Sampling

Our sampling strategy calls for a representativeda of school-age children in every
village in the sample, including both in-school and-of-school children. We randomly sampled
eligible households with school-age children (agleréugh 12) in each community and selected
all school-age children within those househdfds. Table 1V.3, we provide an overview of the
sample household and child characteristics.

Overall, household characteristics are consistdittive households in our Wave 1 NECS
2013 data collection. The average household siZelipersons. Nearly all households have
floors made of natural material (usually dirt) draic roofing material. In terms of asset
ownership, 47 percent own a radio, and 56 percgntatelephone—for an increase of about 5
percentage points from Wave 1. Among householdd)éad percent are female and 15.1
percent have completed primary school. Of the otiidn the sample, 47.6 percent are female,
and the average age is 8.8 years.

24 \We capture bilingual status using a list of biliajschools provided by UC-PMC at the start of NECS

25\We do not have a master list of schools that werstrike during the school year. We determinesthike
schools to be those that were closed at the tingaaf collection or that were marked as fully artiply on strike
in the school register data. Both measures arall@séhe data collectors’ reports.

26 During Wave 1, we collected data on children agieréugh 14. For Wave 2, we restricted our samplehtldren
age 6 through 12 because those children were tis¢likely to have participated in NECS project aitigs.
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Table 1V.3. Summary of household and child characteristics

Full sample

Household
Household size 7.4
Floor made mainly out of (percentage):
Natural material 97.1
Rudimentary material 15
Finished material 1.4
Roof made mainly out of (percentage):
Natural material 24.2
Rudimentary material 72.1
Finished material 3.7
Assets (percentage):
Radio 47.2
Telephone—mobile or fixed 56.0
Watch 21.5
Bicycle 8.7
Animal-drawn cart 38.4
Cattle 42.9
Camels 1.9
Household head
Female (percentage) 7.4
Average age 45.9
Completed primary school (percentage) 151
Completed secondary school (percentage) 6.7
Children
Female (percentage) 47.6
Average age 8.8
Sample size (children) 13,186
Sample size (households) 7,513
Sample size (villages) 192
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: Mean values are unadjusted and do not account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes are for the full

sample; some outcomes may include a smaller size because of missing data.

2. Power calculations

To determine the size of the effects that we welldble to detect with our projected sample
size, we computed minimum detectable impacts (MOhe-smallest impacts that our design
will be able to statistically distinguish from zeMDIs depend critically on sample size (both
the number of villages and the number of resporsdeithin each village), on assumptions about
key parameters (such as the intracluster correlaefficient and the regression R-squared), on
the power with which we would like to detect effleftypically 80 percent), and on the variance
of the outcome (which, for binary outcomes, depeamdsially on the baseline level of the
outcome). In Table IV.3, we show the MDIs for sel@utcomes of interest. To the extent
possible, we use parameter estimates obtainedtretMAGINE evaluation to calculate the
MDiIs.
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Table 1V.4. Minimum detectable impacts for NECS evaluation design

Number of villages Minimum detectable impacts
(number of children) (percentage of baseline mean)

Enrollment Attendance Test scores
Treatment Control (percentage (percentage (standard
group group points) points) deviations)

NECS & IMAGINE

Research group A C
Full sample 60 51 7.9 8.1 0.16
(4,200) (3,570) (13.5%) (16.7%)
Subgroup (50 percent) 60 51 8.4 8.6 0.17
(2,100) (1,785) (14.3%) (17.7%)
Subgroup (20 percent) 60 51 9.8 9.9 0.20
(840) (714) (16.6%) (20.5%)
NECS-only
Research group B C
Full sample 82 51 7.3 7.3 0.15
(5,740) (3,570) (13.3%) (14.1%)
Subgroup (50 percent) 82 51 7.7 7.7 0.15
(2,870) (1,785) (14.1%) (14.9%)
Subgroup (20 percent) 82 51 8.9 8.9 8
(1,148) (714) (16.2%) (17.2%)

Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the IMAGINE and NECS evaluations to estimate key parameters
where possible.

Note: MDls are for a two-tailed test with 80 percent power and 95 percent level of significance, computed with the
following formula:

MD'=2-8*\//0(1—Rf)*[Ni+Ni]+(1—p)(1—Rf)*[ CHI— ]JF

T c rnN;  rnNg

where p is the intracluster correlation coefficient (assumed to be 0.1 to 0.15 for test scores and other
outcomes based on IMAGINE and NECS Wave 1 data); R? and R? are the regression R-squared values
that indicate the amount of variation explained by controls at the village and individual levels, respectively
(both assumed to be 0.1 for the impact of NECS & IMAGINE, 0.2 for the impact of NECS-only); Nt and Nc
are the village sample sizes for the treatment and control groups; n is the child sample size per village (100
with an assumed 40 households and 1.5 to 2.5 eligible children per household depending on the sample of
villages based on IMAGINE and NECS data); and r is the survey response rate (assumed to be 100
percent based on the IMAGINE data). The term o2 is the variation in the outcome, which is 1 for normalized
test scores and equal to p(1-p) for a binary outcome with baseline rate p (assumed to be 55 to 59
percentage points for enroliment and 48 to 52 percentage points for attendance based on NECS data for
control villages for the NECS analyses).

The MDils for the combined impacts of NECS and IMAI&GIon the enrollment and
attendance rates are, respectively, 7.9 and 8ckpige points (or, respectively, 13.5 and 16.7
percent of the expected baseline means). These BMDigests that we can detect only relatively
large impacts on enrollment and attendance outcoRmsever, in the case of test scores, we
can normalize scores by age and make use of theafulple and therefore detect an impact of
approximately 0.16 standard deviations, which failkhin the range of test score impacts
typically expected for a relatively successful etianal intervention.

We expect the MDIs for the impact of NECS-only ®lbwer than the MDIs for the
combined impacts of NECS and IMAGINE because thaber of villages contributing to the
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NECS-only estimates is larger than the number ltdgas contributing to the combined NECS
and IMAGINE estimates. However, the MDIs for NECSyomay be higher. Owing to
insecurity in the region, we were unable to colM&ve 2 data in the villages located in the
Diffa region, thereby reducing the control groumgée by three villages, the NECS &
IMAGINE sample by two villages, and the NECS-ondgyrsle by five villages’ Therefore, the
MDIs for the impact of NECS-only are 7.3 percentpgats (13.3 percent of the mean) for
enrollment and 7.3 percentage points (14.1 perfiie mean) for attendance. For test scores,
the MDI is approximately 0.15 standard deviatiomBich again is smaller than the
corresponding MDI for NECS & IMAGINE. The MDiIs fahe ITT estimates of long-term
evaluation of IMAGINE are of similar magnitude.

As discussed, we are interested in analyzing inspactseveral subgroups—for example,
those defined by gender and various levels of Hmldeassets. Although the individual sample
sizes for the subgroup analyses will be smallen tha full sample, we expect the power for the
analyses to be only slightly lower because theetation of outcomes within villages implies
that the number of villages—not the number of imdlials—is critical in determining power
(Table 1V.4)?8 For example, for a subgroup comprising one hatheffull sample (such as
girls), the MDIs are only about 5 to 6 percent leigthan for the full sample. For a smaller
subgroup comprising one-fifth of the full sampladls as children between age 6 and 7 at end-
line), the MDIs are about 20 to 22 percent highantfor the full sample.

G. Assessing the evaluation design
1. Similarity of study groups

Mathematica conducted an evaluation of village,setwld, and child characteristics as well
as of child educational outcomes in NECS-only alLIS control villages in Wave 1 (Bagby et
al. 2015). A selection of the characteristics thatevaluated are presented in Table IV.5. We
found that NECS-only and control groups were edaivaon most baseline measures, although
we did find some small differences in a few basenhool and household characteristics and
child outcomes. Schools in the control village werare likely to be bilingual and to have
separate toilets for boys and girls than schooNEECS-only villages, and households in the
control villages appeared to have more durablesnait roofs than households in NECS-only
villages. We also found statistically significanfferences in baseline school enroliment and
absenteeism between children in the study grougs)dt in children’s baseline test scores. We
explored the potential reasons for the small diffiees observed in the data, including early
intervention effects and lack of adherence to ramdssignment. Our findings suggest that the
differences were likely attributable to chance, asdliscussed before, we control for baseline
village-level enrollment in all of our impact ansgs of the NECS-only group.

27 One additional control group village in the Agadegion was not visited during Wave 2 data coltectiue to
insecurity. This village is included in the powetaulations but not in any of the tables presenifaye 2 results.

28 The fact that the samples of villages are notrizadd across groups does not greatly affect theo$iaar MDIs
and poses no threat to the validity of our results.
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Table IV.5. Comparison of village, school, household, and child
characteristics among study groups at NECS baseline (2013)

Means
Significance

NECS- of difference
only Control between
group group MEERS

Village population and demographics

Number of eligible households in village 115.8 105.7
Percent of households in village with school-age children 71.8 71.8
Sample schools
School is bilingual (%) 26.5 9.6 *x
Outside programs in community (%) 36.0 25.0
Number of classrooms 54 5.2
Percent of schools with:
Potable water source present 19.6 23.1
Toilet facilities present 49.9 34.6 *
Separate toilets for boys and girls 40.7 20.8 Fkk
Teacher lodging -- females only 0.9 1.9
Household
Roof made mainly out of (%):
Natural material 34.1 32.1
Rudimentary material 64.1 59.0 *
Finished material 2.3 8.0 Fork
Dwelling walls made mainly out of (%):
Natural material 67.1 66.9
Rudimentary material 26.3 21.7 *
Finished material 1.2 3.6 ek
Assets (%):
Radio 47.1 46.7
Telephone -- mobile or fixed 53.6 51.7
Watch 30.8 29.4
Bicycle 115 10.8
Animal-drawn cart 29.1 31.9
Cattle 35.4 34.3
Camels 25 3.2

Household head
Completed schooling (%):

Primary school 20.7 22.2
Secondary school 7.1 8.4
Madrassa school 0.3 0.2
Literate (%) 29.6 30.4
Primary child measures
Enrolled during previous school year (SY 2012-2013) (%) 53.8 58.8 *x
Absent more than 2 consecutive weeks during previous school 52.0 48.3 *
year (SY 2012-2013) (%)
French score - normalized (standard deviations) 0.0 0.0
Local language score - normalized (standard deviations) 0.0 0.0
Test for joint significance of primary child measures
F-statistic 1.8
p-value 0.11
Sample size (villages) 87 54
Sample size (schools) 87 54
Sample size (households) 3,342 2,049
Sample size (children) 7,464 4,480
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Source: Bagby et al. 2015.

Note: We tested differences between group means using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. Control group means
include village-level weights. Village and school-level regressions use standard errors that are robust to
heteroscedasticity. Household and child-level regressions account for clustering within villages.

*xfxxfx Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

Table 1V.6. Comparison of village characteristics among study groups
Differences

NECS & NECS-

NECS & NECS- IMAGINE only
IMAGINE only Control VEISTS Versus
group group group control control

Village population and demographics

Number of eligible households in village 106.5 109.0 103.1 34 6.0
Number of households in village 139.1 144.9 135.5 35 9.3
Number of school-age (age 6-12)
children in village 228.3 239.1 228.2 0.1 10.9
Number of school-age (age 6-12) girls 113.1 115.4 111.6 1.6 3.9
Number of school-age (age 6—12) boys 115.1 123.7 116.6 -1.5 7.0
Percentage of households in village with:
School-age children 76.9 74.4 76.2 0.7 -1.8
School-age girls 54.5 52.7 53.3 1.2 -0.5
School-age boys 53.9 54.5 54.1 -0.2 0.3
Female head of household 6.4 6.4 5.9 0.5 0.5
Sample population and demographics
Number of households 39.9 39.8 38.5 1.4* 13
Number of school-age (age 6-12)
children 69.5 69.8 66.9 2.6 2.9
Number of school-age (age 6-12) girls 33.6 32.7 31.9 1.7 0.8
Number of school-age (age 6—12) boys 35.9 37.1 34.5 1.0 21
Percentage of households with:
Girls age 6-12 62.9 61.5 62.2 0.7 -0.8
Boys age 6-12 65.4 66.9 66.4 -1.3 0.4
Percentage of households speaking:
Hausa 66.6 65.6 65.5 1.1 0.0
Zarma 20.9 24.1 22.7 -1.8 14
Kanuri 7.7 8.8 6.9 0.8 1.9
Other local language 1 3.7 1.9 0.8 2.8 1.0
Other local language 2 0.7 -0.7 3.6 -2.9* -4.3**
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, village census and household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions use standard errors that are robust to heteroscedasticity.

*x[+x[* Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We next use the Wave 2 data to compare the villgeol, household, and child
characteristics among all three study groups. GilkahIMAGINE or NECS is unlikely to affect
these characteristics, we expect to find that thegs are similar across the various measures.
We find that the sample is balanced on village ati@ristics across the three study arms (Table
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IV.6). We note only two significant differences {hat the 10 percent level) across 40
comparisons (5 percent of comparisons), a findiag is well within the range of what we would
expect to find by chance.

We do find a few statistically significant differegs in school characteristics among study
groups (Table IV.7). NECS-only schools opened, werage, in 1987, about five years earlier
than control group schools, and the differencégsificant at the 5 percent level. In addition, we
find that both NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only schoalse more likely than control groups
to rely on outside programming, even when excludNigCS and IMAGINE programs and Plan
Niger or Aide et Action programs. The results séemeflect the large number of UNICEF and
French Development Agency projects in NECS & IMAG&INchools and the large number of
Project Luxembourg projects in NECS-only schodlpporting what we learned from USAID
during NECS implementation: that the NECS projeasable to crowd in sources of funding
from other donors.

Table 1V.7. Comparison of school characteristics among study groups

Differences

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-only
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE versus
group group group versus control control

School characteristics

Year school opened 1995 1987 1992 251 -5.40**
School changed location (percentage) 29.0 20.9 16.0 12.9 4.8
School has outside programming 22.6 18.7 5.6 17.0%** 13.1**
(excluding NECS or IMAGINE)
(percentage)
UNICEF 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5%** 0.0
World Vision 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0
Project Luxembourg— development 2.2 4.8 0.0 2.2 4.8*
French Development Agency 8.3 0.8 0.0 8.3** 0.8
Cooperation Suisse -0.7 0.8 3.6 -4.4* -2.9*
Japan International Cooperation 6.0 21 0.0 6.0** 21
Agency
Concern International 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
School has a school feeding program 3.3 10.0 3.9 -0.6 6.1
(percentage)

Teacher characteristics
Percentage with:

Advanced degrees 8.4 6.1 7.1 5.9 -0.9
Fewer than five years of experience 52.7 56.7 51.3 1.0 6.0
Five but fewer than 10 years of 23.4 24.8 23.8 0.8 1.0
experience
Ten or more years of experience 24.3 17.1 21.4 2.1 -4.7
61 69 48

Sample size (schools)
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school questionnaire.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions use standard errors that are robust to heteroscedasticity.

*xfxxfx Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

n/a = Indicates that, because there was no variation in the outcome, regression estimates were not obtained.
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At the household and child levels, our samples apfebe largely similar across study
groups (Table IV.8). Within the 58 comparisons ewthe NECS & IMAGINE group and the
control group, we find only 5 statistically sigmiéint differences. Between the NECS-only and
control groups, we find 12 statistically signifi¢atifferences. Households in NECS-only
villages are more likely to own a bicycle, to hgiped water during the rainy season, and to
have a household head who speaks French. Thelsarkess likely to have had a household
member go to bed hungry in the past seven daysdifieeences between the NECS-only and
control groups are slightly greater than what well@xpect by chance and may indicate that
NECS-only households are better off than controugrhouseholds. However, the differences
overall are small and not statistically significamiVave 1.

Table 1V.8. Comparison of household and child characteristics among study
groups

Differences
NECS & NECS- NECS &
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE NECS-only
group group group versus control versus control
Household

Household size 7.5 7.4 7.3 0.2 0.0
Floor made mainly out of (percentage):

Natural material 96.1 97.5 96.3 -0.3 1.2

Rudimentary material 1.9 0.6 2.3 -0.4 -1.6%*

Finished material 21 1.9 1.4 0.7 0.5
Roof made mainly out of (percentage):

Natural material 225 23.2 26.1 -3.7 -2.9

Rudimentary material 74.3 72.4 70.1 4.1 2.3

Finished material 3.3 4.4 3.7 -0.5 0.7
Dwelling walls made mainly out of (percentage):

Natural material 75.7 76.6 75.6 0.1 1.0

Rudimentary material 20.5 20.1 21.7 -1.2 -15

Finished material 1.8 1.7 11 0.7 0.6
Assets (percentage)

Radio 47.6 47.4 46.3 1.2 1.0

Telephone— mobile or fixed 56.5 56.8 55.4 1.2 14

Watch 20.8 23.6 21.2 -0.4 2.4

Bicycle 8.7 9.6 9.0 -0.4 0.6

Animal-drawn cart 38.9 39.6 37.7 1.3 2.0

Cattle 46.5 44.2 39.6 6.9%** 4.6*

Camels 1.9 15 14 0.4 0.1
Main source of water during rainy season (percentage)

Piped water 27.9 32.7 23.8 4.0 8.9**

Tube well or borehole 30.2 20.8 25.3 4.9 -4.4

Covered well 17.5 20.9 22.1 -4.6 -1.2

Traditional well 20.9 22.8 22.8 -1.9 0.0
Primary type of toilet used (percentage)

Modern toilet 1.6 2.4 1.6 0.0 0.8

Improved latrine 6.8 7.4 7.7 -0.9 -0.3

Traditional latrine 11.2 13.2 10.7 0.5 25

Bush/in nature 80.4 77.0 80.0 0.3 -3.0
Average number of meals per day 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.0
Household member gone to bed 234 19.1 23.8 -0.4 -4.6**

hungry in previous seven days

(percentage)
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Differences

NECS & NECS- NECS &
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE NECS-only
group group group versus control versus control

Member of household permitted to use cell phone (if cell phone is owned) (percentage)

Head 93.0 91.7 92.5 0.4 -0.9
Spouse 64.3 64.8 62.8 14 2.0
Child 23.4 20.0 21.9 15 -2.0
Grandchild 0.5 0.9 0.6 -0.1 0.3
Parent 2.4 2.6 1.6 0.8 1.0%*
Sibling 35 3.8 35 0.0 0.3
Aunt/uncle 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Niece/nephew 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.4**
Adopted/foster/step child 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1
Not related 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.4**
Household head
Female (percentage) 6.6 7.9 8.0 -1.4 -0.1
Average age 46.47 45.64 45.61 0.86* 0.03
Completed primary school 15.0 17.4 145 0.4 2.9*
(percentage)
Completed secondary school 7.1 7.1 6.6 0.5 0.5
(percentage)
Speaks (percentage)
Hausa 67.0 66.6 66.6 0.5 0.1
Zarma 21.7 249 23.6 -1.8 1.3
Kanuri 6.7 7.2 7.1 -0.4 0.1
Other local language 1 3.7 15 0.7 3.0 0.8
Other local language 2 0.5 -0.4 1.7 -1.2 -2.1*
Other local languages 0.2 0.3 0.3 -0.1 0.0
Francophone (percentage) 17.8 21.4 16.6 1.2 4.8%**
Children
Female (percentage) 48.5 46.8 47.8 0.7 -1.0
Average age 8.9 8.8 8.8 0.1* 0.1
Speaks (percentage)
Hausa 64.7 63.0 65.6 -0.9 -2.6
Zarma 23.1 26.6 24.1 -1.0 25
Kanuri 6.4 7.4 7.2 -0.8 0.1
Other local language 1 4.6 2.4 0.6 4.1 1.9*
Other local language 2 1.0 0.4 2.2 -1.2 -1.8
Other local languages 0.2 0.3 0.3 -0.1 0.0
Sample size (children) 4,104 5,757 3,325
Sample size (households) 2,393 3,203 1,917

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes shown are for the full sample;
some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

*x[+x[* Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

2. Generalizability of results

The GoN selected the villages to be included inetveduation and did not intend the sample
to be representative of all villages in Niger. Hoe®e descriptive statistics compared at baseline
suggest that the households in the sample maybksio rural households in all of Niger on
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the basis of asset ownership and household fasiliven so, the evaluation results may not
reflect the activities that take place in any r@@hool in Niger and therefore should be
interpreted accordingly.

H. Wave 2 data collection strategy

In this section, we describe (1) the 2016 NECS Wadata collection effort, (2) the
instruments used in data collection, and (3) tha dkeaning process.

1. Data collection training and process

Mathematica oversaw the collection of data fronalriouseholds and schools in
conjunction with our local partner, the Centre int¢ional d’Etudes et de Recherches sur Les
Populations Africaines (CIERPA), a professionakdatllection firm located in Niger.

To conduct the 2016 Wave 2 data collection, CIERBAducted an extensive interviewer
training session that covered the village censugjom selection of eligible households, basic
interviewing procedures, and a review of each qoesh the questionnaires. The school and
household questionnaires were written in Frencluewver, French is rarely spoken in rural
villages. Therefore, local interviewers from diveethnic and linguistic backgrounds in Niger
who are fluent in both French and the local dialeted the French questionnaire to pose the
guestions in the correct dialect of the local laaggi(using the appropriate words and idioms for
the given village). Many of the interviewers whorev@art of the 2016 Wave 2 also participated
in the NECS Wave 1 or EGRA data collection. CIERR#ed interviewers according to their
local languages and interview experience (vetargerviewers were matched with new team
members in order to provide extra guidance).

Mathematica and CIERPA worked closely togethemrépare for each round of data
collection. For each round of data collection, Mattatica participated for the full duration of all
training sessions, including the observation dfifigractice in neighborhoods and schools
located near the training site. All interviewerskan inter-rater reliability test of the child
reading assessments. Interviewers who scored lmlerage had the opportunity to retake the
test. If they failed to meet the threshold a sedimé, they were dropped from the interviewer
list. After training, the data collection team iatad 44 interviewers to collect village, household,
child, and school data. Interviewers were splib itlams of 3 interviewers led by an experienced
field supervisor and included both male and fenratklerviewers. The teams were assigned to a
region and conducted interviews concurrently thhaug the country. Before data collection,
Mathematica obtained approval from the GoN to ceahthe survey in sample villages and
approval from a United States—based Institutioreli&v Board for the data collection plan and
instrumentatiort?

The household survey sample was selected in tlie GeERPA interviewers visited all 204
villages for the NECS study. Upon arriving in dagle, interviewers conducted a census of all
households in the village and then used the ceii3use identify the households eligible for the
sample as well as the associated school-age ahi(dges 6 through 12) and (2) to obtain the
village’s population characteristics. Using theansus information, CIERPA interviewers then

29 \Western Institutional Review Boarbt{p://www.wirb.com/).
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randomly selected 40 eligible households from tHage for the sample. In villages with fewer
than 40 eligible households, the interviewers getkall eligible households for the sample. The
census form appears in Appendix A. To allow theatgst length of time for the delivery of
project activities, the NECS 2016 Wave 2 data ctibe took place in May through June 2016,
at the end of the school year in the final yeahefproject, approximately two and a half years
after the start of NECS project activities in sdsoVe believe that it is reasonable to see
impacts on teachers and students within such aghdn addition, conducting the child
assessments at the end of the school year allomerds to benefit from a full year of instruction
in the local-language reading curriculum.

2. Instruments

Mathematica developed two questionnaires for follgndata collection: a school
guestionnaire and a household questionnaire, whatbhded questions directed towards the
parents as well as children, including assessnoémtsading in local language and French and of
math skills.

a. Questionnaire design

Mathematica designed the school questionnairettieginformation about the schools
attended by the children in each villafj&he school questionnaire also includes a module to
collect data from each school’s student registefetdy the enrollment and attendance of each
child identified in the household questionnairefull version of the school questionnaire appears
in Appendix B. The school questionnaire consisteffollowing modules:

School characteristics.The module collects general information about theracteristics of the
school, such as whether the school is public, pgivar a madrassa; the year the school was
established; the languages of instruction; enroiinby gender and grade for the 2014-2015
and 2015-2016 school years; advancement ratesgirade 2 to grade 3; student attendance
on the day of data collection (by gender and gratie)number of days that the school was
open; various programs and materials offered bytheol; and questions about the reading
curriculum.

School physical structure.The module collects information about the schomifeastructure,
such as the number of classrooms; the number sérddlams that are usable on rainy days;
the availability of seats and desks; the availgbdf blackboards; and the availability of
cupboards, tables, and chairs for teachers. Irtiaddinterviewers inquired about the type
of water supply and latrines available at the sthoaintenance performed on school
infrastructure; and the existence of a preschoplagground, or teacher housing. The
school respondent also reports on his or her lefvghtisfaction with the existing
infrastructure.

School personnel structureln this module, interviewers collected informataimout the
teachers at the school, including their numberdgerevel of experience, number of
absences, and amount of training. The module als® @bout student governments, school

30 Interviewers visited up to three public schootemded by children in each village within a 10-kileter area.

34



IV. IMPACT EVALUATION DESIGN MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

management committees, parent/teacher associatn@morship programs, teacher training
and inspections.

School register.For each school, the module verifies the enrolinséatus and attendance of
children identified in the household survey. Usihg official school register, interviewers
verified each child’s enrollment status, grade, hanof absences during the last seven days
that the school was open, and the number of dayshid was absent per month since the
start of the 2015-2016 school year. In additioterinewers directly observed whether each
child was in the classroom on the day of the schisi.

The household questionnaire includes questiongerketa the characteristics and opinions of
the household and school-age children residingarhbusehold as well as assessments of the
reading and mathematics ability of all school-algddeen. A full version of the household
guestionnaire appears in Appendix C (householcchitd questionnaires) and Appendix D
(reading and mathematics assessments). The hodsghedtionnaire consists of the following
modules:

Household characteristics The module collects information about the healdafsehold,
household demographic characteristics, and paatioip in literacy or parents’ groups. It
also collects information about housing and theslkebold, including location of the
residence, construction materials used in the hawselable water sources, and proxies for
household wealth, such as ownership of cattlephelres, or radios.

Household listing form. In this module, the respondent provides a compilgtef all children
age 6 through 12 who reside in the household asit b#ormation about each child,
including his or her relationship to the househwadd, gender, age, and school enrollment
status. The module also includes measures of whetbehild is working and of parent
attitudes toward the education of each child.

Education module.The module collects information on all childrere&through 12 in the
household who attended school at any time duria@@15-2016 school year. Questions ask
about access to textbooks, distance to schoolth&neasons that the parents sent the child to
a given school. The respondent also reports absémre school on the most recent day the
school was open, absences during the previous skaysrthat the school was open, whether
the child has a mentor, and whether the child éesived deworming treatment.

Opinions of children. In this module, children answer questions abceit #xperiences in school,
whether they were enrolled in the current year,vahether they want to go to school.

Local-language assessmeniterviewers administer the module to all childesye 6 through 12
regardless of their school enroliment status. Ttikelen participate in receptive and
expressive oral assessments as well as in anea@ilng comprehension assessment based
on a short story. The interviewers then show thiglie@m preprinted cards and ask them to
identify letters, read basic words, and performpepassage reading and comprehension.
The language of each test is the principal languwhgeading instruction in the village
school—Hausa, Zarma, Kanuri, or two other locagleages. Below we provide detail on
the development of the reading assessments.

French-language assessmerititerviewers administer the module to all childegye 6 through
12 regardless of school enrollment status. Thedfrdgnguage assessment is equivalent to
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the local-language assessments and includes themandtules. It is administered after the
test in the local language.

Mathematics assessmeni he interviewers administer the module to all@dtgh age 6 through
12 regardless of school enrollment status. Thevigeers ask children to count to 10 and
then show them preprinted cards and ask them taifg@umbers, count items, indicate the
greater of a pair of numbers, identify a geomdbim, and perform simple addition,
subtraction, multiplication, and division. The ass®ent includes two oral problem-solving
guestions.

b. Local-language and French-language reading assesents

Mathematica created reading assessments that dociige domains of reading skills that
researchers have identified as strong predictorsaufing ability—oral language, letter
recognition, word reading, oral reading fluencyd a@ading comprehension. Mathematica based
the assessments on the EGRA and designed themagumehe same reading skills at
approximately the same level of difficulty in edahguage. In addition, given the low levels of
education in Niger and concerns regarding flooea# (that is, the problem of having a large
percentage of the sample with a score of zerojnaladed receptive and expressive oral skills.
We worked with local education experts throughbetdassessment development process and
used grade-specific Nigerien schoolbooks and tegdmols to ensure an appropriate level of
difficulty and to identify examples of assessmamtsfions. The MEP and relevant stakeholders
reviewed all materials to verify the appropriatenetthe questions within the Nigerien context.
Mathematica and CIERPA vetted and piloted the gomsaires and assessments, providing a
high level of confidence in the materials’ faceidiy and reliability. The assessments are
sufficiently short to limit respondent burden, &ghtly linked to the NECS reading intervention,
and allow for sufficient variation in overall testores.

In Table IV.9, we present the specific subtask(dcomes) for each of the five domains
measured as part of the language assessmentsn\&iti subtask, the enumerators mark the
correct number of responses in each line or sedfidime subtask as well as the time remaining
and total number of correct responses. As is ctergisvith EGRA procedures and in what is
sometimes referred to as an “early stop rule,” eznawors are directed to mark an “autostop” if
the child is unable to answer an item correctlthmfirst row or section of a subtask. In addition,
as is standard practice in the EGRA, subtasksaugr 6 are time-constrained in order to limit
the length of the assessment, help with assesssgppnse automaticity, and reduce the burden
on the child (RTI 2016).
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Table 1V.9. Reading assessments in French and local languages

Early reading domain Early-reading subtask (outcome) Description of questions in NECS survey
Oral language Receptive oral vocabulary knowledge The child is given simple instructions to be
followed.

Expressive oral vocabulary knowledge The child is asked to identify parts of the
body and objects in the environment that the
administrator points out.

Listening comprehension A text is read aloud to the child, and
guestions about the text are posed thereafter.
Letter recognition Timed letter identification The child is given 60 seconds to identify letter
names and/or their sounds.
Familiar word reading Timed familiar word reading The child is given 60 seconds to read simple
common words.
Oral reading fluency Reads connected text accurately The child is given 60 seconds to read words

(number of words read correctly) and at  in connected text.
a sufficient rate (number of words read
correctly in 60 seconds)
Reading Responds to questions about the text The test administrator asks the child reading
comprehension just read comprehension questions about the text the
child just read.

i. Internal consistency and reliability of languageassessments

For each language, we calculated the Cronbachfedlp each subtask and for the
assessment as a whole. Cronbach’s alpha is ohe ofidst widely used measures of internal
consistency reliability for multi-item tests. Iticalates the intercorrelation between test items.
The higher the intercorrelation coefficient betwéles test items, then the more we can say that
the test items measure a given concept in the saayé€Tavakol and Dennick 2011). Scores
range from O (items within the test are completelgorrelated) to 1 (items are perfectly
correlated). The literature on Cronbach’s alphasci.7 to 0.95 as an acceptable range for
establishing internal consistency within test itgff@vakol and Dennick 2011). Bland and
Altman (1997) specify that an alpha of 0.7 to @.8ufficient when comparing groups, whereas
an alpha above 0.9 is critical in clinical settinger this reason and in accordance with previous
early-grade reading studies, we consider 0.7 drdrign acceptable alpha that reflects a high
degree of internal consistency across test iféms.

In Table 1V.10, we display the alpha scores folhesabtask and for the overall test in each
language. For subtasks 1 through 3 and subtask Zaleulated the Cronbach’s alpha by using
individual item responses (an item refers to alsingestion). For instance, in the listening
comprehension task, for each of the five questpms®d, a child received a 1 if he or she correctly
answered the question and a 0 if he or she indbr@tswered the question. For subtasks 4
through 6, we calculated the Cronbach’s alpha mgusw scores. A row refers to a grouping of
letters or words on the questionnaire. For instaimcine letter identification task, interviewers

31 Nonetheless, use of the Cronbach’s alpha as aumeeakinternal consistency reliability involvesse
drawbacks. The value of alpha is affected by thgtle of the test, and alpha may underestimatediiebility of the
test if different test items measure different utydeg concepts (Tavakol and Dennick 2011). In &ddi according
to the EGRA toolkit (RTI International 2016), thecf that some language assessment tasks have lantitrie

likely to inflate the alpha score. However, theesttof the associated bias is not known, and tlal@ach’s alpha
continues to find widespread use for calculatirgittiernal consistency of early-grade reading tests
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showed children preprinted pages with 10 rows dettérs each. Scores were the sums of the
number of letters correctly identified in each raasulting in 10 row scores for the subtask.

Table 1V.10. Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's alpha) by language of
assessment

Scale reliability coefficient

Other local Other local

Subtask Hausa Zarma  Kanuri language 1 language 2 French
Subtask 1: Receptive oral language 0.88 0.78 0.85 0.82 0.48 0.92
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language 0.87 0.84 0.83 0.86 0.88 0.93
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension 0.80 0.76 0.77 0.76 0.87 0.84
Subtask 4: Letter identification 0.86 0.86 0.79 0.81 0.92 0.89
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading 0.89 0.84 0.77 0.83 0.94 0.90
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency 0.93 0.91 0.93 0.83 0.95 0.94
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension 0.88 0.75 0.67 0.64 0.90 0.85
Overall test 0.61 0.54 0.47 0.63 0.65 0.74

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, April and May 2016, household survey.

The alpha scores presented in Table V.10 inditetethe assessments developed for each
language have a relatively high degree of intecnakistency. The Cronbach’s alpha for
individual subtasks exceeds 0.70 for almost altasks. Alpha shows the degree to which
multiple test items measure the same skill; thusgher score is preferred. The Cronbach’s
alpha is lower for the overall test, ranging from0to 0.74, probably reflecting the wide level
of skills measured by the test: from understanthasjc spoken instructions to reading and
comprehending written material.

ii. Correlation of subtasks within each language aessment

In addition to calculating the Cronbach’s alphadach subtask and the overall assessments,
we analyze the correlation between subtasks wéhoh language assessment in order to
examine consistency between similar subtasks. Weatyerformance on adjacent subtasks to
be the most closely correlated because the subtaskearanged in increasing order of difficulty.
The findings presented in Table 1V.11 confirm tHat,the most part, adjacent subtasks are
highly correlated with one another within each lamge and that the correlations are statistically
significant.

We observe similar trends across all six languaggh,adjacent subtasks more highly
correlated and the correlation decreasing the éurdpart subtasks appear. The adjacent subtasks
that appear to be least correlated in all languagesubtasks 2, 3, and 4 (expressive oral
language, listening comprehension, and letter ifiestion, respectively), probably reflecting
greater disparities in scores due to the diffenaitire of each of the tasks. Even though most
children are able to provide at least one corresponse in the expressive oral language subtask
(subtask 2), we observe a large drop-off in sub8&kal comprehension) and an even larger
drop-off in subtask 4 (letter identification).
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Table 1V.11. Correlation of scores between subtasks, by language

A. Hausa

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
B. Zarma

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
C. Kanuri

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
D. Other local language 1

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
E. Other local language 2

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
F. French

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension

Subtask

1

1

0.72%*
0.35%**
0.14%**
0.10***
0.08***
0.08***

1
0.67***
0.35%**
0.14%**
0.06***
0.04**
0.04**

1
0.77%*
0.36***
0.12%**
0.06**
0.01
0.02

1
0.81%**
0.27***
0.17*
0.16*
0.13
0.07

1
0.58***
0.52%**
0.14
0.14
0.13
0.12

1
0.72%*
0.37*
057
0.52%**
0.447*
0.41%*

Subtask
2

1
0.41%**
0.16%**
0.12%**
o' 1***
0.11%**

1
0.41%**
0.16%**
0.09***
0.07***
0.04**

1
0.44***
0.15%**
0.07**
0.03
0.03

0.33***
0.16*
0.18**
0.18**
0.11

0.46***
0.17
0.21
0.18
0.19

0.35%**
0.51%**
0.47***
0.41%**
0.39***

Subtask

K}

1
0'3***
0.22%**
o' 2***
0.21%**

1

0.29%**
0.19%**
0.15%**
0.09***

1
0.24***
0.13***
0.03
0.02

0.27***
0.03***
-0.01%**
0.08***

0.14
0.21
0.34*
0.31

0.29***
0.39***
0.43***
0.58***

Subtask

4

1

O . 58***
O . 5 1***
O .43***

1

0.56***
0.38***
0.23***

1

O . 5***
O . 3***
O. 25***

0 . 53***
0 .48***
0 . 33***

O. 8***
O . 56***
O. 59***

0.74%%
0 . 63***
O .45***

Subtask

5

1
0.79***
0.71***

1
0.79***
0.51***

1
O . 5***
O .45***

0 . 83***
0 . 6***

0.69***
0.71***

0.82***
0.66***

Subtask  Subtask

6 7

1

0.84%** 1
1

0.65*** 1
1

0.81*** 1
0.65*** 1
0.97*** 1
0.76%** 1

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, April and May 2016, household survey.
**x[xxf* Correlation is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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V. IMPACT FINDINGS

In this chapter, we present our estimates of timebtoed impact of the NECS and
IMAGINE projects as well as our estimates of thgatt of the NECS-only project. In Section
A, we discuss our evaluation of the implementaddbNECS and the sustainability of IMAGINE
activities. In Section B, we describe overall imgamn our primary outcomes as well as impacts
by gender and socioeconomic status. In SectionegGexamine impacts on additional child-level
outcomes, including alternative measures of eneatinand attendance and subtask scores on
individual language assessments. In Section D xpee other impact-related questions, such
as impacts on parent attitudes, school infrastrecnd availability, teacher practices and
characteristics, and primary child outcomes bydchde. Finally, in Section E, we show that our
results are robust to several model specifications.

A. Evaluated implementation of NECS and sustainability of IMAGINE
1. NECS implementation details

To complement implementation reports provided leyNiECS team, we collected a wide
range of data to measure exposure to NECS acsivitischools and households. In Tables V.1
and V.2, we present the proportion of schools (@ahll) and communities and households
(Table V.2) that had implemented or participatestanous NECS activities at the time of the
NECS Wave 2 data collection. All NECS & IMAGINE aNECS-only schools received the
NECS project, but not every component of the NE@fept was fully implemented in all
schools. By the end of the 2015-2016 school ydaugst all schools in NECS & IMAGINE and
NECS-only villages had an elected student govermiinerh had developed an action plan (Table
V.1). Those schools had, on average, 8.7 to 9lfrei in student government, with a nearly
even split between boys and girls. About one-ttordne-half of NECS schools had student
governments that conducted literacy promotion &cts. In comparison, only 17 percent of
control group schools had a student governmerd,them a third of those student governments
had developed an action plan, and none had cordiliteisacy promotion activities.
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Table V.1. Descriptive statistics demonstrating implementation of NECS activities in schools

Differences

NECS & NECS & NECS-only
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE versus versus
group group group control control

Student government

School has student government (percentage) 97.3 101.9 16.8 80.5%** 85. 1%+

Student government is elected (percentage) 95.5 100.4 16.8 78.8*** 83.6%**

Student government is appointed (percentage) 1.7 1.5 0.0 1.7 15

Student government developed action plan (percentage) 95.9 98.2 6.5 89.3*** 91.7%**

Student government conducted literacy promotion activities during SY 2015-2016 38.2 46.3 0.0 38.2%** 46.3*+*
(percentage)

Number of students in student government 8.7 9.6 1.4 7.3%** 8.2%**
Girls 4.2 4.2 0.6 3.6%+* 3.6%**
Boys 4.4 5.4 0.8 3.7xxx 4.7%**

School management committee (percentage)

School has any school management committee 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

School has mothers' association (AME) 96.3 98.2 80.4 15.9%* 17.8%**

School has PTA (APE) 97.0 99.3 92.5 4.4 6.8

School has CGDES 99.4 100.0 97.2 2.2 2.8

CGDES has regular meetings 88.7 88.4 53.2 35.5%** 35. 1%

CGDES developed action plan 98.5 100.6 95.3 3.2 5.3

CGDES conducted literacy promotion activities during SY 2015-2016 60.5 64.7 7.5 53.0%** 57.3%*

CGDES has received any funding this year 52.6 45.1 14.2 38.5%** 30.9%**

CGDES received NECS funding this year 55 4.7 0.0 55 4.7

Any CGDES member has received training in borehole maintenance in past year 59.5 4.3 5.0 54 5%+ -0.7

Any CGDES member has received training in importance of local- language 29.3 19.3 1.9 27 .4%** 17.4%*
reading in past year

Any CGDES member has received training in mentoring in past year 42.5 44.6 8.4 34 . 1x** 36.2%**

Any CGDES member has received adult literacy training in past year 41.4 36.7 7.6 33.8%** 29.1%**

Mentoring

School has active mentoring program (percentage) 69.5 72.6 7.5 62.0*** 65.1%**

Number of students participating in mentoring program 16.91 23.14 1.44 15.47*%+* 21.70***
Girls 8.32 10.70 0.58 7.74%** 10.12%**
Boys 8.59 12.44 0.86 7.73%** 11.58%**
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Differences

NECS & NECS-only
NECS-only Control IMAGINE versus versus
group group control control

Local-language instruction (percentage)

School has local-language reading curriculum 97.1 100.7 1.9 95.3%** 98.8***
School has local-language educational materials 94.5 100.7 1.9 92.7*** 98.8***
Respondent satisfied with educational materials available at school 66.9 43.0 0.0 66.9%** 43.0%**
New local-language reading curriculum taught in first grade (Cl in Niger) 99.9 92.8 1.9 98.0*** 90.9%**
New local-language reading curriculum taught in second grade (CP in Niger) 96.7 90.2 0.0 96.7*** 90.2***
School has local-language story books 68.1 81.6 3.0 65.1%** 78.7%*
Local-language story books used for classroom instruction 47.2 60.5 0.0 47 .2%** 60.5%**
Sample size (schools) 61 69 48

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school questionnaire.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed
effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include
village-level weights. Regressions use standard errors that are robust to heteroscedasticity. All outcomes are unconditional; for example, "student
government has an action plan” is counted as zero if school does not have a student government. Means greater than 100 are possible for the treatment
groups because they are regression adjusted.

*xfxxf* Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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All schools in the sample had put in place some tyfoschool management committee, but
those in NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only villages weneich more active than those in
control villages. The CGDESs in NECS & IMAGINE aN&CS-only schools were more likely
than those in control group schools to have heddleg meetings, conducted literacy promotion
activities, received funding in the past year, padicipated in a variety of training sessions.
Further, schools in both treatment groups were &®@wo 65 percentage points more likely than
schools in the control group to have establisheteatoring program.

Almost all NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only schools itemented a local-language
reading curriculum. The majority of treatment sdsaeported that they had on hand local-
language story books, and 47 to 60 percent of dshieported that they used the books for
classroom instruction. AlImost no control group sulkaeported that they had instituted a local-
language reading curriculum or used local-languagterials.

The implementation of NECS activities in commurstig also evident in the participation of
adults in community events, although the differanoetween treatment group households and
control group households is smaller than the diffiees observed between schools in each study
group (Table V.2). In the NECS & IMAGINE and NEC8&#pvillages, 10.3 and 11.6 percent of
households, respectively, noted that an adult memdxe participated in literacy training in the
past year compared to just 2.9 percent of houssholdontrol villages. Adults in treatment
communities were also about 3 to 5 percentage paiotre likely than adults in control villages
to have participated in community events relatelitéoacy and reading in the past year.

Table V.2. Descriptive statistics demonstrating implementation of NECS
activities in communities and households
Differences

NECS & NECS-

NECS & NECS- IMAGINE only
IMAGINE only Control Versus Versus
group group group control control

Any adult member of household (percentage)

Participating in literacy training (ever) 18.9 20.6 135 5.5x** 7.1%**

Participating in literacy training in past year 10.3 11.6 29 7 .4%** 8.8***

Currently participating in literacy training 6.1 6.4 1.4 4. 7%** 5.0%**

Participating in community event related to literacy 7.6 10.1 4.2 3.3%** 5.8***
and reading (ever)

Participated in community event related to literacy 45 6.5 1.6 3.0%** 4.9%**
and reading in past year

Participated in activities with the CGDES, AME, or 25.9 23.6 25.2 0.8 -1.5
APE in past year

Sample size (households) 2,393 3,203 1,917

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for the village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-
level weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes shown are for the full
sample; some regressions may include a smaller size due to missing data.

*xfxxfx Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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2. Sustainability of IMAGINE activities

Another question of relevance to the NECS & IMAGINltages is whether the
infrastructure investments made under the IMAGIN&qxt have been maintained over the long
term. We found no impact of the IMAGINE project thre presence of and number of public
schools available in IMAGINE villages in 2011 an@il3, but we did find improvements in
numerous measures of school infrastructure, inotuthe number of classrooms and the
availability of potable water, toilets, preschogigygrounds, and teacher housing (Table V.3).
We also found improvements in features that wesigded to make the IMAGINE schools
more girl friendly—separate toilets for girls anolyls and housing for female teachers.

Table V.3. Descriptive statistics of sustainability of school infrastructure in
IMAGINE villages

Impacts

2016 NECS & 2013 2011 2013 2011
IMAGINE IMAGINE IMAGINE IMAGINE IMAGINE
schools schools schools schools schools

Availability of schools (per village)

Number of public schools per village 1.0 11 11 -0.1 0.0

Infrastructure (per school)

Number of:
Classrooms 7.2 6.5 6.2 1.3%x* 1.5%x*
Classrooms made of finished materials 6.9 5.0 5.2 2.3%+* 3.1

Percentage of schools with:
Potable water source present 85.3 79.6 74.1 60.2%** 58.7***
Potable water source functioning 75.4 50.0 n/a 40.8*** n/a
Toilet facilities present 96.7 100.0 100.0 60.0%** 71.9%*
Toilet facilities functioning 93.4 98.1 n/a 69.4*** n/a
Separate latrines 73.8 98.1 94.4 68.8%** 7.2
Preschool facility 96.7 98.1 44.4 74.9%* 25.4%*
Playground 90.2 96.3 n/a 84.7xr+ n/a
Teacher housing 96.7 98.1 94.4 88.7%** 89.5%**
Teacher housing for female teachers 75.0 94.4 n/a 92.8*** n/a

Sample size (village) 59 57 57

Sample size (schools) 61 54 54

Source: Dumitrescu et al. 2011; Bagby et al. 2014b; NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school
guestionnaire.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. IMAGINE school include village-

level weights. Impacts were estimated with regressions including commune fixed effects and village-level
weights. Sample sizes are for the full sample of public schools that responded to the school questionnaire;
some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. The full sample of non-IMAGINE
schools was 124 schools in 121 villages in 2013 and 143 schools in 121 villages in 2011.

*x[+x[* Difference is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
n/a = Not applicable because measure was not collected in that round of data collection.

Three years later, in 2016, the infrastructure mupments implemented under IMAGINE
appear to have been largely sustained. Between &@d.2016, the number of classrooms and
classrooms with finished materials increased froont® 7.2 and from 5.0 to 6.9, respectively.
We also find similar infrastructure quality in sct®in IMAGINE villages in 2013 and 2016 for
most of the measures of school infrastructure tutdat we collected. For example, the
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likelihood of a school having toilet facilities de@d slightly from 100 to 96.7 percent. In
addition, the likelihood of having of a functionipgtable water source at IMAGINE schools
actually improved from 50.0 percent to 75.4 percehiich is consistent with the planned
borehole construction and rehabilitation activitiesler the NECS project. However, IMAGINE
schools also became somewhat less girl friendiywden 2013 and 2016 with the likelihood of
having separate latrines for girls and boys andimgufor female teachers both decreasing by
roughly 25 percent between 2013 and 2016.

Comparing across treatment groups in 2016, werfmdifferences in the availability of a
public school or the number of public schools integillage, but we also find that villages in the
NECS & IMAGINE group had, on average, 2.0 moresiasms per village than control group
villages and 2.3 more finished classrooms (Tab#.V he results are similar to the impacts we
found three years after project implementation, wve determined that IMAGINE villages had
1.5 more classrooms and 2.4 more finished classsdaban control villages. In addition, in
villages receiving IMAGINE, schools have more usatlhssrooms, more blackboards, and more
classrooms that may be used in the rain than thosesceiving IMAGINE.

We also find statistically significant impacts afrastructure outcomes for the NECS-only
group. For instance, schools in the NECS-only grioane, on average, 7.4 classrooms compared
to 5.2 classrooms in control group schools. As seuss later, in comparison to the other study
groups, the difference may result from the fact tha NECS-only group accounted for a larger
percentage of schools with missing school questiardata as a consequence of teacher strikes
during the data collection period. It is possiliiattthe schools on strike at the time of data
collection were smaller than those not strikingkmg the NECS-only schools in our sample
appear larger than the full group of NECS-only sd0

To test such a hypothesis, we looked at the ddkacted in IMAGINE and control villages
in 2011. Although it is likely that some schooldlwave changed over time, the size of the
control group schools that were later randomlygaesi to receive NECS-only may provide an
indication of the characteristics of striking scisodVe find that the striking schools in the
NECS-only group had fewer classrooms, on averag®, all other schools in the NECS-only
group in the 2011 data (4.5 versus 5.0 classrodms)dition, the striking schools had fewer
classrooms with a blackboard (3.5 versus 4.7 adasss) and fewer classrooms with a visible
blackboard (2.0 versus 3.5 classrooms). Althoudltanclusive, the evidence does suggest that
the NECS-only schools that were on strike during/@V2 of data collection may have been
different, on average, than the NECS-only schdws Were not on strike.
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Table V.4. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on school and
classroom availability and school infrastructure

Impacts
NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only
group group group group
Availability
Public school available in village (percentage) 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Number of public schools per village 1.1 1.0 1.1 0.0 -0.1*
Number of classrooms per village 7.6 7.4 5.6 2.0%+* 1.9%**
Number of classrooms constructed of finished materials per village 5.0 3.8 2.7 2.3%** 1.1%
Infrastructure
Number of (per school):
Classrooms 6.9 7.4 5.2 1.7%** 2.2%**
Usable classrooms 6.5 7.3 4.9 1.6%** 2.4%%*
Classrooms constructed of finished materials 4.5 3.8 25 2.0%** 1.4%*
Blackboards 6.5 6.2 4.6 1.8x+* 1.6%+*
Visible blackboards 6.0 5.5 35 2.4%*x 2.0%**
Classrooms usable in the rain 4.9 3.8 2.8 2.0%** 0.9*
Percentage of schools with:
Seats and desk space for each student 21.0 18.1 19.2 1.8 -1.1
Sufficient seats for up to 50 students in each class 20.0 10.2 8.0 11.9** 2.2
Sufficient desks for up to 50 students in each class 22.2 4.9 11.8 10.5 -6.8
Potable water source 81.8 15.9 18.7 63.1%** -2.8
Potable water source functioning 72.8 14.2 15.3 57.5%** -1.1
Toilet facilities 95.4 48.1 25.0 70.4%** 23,1
Toilet facilities functioning 89.9 40.5 22.2 67.7%+* 18.3**
Separate latrines 75.8 24.3 125 63.3*** 11.8*
Preschool facility 95.5 28.1 26.1 69.4xx* 2.0
Playground 89.3 32.2 35.3 54.0%** -3.1
Teacher housing 94.7 4.0 17.7 77.0%** -13.7**
Teacher housing for female teachers 65.3 2.4 0.0 64.8*** 2.4
Last time toilets were serviced
Less than one month ago (percentage) 50.5 88.4 34.8 15.7 53.6*
In the past one to five months (percentage) 34.0 10.9 40.4 -6.4 -29.6
More than five months ago (percentage) 155 0.7 24.7 -9.2 -24.0
Other
School is public (percentage) 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
School overenrolled (percentage) 33.0 29.1 34.9 -1.8 -5.7
Average number of weeks school was open during the last 29.2 29.4 28.8 0.4 0.7
academic year (SY 2014-2015)
Average number of hours per day students are typically at school 6.4 6.4 6.2 0.1* 0.1*
Enrolled students who live outside the village (percentage) 10.1 7.3 10.5 -0.4 -3.2
School has complete set of textbooks for each student 75.2 61.7 49.1 26.1%** 12.7
(percentage)
Respondent's opinion of when children should be able to read
(percentage)
Grade 1 28.4 29.9 18.8 9.6 0.2
Grade 2 43.2 33.1 35.8 7.4 0.5
Grade 3 20.8 35.3 39.7 -19.0** 0.0
Grade 4 5.4 0.3 5.6 -0.2 1.0
Grade 5 2.2 14 0.0 2.2 0.3
Grade 6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Respondent's opinion of what "able to read" means (percentage)
Recite text 58.1 49.1 61.8 -3.7 -12.6
Memorize text 39.9 41.3 31.0 9.0 10.3
Understand text 57.8 49.8 49.3 8.5 0.5
Sample size (schools) 61 69 48
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school questionnaire.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-

adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for
village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions use standard errors
that are robust to heteroscedasticity. Sample sizes are for the full sample of public schools responding to the school
questionnaire; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

*[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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We find that, as compared to schools in controugraillages, schools in NECS &
IMAGINE villages are more likely to have a functing potable water source, functioning and
separate latrines, a preschool facility, a playgchueacher housing, and teacher housing for
female teachers. These impacts are large andtist@tissignificant. For instance, NECS &
IMAGINE schools are 57.5 percentage points morelyikhan control group schools to have a
functioning potable water source and 67.7 percenpagnts more likely to have functioning
toilet facilities. The results demonstrate thatogdh in IMAGINE villages remain much more
likely than schools in other villages to include ihfrastructure components specified in the
construction of IMAGINE schools. In addition, th@rastructure investments have been largely
maintained. Overall, 72.8 percent of NECS & IMAGINEhools have a functioning potable
water source, 89.9 percent have operational tiaitlities, 75.8 percent have separate latrines
for boys and girls, and 94.7 percent have teacbesihg. In Table V.4, we also find that NECS-
only schools are about 18 to 23 percentage poiote rkely to have toilet facilities present and
functioning than control group schools and 14 patage points less likely to have teacher
housing, even though functioning toilet facilitessd teacher housing were not components of
the NECS project. We find no other statisticallyrsiicant impacts of NECS-only on school
infrastructure.

Finally, we might expect the construction of newghhquality schools under IMAGINE to
affect whether a school is overenrolled, the amaofititne a school is open, and whether
children travel from outside the village to attehd school. We might also expect to see
improvements in the availability of textbooks ispense to IMAGINE’s provision of textbooks
as well as increased reading in response to NEG&Us on early-grade reading. We do find that
schools in NECS & IMAGINE villages are more likalyan schools in control villages to have
on hand a complete set of textbooks for each stutdahwe do not find statistically significant
impacts for either treatment group on whether agkis overenrolled, how many weeks it was
open during the previous school year, the percentdgtudents living outside the village, or
respondents’ expectations for children’s readirggpess.
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Table V.5. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on teacher
characteristics and practices and school curriculum

Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS &
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE

group group group group

Teacher behavior (percentage)
Typical teacher is absent

No absence 53.9 54.6 56.2 -2.2 -1.6
Once a week 43.1 40.6 31.7 11.4 8.9
Two to three times a week 2.4 35 9.3 -6.9 -5.8
More than three times a week 0.6 1.2 2.8 -2.2 -1.6
School director is somewhat satisfied or satisfied with 74.1 64.8 81.2 -7.1 -16.4*

teachers at the school
Time spent on reading activities

Number of minutes per day grade 1 teacher spends on 71.6 77.7 69.0 2.6 8.7*
reading activities (total)

Number of minutes per day grade 2 teacher spends on 69.8 76.7 66.4 3.4 10.3*
reading activities (total)

Number of minutes per day grade 1 teacher spends on 10.6 13.2 7.8 2.8 5.4%*
reading activities (student-on-task)

Number of minutes per day grade 2 teacher spends on 10.8 12.6 7.9 2.9 4.7%
reading activities (student-on-task)

Number of minutes per day grade 1 teacher spends on 38.9 45.6 43.7 -4.8 1.9
reading activities (teacher-led)

Number of minutes per day grade 2 teacher spends on 415 46.5 42.7 -1.2 3.8

reading activities (teacher-led)
Teacher characteristics

Sufficient number of teachers (percentage) 66.8 60.4 36.4 30.5%** 24.0**
Percentage female 47.9 34.5 34.6 13.3** -0.1
Percentage receiving:
Preservice training in teaching reading 43.0 39.0 254 17.6%+* 13.6
Professional development training in reading 20.8 25.9 14.4 6.4 11.4*
Training in local-language reading 40.3 46.2 0.5 39.9%** 45 .8*+*
Training in equal treatment of boys and girls 28.2 15.8 35 24 8rxx 12.3%+*
School curriculum
School is bilingual (according to school director) (percentage) 62.2 44.9 6.5 55.7*** 38.3***
Primary teaching language for reading in grade 1 is
(percentage):
French 31.9 30.0 92.6 -60.7*** -62.6%**
Hausa 49.0 47.5 7.4 41.6%** 40.2%**
Zarma 9.7 11.0 0.0 9.7** 11.0**
Kanuri 9.4 9.1 0.0 9.4** 9.1**
Other local language 1 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3
Other local language 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Primary teaching language for reading in grade 2 is
(percentage):
French 27.4 334 90.7 -63.3%** -57.3%*
Hausa 50.2 40.9 9.3 40.9%** 31.7%*
Zarma 13.2 14.0 0.0 13.2%* 14.0**
Kanuri 9.2 9.4 0.0 9.2** 9.4**
Other local language 1 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2
Other local language 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sample size (schools) 61 69 48

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school questionnaire.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-
adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for
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village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions use standard errors
that are robust to heteroscedasticity. Sample sizes are for the full sample of public schools that responded to the school
questionnaire; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

*rx[xx[* |mpact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
n/a = Indicates that, because there was no variation in the outcome, regression estimates were not obtained.

NECS activities included components targeted tohteis, such as training in teaching local-
language reading and promoting a gender-equitdddsroom environment. In Table V.5, we
show that NECS & IMAGINE had no impact on teachesenteeism, school director satisfaction
with teachers in the school, or time spent on rggdctivities in grades 1 and 2. NECS-only had
a positive impact on the time teachers spent atesition-task reading activities in both grades 1
and 2, but the impact was fairly small (about fimmutes per day), with no impact on time spent
on reading activities overall.

We do, however, find widespread impacts on teacharacteristics and school curriculum.
Schools in NECS & IMAGINE villages have a highergentage of female teachers than control
villages, probably because of the availabilityedd¢her housing targeted to females under
IMAGINE. In addition, teachers in NECS & IMAGINE sools were more likely than teachers
in control schools to have received preserviceningiin reading instruction. We find positive
impacts for both treatment groups on whether thlrar of teachers in the school meets MEP
standards, the percentage of teachers trainea¢at-language reading and equal treatment of
boys and girls, and whether the primary teachinguage in grades 1 and 2 is a local language.
The results are consistent with NECS activitieseairat teacher training and instituting a local-
language reading curriculum in grades 1 and 2.

B. Estimated impact on key outcomes
1. Impacts on enroliment, attendance, and readingceres

The primary outcomes of interest in the evaluatiosmchild enrollment, attendance, and
reading assessment scores in local languages andh=We find that both the NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only projects had a positive impae enroliment and attendantée.
Specifically, children in villages that receivedib ECS and IMAGINE were 10.3 and 13.6
percentage points, respectively, more likely toehbgen enrolled during the current school and
to have attended school on the most recent dayokalas open (Table V.6) than children in
control group villages. Similarly, enroliment antemdance among children in NECS-only
villages were 9.5 and 11.1 percentage points, otispdy, higher than among children in control
villages.

The evaluation of the IMAGINE project conductedethyears after project implementation
found that IMAGINE increased enrollment in the pos school year by 8.3 percentage points.
We find a 10.3 percentage point impact of NECS SABMNE on enroliment seven years after
implementation of IMAGINE.

32 Even though these outcomes are binary, we cortdesé analyses using an OLS model because of ase o
interpretation. However, we also conduct theseyaesal by using a logit model and find that both NEBCS
IMAGINE and NECS-only projects had statisticallgsificant and positive impacts on enrollment artdratance.

50



V. IMPACT FINDINGS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

Several components of the NECS project may haveolattreased enrollment and
attendance. Improvements in the school learning@mwent through mentoring and gender-
equitable classrooms may have spurred childrerssel® attend school, and the adult literacy
program and activities of the school managemeninaitti@es may have encouraged parents to
send their children to school and ensure regutandance. Finally, improved health resulting
from the construction and maintenance of borehahektoilettes may have increased child
attendance.

Table V.6. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
outcomes

Impacts
NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only
group group group group group
Child enrolled during SY 2015-2016 79.2 78.3 68.9 10.3%** 9.5xx*
(percentage)
Child attended school on most recent day 70.8 68.3 57.2 13.6%+* 11.1%%*
school was open (percentage)
Local-language score—normalized 0.09 0.02 -0.13 0.21%** 0.15%**
(standard deviations)
French-language score—normalized 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.04
(standard deviations)
Sample size (children) 4,103 5,752 3,325
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-

adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for
village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions account for
clustering within villages. For non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on enroliment, meaning that those who
are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full
sample; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. Sample sizes range from 4,022 to 4,103
for the NECS & IMAGINE group, 5,623 to 5,752 for the NECS-only group, and 3,253 to 3,325 for the control group.

*rx[xx[* |mpact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

In addition to finding to positive impacts on etneént and attendance, we report that both
the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects had aipes impact on local-language test
scores, though not on French-language test scbinesscores in Table V.6 are the total scores
across all seven subtasks of each language assgssorenalized by child age and the
assessment language. Children in NECS & IMAGINE BB S-only villages scored on
average 0.21 and 0.15 standard deviations higkgpectively, than children in the control
group. These impacts fit within the range of wina €ducation literatures considers moderate to
large effects (Banerjee et al. 2013). Two studfggragrams with instructional interventions
found impacts on test scores that ranged from @ D435 standard deviations (Banerjee et al.
2007; He et al. 2008) while a school constructioogpam with complementary activities in
Burkina Faso achieved impacts of 0.29 to 0.40 stahdeviations on French-language and
mathematics scores. Given that one of the primetiyines of NECS was to implement an
early-grade rapid reading curriculum in local laages, the result is encouraging. Our findings
suggest that, when the school environment is caneuda learning, the new local-language
reading curriculum delivered by teachers trainedany-grade reading techniques and armed
with local-language reading materials can leadnprovements in student learning.
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In addition, although we do not find statisticadignificant positive impacts for either
treatment group on French-language test scoredpwet find negative impacts. The transition
to reading instruction in local languages in gratlesd 2 may not yet have improved reading in
French, and reading in French has not been negatiffected despite the decrease in instruction
in French. In Section C, we further examine Freractd local-language test scores separately by
subtask, language, and grade.

2. Subgroup impacts on enrollment, attendance, angtading scores

In this section we present impacts separatelyiféerént subgroups, including gender,
socio-economic status, and literacy of the houskhehd.

Table V.7. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary outcomes,
by gender

Impacts
NECS & NECS- NECS &
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE
group group group group
Child enrolled during current school year (SY 2015—-  2016) (percentage)
Females 77.6 74.7 64.6 13.0%** 10.1%**
Males 80.7 81.5 72.7 8.0%** 8.8%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)
Females 70.0 64.5 53.1 16.9%** 11.4%**
Males 71.6 71.7 61.0 10.6*** 10.6***
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation  s)
Females 0.00 -0.05 -0.15 0.15%** 0.10**
Males 0.17 0.08 -0.11 0.28*** 0.19***
Significant difference in subgroup impacts Yes No
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
Females -0.01 -0.02 -0.10 0.08 0.07
Males 0.14 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.01
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Sample size (children)
Female 2,010 2,678 1,587
Male 2,093 3,074 1,738

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed tests. NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and weights. Regressions account
for clustering within villages. The control group mean is not regression-adjusted but does include weights.
For non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not
enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the
full sample; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. We tested differences in
subgroup impacts by using a regression model with an intervention group-gender interaction term. We
estimated the significance of the difference by using a two-tailed t-test of the interaction term; we tested for
significance at the 5 percent level.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We find that both the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-opisojects had statistically
significant impacts on enrollment, attendance, landl-language reading scores among both
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boys and girls (Table V.7). The impacts on enrofitrend attendance are descriptively larger for
girls than for boys, but the differences are natistically significant. However, for local-
language reading scores, the impacts are greatbo¥s than for girls in both groups, and the
difference between boys and girls is statisticsigynificant in the NECS & IMAGINE group at
the 5 percent level. In addition, we find thatgjinormalized local-language and French-
language scores fall at or below the mean acrbssualy groups.

Table V.8. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
outcomes, by socioeconomic status

Means Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only
group group group group group
Child enrolled during current school year (SY 2015—-  2016) (percentage)
Lowest quintile 76.9 75.3 64.4 12 5%+ 11.0%*
Quintiles 2 through 5 80.3 80.1 71.7 8.6%** 8.4%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)
Lowest quintile 70.3 66.0 52.1 18.2%+* 13.9%*
Quintiles 2 through 5 71.2 69.7 60.5 10.7%** 9. 2%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation s)
Lowest quintile 0.04 -0.03 -0.28 0.32%** 0.26%**
Quintiles 2 through 5 0.11 0.05 -0.03 0.14%** 0.08
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No Yes
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
Lowest quintile 0.02 0.00 -0.12 0.14 0.12*
Quintiles 2 through 5 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.02 -0.01
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Sample size (children)
Lowest quintile 1,183 2,307 1,261
Quintiles 2 through 5 2,838 3,313 1,992

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled children, attendance is
unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized
scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a
smaller size because of missing data. We tested differences in subgroup impacts by using a regression
model with an intervention group-quintile group interaction term. We estimated the significance of the
difference by using a two-tailed t-test of the interaction term.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We also compare impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NE@#®y for children of different
socioeconomic status. Impacts of the NECS-onlyMIBEE@S & IMAGINE projects are larger
among children in the lowest quintile of a housdhsplality index, but the difference is
statistically significant only for the NECS-onlyayp for local-language test scores. Children in
the lowest quintile experienced an impact of 028 dard deviations compared to 0.08 standard
deviations among children in the higher quintil€alfle V.8).
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Table V.9. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
outcomes, by literacy of head of household

Impacts
NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only
group group group group group
Child enrolled during current school year (SY 2015—  2016) (percentage)
llliterate head of household 76.8 75.5 64.8 12.0%*+* 10.7%+*
Literate head of household 84.4 83.8 77.3 7.1+ 6.6%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)
llliterate head of household 68.3 65.2 54.2 14. 1%+ 11.0%+*
Literate head of household 76.5 74.7 64.4 12.1%* 10.3*%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation s)
llliterate head of household 0.05 -0.03 -0.15 0.2 %+ 0.12**
Literate head of household 0.17 0.15 -0.06 0.23*** 0.21%**
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
llliterate head of household 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 0.06 0.02
Literate head of household 0.22 0.21 0.12 0.10 0.09
Significant difference in subgroup impacts No No
Sample size (children)
Illiterate head of household 2,900 4,035 2,209
Literate head of household 1,174 1,677 1,079
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are

regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enrollment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled children, attendance is
unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized
scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a
smaller size because of missing data. We tested differences in subgroup impacts by using a regression
model with an intervention group-quintile group interaction term. We estimated the significance of the
difference by using a two-tailed t-test of the interaction term.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

Literate parents could directly improve the effeetiess of the local-language reading
program on child reading test scores by providungp®rt and help to their children at home. It is
also possible that a parent or adult household reemliteracy level may reflect broader factors
such as a child’s home learning environment angénent’s attitudes toward schooling that
could affect the child’s learning outcomes. To $tthds plausible relationship, we estimate
impacts on the primary child outcomes by the hddtasehold’s literacy level. Because adult
literacy was an expected outcome of the NECS pi,djieis analysis could be affected by the
impact of NECS on adult literacy. However, the eatibn found no impacts on whether the
household head is literate (Table V.17), which ssggthat the impact of NECS on adult
literacy is not a significant factor.

We again find significant impacts of both NECS &ABINE and NECS-only on
enrollment, attendance, and local-language tesesdor both groups and no significant impacts
on French-language scores (Table V.9). The impacenroliment and attendance are
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descriptively larger for children with an illiteeahousehold head, but the differences are not
significant. Similarly, the impacts on local-langestest scores are descriptively larger for
children with a literate household head, but tlitiedknces are not significant. As a result, it
appears that impacts of both interventions didsigntificantly vary as a function of the literacy
of the household head.

3. Differences in impacts between NECS & IMAGINE ad NECS-only

We next compare the estimated impacts of the NEGEAGINE and NECS-only
interventions on our primary outcomes presentethainle V.5 (as described in Section V). We
also compare the estimated impacts of the twovatgions for girls and for boys in order to
investigate whether girls continued to experiemegdr impacts in enrollment and attendance, as
was observed in both IMAGINE follow-up evaluatioige find no significant differences in the
estimated impacts of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECSyanterventions for either girls or
boys across all primary outcomes (Table V.10).

Table V.10. Comparison of the impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on
primary child outcomes, overall and by gender

Impacts
NECS & NECS-only Difference in impacts
IMAGINE group group for the two groups
Child enrolled during current school year (SY 2015—-  2016) (percentage)
All children 10.3%** 9.5+ 0.9
Females 13.0%** 10.1%*= 2.9
Males 8.0%** 8.8+ -0.8
Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)
All children 13.6%** 11, 1% 25
Females 16.9%** 11.4%*= 5.5
Males 10.6%** 10.6*** 0.0
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation s)
All children 0.21%** 0.15%* 0.06
Females 0.15%** 0.10** 0.04
Males 0.28*** 0.19*** 0.09
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
All children 0.07 0.04 0.03
Females 0.08 0.07 0.02
Males 0.06 0.01 0.05
Sample size (children)
All children 4,103 5,752 3,325
Female 2,010 2,678 1,587
Male 2,093 3,074 1,738

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note:  We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean
includes a control for village-level enrollment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights.
Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on
enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized scores take child
age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a smaller size
because of missing data. We tested differences in subgroup impacts by using a regression model with an
intervention group-gender interaction term. We estimated the significance of the difference by using a two-
tailed t-test of the interaction term. Differences in impacts were estimated using simultaneous estimation of
both treatment models for each outcome (using the “suest” command in STATA).

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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C. Estimated impact on secondary outcomes

Our primary measures of enroliment and attendareeraollment during the current school
year and attendance on the last day that schoobpes, as measured in the household survey.
We also estimated impacts on several other enroligyed attendance measures constructed
from household survey and school register data.ifipacts on these measures largely
correspond with the impacts on our primary outcarh#sCS & IMAGINE increased child
enrollment across all secondary measures by 103.8percentage points, and NECS-only
increased enrollment by 8.7 to 9.5 percentage pdirdble V.11). As with our primary measure
of enrollment, the impacts are all statisticallgrsficant.

Table V.11. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on additional
enroliment and attendance outcomes

Impacts

NECS &  NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control  IMAGINE only

group group group group group

Child was enrolled during SY 2015-2016, according to 13.9%**
school register (percentage)

Child attended school during SY 2015-2016, according 79.5 78.1 69.4 10.1%** 8.7***
to child (percentage)

Child currently enrolled in school, according to 78.5 77.8 68.4 10.1%** 9.4x**
household survey (percentage)

Child ever enrolled in school, according to household 81.4 80.5 71.0 10.4%** 9.5%**
survey (percentage)

Child enrolled during SY 2014-2015, according to 715 68.6 59.7 11.9%** 9.0***
household survey (percentage)

Number of days child attended during last seven days, 4.9 45 3.8 1. %xx 0.7%**
according to household survey

Number of days child attended during last seven days, 3.4 3.1 2.4 1.0%** 0.7%**
according to school register

Child present on day of school visit, according to school 61.4 49.3 41.7 19.7%+* 7.7%*
register (percentage)

Attendance during most recent month school was open, 66.6 58.2 52.9 13.7%* 0.1
according to school register (percentage)

Average attendance over the school year, according to 67.1 60.3 53.2 13.9%** 0.1**
school register (percentage)

Sample size (children-household survey) 4,103 5,755 3,325

Sample size (children-school register) 3,473 4,655 2,766

Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enrollment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions use standard errors that are robust to heteroscedasticity. For non-enrolled children,
attendance is unconditional on enroliment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as
absent. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a smaller size because of
missing data.

**x[ex[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

NECS & IMAGINE increased attendance across all sdaoy measures, and NECS-only
increased attendance for all but one secondaryuregattendance during the last month of
school). Children in NECS & IMAGINE villages hadended approximately one more day of
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school in the last seven days than children inrobrtllages and were nearly 20 percentage
points more likely to have been present on thealalata collection. In NECS-only villages,
those impacts were smaller, at 0.7 days and 8 p&ge points, respectively, but were still
statistically significant.

Table V.12. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on school-level
enrollment and attendance outcomes

Means Impacts Sample sizes (schools)

NECS & NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only  Control IMAGINE NECS-only IMAGINE NECS-only Control
group group group group group group group group
Count of children enrolled in SY 2015-2016
Grade 1 50.5 53.9 45.8 4.7 8.1 60 69 41
Grade 2 44.9 58.0 38.4 6.5 19.6%* 60 67 41
Grade 3 44.8 59.1 41.0 3.8 18.1%** 61 69 45
Grade 4 41.4 52.4 32.3 9.2* 20.1 58 55 40
Grade 5 38.1 43.3 28.2 9.9* 15.1%* 55 61 41
Grade 6 52.0 52.4 43.8 8.2 8.6 61 67 46
Count of children enrolled in SY 2014-2015
Grade 1 46.6 60.5 40.5 6.1 20.0%** 59 68 43
Grade 2 47.7 62.0 39.5 8.2 22.5%** 60 68 43
Percentage of enrolled students present on day of d  ata collection
Grade 17 76.9 84.4 66.7 10.2 17.7* 39 51 27
Grade 2° 76.9 89.8 65.5 11.4 24 .4%** 40 48 24
Sample size (villages) 59 69 43

Source:  NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school questionnaire.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-
adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for
village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights. The attendance outcomes have
smaller sample sizes because some schools were on strike at the time of data collection. Randomization was conducted
at the village-level.

@Percentage of enrolled students present on the day of data collection in grade 1 is the number of children counted as present in
grade 1 by interviewers divided by the count of children enrolled in grade 1 in SY 2015-2016 (multiplied by 100).

bPercentage of enrolled students present on the day of data collection is the number of children counted as present in grade 2 by
interviewers divided by the count of children enrolled in grade 2 in SY 2015-2016 (multiplied by 100).

**[*x[*Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We also estimated the impact on school enrollmeanbts for the 2014-2015 and 2015
2016 school years for several grade levels (Tabl2)V Across most measures, we found
enrollment to be higher in NECS-only schools thanantrol group schools. We found that
NECS & IMAGINE schools had higher total enroliméim&n control group schools in grades 4
and 5 in the 2015-2016 school year, but not ingdadr 2. In addition, NECS-only schools had
a similar number of or more students enrolled attho school years than did NECS &
IMAGINE schools. The difference in school enrolimenunts may reflect the fact that a larger
percentage of NECS-only schools (16 percent) vax&SS & IMAGINE schools (2 percent)
reported data missing from the school questionresra result of strikes. If striking schools were
smaller on average than nonstriking schools, wédcoverestimate the average enrollment
counts of NECS-only schools.
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Table V.13. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on school dropout and
transition

Impacts Sample sizes (children)

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only IMAGINE only Control

group group group group group group group group

Enrolled in grade 3 (percentage)? 48.3 46.6 41.1 7.3%+* 5.2** 4,084 5,722 3,312

Failed to complete SY 2015-2016 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.0 3,261 4,173 2,278
(percentage)®

Failed to complete SY 2014-2015 0.9 1.2 1.7 -0.8**  -05 2,938 3,615 1,979
(percentage)®

Ever enrolled but no longer enrolled 3.3 3.1 3.6 -0.3 -0.5 3,366 4,309 2,346
(percentage)?

Enrolled in SY 2014-2015 but did not 1.6 1.3 1.8 -0.2 -0.5 2,943 3,622 1,984
enroll in SY 2015-2016 (percentage)®

Attended same grade during SY 2014— 10.6 9.6 11.0 -0.4 -1.4 2,882 3,563 1,946

2015 and SY 2015-2016 (percentage)’

Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-
adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a
control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions
account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes (villages) are for the full sample. Some regressions include a
smaller sample size because of conditional outcomes. For example, “Failed to complete SY 2014-2015" is
defined only for children who were enrolled in SY 2014-2015.

aA child has ever enrolled in grade 3 if the highest grade he or she achieved was grade 3 or higher or if he or she was
enrolled in grade 3 or higher during SY 2014-2015 or SY 2015-2016. This outcome is defined for the entire sample.

bA child failed to complete SY 2015-2016 if he or she was enrolled at any time during SY 2015-2016 but not enrolled at the
time of data collection, near the end of SY 2015-2016. This outcome is defined only for children who were enrolled in SY
2015-2016.

€A child failed to complete SY 2014-2015 if he or she was enrolled at any time during SY 2014-2015 but did not complete
SY 2014-2015. This outcome is defined only for children who were enrolled in SY 2014-2015.

d4A child was ever enrolled but no longer enrolled if he or she was listed as having attended preschool or primary or
secondary school (ever) or if he or she was enrolled in SY 2014-2015 or SY 2015-2016. This outcome is defined only for
children who have ever been enrolled.

€This outcome is defined only for children who were enrolled in SY 2014-2015.
This outcome is defined only for children who were enrolled in both SY 2014-2015 and SY 2015-2016.
*xxfxx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We are also interested in evaluating the impath®fprogram on whether children drop out
of school or transition between grades. Becausdigvaot follow the same children from Wave
1 to Wave 2, we cannot directly observe transitionrschool enrollment for the same children.
We nonetheless present results of analyses of mesalated to dropout and transition in Table
V.13, but we note that the analyses rely on crestienal samples such that the estimated
impacts are probably biased and need to be intexpwth caution. For example, in trying to
capture the dropout rate, we analyze whether stadegre enrolled at some point during the
current school year but not enrolled at the timdaif collection (near the end of the school
year). However, the programs may also have affeztediment at the beginning of the school
year, preventing the measure of enrollment frortyfidflecting the impact of the interventions
on student dropout rates. Yet, for enroliment iadgr 3, which is measureable for the entire
sample and is therefore unbiased, we find posithygacts for both the NECS & IMAGINE and
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NECS-only groups. The measure is an alternativedasition to grade 3,” which would be
biased in this analysis.

Table V.14. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on additional test
scores

Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control  IMAGINE only

group group  group group group

Local-language score—average percentage correct across 37.5 36.6 35.1 2.4%+* 1.5%**
all tasks

French-language score—average percentage correct 11.1 10.3 9.9 1.1 0.4
across all tasks

Mathematics score— normalized (standard deviations) 0.08 0.05 -0.05 0.13** 0.10**

Mathematics score— raw number (maximum = 18) 5.88 5.67 5.19 0.69*** 0.49**

Sample size (children) 4,028 5,635 3,263

Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enrollment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Local-language and French-language average-
percent correct scores are calculated by taking the average of the percent correct on each subtask. In this
way, each subtask is weighted equally, even though some subtasks contained more items than others.
Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may
include a smaller size because of missing data.

**x[ex[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We also investigate the impact of the program adestt learning by estimating impacts on
raw French- and local-language scores (measurtdte as/erage percentage of items correct
across the seven subtasks in each assessment) andalized and raw scores from a
mathematics assessment. As with the normalize@scoe find impacts on raw local-language
scores for both treatment groups and no impactawrFrench-language scores (Table V.14).
We find that children in the NECS & IMAGINE groupaed 2.4 percentage points higher than
children in the control group and that NECS-onlitdrien scored 1.5 percentage points higher
(increases of 6.8 and 4.3 percent, respectivadyn fa control group mean of 35.1 percent).
Although neither NECS nor IMAGINE included intentemms focused on mathematics
instruction, we find statistically significant ingrements in both the raw and normalized
mathematics scores in both treatment groups. @mldr the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-
only groups scored 0.13 and 0.10 standard deviati@spectively, higher than the control
group. These impacts on the mathematics assessmeesiibstantial and suggest an overall
increase in learning in NECS and IMAGINE schoatfsadldition, it appears that improvements
in local-language test scores did not come at xperse of improvements in mathematics scores
and in fact, unlike French, suggest complementanehts of the NECS activities to learning in
mathematics. These improvements could result frapraved enroliment and attendance in
school, improved teaching, or an improved learmngironment.
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As described, the local-language and French-lareyaagessments each consisted of seven
subtasks that measured early-grade reading skillgimg from receptive and expressive oral
language to reading comprehension. In Tables VntM\al5, we present the estimated impacts
on each subtask, by language and gfdde account for the fact that we evaluate tests for
multiple sub-tasks within each language domaingwauate the significance of the estimated
impacts in Tables V.15 and V.16 using the Benjashiochberg adjustment (Benjamini and
Hochberg 1995). It is also important to note tkaen though we present scores separately by
language, scores should not be compared acrossdgeg because languages differ in their
complexity; moreover, some languages may take lotogearn than other languages. As a
result, a finding of higher raw scores in HausantimaZarma, for example, would not necessarily
indicate that children speaking Hausa or attendaigols that provide instruction in Hausa are
learning to read faster than children who speaknéait could simply mean that, on average, it
takes longer to learn Zarma than Hausa.

Table V.15. Additional reading outcomes: Reading skills by test language

Impacts
NECS & NECS &

IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only
Language group group group group group

Panel A. French

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 2.6 2.5 2.4 0.2 0.0
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 2.5 2.6 2.6 -0.1 -0.1
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 9.2 8.5 6.0 3.2%x* 2.5¥xx
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 2.4 2.1 1.8 0.6 0.3
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum = 48) 2.2 1.8 1.7 0.5 0.1
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0
Sample size (children) 4,028 5,634 3,263
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Panel B. Hausa
Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.4 9.3 9.3 0.1 -0.1
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.1 8.9 9.0 0.1 -0.1
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 2.9 2.7 2.6 0.2** 0.1
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 8.9 8.8 3.6 5.3%x* 5, 2%x*
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 2.2 1.8 11 1.1+ 0.7%**
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum = 37) 2.1 1.8 0.9 1.1+ 0.9%**
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2** 0.1%**
Sample size (children) 2,452 3,812 2,317
Sample size (villages) 36 53 33

3n Appendix, F, we describe in detail readinglskibr children enrolled in grade 1 or 2 during fivevious
school year. This analysis is similar to that pnésé in the NECS EGRA Descriptive Study Round JrefBagby
et al. 2014b) and the NECS baseline report (Baghy. 015).
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Language group group group group group

Panel C. Zarma

Subtask 1:
Subtask 2:
Subtask 3:
Subtask 4:
Subtask 5:
Subtask 6:
Subtask 7:

Receptive oral language (maximum = 10)
Expressive oral language (maximum = 10)
Listening comprehension (maximum = 5)
Letter identification (maximum = 100)
Familiar word reading (maximum = 50)
Oral reading fluency (maximum = 37)
Reading comprehension (maximum = 5)

Sample size (children)
Sample size (villages)

Panel D. Kanuri

Subtask 1:
Subtask 2:
Subtask 3:
Subtask 4:
Subtask 5:
Subtask 6:
Subtask 7:

Receptive oral language (maximum = 10)
Expressive oral language (maximum = 10)
Listening comprehension (maximum = 5)
Letter identification (maximum = 100)
Familiar word reading (maximum = 50)
Oral reading fluency (maximum = 30)
Reading comprehension (maximum = 5)

Sample size (children)
Sample size (villages)

Panel E. Other local language 1

Subtask 1:
Subtask 2:
Subtask 3:
Subtask 4:
Subtask 5:
Subtask 6:
Subtask 7:

Receptive oral language (maximum = 10)
Expressive oral language (maximum = 10)
Listening comprehension (maximum = 5)
Letter identification (maximum = 100)
Familiar word reading (maximum = 50)
Oral reading fluency (maximum = 33)
Reading comprehension (maximum = 5)

Sample size (children)
Sample size (villages)

Panel F. Other local language 2

Subtask 1:
Subtask 2:
Subtask 3:
Subtask 4:
Subtask 5:
Subtask 6:
Subtask 7:

Receptive oral language (maximum = 10)
Expressive oral language (maximum = 10)
Listening comprehension (maximum = 5)
Letter identification (maximum = 100)
Familiar word reading (maximum = 50)
Oral reading fluency (maximum = 33)
Reading comprehension (maximum = 5)

Sample size (children)
Sample size (villages)

Impacts

NECS & NECS &

IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only
9.3 9.2 9.1 0.2 0.0
9.2 9.0 9.0 0.2 0.1
2.7 2.7 2.4 0.3 0.2
6.0 8.6 35 2.5%* 5.1%**
1.2 1.2 1.0 0.2 0.3
0.8 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.1
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1,208 1,147 711
19 19 11
9.3 9.2 9.4 -0.1 -0.2%*
8.9 8.9 9.1 -0.1 -0.2
3.0 2.9 2.7 0.3 0.1
6.0 5.6 1.3 4.8%*x 4,3
0.6 0.9 0.1 0.5%** 0.8**
0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3**
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0**
287 627 176
4 9 3
9.3 8.5 n/a n/a n/a
8.7 7.9 n/a n/a n/a
1.9 4.0 n/a n/a n/a
8.7 10.1 n/a n/a n/a
2.7 1.2 n/a n/a n/a
2.3 0.7 n/a n/a n/a
0.1 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
81 49 0
2 1 0
n/a n/a 9.7 n/a n/a
n/a n/a 9.4 n/a n/a
n/a n/a 3.1 n/a n/a
n/a n/a 14.2 n/a n/a
n/a n/a 8.5 n/a n/a
n/a n/a 6.0 n/a n/a
n/a n/a 1.5 n/a n/a
0 0 59
0 0 3

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests and the Benjamini-Hochberg adjustment
for multiple comparisons (Benjamini and Hochberg 1995). Treatment group means are regression-adjusted,
including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for
village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions account for
clustering within villages. Local-language and French-language average-percent correct scores are calculated by
taking the average of the percent correct on each subtask. In this way, each subtask is weighted equally, even
though some contained more items than others. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may
include a smaller size because of missing data.

**[ex[* |mpact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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In all languages, we find a statistically signiitamprovement in several reading skills
across languages. We find an impact on letter ifieation (subtask 4), the first of the subtasks
that requires reading print, for both the NECS &ABINE and NECS-only interventions (Table
V.15). We also find impacts for at least one ofititerventions on familiar word reading
(subtask 5) in three of the four languages. The SlE@rly-grade reading curriculum focused on
learning the names and sounds of letters and onitgghow to string two and three syllables
together into words. The letter identification dachiliar word reading subtasks measure both
skills, which show room for improvement in that eage scores for receptive and expressive oral
language (subtasks 1 and 2) in local languagesetively high in all study groups (except in
French, as expected). It is interesting to notergrovement in letter identification in French,
which is a skill that is largely translatable frame language to another given that the majority
of letters are common across the languages okesiter

We also find positive impacts on oral reading fleyeand reading comprehension (subtasks
6 and 7) in Hausa for both treatment groups ar€amuri for the NECS-only group, but the
magnitude of the impacts is relatively small. We aot able to estimate impacts for the other
local languages because the assessments in tingsetges took place either in treatment
villages only or in control villages only. Howeveve see that the level of reading skills in those
languages is similar to the levels in the otheglages.

In addition to looking at subtask scores by language look at scores by the highest grade
achieved by each student in order to see whichegradght be driving the overall impact on the
local-language score. As expected, we find no irtgpac either children without schooling or
children with only a preschool education (Table6).JAmong children whose highest achieved
grade is grade 1, we find positive impacts in hogatment groups on letter identification and
familiar word reading (subtasks 4 and 5). Amonddren whose highest achieved grade is grade
2, we find impacts on all subtasks requiring thedreg of print (subtasks 4 through 7) and, for
grade 3, impacts for the same subtasks as weliragdl comprehension. We find impacts on
letter identification only among children who haeached grade 4. The results indicate that
NECS, which was implemented in grades 1 and 2irhpsoved reading skills for children
exposed to the project at some point in those gratieugh to different degre#s.

Despite the improvements in reading associated thélproject, the results in Table V.16
show that reading skills remain poor. For instabddren in grade 2 in the NECS & IMAGINE
and NECS-only groups are able to identify, on ageranly 11 and 13 letters, respectively, in
one minute (out of a possible 100 letters). Cleangividual subtask scores increase with the
highest grade achieved, but the increases are.droalinstance, children in the control group in
grade 1 are able to identify, on average, onlyétt@rs in one minute (out of a possible 100
letters), and children in the control group in gradcan, on average, identify just 6.9 letters in
one minute . Impacts on letter identification areagest in grades 2 and 3, with children in the
treatment groups able to identify between 7.0 &hd [letters per minute more than children in
the control group.

34 The original local-language reading curriculum waplemented in the 2013—2014 school year in giadely.
The new ASL curriculum was implemented in gradenlly during the last three months of the 2014-2G1®el

year and in grades 1 and 2 for the full 2015-2@t®sl year. Thus, students who were enrolled idgrain the
2015-2016 school year would never have received dlB€al-language instruction.
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Table V.16. Additional reading outcomes: Reading skills by highest grade
achieved

Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control  IMAGINE only
group group group group group

Panel A. No schooling

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 8.9 8.6 8.8 0.1 -0.2
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 8.5 8.2 8.4 0.0 -0.2
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 2.2 2.0 2.1 0.1 0.0
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
language)
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sample size (children) 722 1,433 951
Sample size (villages) 57 80 44
Panel B. Preschool
Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 8.5 8.6 8.8 -0.3 -0.2
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 7.7 7.2 8.0 -0.3 -0.8
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 1.2 15 1.3 -0.1 0.2
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 1.1 2.7 0.8 0.3 1.8
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.0
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.0 -0.2
language)
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Sample size (children) 213 83 102
Sample size (villages) 46 32 24
Panel C. Grade 1
Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.1 8.8 9.1 0.0 -0.3*
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 8.6 8.4 8.8 -0.1 -0.3**
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 2.2 2.0 21 0.1 -0.1
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 6.1 4.9 0.9 5.1+ 3.9%+*
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3* 0.2
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.0
language)
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Sample size (children) 628 888 474
Sample size (villages) 59 82 47
Panel D. Grade 2
Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.4 9.3 9.5 0.0 -0.1*
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.1 9.2 9.1 0.0 0.1
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 2.7 2.7 2.6 0.1 0.1
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 10.8 13.0 2.6 8.2%x* 10.4%**
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 1.9 1.8 0.5 1.4%** 1.3+
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by 1.9 17 0.3 1.6%** 1.4%*=*
language)
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1** 0.2%x*
Sample size (children) 604 880 426
Sample size (villages) 60 81 47
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Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control  IMAGINE only

group group group group group

Panel E. Grade 3

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.6 9.5 9.5 0.1 0.1

Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.4 9.3 9.2 0.2* 0.0

Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 3.2 3.1 2.9 0.3** 0.2

Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 11.4 11.9 4.4 7.0%** 7.5%**

Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 2.4 1.8 11 1.3%** 0.7*

Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by 1.8 1.6 0.8 1.1%%* 0.8***
language)

Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2%** 0.1%+*

Sample size (children) 631 968 468

Sample size (villages) 60 82 49

Panel F. Grade 4

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.7 9.6 9.8 -0.1 -0.2%*

Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10) 9.5 9.4 9.6 -0.1 -0.1

Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5) 3.4 3.3 3.3 0.1 0.1

Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100) 10.2 10.1 6.9 3.3** 3.1x

Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50) 2.8 25 2.3 0.5 0.2

Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by 2.6 21 17 0.9 0.4
language)

Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5) 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1

Sample size (children) 450 501 243

Sample size (villages) 59 76 44

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests and the Benjamini-Hochberg
adjustment for multiple comparisons (Benjamini and Hochberg 1995). Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some
regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

The low scores are not unique to Niger. Primarysthbhildren in many African countries
exhibit very low levels of reading skill. For exalapa benchmarking study that used a local-
language EGRA in Malawi found that students who ¢@apleted grade 1 could name 5.7
letters per minute and could read 1.9 familiar v8qodr minute (USAID and RTI International
2014). A study in Mali found that, among grade @sints, mean scores were 15.3 letter sounds
identified per minute, 4.2 familiar words read panute, and 4.1 words read per minute in the
oral reading fluency subtask (RTI International 20IThe average score for reading
comprehension was 3.7 percent. In comparison, remloh the United States are expected to be
able to read at least 40 correct letters per mibyténe end of kindergarten (EdData 2011).

D. Other impact-related questions

Our primary analysis focused on a variety of measof children’s enroliment, attendance,
and learning. However, the NECS and IMAGINE pragddtely affected several other child
outcomes through the projects’ focus on girl-frigngthools, community mobilization, gender-
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equitable teaching practices, mentoring and schoetrnment programs, and improved school
materials. In this section, we examine outcometedlto children’s experiences in school,
parents’ attitudes toward schooling, school infiagture and curriculum, and teacher
characteristics and practices. We also condudtéudnalyses by age and gender.

Table V.17. Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on additional child
outcomes

Means Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control  IMAGINE only

group group group group group

Outcomes defined for all children

Child wants to go to school (percentage) 90.0 89.6 88.3 1.8 1.3
Child labor (any) (percentage) 7.8 7.0 6.0 1.8 1.0
Child labor (paid) (percentage) 1.4 1.1 15 -0.2 -0.4
Highest grade child achieved 3.3 3.2 29 0.4%** 0.3***
Outcomes defined for children enrolled in SY 2015-2 016
Age child entered primary school 6.6 6.6 6.7 -0.1* 0.0
Child is on age for grade (percentage) 91.6 89.9 89.7 1.9* 0.0
Child is old for grade (percentage) 5.1 5.5 6.4 -1.3* -0.9
Child is young for grade (percentage) 3.2 4.3 3.6 -0.4 0.7
Number of years child is off grade 0.1 0.1 0.1 -0.0 0.0
Less than 10 minutes travel time to school (percentage) 78.9 78.6 80.9 -2.0 -2.3
Experiences violence in school (percentage) 50.0 56.3 57.0 -7.0** -0.7
Teacher called more on boys (percentage) 225 24.3 25.2 -2.7* -0.9
Child received deworming in last 12 months
(percentage) 84.2 80.0 81.0 3.1 -1.0
Child has a mentor (percentage) 19.7 24.3 20.7 -0.9 3.7**
Sample size (all children) 4,104 5,757 3,325
Sample size (children ever enrolled) 3,262 4,176 2, 283
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enrollment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some
regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

**x[ex[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We find that primary school-age children in NECBAGINE and NECS-only villages
achieve, on average, 0.4 and 0.3 more years obfingprespectively, than children in control
group villages (Table V.17). We also find that dnéin enrolled in the 2015-2016 school year in
NECS & IMAGINE villages are 7.0 percentage poimsd likely to have experienced violence in
school than children in the control group; howewves,find no impact of NECS-only project on
the same outcome. Enrolled children in NECS-onlkages are 3.7 percentage points more
likely to have a mentor (as reported by the housksurvey respondent) than those in the
control group. We find no impacts on the percentagehildren who want to go to school or
who work (paid or unpaid). We also do not obsempacts on the age at which children enter
primary school, whether they are on age for theddg, whether they feel that teachers call on
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boys more than on girls and whether they have vedaleworming treatment in the last 12
months. The results, taken together, suggest tB&3Nmay not have a substantial impact on
children’s perceptions of school, the age at wiingy enter school, and whether they have to
work.

Table V.18. Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on parent attitudes
toward schooling

Impacts

NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only

group group group group group

Attitudes toward schooling
Would like child to attend secondary or advanced

schooling (percentage) 83.1 82.8 76.3 6.9%** 6.5%**
Thinks child will attend secondary or advanced
schooling (percentage) 76.4 74.0 65.8 10.6*** 8.3***

Attitudes toward schooling—females
Would like child to attend secondary or advanced

schooling (percentage) 81.1 80.5 73.3 7.8*** 7.2%**
Thinks child will attend secondary or advanced
schooling (percentage) 74.3 73.0 63.3 11.0%** 9.6%**

Attitudes toward schooling—males
Would like child to attend secondary or advanced

schooling (percentage) 85.2 84.8 78.9 6.3*** 5.8***
Thinks child will attend secondary or advanced
schooling (percentage) 78.4 75.0 68.0 10.3%** 6.9%**

Attitude gap
Would like child to attend a higher grade level than

thinks child will attend (percentage) 27.1 29.3 25.6 15 3.7*
Household head is literate (percentage) 28.7 30.2 29.1 -0.4 1.1
Sample size (children) 3,924 5,538 3,192
Sample size (households) 2,376 3,179 1,894
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are

regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some
regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. Household survey respondent provided
an individual response for each child age 6 through 12 in the household.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

The NECS project aimed to influence parent attisualed behavior related to schooling,
through literacy campaigns and training and comiywsvents that stressed the importance of
schooling. Indeed, we find that, in both treatmgnoiups, parents were more likely to wish and
believe that their child, whether male or femaleuld attend secondary or advanced schooling
(Table V.18). However, we do not find an impacttlba gap between the level of schooling that
a parent wants his or her child to achieve andabe that a parent expects the child to achieve.
We also do not find statistically significant impgon the percentage of literate household

66



V. IMPACT FINDINGS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

heads, suggesting that a more intense, adult-fdaanservention would be needed to improve
adult literacy skills.

To determine if parents were aware of the companeithe IMAGINE and NECS projects
and considered those components when making tttemoting decisions, we looked at parents’
chief reasons for sending their children to a giseimool. Across all treatment groups, distance
was the primary factor in parents’ selection o€laaol, with the difference between the
treatment groups not statistically significant (Tea¥d.19). We found that parents in the NECS &
IMAGINE group were 0.2 percentage points more kel list separate bathrooms as among the
most important considerations in school selectpamnents in the NECS-only group were 6.3
percentage points more likely to list local-langaiagading materials as among the two most
important reasons. The reasons for school seleat®im line with each project’s activities. The
schools constructed under IMAGINE provide sepabatbrooms for boys and girls, while
NECS provides local-language reading materials.rébalts indicate that parents are aware of at
least some of the project activities and value théfa observed no difference in the literacy of
the head of the household, suggesting that theoseletection mechanism is not related to the
adult literacy component of NECS.

Table V.19. Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on parent attitudes
regarding schooling decisions

Means Impacts

NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only

group group group group group

Enrolled children
Most important factor for sending child to school

(percentage):

Distance 85.6 84.0 87.4 -1.9 -3.4*
Textbooks 4.7 6.9 4.7 0.0 2.2%*
School canteen 2.5 0.8 0.8 1.7 0.0
Dry rations 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.1 -0.2
Separate bathrooms 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2** 0.0
Reading materials in local languages 6.7 8.3 6.8 0.0 15

Among two most important factors for sending
child to school (percentage):

Distance 89.9 88.2 91.5 -1.6 -3.3**
Textbooks 26.1 29.7 27.2 -1.1 2.5
School canteen 3.0 2.6 3.0 0.0 -0.4
Dry rations 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1
Separate bathrooms 3.0 0.2 0.1 2.9%xx 0.1
Reading materials in local languages 17.9 24.3 18.0 -0.1 6.3

Children not enrolled in SY 2015-2016

Most important factor for not sending child to
school (SY 2015-2016) (percentage):

Child too young 28.1 29.4 26.1 2.0 3.3***
Family refused 26.6 31.3 38.6 -12.0%** -7.3%%*
Household work 5.9 7.0 29 3.0** 41
Child refused 15.2 11.8 11.8 3.5* 0.0

Child too old 2.2 3.7 3.0 -0.8 0.7*
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Means Impacts

NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only
group group group group group

Expelled/failed 3.3 3.4 2.0 1.3 15
Child has health problems 5.4 35 1.7 3.7%** 1.8
School fees 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.0
Taking care of siblings 1.1 0.6 1.1 -0.1 -0.5**
No certificate of birth 1.1 0.3 0.6 0.6 -0.3
Work for income 0.1 0.4 0.2 -0.1 0.3

Children not enrolled in SY 2014-2015

Most important factor for not sending child to
school (SY 2014-2015) (percentage):

Child too young 51.0 53.4 46.8 4.3 6.6
Family refused 19.8 21.2 28.6 -8.9%** -7.4%%*
Household work 3.5 4.9 2.0 1.5*% 2.9%**
Child refused 10.0 6.8 7.4 2.6 -0.6
Child too old 1.7 2.5 1.6 0.1 0.9
Expelled/failed 15 1.7 1.2 0.3 0.5
Child has health problems 3.5 2.1 1.6 1.9%* 0.5%**
School fees 1.2 0.5 0.7 0.5 -0.2
Taking care of siblings 0.6 0.4 0.9 -0.3 0.3
No certificate of birth 0.8 0.2 0.4 0.4 -0.1
Work for income 0.1 0.5 0.3 -0.2 0.1
Sample size
(enrolled children) 3,262 4,176 2,283
Sample size
(not enrolled children, SY 2015-2016) 827 1,553 1,029
Sample size
(not enrolled children, SY 2014-2015) 1,147 2,111 1,325
Sample size
(villages) 60 82 50
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are

regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some
regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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Table V.20. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on primary child
outcomes, by age (6-12 years)

Means Impacts Sample size
NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only IMAGINE only Control
group group group group group group group group
Enrolled during SY 2015-2016 (percentage)
6 541 53.7 39.3 14.8*** 14 .4%** 640 857 555
7 79.6 80.0 69.6 10.0%** 10.4%** 617 940 529
8 78.7 83.7 68.3 10.4%+* 15.3%+* 682 915 513
9 89.4 89.0 80.6 8.8** 8.4%** 507 805 417
10 84.6 80.5 75.1 9.5%** 5.4** 645 962 534
11 89.4 85.1 83.2 6.2** 1.9 394 535 284
12 81.9 78.2 77.2 4.7 1.0 612 727 483
Attended school on last day school was open (percen tage)
6 46.3 45.3 30.7 15.5%** 14 .5%** 639 855 555
7 68.6 69.6 59.0 9.5%* 10.5%+* 614 939 528
8 71.8 74.4 57.1 14.6%** 17.3%** 679 915 513
9 81.1 76.7 61.2 19.9%** 15.5%** 506 805 416
10 76.2 69.4 62.6 13.6%** 6.8** 645 962 532
11 79.8 76.3 70.7 9.1** 55 390 535 284
12 77.0 70.3 69.2 7.8* 1.1 611 727 482
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviation s)
6 0.02 -0.05 -0.01 0.03 -0.04 621 827 540
7 0.06 0.03 -0.14 0.20%** 0.16*** 604 923 521
8 0.05 0.09 -0.21 0.26%*** 0.30*** 669 898 507
9 0.14 0.01 -0.22 0.36*** 0.23*** 503 793 411
10 0.13 0.01 -0.15 0.29%** 0.16*** 637 945 524
11 0.05 0.12 -0.15 0.20** 0.27*** 385 524 279
12 0.07 -0.03 -0.06 0.13* 0.03 603 714 471
French-language score—normalized (standard deviatio  ns)
6 -0.01 0.01 -0.08 0.07 0.08 621 826 540
7 0.06 0.04 -0.02 0.08 0.06 604 923 521
8 0.04 0.07 -0.08 0.12 0.15** 669 898 507
9 0.11 0.01 0.03 0.08 -0.02 503 793 411
10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.08 -0.01 637 945 524
11 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.05 385 524 279
12 0.02 0.01 0.06 -0.04 -0.05 603 714 471
Sample size 60 82 50
(villages)

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Normalized scores take into account child age.
For non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not
enrolled are all scored as absent.

[+ [* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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In a similar attempt to understand parents’ scimgodiecisions, we look at reasons for not
enrolling children in school. For each child in theusehold who was not enrolled in school,
parents reported the most important factor forseotding the child to school. In both school year
2014-2015 and 2015-2016, parents in both treatgrenps were much less likely to say that
the child did not attend school because the fansiilysed and were more likely to say that child
health prevented their child’s enroliment in schddle NECS-only group was also more likely
to say that household work prevented the childi®iément in school. Other than these findings,
we observe no clear, consistent additional reasnonghy parents may or may not choose to
send their children to school.

We also investigate whether program impacts diffdrg age of the child. Our results show
that impacts on enrollment, attendance, and laajdage test scores are fairly consistent across
all ages in the sample (Table V.20). For enrolimesat find the greatest impacts among the
youngest children, with a decline in the magnitafithe impact starting at age 9. Impacts on
attendance are fairly consistent for children agieréugh 9 years, and then they drop off a bit
for older children. For local-language test scovesfind no impact for 6-year-olds, consistent
impacts for children age 7 to 11, and small ormpacts for 12-year-olds. Most of the primary
school—age children in the sample were exposdietdNECS intervention in both treatment
groups, and all were exposed to IMAGINE in the NESCBAAGINE group. However, the
younger cohorts received a larger dosage of theNiB@rvention in grades 1 and 2, perhaps
explaining the age trends.

We also examine whether the impact on scores olotia¢ language assessment subtasks
differ by gendef?® Although the magnitude of the impact of both NEZ8MAGINE and
NECS-only projects on all subtasks is consistelatiger for boys than for girls, we find that
only one of the differences is statistically sigraht (Table V.21). Boys in the NECS &
IMAGINE group experienced a 0.33 increase in cdraaswers (out of a maximum score of 5)
on the raw subtask 3 score (listening comprehepdban girls experienced an increase of only
0.08 correct answers. We also find that boys’ ssoresubtask 2 (expressive oral language)
increased by 0.06 correct answers (out of a maxirscone of 10) and that girls’ scores
decreased by 0.14 correct answers in the NECSgrolyp and compared to the control group.
Although neither of the impacts is statisticallgrsficant, the difference between the two
impacts is significant at the 5 percent level. Tdrger impact on boys’ subtask 3 scores in the
NECS & IMAGINE group combined with descriptivelyrgger impacts on all other subtasks
aligns with our finding that the NECS & IMAGINE gexts had a larger impact on boys’
normalized local-language scores than girls’ noiredl local-language scores.

35 Asin Tables V.15 and V.16, we evaluate the sigaifce of the estimated impacts using the Benjahtouhberg
adjustment to account for the fact that we evaltedts for multiple sub-tasks within each langudgeain
(Benjamini and Hochberg 1995).
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Table V.21. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on local-language
task scores, by gender

Impacts

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only

group group group group group

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language (maximum = 10)

Females 9.30 9.23 9.27 0.03 -0.05
Males 9.39 9.23 9.27 0.12* -0.04
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant No No
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language (maximum = 10)
Females 9.01 8.85 8.99 0.02 -0.14
Males 9.09 9.02 8.97 0.13 0.06
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant No Yes
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension (maximum = 5)
Females 2.68 2.64 2.60 0.08 0.04
Males 2.94 2.81 2.62 0.33**  0.19**
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant Yes No
Subtask 4: Letter identification (maximum = 100)
Females 7.52 7.50 3.08 VARG i B W N el
Males 8.80 9.04 3.96 4.85%* 5 ,08***
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant No No
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading (maximum = 50)
Females 1.60 1.26 0.89 0.71* 0.37
Males 2.26 1.82 1.27 0.99***  0.55*
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant No No
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency (maximum differs by language)
Females 1.29 1.17 0.68 0.61* 0.49**
Males 2.12 1.65 1.06 1.05***  0.59**
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant No No
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension (maximum = 5)
Females 0.22 0.20 0.13 0.09 0.07
Males 0.35 0.27 0.18 0.17* 0.09*
Difference in subgroup impacts is significant No No
Sample size (children)
Female 1,975 2,634 1,555
Male 2,053 3,000 1,708
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests and the Benjamini-Hochberg
adjustment for multiple comparisons (Benjamini and Hochberg 1995). Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and village-level weights. The NECS-only group
mean includes a control for village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-level
weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some
regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

71



V. IMPACT FINDINGS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

E. Robustness of results
1. Sensitivity of results to different regressionecifications

The regression estimates are robust to an extesstw@ alternative specifications. In
Tables V.22 through V.25, we present impact esesan the primary outcomes (enroliment,
attendance, local-language scores, and Frenchdgegscores) based on alternative regression
specifications that assess the robustness of sadtseThe main results presented throughout the
report use the preferred regression specificatiatisstandard errors clustered at the village
level, a control for village-level baseline enrofint (in the NECS-only models only), and
village-level weights. In the first row in the tall we report results based on the preferred
regression model for each outcome (specificatiotnOhe subsequent rows in the tables, we
present the means, impacts, standard error, api&-ed for additional regression
specifications.

In specification 1 of each table, we present eseésiaf our preferred specification with
additional sociodemographic controls such as nurabkousehold members, the construction
materials in the household’s dwelling, whetherhibasehold owns a variety of assets, and the
head of household’s language, as well as villagetleontrols taken from the census data such
as the number of people in the village, the pesgabf households with school-age boys and
girls, and the percentage of households with olildiThe inclusion of these controls slightly
improves the precision of the impact estimate bdy&pecification 0.

In specification 2 of each table, we present eseésaf the specification in model 1 with the
addition of interviewer fixed effects. As shown, fired a statistically significant impact of
NECS-only projects on French-language scores dsawen increase in the precision of the
impact estimates for each outcome. In specificat®and 4, we present estimates of our
preferred specification without weights (specifiocat3) and with weights interacted at the child
and village levels (specification 4). We find tiia¢ statistical significance of the impact of
NECS-only projects on enroliment and attendance@bs slightly in specification 4 but
otherwise shifts in specifications 3 and 4 frorm#igance at the 1 percent level to significance
at the 5 percent level.

In specifications 5, 6, and 7, we present estimaftesir preferred specification based on
different samples. In specification 5, we excludg willage with a striking schodf Given that
striking schools were not open the entire schoal,yehildren did not complete the full local-
language reading curriculum; therefore, we deteermhether the impacts on child outcomes
differ when the sample excludes striking schoaisgdecification 6, we exclude villages that did
not comply with the original IMAGINE random assiganm. Four communes in the IMAGINE
evaluation sample did not implement random assignmeperly. We excluded two of them
from the evaluation sample because of their sedevetion from random assignment and
retained the other two in the evaluatidive then excluded the latter two communes from the

36 Schools were designated as on strike if they had@mplete school questionnaire or school regiata
because of teacher strikes, as reported by ddectmts.

37We continue to exclude from the sample the comnmaxetuded during the first evaluation because weswer
unable to collect data in several villages dueitd anrest at the time of the survey.
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analyses to investigate whether they influencediadings. Exclusion of the communes reduces
the number of villages in the sample from 192 td.Fanally, in specification 7, we exclude
seven schools designated as bilingual before #reatthe IMAGINE project, in order to
examine the influence of these schools on our figsti the schools likely offered some local-
language instruction before the start of NECS. We o noticeable difference in the estimated
impacts within any of the above different samples.

Overall, given that the impact estimates remainyfaimilar across most of the alternative
specifications, the estimated impacts of the NECIM&GINE and NECS-only projects appear
to be very robust. They are not a function of dwice of controls, weights, or samples in our
preferred specifications.

Table V.22. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on enrolilment:
Sensitivity to different regression specifications

Means Impacts Adjusted R-squared
NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS- NECS &
Spec IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only IMAGINE NECS-only
Regression Number  group group  group group group group group
Child enrolled during SY 2015-2016 (percentage)
Village weights, baseline enroliment 0 79.2 78.3 68.9 10.3%** Q. Gx* 0.09 0.13
control®
Village weights, all controls 1 77.5 77.6 68.9 8.7*x  B.8rr* 0.17 0.20
Village weights, all controls, interviewer 2 77.9 77.5 68.9 9.0***  8.6%** 0.18 0.22
fixed effects
No weights, baseline enrollment control 3 78.2 78.8 68.7 9.5%%*  10.1%** 0.11 0.12
Child and village weights, baseline 4 79.0 77.3 70.4 8.6™**  6.9%* 0.09 0.13
enrollment control
Exclusion of striking villages 5 79.2 76.7 67.5 11. 7% Q2% 0.11 0.13
Exclusion of IMAGINE noncompliers 6 78.9 77.2 67.6 11.3*%** Q7% 0.09 0.13
Exclusion of bilingual schools 7 78.8 77.9 68.8 9.9%*x* Qg Jrxx 0.10 0.14
Sample size (children)
Full sample 4,103 5752 3,325
No striking villages 3,319 4,345 2,735
No IMAGINE noncompliers 3,502 5173 2,850
No bilingual schools 4,017 5690 3,162
Sample Size (villages)
Full sample 60 82 50
No striking villages 48 61 41
No IMAGINE noncompliers 51 72 41
No bilingual schools 59 81 47
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Regressions account for clustering within

villages. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects.
*[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
2Baseline enroliment control only included in NECS-only regressions.
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Table V.23. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on attendance:
Sensitivity to different regression specifications

Means Impacts Adjusted R-squared

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS & NECS-
Spec IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE IMAGINE only
Regression Num  group group  group group group group

Child attended school on most recent day school was open (percentage)

Village weights, baseline enrollment control* 0 70.8 68.3 57.2 13.6%** 11.1%* 0.14 0.16
Village weights, all controls 1 68.4 67.5 57.2 11.2%* 10.3%+* 0.21 0.22
Village weights, all controls, interviewer 2 67.9 66.6 57.2 10.7%* 9.4%** 0.25 0.25
fixed effects
No weights, baseline enrollment control 3 71.4 69.3 58.2 13.2%* 11.0%** 0.16 0.14
Child and village weights, baseline 4 69.5 66.0 57.9 11.6%* 8.1%* 0.15 0.16
enrollment control
Exclusion of striking villages 5 71.8 70.0 58.7 13.2%** 11.3%** 0.13 0.11
Exclusion of IMAGINE noncompliers 6 70.1 67.5 55.5 14.7%* 12.0%** 0.13 0.15
Exclusion of bilingual schools 7 71.1 69.2 58.1 13.0%** 11.2%** 0.13 0.14
Sample size (children)
Full sample 4,090 5,749 3,320
No striking villages 3,308 4,342 2,731
No IMAGINE noncompliers 3,491 5,171 2,846
No bilingual schools 4,004 5,687 3,157
Sample size (villages)

Full sample 60 82 50
No striking villages 48 61 41
No IMAGINE noncompliers 51 72 41
No bilingual schools 59 81 47

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Regressions account for clustering within

villages. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects. For non-enrolled children,
attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent. Sample
sizes differ across models depending on the sample.

@Baseline enrollment control only included in NECS-only regressions.
*[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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Table V.24. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on local-language
scores: Sensitivity to different regression specifications

Means Impacts Adjusted R-squared
NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS-
Spec IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only IMAGINE only
Regression Num  group group  group group group group group
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviations)
Village weights, baseline enrollment 0 0.09 0.02 -0.13 0.21%+* 0.15*+* 0.05 0.06
control®
Village weights, all controls 1 0.08 0.01 -0.13 0.21%x* 0.14%+* 0.09 0.09
Village weights, all controls, interviewer 2 0.05 0.02 -0.13 0.18*+* 0.15%+* 0.21 0.22
fixed effects
No weights, baseline enrollment control 3 0.11 0.06  -0.09 0.21%* 0.15%** 0.05 0.04
Child and village weights, baseline 4 0.09 0.04 -0.12 0.21%** 0.16*** 0.05 0.07
enrollment control
Exclusion of striking villages 5 0.11 0.06 -0.10 0.20%** 0.16%** 0.05 0.04
Exclusion of IMAGINE noncompliers 6 0.06 -0.01  -0.18 0.24%* 0.17%** 0.04 0.04
Exclusion of bilingual schools 7 0.08 0.02 -0.12 0.19*** 0.14%** 0.05 0.06
Sample size (children)
Full sample 4,022 5,624 3,253
No striking villages 3,267 4,254 2,685
No IMAGINE noncompliers 3,436 5,072 2,793
No bilingual schools 3,936 5,563 3,092
Sample size (villages)
Full sample 60 82 50
No striking villages 48 61 41
No IMAGINE noncompliers 51 72 41
No bilingual schools 59 81 a7

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Regressions account for clustering within
villages. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects. Normalized scores take into
account child age.

@Baseline enrollment control only included in NECS-only regressions.
*[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

75



V. IMPACT FINDINGS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

Table V.25. Impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on French-language
scores: Sensitivity to different regression specifications

Adjusted R-
Impacts squared

NECS & NECS- NECS & NECS- NECS & | NECS-
Spec IMAGINE only Control IMAGINE only IMAGINE
Regression Num group group  group group group group

French-language score— normalized (standard deviations)

Village weights, baseline enrollment control? 0 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.25 0.25
Village weights, all controls 1 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.31 0.29
Village weights, all controls, interviewer fixed 2 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.03 0.07 0.39 0.36
effects
No weights, baseline enrollment control 3 0.13 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.29 0.23
Child and village weights, baseline enrollment 4 0.13 0.07 0.08 0.05 -0.01 0.28 0.28
control
Exclusion of striking villages 5 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.22 0.18
Exclusion of IMAGINE noncompliers 6 -0.02 -0.08 -0.12 0.10 0.04 0.07 0.05
Exclusion of bilingual schools 7 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.26 0.25
Sample size (children)
Full sample 4,022 5623 3,253
No striking villages 3,267 4,253 2,685
No IMAGINE noncompliers 3,436 5072 2,793
No bilingual schools 3,936 5,562 3,092
Sample size (villages)
Full sample 60 82 50
No striking villages 48 61 41
No IMAGINE noncompliers 51 72 41
No bilingual schools 59 81 a7

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Regressions account for clustering within
villages. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects. Normalized scores take into
account child age.

@Baseline enrollment control only included in NECS-only regressions.
*[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

2. Estimates of treatment effect on in-school chiteén

The impact estimates presented thus far are imbetneat estimates; that is, they are
estimates based on random assignment and measunegact of the offer to participate in the
program on a group of children. However, it is oeable to expect that most of the impacts of
NECS and IMAGINE on learning are concentrated amdmligiren who attend school. To this
end, we examine ToT estimates of the program inspattprimary child education outcomes or,
stated another way, the impact of the NECS and INMM&5projects on children who were
actually enrolled in school. One analytic strategyld restrict the sample to only those children
who have reported ever having been enrolled in@chtowever, such an approach is
problematic in that it gives rise to selection bi@pecifically, a ToT analysis may underestimate
the true effect of the program on attendance aahieg because other aspects of the
intervention may induce systematic differences s&research groups in the characteristics of
children who enroll in or stay in school. Indeed showed in Table V.6 that the program did
affect enrolliment in school. Children in treatmeitiages are more likely than children in
control villages to enroll in school.
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Therefore, we use an alternative approach thatprayde unbiased estimates of the effect
of the program on attendance and learning amorndrehiwho have ever been enrolled in
school. We inflate the intent-to-treat estimatesrfithe full evaluation sample (columns 1 and 2
in Table V.26) based on the enroliment rate intineat villages (row 1 in Table V.6). We
present the results in columns 3 and 4 of Tabl&MZven that the enroliment rates in NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only treatment villages are 79qasit and 78 percent, respectively, we use
the Bloom adjustment described earlier and divideitpact estimates by the two enroliment
rates, effectively inflating the impact estimatgsabout 25 percent. If the underlying
assumption—the impact on learning for out-of-sclaoldren in treatment communities is
zero—holds, which seems reasonable in this contextnay then interpret the ToT estimates as
the impact of enrollment in an NECS & IMAGINE or RE5-only school on attendance and
learning for all children who experienced the peogs in schools.

Table V.26. Impacts on child education outcomes for in-school children:
Bloom adjustment

Impacts on in-school

Impacts on all children children
NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only IMAGINE NECS-only
group group group group
Child attended school on most recent day school was 13.6*** 11.0%* 17.2 14.2
open (percentage)
Local-language score—normalized (standard deviations) 0.21%*=* 0.15%** 0.27 0.19
French-language score—normalized 0.07 0.04 0.09 0.05
(standard deviations)
Mathematics score—normalized 0.13%** 0.10%** 0.17 0.13
(standard deviations)
Sample size (children) 4,090 5,749
Sample size (villages) 60 82

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Regressions account for clustering
within villages. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects and
village weights. Normalized scores take into account child age.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

We find the magnitude of the impacts is largethi@ ToT analysis. Impacts on attendance
are 14 to 17 percentage points, while impacts caldlanguage reading and mathematics scores
are 0.19 to 0.27 standard deviations and 0.131f6 €tandard deviations, respectively.

3. Comparison of estimated impacts of interventiogroups on primary outcomes

In Table V.10 we showed that there were no staéillyi significant differences in the
estimated impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-onitytbe primary child outcomes. To
test the robustness of these results, we comparestimated impacts of the NECS & IMAGINE
and NECS-only interventions on our primary outcom&gsg a pooled analysis (described in
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Chapter IV, Section C.43 Even though the impact estimates of NECS & IMAGIBE
enrollment, attendance, and local-language andchrlEamguage test scores are greater than the
impacts of NECS alone, they are not statisticailfiecent (Table V.27)° These are consistent
with the findings from Table V.10 and suggest thatIMAGINE and NECS projects produced
similar impacts but that the combination of the fpvograms did not produce additional benefits
for these measures of schooling.

Table V.27. Comparison of the impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on
primary child outcomes

Means Impacts

Difference in

NECS & NECS & impacts for
IMAGINE  NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only the two
group group group group group groups
Child enrolled during SY 2015-2016 80.5 78.2 68.9 11, 7% 9.4xx* 2.3
(percentage)
Child attended school on most recent day school 71.9 68.2 57.2 14, 7%** 11.0%+* 3.7
was open (percentage)
Local-language score— normalized (standard 0.08 0.02 -0.13 0.21%** 0.15%** 0.06
deviations)
French-language score— normalized (standard 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.05
deviations)
Sample size (children) 4,103 5,752 3,325
Sample size (villages) 60 82 50

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means and impacts by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects, village-level enrollment at baseline, and village-level weights.
Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled
children, attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent.
Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a
smaller size because of missing data.

*[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

Despite the fact that the IMAGINE follow-up evaligats found larger impacts for girls than
for boys we found no differences in the impact®&CS & IMAGINE and NECS-only among
girls and boys in Table V.10. We test the robustredghose results by running a pooled

38 The results from the pooled analysis are likeldiféer from the results presented in Tables V.6/,\and V.10
using separate models for a number of reasonseTihelside that the control variables are averagedssa all three
groups in the pooled model instead of two, thatlias village enrollment is not included in the aegie NECS &
IMAGINE model, and that the village-level weight fine pooled regression differs from the villageeleweights
used in the separate analyses.

39 Because the analysis includes several treatmsataeged to be concerned that statistically sigaificmpacts for
a particular outcome are not simply statisticalynficant by chance because of the availabilityved comparisons
for that outcome (known as the multiple comparigmmmblem; see Schochet [2009]). We address thiserorby
using the Scheffé method to adjust the statissicalificance level for all possible comparisonsi&té 1999). We
find no change in the significance level of the @opof either NECS & IMAGINE or NECS-only intervéms on
our primary outcomes with this alternative estimatapproach. Across all other outcomes, we dodifelv
instances in which statistically significant impafdse their significance with this approach. Hogrein general,
our results are robust to this adjustment.
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regression with the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-onlgdtment indicators twice: once with
the sample restricted to girls only, and once whthsample restricted to boys only. . Consistent
with our earlier findings, we find no significanfférences in the impacts of NECS & IMAGINE
and the impacts of NECS-only among boys or girksb{& V.28).

Table V.28. Comparison of the impact of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on
primary child outcomes, by gender

Means Impacts

Difference in

NECS & NECS & impacts for
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE  NECS-only the two
group group group group group groups

Child enrolled during SY 2015-2016

(percentage)
Females 79.1 75.4 64.6 14.4xx* 10.7%+* 3.7
Males 82.2 80.8 72.7 9.5%** 8. 1%+ 14

Child attended school on most recent day
school was open (percentage)

Females 71.5 65.5 53.1 18.5%** 12.4%** 6.1
Males 725 70.6 61.0 11.5%* 9.6%** 19
Local-language score— normalized (standard
deviations)
Females -0.01 -0.05 -0.15 0.14** 0.10 0.04
Males 0.17 0.08 -0.11 0.28*** 0.19%** 0.09
French-language score— normalized (standard
deviations)
Females 0.00 -0.03 -0.09 0.09 0.06 0.04
Males 0.16 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.07
Sample size (children)
Females 2,010 2,678 1,587
Males 2,093 3,074 1,738
Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.
Note: We tested differences between group means and impacts by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are

regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects, village-level enrollment at baseline, and village-level weights.
Control group means include village-level weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. For non-enrolled
children, attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored as absent.
Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample; some regressions may include a
smaller size because of missing data.

**[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

4. Estimates of treatment effect of the combined IMGINE and NECS projects relative
to the NECS project alone

We examine the impact of IMAGINE on our primary @wnes and school infrastructure six
years after the project’s conclusion by using tl&3$-only group as a control group. We
conduct the analyses to examine whether the conntrinaf the IMAGINE and NECS programs
had an impact beyond what was achieved with NEG&ealn Table V.29, we show that students
in villages that received IMAGINE and NECS are significantly more likely to be enrolled in
the current school year or to have attended sahotihe most recent day the school was open
than students in villages that received only NE@WS$.also find no significant differences in
impacts on French-language and mathematics scetegén children in NECS & IMAGINE
and NECS-only villages.
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Table V.29. Impacts of IMAGINE on primary outcomes

Six-year follow-up

NECS &
IMAGINE
group
mean
Child enrolled during SY 2015-2016 (percentage) 75.3 72.6 2.7 0.23
Child attended school on most recent day school was open 67.4 63.3 4.1 0.20
(percentage)
French-language score—normalized (standard deviations) 0.00 -0.06 0.05 0.38
Mathematics score—normalized (standard deviations) 0.03 -0.03 0.06 0.29
Sample size (children) 4,103 5,752
Sample size (villages) 60 82

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are
regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects. Regressions account for clustering within villages.
For non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on enrollment, meaning that those who are not
enrolled are all scored as absent. Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the
full sample; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. The sample includes
the villages that received the NECS program. The control group includes villages that received the NECS
program alone.

The primary activity conducted under the IMAGINBjact was the construction of girl-
friendly schools equipped with lodging for femad@ac¢hers, separate bathrooms, playgrounds, a
potable water source, and a preschool. In Tabl® @ show that despite the lack of
differences in outcomes between the NECS & IMAGIAiel NECS-only groups, schools in the
NECS & IMAGINE villages had substantially bettefrastructure than schools in NECS-only
villages. We see statistically significant and pasiimpacts of NECS & IMAGINE on most
infrastructure measures relative to NECS-only,disib evidence of improvements of school
infrastructure in NECS-only villages. Schools inG& & IMAGINE villages do not have
significantly more classrooms or usable classrotiras schools in control group villages, but
they have 1.3 more classrooms made of finishedrmaktel.1 more blackboards, and 1.9 more
classrooms that are usable in the rain. In additloey are more likely to have enough desks for
50 students per classroom. The majority of schimoMECS & IMAGINE villages have the
other infrastructure components as well: 83 peroésthools have a potable water source (74
percent functioning), 89 percent have toilet féedi (84 percent functioning and 74 percent
separate for boys and girls), 95 percent have schoml facility, 91 percent have a playground,
and 72 percent have teacher lodging for femaléhracIn comparison, only 2.9 to 38 percent of
NECS-only schools have the same characteristicsdd\feot find any impacts of NECS &
IMAGINE on toilet maintenance, school over-enrollmehe number of weeks the school is
open, and the number of hours per day a studentlsg school. We find statistically
significant impacts on the percentage of femalehess, but not on the total number of teachers,
the student-teacher ratio, or whether the schaobhsufficient number of teachers.
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Table V.30. Impacts of IMAGINE on school infrastructure and characteristics

Six-year follow-up

NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only
group mean group mean Impact
Infrastructure
Number of (per school):
Classrooms 6.7 6.4 0.3 0.39
Usable classrooms 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.99
Classrooms made of finished materials 4.2 2.9 13 0.00
Blackboards 6.3 5.3 11 0.02
Visible blackboards 5.7 45 11 0.02
Classrooms usable in the rain 4.7 2.8 1.9 0.00
Percentage of schools with:
Seats and desk space for each student 19.0 13.0 5.9 0.42
Sufficient seats for up to 50 students in each class 17.9 7.2 10.7 0.09
Sufficient desks for up to 50 students in each class 22.3 5.8 16.5 0.01
Potable water source 82.6 17.4 65.2 0.00
Potable water source functioning 73.6 145 59.1 0.00
Toilet facilities 88.6 37.7 50.9 0.00
Toilet facilities functioning 83.7 31.9 51.8 0.00
Separate latrines 74.4 16.2 58.2 0.00
Preschool facility 94.9 21.7 73.1 0.00
Playground 90.7 30.4 60.3 0.00
Teacher housing 97.2 7.2 90.0 0.00
Teacher housing for female teachers 72.1 2.9 69.2 0.00
Last time toilets were serviced
Less than one month ago (percentage) 62.0 25.0 -1.7 0.91
In the past one to five months (percentage) 23.3 10.0 4.6 0.27
More than five months ago (percentage) 14.6 65.0 -3.0 0.84
Other school characteristics
School is public (percentage) 100.0 100.0 0.0
School overenrolled (percentage) 27.1 34.8 -7.7 0.41
Average number of weeks school was open during the last 28.9 29.3 -0.4 0.70
academic year (SY 2014-2015)
Average number of hours per day students typically spend at 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.66
school
School has complete set of textbooks for each student 72.9 68.1 4.8 0.62
(percentage)
Percentage of enrolled students who live outside the village 8.7 6.0 2.7 0.24
Teacher characteristics
Total number of teachers, including trainees and volunteers 6.8 6.6 0.2 0.64
Student-to-teacher ratio 35.5 37.5 -2.1 0.22
Sufficient number of teachers (percentage)? 67.4 55.1 12.4 0.17
Female (percentage) 46.0 30.8 15.2 0.00
Sample size (schools) 61 69

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, school survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means by using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-
adjusted, including commune fixed effects. Regressions use standard errors that are robust to heteroscedasticity. For
non-enrolled children, attendance is unconditional on enrolliment, meaning that those who are not enrolled are all scored
as absent. Normalized scores take child age into account. Sample sizes are for the full sample of public schools that
responded to the school questionnaire; some regressions may include a smaller size because of missing data. The
sample includes the villages that were included in the original IMAGINE evaluation. The control group includes villages
that received NECS only and villages that received neither NECS nor IMAGINE.
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VI. COST ANALYSES

A. Overview

To understand the policy implications of an inteven, it is important to determine not
simply whether an intervention is effective buheatthe degree of the intervention’s
effectiveness relative to other programs or pddieigth similar goals. In the case of NECS and
IMAGINE, it is essential to compare both the imgaahd relative costs of the NECS and
IMAGINE interventions with those of other prograrker example, two programs might have
the same impact on school enrollment, but the baedoes so for a lower cost may offer the
preferred policy option.

We use two approaches to compare the relative iteac costs of the NECS project:

» Cost-effectiveness analysis
*  Cost-benefit analysis

Each approach offers both advantages and disadyemtand we conduct all analyses for
both the NECS & IMAGINE and the NECS-only intervienis. We estimate three measures for
the cost-benefit analysis: the net present valiN\the ratio of the present values of benefits
and costs (or “cost-benefit ratio”), and the ecororate of return (ERR).

1. Cost-effectiveness analysis

Cost-effectiveness analysis compares the treataffadts of the projects (presented in
Chapter V) to the costs of the projects. We exarthieaatio of the effects of each intervention
to its costs—that is, the cost per unit of effécit example, the cost-effectiveness of an
intervention for enrolliment is the cost of the mang divided by the number of additional
children that the program causes to enroll in sthde estimate the cost-effectiveness of the
NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only interventions for tved the primary outcomes of the
evaluation: (1) enrollment and (2) local-languags scores.

The advantage of cost-effectiveness analysestishbanalyses require fewer assumptions
than the cost-benefit analyses we conduct. We giaghbpt the impact estimates from the
impact evaluation and estimate the cost of impldmgrihe interventions up to the point of
follow-up data collection using itemized cost deddlected from various sources, annualized
over the assumed life spans for the IMAGINE schaold other components of the projects. The
main disadvantage of cost-effectiveness analydlsisthe set of programs for which we can
compare our interventions is much smaller with -@fctiveness than with the other analyses.
This is because cost-effectiveness statistics@rgarable only to similar outcomes. For
example, we cannot use cost-effectiveness andtyssmpare the NECS & IMAGINE or
NECS-only interventions to programs that targeeo#ducation outcomes or non-education
outcomes, such as improved vocational skills otthestatus.

2. Cost-benefit analysis

Cost-benefit analysis is a more general approaathcthmpares programs’ relative benefits
and costs. It uses the same methodology to estitoatas cost-effectiveness analysis, but it
takes a different approach to addressing the irspzdhe interventions. Instead of directly using
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the estimated impacts of the interventions to esnbenefits, cost-benefit analysis estimates the
monetary value of the benefits and costs of therveintions. For example, if children attend
school longer as a consequence of the interverttiem, we may assume that the additional years
of schooling will make children more productive andrease their earnings. We can compare
the estimated value of the higher earnings to tis¢scof the programs to estimate the programs’
net value.

Compared to cost-effectiveness analysis, cost-bearedlysis facilitates comparisons to a
wider range of programs that affect a variety dtomes. For example, cost-benefit analysis
permits direct comparison of an education progtaan affects schooling outcomes to a major
road building program that facilitates commercetigh reduced travel time for commercial
vehicles but may not have appreciable impacts bodmg. The disadvantage of cost benefit
analysis is that the benefits of a program arendfificult to estimate and therefore require
several simplifying assumptions. Below, we outlihe steps we take and the assumptions we
make to estimate the benefits of the NECS & IMAGIatl NECS-only projects for the cost-
benefit analysis.

The first step in calculating benefits is to deterenthe period over which children in the
program villages are exposed to the interventi@mgldren in villages with the NECS-only
interventions are exposed to the intervention evitjle the interventions are implemented,
whereas children in the NECS & IMAGINE villages also exposed to the IMAGINE schools
for as long as the schools continue to operatea¥¢ame that, with annual maintenance (fixed at
2 percent of the annualized cost), IMAGINE schdase a 30-year life spatf.We further
assume that this maintenance cost is constantiovef! We base the school’s life span estimate
on the feedback from the BRIGHT evaluation in BongFaso, which was the prototype for the
IMAGINE schools. Although the schools may be rertedao extend beyond the 30-year
horizon, we assume that the value of the initieestment will have depreciated. The main
implication is that we assess costs only duringBhwgear period and assess the benefits of
exposure for the same period.

We calculate the monetary value of the estimateefits for all children exposed to the
interventions. For simplicity, we assume that th denefits derived from the NECS and
IMAGINE projects are higher earnings realized bitdrien when they enter the labor market.
We also assume that the higher earnings resultfoomy staying in school longer than would be
the case in the absence of NECS and IMAGINE. Assalt, we ignore any benefit that may

4%The BRIGHT evaluation assumed a 40-year life spesed on feedback received from local engineers.gdewy
during that evaluation some MCC staff expressedruagions that this assumption was not conservainveigh, so
the BRIGHT evaluation included sensitivity analyssig a 30-year life span. We adopted the morearvative
30-year assumption, and we examined the sensitifityr cost-benefit estimates to this assumptipadsessing
costs and benefits assuming 40- and 50-year ldasp/Ne continue to assume that two percent amnaiatenance
is required for the school buildings across thetamtwl years of the life span. In Tables G.9 andi@Gin Appendix
G, we present the cost-benefit estimates assunfiramd 50-year life spans, respectively.

e adopted a two percent annual maintenance assumiyatsed on MCC'’s recommend practice of assumireg o
three percent annual maintenance. In our analysigxamine the sensitivity of our cost-benefitraates for the
NECS & IMAGINE project to this assumption by assegsosts with one percent and three percent annual
maintenance. The total costs vary by approxima&&l00, which over 30 years is a small amount,thatk is
therefore little change in the estimated measures.
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result from other direct effects of the intervenspsuch as increases in test scores, or other
potential indirect benefits, such as spillover gseo siblings in the same household, reduced
household work, improved citizenship, and othecontes not directly valued in the labor
market?? In addition, we assume that acquiring additioreglrg of schooling among children
exposed to the interventions results in higheriagmin the labor market. For our analysis, we
use estimates calculated by MCC and the GoN fofN@&C Niger Threshold Program Design:
Constraints Analysis Final Report” (2014). Accoglio the finding of the constraints analysis,
the increase in earnings per additional year obglihg ranges from 3.5 percent at the primary
school level to 19.3 percent at the tertiary scheatl. Average returns to an additional year of
schooling across all levels of schooling are 7 @erper year. For our analysis, we use the return
to an additional year of schooling at the primawyell rather than the average return to additional
year of schooling because the average grade caomplatthe sample is three years (and thus
few children obtain schooling higher than primaifyyther, younger children primarily
experience the increases in grade attainrfient.

We estimate the present value at the start ofriteevention of the total additional yearly
earnings for all exposed children over their lifet, assuming that exposed children may enter
the paid labor market as early as age 15 and reacsive until age 5¢* Although we assume
that the additional lifetime earnings will be treree for each exposed child born in the same
year (a birth cohort), earnings will differ acrdsgh cohorts because of differences in exposure
to the interventions. Once we have estimated tasgot value of the increase in lifetime
earnings for each birth cohort, we sum the pregaloe of the additional lifetime earnings
gained across all birth cohorts to calculate tles@nt value of the total benefits of the
interventions.

We use these calculations to compute three differast-benefit measures. Given that
program costs and the various benefits accrudfateit times, we calculate the NPV of the
costs and benefits (the difference between theepteslue of the benefits and the present value
of the costs) and the cost-benefit ratio (the ratithe present value of the benefits and present
value of the costs), both of which require the afse discount rate (to adjust future costs and
benefits to account for the fact that most peoplesaer resources available in the future to be
less valuable than resources available in the pt@sen the less distant futur®)We assume a
discount rate of 10 percent as recommended by MZ@dveloping countries (MCC 2014).

42 \We ignore these benefits not because they arewtffo measure but rather because the resedechtlire has
yet to provide an accepted method for valuing thesefits.

43 Impacts on grade attainment by age appear in Afip€h, Table G.8. In addition, we present sengititésts of
this assumption in Figures G.5 and G.6 in Appeilix

a4 According to the Nigerien Institute of Statistitise official age of active labor force participatiin Niger is 15
to 64 years (Ministére du Plan, de I"AménagemenT drritoire et du Développement Communautaire 2012
However, due to the low life expectancy in Nigdrdat 60 years), we assume that individuals stayeaat the
labor force until age 50.

45 A discount rate is closely related to the conadpiterest, and various interest rates are typjiaaed for this
purpose. However, experts often disagree on tleetodbe used.
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We also calculate the ERR, which is the discoutet @& which the present value of the costs
exactly equals the benefits. Calculation of an ER& strategy for conducting cost-benefit
analysis that does not require an assumed discatmtTo estimate the ERR for the combined
NECS and IMAGINE projects and the NECS-only projea use the same annual costs and
benefits estimated for the cost-benefit analysssnfmthe same assumptions) and calculate the
discount rate at which the NPV of the project eguaro. The ERR lends itself to several
interpretations. First, if a program is consideadthancial investment, the value of the ERR is
the return on that investment, much like the refusm investing in an appreciating stock or
bond. Second, from the perspective of discounsrabe value of the ERR is the highest
discount rate at which costs of the program doemoeed its benefits. In other words, if the true
discount rate is higher than the ERR, then invgstirthe project is worse than doing nothing
because the value of the future benefits is too Fww developing countries, the MCC considers
10 percent to be an appropriate threshold for deteng whether MCC'’s investments in a
compact country will yield sufficient returns fdra country’s citizens (MCC 2014).

In Table VI.1, we illustrate the assumptions anthponents governing cost-effectiveness
and cost-benefit estimates.

Table VI.1. Differences between cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit analyses

Cost-effectiveness

analysis Cost-benefit analysis
NECS & NECS- Cost- Economic
IMAGINE only Net present benefit rate of return
Characteristic group group value (NPV) ratio (ERR)
Time horizon (years) 7 3 30 30 30
Allows comparison across No No Yes Yes Yes
different outcomes
Requires assumptions about No No Yes Yes Yes
the value of educational
improvements
Requires an assumption about Yes Yes Yes Yes No

the discount rate

Note: The NECS & IMAGINE projects are assumed to begin in 2009, when the IMAGINE schools were
constructed. NECS activities are assumed to begin four years later at the start of the NECS interventions
in 2013. Thus, for the NECS & IMAGINE cost-benefit time horizon, the exposure to the NECS program is
only 26 years. The NECS-only cost-benefit time horizon is assumed to be 30 years beginning in 2013.

3. Data for cost analyses

Our framework for the cost analysis uses an agthiitsed costing, or “ingredients”
approach, to estimate costs (Levin and McEwan 20at:Torres Edejer et al. 2003; Dhaliwal et
al. 2012). Under this approach, we inventory aél iiajor investments associated with program
implementation and their costs. Monetary costauhelfixed costs (infrastructure, training
activities); periodic costs (school furniture angbglies, project supervision); and annual costs
(infrastructure maintenance, teacher salariesept@dministration). The estimates include only
the efforts that would be necessary to replicadeptiograms in another setting. For example, the
estimates would not include the time and reseaeelled to develop an adult literacy curriculum
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but would include efforts associated with printengd distributing the curriculum. A list of
activities conducted for the IMAGINE and NECS puatgeappears in Appendix E.

To capture all costs associated with the interossti we relied on the following data
sources:

* Administrative data on expenditures.We received administrative data on expenditures
from the NECS team and Plan USA to calculate tis¢scassociated with implementation of
the NECS and IMAGINE projects. For data collecturposes, we separated expenditures
associated with the NECS project from expenditassociated with the IMAGINE project
and later combined the expenditures to estimatedbts of the NECS & IMAGINE
intervention.

* Interviews with NECS staff. Interviews with implementation staff allowed usdevelop a
sound understanding of the interventions’ full ramd investments and provided us with
insight into equipment depreciation (for examplehicles and computers), thereby allowing
us to distinguish between start-up and ongoingscost

* Interviews with Ministry of Primary Education Niger . We spoke with relevant MEP staff
to develop a sound understanding of the ministigfgye of involvement in the treatment
and control villages and to gather teacher salatg.dVe learned that the GoN did not build
schools at different rates or implement any intet\ms at different rates across the
treatment and control villages in response to M&GINE and NECS projects. As such, we
concluded that MEP incurred no additional costsantrol villages.
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Table VI.2. Total costs per village of IMAGINE and NECS activities and their
expected life spans

NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only

projects project

Life span
Seven years Three years (years)

A. School infrastructure and supplies

School complex (three classrooms and preschool) $131,807 n/a 30
Toilets $7,144 n/a 30
Teacher housing $19,785 n/a 30
Borehole (water point) construction and rehabilitation $29,816 n/a 30
Connection to water source $319 n/a 30
Classroom and office supplies? $7,148 n/a 8
School vehicles $5,812 n/a 4
B. Other project activities

Establishment and training of community structures® $4,322 n/a 30
Teacher training® $4,998 $213 30
Adult literacy $2,167 $182 30
Supervision by technical follow-up committee $19 $1,246 30
Periodic supervisory missions for NECS activities $183 $183 5

C. Annual costs
Maintenance of school complex, toilets, and teacher

housing¢ $106 n/a 1
Maintenance of borehole® $72 n/a 1
Teacher salariesf $357 $402 1
Chalk $69 $69 1
Project administration9 $12,049 $3,040 1

Note: We obtained cost estimates for the IMAGINE and NECS interventions directly from Plan USA. All costs are

in 2009 U.S. dollars. An itemized breakdown appears in Appendix D. All costs are per village. The costs of
the NECS program is assumed to be the same in both the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
interventions. The NECS & IMAGINE intervention also includes costs incurred under the IMAGINE project
before the NECS project was implemented (see Appendix Table G1 for details). For example, teacher
salaries were paid for four additional years under IMAGINE before the NECS project began.

aClassroom equipment and supplies includes student desks, chairs, benches, and textbooks; blackboards; rulers;
teacher manuals; ARL documents; and office supplies.

bEstablishment and training of community structures includes kits for "enlightenment" center, establishment of school
structures (PAL, CDGES, etc.), sensibilization in gender in the communities, and trainings for community structures.

¢Teacher training includes teacher training under the IMAGINE project, training in gender, and training in ARL and
ASL.

dSchool complex, toilets, and teacher housing maintenance is assumed to be 2 percent of the annualized cost of the
infrastructure built under the IMAGINE and NECS programs. It is assumed to begin the year after the IMAGINE
program began and to have been paid 6 years for NECS & IMAGINE.

®Borehole maintenance is assumed to be 2 percent of the annualized cost of the constructed boreholes and to begin
the year after the NECS program began, following the rehabilitation of existing boreholes and construction of the
remaining villages without boreholes. In total borehole maintenance is assumed to have been paid 2 years for NECS
& IMAGINE.

The GoN pays teacher salaries. However, we include teacher salaries to account for the additional teachers in
IMAGINE and NECS villages as a result of the interventions.

9Project administration includes IMAGINE and NECS staff salaries; office rentals; vehicle rentals, maintenance,
insurance, and fuel; staff training for ASL; staff benefits; and follow-up and oversight by NECS.
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Given that the GoN did not alter its policies rethto education in the treatment and control
villages in response to the IMAGINE or NECS proggete consider the costs of the NECS &
IMAGINE and the NECS-only interventions to be inoental or marginal costs (that is, the cost
in the control villages is zero). In Table VI.2, weovide the total costs of implementation per
village for the two interventiorf§. All values are measured in 2009 U.S. dollars.

We also present the expected life span of eachitgat years. This is the period of time
that we assume each activity will continue to cbute to the estimated impacts of the program
following the initial investment. For most actiés, we assume that each activity will require an
investment at the end of its expected life sparakmuits initial investment, thus the life span
indicates how frequently each cost would need twoto maintain the estimated impacts of the
programs. However, for the IMAGINE school infragtiwre activities, we assume that each
activity will remain effective throughout the 30ayrdife span of the IMAGINE schools with two
percent annual maintenance (“Maintenance of sotmolplex, toilets, and teacher housing” in
Table VI1.2). For comparability, we also assume thatlife span of the primary NECS training
activities are the same as the life span of the ®ME schools (with supervisory costs to
maintain program effectiveness every five yearg({dtlic supervisory missions for NECS” in
Table VI.2). We discuss our life span and mainterassumptions in more detail in the next
section.

B. Cost-effectiveness of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only

To estimate the cost-effectiveness of the NECS &BINE and NECS-only projects, we
use the incremental costs of the projects descebéder, along with the following assumptions:

* We assume that IMAGINE schools have a 30-years|i@n with annual maintenance of 2
percent of the annualized cost of the sch0ls.

* In order to make the NECS activities comparabld&IMAGINE activities, we assume
that the primary NECS training activities also hamneeffective life span of 30 years, with
periodic supervisory costs incurred every five ggaimilar to the annual maintenance costs
of the IMAGINE schools).

» To account for the fact that elements of the pnogiike school infrastructure, will last
longer than our period of observation, we annudheefixed costs of each element over its
assumed life span (for example, 30 years for scimb@istructure).

* We assume that project impacts are the estimatedtebn enrollment and test scores that
are presented in Chapter V based on the RCT ev@iudésign. According to those
estimates, the impact on enrollment for NECS & IMA& villages is 10.3 percentage

4 Fora complete breakdown of costs please see Tablen Appendix G.

47 We also assume that school furniture, manualghoeks, blackboards, and office equipment haveffectere

life span of 8 years, that vehicles and motorcyhkege an effective life span of 4 years (purchasdd percent and
25 percent of NECS-only and NECS & IMAGINE villagesspectively), and that computers have an effediiie
span of 3 years (purchased in 46 percent of NEGERGINE villages). We further assume that eachhede
items will be repurchased at the end of their ¢iffedife span at the same cost as at the beginufitige program.

89



VI. COST ANALYSES MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

points and 0.21 standard deviations on test scBrNECS-only villages, the impact on
enrollment is 9.5 percentage points and 0.15 standkeviations on test scor&s.

* Given that parents make school enroliment decistaich year, we assume that only one
year of the program is necessary to observe imgacénroliment in a given year. Thus, we
calculate the cost-effectiveness of enrolimentmamnual basis, assuming that the cost
needed to generate the observed enrollment effecyearly average of the additional costs
expended from the beginning of the project throtigh2016 surve§’ At the same time, we
assume that the learning effect reflected by treenled impact on test scores results from
the total exposure that each child received tadspective interventions, so we calculate
cost-effectiveness for test scores over the avdeaqggh of exposure to each intervention by
the time that tests scores were measured. Thegevkragths of exposure for test scores in
Wave 2 data collection are 3.73 years (NECS & IMAEI) and 2.55 years (NECS-only).

* Given that the evaluation design compares the tedfieibe intervention in villages selected
for the IMAGINE or NECS projects to those not sédekcfor either project, we assume that
all school-age children in the selected villages@otential beneficiaries. We use the census
carried out in the study villages as part of th&@tllow-up data collection to calculate the
average number of children between age 6 and 12anheligible in each village. The
average number of eligible children per villag238.

* We assume a discount rate of 10 percent to estithateresent value of costs at the start of
the intervention in 2009 (MCC 2014).

48 The estimated effects of the interventions on kmemt and test scores by treatment and controbeafound in
Appendix G, Table G.3.

49 Implementation costs of NECS & IMAGINE and NECSyoprojects incurred by year is presented in Append
G, Table G.2. This approach averages the fixe@stfucture costs of the NECS & IMAGINE interventiover the
seven years that the program existed at the tinobdrvation. This strategy results in larger efftetiveness
estimates than spreading out the fixed costs avaisaumed life span of the infrastructure (for gxan30 years),
but it requires fewer assumptions.
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Table VI.3. List of assumptions for cost-effectiveness analysis

Assumed
Variable Basis value
Life span of IMAGINE schools Program design from MCC 30 Years
Treatment effects Estimates from Table 1V.1 (enroliment)
and Table IV.2 (test scores)?
Enrollment NECS & IMAGINE 10.3 Percentage points
Enrollment NECS-only 9.5 Percentage points
Test scores NECS & IMAGINE 0.21 Standard deviations
Test scores NECS-only 0.15 Standard deviations
Number of eligible children in village  Estimate from 2016 follow-up survey® 238 Children per village
(age 6-12)
Annual maintenance cost rate for MCC recommendation for costing 2 Percent
school infrastructure® school infrastructure
Discount rate MCC practice for NPV calculationd 10 Percent

a8mpact estimates using 2016 follow-up household and school surveys with our preferred model specification,
discussed in Chapters Il and IV.

bAverage number of children between age 6 and 12 in the study villages, calculated from village census carried out
before the household survey.

“This rate is multiplied by the fixed cost of the infrastructure constructed under the IMAGINE and NECS programs
annualized over the assumed life of the infrastructure (30 years) to estimate its annual maintenance costs.

dSee “Guidelines for Economic and Beneficiary Analysis,” in Compact Development Guidance. Available at
http://www.mcc.gov/pages/docs/doc/quidelines-for-economic-and-beneficiary-analysis#heading3. Accessed August
28, 2014.

Using the above assumptions, we calculate the cegtsred to generate the observed
treatment effects. The cost-effectiveness of eacbrpm, presented in Table V1.4, is the cost of
the program divided by its effect—the incrementadts presented in panel A divided by the
impact presented in panel B. For enroliment, pangthows the average cost per year expended
from the beginning of the project through the 28u6vey. In panel B, we show that, for NECS
& IMAGINE villages, an average of 188 children amrolled per village, whereas only 164
children are enrolled on average in comparisoagék. The difference of 25 children is the
impact on enrollment for children in NECS & IMAGINHEIages. For NECS-only villages, an
average of 186 children are enrolled per village ah impact of 23 children in NECS-only
villages. Dividing the costs per village in panebsthe impact in panel B yields a cost-
effectiveness estimate of $675 for NECS & IMAGIN#ages and $154 for NECS-only villages
for each additional child enrolled per year.

We follow the same procedures for test scores,mxtbat we assume that all the years of
exposure to the respective interventions are assémt observing the learning effect reflected
by the impact on test scores. In addition, we divtte result in panel C by 10 to express the
estimate in terms of the cost per tenth of a stahdaviation® The estimated costs to increase

50\we express the estimates for test scores in tefrwast per tenth of a standard deviation to bepamable to
other studies, which are presented in Appendix @h|ld G.5.
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the average test score of children in the villagee-tenth of a standard deviation are $121 for
NECS & IMAGINE villages and $24 for NECS-only vifias.

Table VI1.4. Cost-effectiveness estimates of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only

NECS & IMAGINE projects NECS-only project

Enrollment Test scores Enrollment Test scores
Panel A: Total costs per village 2
Treatment villages $16,565 $61,786 $3,463 $8,831
Comparison villages $0 $0 $0 $0
Difference in costs (i.e., incremental costs) $16,565 $61,786 $3,463 $8,831
Children Standard Children Standard

Panel B: Outcomes ° enrolled deviations enrolled deviations
Treatment villages 188 0.08 186 0.02
Comparison villages 164 -0.13 164 -0.13
Difference in outcomes (i.e., impacts) 25 0.21 23 0.15
Panel C: Cost-effectiveness
Enrollment (one additional student-year)® $675 $154
Test scores (one-tenth of a standard

deviation)? $121 $24

aPanel A summarizes the total discounted costs in 2009 U.S. dollars.

bPanel B summarizes the effects of the interventions on the main outcomes. In Table G.6 in Appendix G, we present
details on how we calculated these numbers. Enrollment outcomes are the average total enrollment in primary school
for children age 6 through 12 per village. Test score outcomes are the average normalized test score per village for
children age 6 through 12.

¢Cost-effectiveness for enrollment is calculated by dividing the differences in costs between treatment and
comparison villages, presented in Panel A, by the estimated impacts for that outcome, presented in Panel B. The
enrollment effect is the average cost per year expended from the beginning of the project through the 2016 survey.

dFor the cost-effectiveness of changes in test scores, we follow the same procedure described in note ¢ above, but
we also divide the result by 10 to express the estimate in terms of the cost per tenth of a standard deviation. We
assume that all the years of exposure to the respective interventions are essential for observing the learning effect
reflected by the impact on test scores. Average lengths of exposure for test scores are 3.73 years (NECS & IMAGINE
projects) and 2.55 years (NECS-only projects). Thus, the test effect is the total cost of the length of exposure.

Despite the limitations described in Section A,c@@ compare the cost-effectiveness
estimates of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only pageto other interventions focused on
enrollment and test scores. Compared to other anogthat seek to enroll children through
school building, NECS & IMAGINE is less cost-effee. Burde and Linden (2013) evaluate a
community-based school program in Afghanistan émablls children for $46 a year and
improves test scores by one-tenth of a standariiti@v, for $5. Duflo (2001) evaluates a large-
scale school construction program in Indonesiaehalls children for $97 a year, but the author
does not assess the effects on test scores. Testhdy evaluates the impact of the BRIGHT
school construction interventions in Burkina Fas@ and 10 years after the inception of the
project. The BRIGHT project in Burkina Faso serasd prototype for the school infrastructure
built during IMAGINE, making the two projects hightomparable. At the 7 year follow-up,
Kazianga et al. (2016) estimate the cost to estoldren to be $396 — $490 a year and the cost
to improve test scores by one-tenth of a standaviaton to be $21 — $26. At the 10-year
follow-up, after additional classrooms constructiDavis et al. (2016) estimate the cost to enroll
children to be $292 — $425 a year and the coshfwave test scores to be $55 - $81. The lower
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cost-effectiveness of NECS & IMAGINE is likely duelarge part to the differences in the
context of the building programs across the difiestudies; the counterfactual. The IMAGINE
program built schools in villages that already Baldools, so the program improved the quality
of schools rather than the access to school bgsdiwhile the other studies compared villages
with a new school to villages with no schools.

We also compare the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-onlgjects to other interventions
aimed at improving enrollment and learning throngkans other than school construction. Most
of these other programs are “add-on” programsanttiey are predicated on the existence of a
school in which to enroll children, similar to thN&ECS-only intervention. Of 21 studies we
identified that examined the impact of a non-cargton intervention on enroliment, two-thirds
(14) found impacts on enrollment. Both NECS & IMA@ and NECS-only interventions were
more cost-effective than the four conditional ocamditional cash transfer interventions but less
cost-effective than nine other interventions invadvactivities more directly focused on student
health or schooling, including programs to increi®enumber of teachers, improve parental
information, and provide iron supplementation aerdarming. Of the 32 studies we identified
that examined the impact of a non-constructionrugetion on test scores, 27 found significant
impacts on test scores and 24 of those were dttleme as cost-effective as NECS-only and at
least nine times as cost-effective as NECS & IMAGIM full list of programs appears in
Tables G.4 and G.5 in Appendix G.

C. Cost-benefit analysis of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
Next, we conduct the cost-benefit analysis, forcnhwe make the following assumptions:

* We assume that with 2 percent annual maintenarsts,dMAGINE schools have an
effective life span of 30 years. Although the sdaapay be renovated to extend their
lifetimes beyond the 30-year horizon, we assumethi®avalue of the initial investment will
have depreciated. The main implication of the aggiom is that we assess costs only during
the 30-year period. To estimate benefits, we asghateexposure to the interventions
occurs only during the same peride?

51 As discussed in the cost-effectiveness sectiorgsgseme a 30 year life span based on the feedlbémsab
engineers and of MCC staff during the BRIGHT evi@ra We also conducted sensitivity analyses assgrfiat
the IMAGINE schools lasted for 40 (the assumptiader the BRIGHT evaluation) or 50 years. The rasglhet
present value, cost-benefit ratio, and ERR estisate still similar to those presented in Table7Vindicating that
the results are not sensitive to the life spantbeethe NECS & IMAGINE or NECS-only projects. Thstimates
using 40- and 50-year life spans appear in Tablesa@d G.10 in Appendix G. We tested the sengjtivitthe two
percent maintenance assumption by conducting thiebamefit analyses for the NECS & IMAGINE projesing
one percent and three percent annual maintenatese e total costs vary by approximately $1,0@ich over
30 years is a small amount, and there is therdiftieechange in the estimated measures.

52 As in the cost-effectiveness analysis, we asstnaeschool furniture, manuals, textbooks, blackbsaand

office equipment have an effective life span oe&ung, that vehicles and motorcycles have an eftetife span of 4
years (purchased in 13 percent and 25 percent GfSN& IMAGINE villages, respectively), and that coaters
have an effective life span of 3 years (purchasetbipercent of NECS & IMAGINE villages). We furtressume
that each of these items will be repurchased agtigeof their effective life span at the same egsat the beginning
of the program.
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* In order to make the NECS activities comparablin&IMAGINE activities, we assume
that the primary NECS training activities have slaene effective life span as the IMAGINE
schools (30 years), with periodic supervisory castarred every five years to maintain the
effectiveness of the trainings activities.

« We assume that all fixed costs for the construabiotMAGINE school infrastructure are
incurred at the start of each school’s life spag0a9.

* We assume that children may be exposed to theseriBons between ages 6 and 12.

* We assume that the only benefits derived fromkerventions are higher earnings when
children enter the labor market. As a result, weorg other potential benefits, such as
spillover benefits to siblings in the same houseéh@duced household work, better
citizenship, and other outcomes not directly valuethe labor market.

* We assume that individuals start working at agarddwork until age 50. Even though
Niger’s official working years range from the adels through 64, we use 15 through 50
years of age to account for the country’s low ager#e expectancy of roughly 60 years
(Ministere du Plan, de 'Aménagement du Territ@telu Développement Communautaire
2012)>3 Although children may start working earlier thayed 5, the 2012 Demographic
and Health Surveys suggest that only 7 percentitidfren between the ages of 12 and 14 in
Niger work for pay outside of the home and mosldren between 12 and 14 do not work
outside of their home at all (INS/Niger and ICFeimtational 2013).

* Using estimates from the 2016 follow-up survey datassume that the average impact of
exposure to the NECS & IMAGINE project is 0.08 ygeaf schooling per year of exposure,
and the average impact of the NECS-only proje6t@9 years of schooling per year of
exposure.

+  We assume that the average birth cohort is 34 refmijaer village>*

* We assume that average annual earnings for albmelgmts who are not exposed to the
interventions are $308.

* To estimate the labor market benefits of highertesres and additional schooling, the
treatment effects presented in Chapter V are taggwlinto the changes in lifetime income to
be earned by the children exposed to the progreordNiger, we assume that the return to

53\We examine the measures’ sensitivity to the warkige assumption by assessing costs and bendfits\8b
year working life span (age 15-55). We presenttis-benefit estimates with the 35 year working §ipan in
Table G.11 in Appendix G.

54 To estimate birth cohort size, we take the averdgdl the birth cohorts from age 6 through 12rgea the
census carried out as part of the 2016 follow-ugp dallection.

5% This assumption is based on estimates of annualgpéta household income conducted by the Food and
Agriculture Organization under the Rural Income &uating Activities (RIGA) Project using the 2011tMdaal
Survey on Household Living Conditions and Agricudtin Niger (Food and Agriculture Organization 2DTthe
estimated values range from $215.83 (using meastfiiasome) to $307.86 (using measures of expergjiin
2009 U.S. dollars. We chose the estimates basédwsehold expenditure data because expenditurefiegti®on
data are generally assumed to be a relatively atzuneasure of household income in developing ciesnt
especially in rural areas where households commuanugiuce their own goods. We present sensitiviistef this
assumption in Figures G.7 and G.8 in Appendix G.
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an additional year of primary education is 3.5@pat, as calculated for the “MCC Niger
Threshold Program Design: Constraints Analysis IFReport” (MCC 201458

* We assume a discount rate of 10 percent to estitnateresent value of all costs and
benefits at the start of the interventions, as ey by MCC'’s Guidelines for Economic and
Beneficiary Analysis (2014). The ERR estimationsioet require the use of a discount rate,
but we assume a 10 percent threshold to evaluatERR estimates based on MCC
guidelines for evaluating investments.

We use the above assumptions to proceed in theps. dtirst, unlike in the cost-
effectiveness analysis, we estimate costs oveiuth@0-year lifespan of the IMAGINE schools.
To ensure an identical match to the life span eflIMAGINE schools, we also estimate the costs
of NECS activities in the NECS-only group over 3ags. Second, we estimate how long
children will be exposed to the interventions dgrine 30-year period. Finally, we use this
information to calculate the change in earningstattable to exposure to the interventions. The
total value of the earnings then provides our estnof the benefits of the respective
interventions.

Even though we base our calculation of benefity onlincreases in earnings, the benefits
of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only interventionsedikely to extend beyond income.
Better-educated individuals are more productive they may also be able to take better care of
their own health, educate their children, and bexemgaged in their communities. However,
such benefits could be small. Without further exitks we cannot be certain that such potential
benefits would accrue from the interventions. Hinalurrent research does not allow us to
assign a monetary value to possible gains. Asudtyesr estimates related to earnings should be
considered a lower bound on the true benefits@NBCS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
projects.

1N Figures G.5 and G.6 in Appendix G, we illustrétie various benefits by each grade gained ardift returns.
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Table VL.5. List of assumptions for cost-benefit analysis

Variable
Life span of IMAGINE schools (years)

Basis
Program design from MCC

Assumed value
30

Age at potential exposure to treatment Mathematica 2016 follow-up household survey 6-12 years
Age of participation in labor force Niger National Institute of Statistics Census 15-50 years
20122
Average years of schooling achieved in Estimates from 2016 follow-up household and 2.87
control villages school surveys
School years gained per year of exposure to  Estimates from 2016 follow-up household and 0.08
NECS & IMAGINE intervention school surveys
School years gained per year of exposure to  Estimates from 2016 follow-up household and 0.09
NECS-only intervention school surveys
Average birth cohort size per village Estimates from 2016 follow-up household and 34
school surveysP
Annual earnings of working population 2011 National Survey on Household Living $308
Conditions and Agriculture®
Return to additional year of primary MCC Niger Threshold Program Design: 3.50%
education Constraints Analysis Final Report?
Annual maintenance cost rate for school MCC recommendation for costing school 2%
infrastructure® infrastructure
Discount rate MCC practice for NPV calculation’ and 10%

evaluating ERR estimates

aWe use 15 to 50 as the age range instead of the official age range of 15 through 64 because of a low average life
expectancy of roughly 60 years in Niger (57.9 years according to UNICEF; 61 years for males and 63 years for
females according to the World Health Organization).

bTo estimate birth cohort size, we take the average of all the birth cohorts from age 6 through 12 in the census carried
out as part of the 2016 Wave 2 data collection.

‘Data estimates from the Food and Agriculture Organization “Component of Income Aggregate: National Survey of
Household Living Conditions and Agriculture, Niger 2011,” RIGA Project, May 2013.

dData estimates from the “Niger Constraints Analysis,” January 2014.

€This rate is multiplied by the fixed cost of the infrastructure constructed under the IMAGINE and NECS projects
annualized over the assumed life of the infrastructure (30 years) to estimate its annual maintenance costs.

fSee “Guidelines for Economic and Beneficiary Analysis,” in Compact Development Guidance. Available at

http://www.mcc.gov/pages/docs/doc/quidelines-for-economic-and-beneficiary-analysis#heading3. Accessed August
28, 2014.

Starting with the costs, we estimate the cost &heyear in the 30-year life span of each
project, from 2009 to 2038 for NECS & IMAGINE projs and from 2013 to 2042 for NECS-
only projects. We assume that both projects inxadfcosts in their first year of implementation
(2009 and 2013, respectively). In addition, prggentur annual maintenance costs after the
start of the interventions to maintain the schawhplex and boreholes (for NECS & IMAGINE)
and periodic costs to conduct supervisory mission8IECS activities every five years. There
are also periodic costs that are incurred everybmuraf years to replace school supplies and
equipment after the end of each item’s assumeteftelife span (for example, students’ desks
and chairs are assumed to have an eight yeaiplifie, S0 costs are incurred every eight years to
replace them). Once we establish the costs for geah we use them to construct the costs by
year for each intervention. We then take the anoosils and construct the NPV of the costs in
2009 U.S. dollars for both NECS & IMAGINE and NE@S8}y projects. We provide the total
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cost estimates in Table VI°7 A full breakdown of the costs is provided in Tallel in
Appendix G.

For the benefits, we calculate the value of thareiadditional earnings of all children
exposed to the interventions. First, we determih&kvchildren are exposed to each program
during its 30-year life span. The first childrenb® exposed to the NECS & IMAGINE project
and then enter the labor market were members df98& birth cohort, who were age 12 when
the IMAGINE schools were built in 2009. We assuime they entered the labor market three
years later in 2012, at age 15. The last childodpetexposed to NECS & IMAGINE projects
will be members of the 2032 birth cohort, who vl age 6 in 2038 and thus exposed to the
NECS & IMAGINE intervention in grade 1, in the lasimaining year in the project’s life span.
As a result, we calculate the number of yearsehah birth cohort born between 1997 and 2032
is exposed to the NECS & IMAGINE intervention. epeat the exercise for the NECS-only
project, taking into account the later start ddtthe intervention. The first birth cohort exposed
to the NECS-only intervention is the 2001 cohant] ¢he last birth cohort is the 2036 colSrt.

Table VI.6. Benefits of an additional year of exposure to NECS & IMAGINE
and NECS-only for illustrative birth cohorts

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only
1997 birth 2002 birth 2001 birth 2006 birth
cohort cohort cohort cohort
(one-year (six-year (one-year (six-year
Steps in calculation exposure) exposure) exposure) exposure)
Average annual earnings of working $308 $308 $308 $308
population age 15 through 50 (2009
U.S. dollars)
Number of years exposed to 1 6 1 6
interventions
Grades gained per year of exposure 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09
Total grades attained because of 0.08 0.47 0.09 0.54
interventions?

Return to educational attainment

(primary)

Return to additional year of primary 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%

education

Change in earnings® 0.3% 1.7% 0.3% 1.9%

Increase in average annual earnings $0.85 $5.11 $0.97 $5.82
(benefit)®

aCalculated by multiplying number of years exposed to the interventions by the grades gained per year of exposure.

bThis is the product of the total grades attained because of the interventions and the return to each additional year of
primary education.

¢Calculated by multiplying the change in earnings attributable to the interventions by the average annual earnings.

5"In Table G.6 in Appendix G, we show the margiradts per year of the interventions over the 30-peaiod.

%81n Figures G.3 and G.4 in Appendix G, we illustrétie years of exposure and grades gained forleahtcohort
during the 30-year life span of the interventions.
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Once we know the exposure level for each birth dolmee can calculate the benefits
generated in terms of increased earnings for eaahlyetween the year in which the first birth
cohort enters the labor market and the year in lwthie last birth cohort exits the labor market.
To begin, we use the assumptions in Table VI.5tomate the increased wages for each birth
cohort, as illustrated in Table VI.6. Next, usihg data from the Wave 2 data collection, we
estimate that children gain 0.08 grades per ygagdoh year of exposure to NECS & IMAGINE
projects and 0.09 grades per year for each yeaxmdsure to NECS-only project$Children
with more years of exposure benefit more from titervention. For example, the 1997 birth
cohort is exposed to the NECS & IMAGINE interventior one year, which increases their
educational attainment by 0.08 grades. Using ameétuan additional year of primary education
of 3.5 percent and average annual earnings of $380&stimate that the child will earn an
additional $0.85 each year. A child in the 2002Hbaohort, on the other hand, is exposed for six
years, experiences an educational attainment iserefa0.48 years, and earns $5.11 more per
year. We then multiply these child-level estimdig34, the average number of children in each
birth cohort, to estimate the increase in annualiegs for the entire birth cohort. Once we have
calculated the increased earnings for each bittlortpwe sum the additional earnings gained by
all birth cohorts in the given year. For exampte2012, only the 1997 birth cohort experiences
an increase in earnings for the NECS & IMAGINE mrntion, whereas both the 1997 and 1998
birth cohorts earn more in 2013. We then use theetfent discount rate to calculate the present
value of these earnings (as we did for the cos¢éaah year). We present the present value of the
total benefits for the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-omhgerventions in Table VI.7.

Finally, we compare the present value of the castsbenefits. First, we calculate the NPV
by subtracting the present value of the costs fileerpresent value of the benefits. Second, we
compare the relative present value of the costdandfits by dividing the present value of the
benefits by the present value of the costs to predine cost-benefit ratio. If the benefits exceed
the costs, the NPV is positive and the cost-benatiib is greater than one. According to the
estimates presented in Table VI.7, the presenevalihe benefits does not exceed the present
value of the costs for either the NECS & IMAGINENECS-only intervention®

59n Table G.8 in Appendix G, we present the estadagains in year of schooling by years of exposutee
treatments.

0 Figures G.1 and G.2 in Appendix G, we showdbsts and benefits for each year of the intervestio
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Table VI.7. Cost-benefit estimates of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only

NECS & IMAGINE projects NECS-only project

Total benefits $11,523 $13,128
Total costs $349,916 $31,177
NPV2 -$338,393 -$18,049
Cost-benefit ratio® 0.03 0.42
ERRS® -4% 2%

Note: Total benefits include the present value of the total return to education over the working years (age 15 to 50)
for each birth cohort exposed during the life span of the intervention (30 years). Total costs are the present
value of the total costs of the intervention over the same 30-year life span.

aCalculated by subtracting the present value of total costs from the present value of total benefits, after applying the
10 percent discount rate.

bCalculated by dividing the present value of total benefits by the present value of total costs, after applying the 10
percent discount rate.

This is the discount rate at which the net present value equals zero.

As explained earlier in this chapter, the estimatd$PV and cost-benefit ratio assume a
fixed discount rate. A different way to calculate telative gain from the projects is to
determine a discount rate that is sufficiently éatigat the NPV equal zero. This is the discount
rate at which the present value of the costs edbalpresent value of the benefits. To use such a
discount rate, we take the costs and benefitsdoin gear calculated for the cost-benefit ratio as
described above but instead of using a discouatafat0 we determine the discount rate that
balances the NPV of each. We provide these vatutdteilast row of Table VI.7. The estimated
ERRs are -4 percent for the NECS & IMAGINE intertren and 2 percent for the NECS-only
intervention.

As described earlier, the ERR may be interpreteti@seturn to investments of a program;
if the ERR is too low, the program may be deemedfficiently productive to justify its
continuation. For developing countries, MCC consdi) percent the threshold during the
planning phase to determine whether MCC'’s investaena compact country will yield
sufficient returns for the country’s citizens armhhMCC is investing United States funds (MCC
2014). The results suggest that neither the NEGEBAGINE nor the NECS-only project yields
returns above MCC's established threshold.
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VII.CONCLUSIONS

In this report, we document the main findings framimpact evaluation of the NECS and
IMAGINE projects in Niger. Implementation of the B project began three years after
implementation of the IMAGINE project and focusedimproving access to education and
early-grade reading by mobilizing school governastcectures, engaging the community, and
implementing an ambitious local-language readingicuium for grade 1 and 2 students. NECS
was implemented in communities that had previoustgived IMAGINE as well as in
communities that had not received IMAGINE. The\at#s implemented under the IMAGINE
project included improvements in school infrastauef teacher training, and the provision of
basic school supplies, with a focus on improvingosting outcomes for girls. We evaluated
both the combined impact of the IMAGINE and NECS8jgects seven years after the outset of
IMAGINE and three years after the start of NECS Q8& IMAGINE projects) as well as the
three-year impact of the NECS project alone (NE@§-projects).

We found that NECS was implemented with a high éeaf fidelity, with most NECS
activities implemented in the majority of targehsols. As compared to schools in control
villages, NECS schools evidenced a significantedéhce in student governance efforts and
mentoring programs and in the use of local langsidgereading instruction in grades 1 and 2.

One of the primary goals of the IMAGINE project wasupgrade the school environment
by improving school infrastructure and enhancirgpreces. Consistent with earlier evaluations
of the IMAGINE project, we found evidence of sustd improvements in school infrastructure
and resources seven years after the program wasnmapted. We found that schools in
IMAGINE villages had higher quality infrastructuf®r example, playgrounds, preschool
facilities, a source of potable water); more classts and classroom resources; and more
teachers. However the number of public school8AGINE villages remained the same as in
non-IMAGINE villages, which indicates that the pamy benefit of the IMAGINE program was
to improve school quality and the educational emwinent rather than to improve access to a
school building. Another goal of the IMAGINE projesas to create a school environment that
would appeal to girls. We found that IMAGINE sch®oémained more likely to have separate
latrines for girls and boys, teacher housing fondée teachers, and female teachers than non-
IMAGINE schools, but we also found evidence that pinevalence of girl-friendly infrastructure
improvements in IMAGINE schools had declined byp2$cent since the 2013 IMAGINE
evaluation.

We found that both the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-oplpjects had positive impacts
on school enroliment and attendance. The combmatithe NECS and IMAGINE projects
resulted in a 10.3 percentage point increase iollement during the current school year and a
13.6 percentage point overall increase in atterglanwong children age 6 through 12 on the
most recent day that the school was open. Thesactmpvere similar to but larger than the 8.3
and 7.9 respective percentage point increase®ithtbe-year evaluation of the IMAGINE
project. The NECS-only project increased enrollmaard attendance by 9.3 and 11.1 percentage
points, respectively. We observed no significaffedences between the impacts of the NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only projects on enrollment anttatance.
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In addition to impacts on enroliment and attendaneefound evidence that the NECS
project succeeded in improving local-language mgdkills. Local-language test scores
(normalized by age and language) improved by Or2il0al5 standard deviations in NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only villages, respectively. As ¥veeind in the one- and three-year
IMAGINE evaluations, the projects did not appeah&we a significant impact on French-
language test scores, suggesting that the impravsnrelocal-language skills likely resulted
from the project’s local-language focus and didunadercut French-language skills. The success
of the NECS project’s local-language reading fosas further supported by the fact that the
improvements we observed in local-language skiisanprimarily in basic reading skills, letter
identification, and familiar word reading—the skithrgeted by the NECS curriculum—rather
than in oral language or listening-focused langusgiés. We also found that the improvements
in reading skills were concentrated in childremgiades 2 and 3 (and to a lesser extent in grades
1 and 4). These children would likely have beenoseg to the reading curriculum for two years
(or one year for children in grades 1 and 4). Haavethe improvements were somewhat modest
in magnitude and local-language reading skills agrttve children in the sample remained very
low.

The finding that the projects had an impact on kmemnt, attendance, and local-language
test scores but did not have an impact on Frenuipiage test scores does not appear to depend
upon measurement or analytic decisions. We obsehesnpacts on a variety of measures of
the same or similar outcomes; the impacts werseasitive to different regression
specifications, samples of children, or weightiogesmes. The projects also affected many types
of children. We observed similar impacts for boitlsgand boys, for children across different
ages, and for children from different socioeconob@ackgrounds.

The NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects also hsitive impacts of 0.13 and 0.10
standard deviations, respectively, on standardizathematics test scores, which were greater
than IMAGINE one-year impacts (0.03) and similatioee-year impacts (0.13) (Dumitrescu et
al. 2011; Bagby et al. 2014b). Although the IMAGIIdEd NECS-only projects did not directly
target mathematics skills, the impacts may haveltexs from improvements in school
attendance, teaching quality, or other aspectseofdarning environment. The projects also
increased how far children advanced in school emgraved parent attitudes toward their child’s
future education. The highest grades attained imygoy school aged children in NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only villages were 0.4 and 0.3dgs higher, respectively, than in control
villages. In addition, parents in NECS & IMAGINE&ANECS-only villages were 6.9 and 6.5
percentage points, respectively, more likely to tihair child to attend secondary or higher
schooling and 10.6 and 8.3 percentage points, caspl/, more likely believe that their child
would do so than parents in control group villagéswever, despite finding modest impacts on
adult participation in literacy training and event® observed no significant impacts on adult
literacy in project villages.

The estimated seven-year impact of NECS & IMAGIbiEenroliment (10.3 percentage
points) was descriptively larger than the one-yegract of IMAGINE (4.3 percentage points)
on enrollment and similar to the impact estimatethe three-year evaluation (8.3 percentage
points) (Dumitrescu et al. 2011; Bagby et al. 2Q14his implies that the improvements in
enrollment observed in the three-year evaluatiore lgersisted over the subsequent three years,
although the relationship between the persistehtgedamprovements and the introduction of
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the NECS project remains unclear. Because therdifées in the impacts of the NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only projects on enrollment wexd gtatistically significant, we cannot
conclude that the “hard” and “soft” project actieg are additive. It is possible that (1) they are
additive but that our sample was not large enoogtetect a difference, (2) the IMAGINE and
NECS projects had similar impacts on enrollmenhwitle additional benefit from combining
the two projects, or (3) the impact of IMAGINE deeld over time such that the impacts we
observed for both the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-optgjects were primarily driven by the
NECS project. We discuss each scenario in turn:

The first scenario while possible, is not of laogamcern since the magnitude of the
difference in impacts between the two projectsuisegsmall. Even if the difference in
impacts were statistically significant, we woulkielly conclude that there is not a
meaningful benefit of having both the hard and suérventions over the soft intervention
alone.

The second scenario could arise through severaghanésms and is a likely explanation.
There are multiple reasons why children did narattschool, and these reasons likely vary
across contexts based on the unique constrairitdbigeholds and children face in
different communities. The NECS and IMAGINE proguatere both designed to address
constraints on the quality of schooling and comryusensitization to the value of
schooling, rather than other potential barrierhsagthe availability of schooling (which
does not seem to be a constraint in this contextpasehold demand for labor. Because the
two projects addressed the similar constraints,ptausible that the two projects had similar
impacts on educational outcomes of children aged1® and were not additive. For
instance, IMAGINE may have improved school enrotitnend attendance through the
construction of girl-friendly schools, whereas NE@8uded an extensive social
mobilization component that may have improved émeht and attendance in NECS-only
villages but may not have had any additional effie¢MAGINE villages.

The third scenario is also a likely explanation anslupported by the findings of evaluations
of similar programs. The data for the NECS evabratvas collected while the NECS
project was still active, so the impacts we estedatflect the active presence of NECS in
treatment villages. However, the NECS activitiegymat persist once NECS funding is
eliminated (for example, the trained teachers miiggate the schools), which could result in
a longer term decline in impacts of the soft atei (indeed, this is often observed in the
literature). On the other hand, the infrastructoastructed under IMAGINE would still be
standing and could still generate impacts ovengéo period of time, but the evaluations of
the BRIGHT project in Burkina Faso suggest that thght not be the case. The BRIGHT
evaluations found positive impacts on outcomes sisobnrollment and test scores for
primary school-aged children both three and seeamsyafter the implementation of the
project (Kazianga et al. 2013; Kazianga et al. 20H6wever, the ten year evaluation,
conducted after funding for the soft activities ladied, found that although the positive
impacts of the project on enroliment and test spesisted for children who had been
exposed to the full suite of activities, the cheldrexposed to the hard activities alone no
longer demonstrated positive impacts (Davis e2@16). These findings suggest that the
impacts of a hard infrastructure intervention lIMAGINE may dissipate over time and that
maintaining soft activities like NECS may be neeggto continue generating positive
impacts on educational outcomes over the long tévhile this suggests that the estimated
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impacts were primarily driven by NECS rather thBIAGINE, we do not have sufficient
information to determine whether this explanatiothe explanation that the two projects
are simply providing similar impacts with no addgibenefit is more likely.

Finally, we performed analyses of the projectstadfectiveness and cost-benefits to
understand how the projects performed relativenlar programs or other investments. We
estimated that the NECS & IMAGINE project was atlyoway to improve enroliment or test
scores relative to similar programs and that tlogam produced a negative economic rate of
return (as estimated from increased lifetime egsior children exposed to the project), in large
part because of the relatively high costs of inftagure improvements. We estimated that the
NECS-only project was also a costly way to impremeoliment and test scores relative to
similar programs in other contexts. Unlike in tlase of NECS & IMAGINE projects, we
estimated that the economic rate of return for NE@GIy projects was positive but low (2
percent). However, this return fell below MCC’s @€rcent threshold for sufficient rates of
return on investments.

Because the cost-benefit analyses require a nuafils¢rong assumptions, the findings of
the analyses come with some uncertainty. We coedunumber of checks to investigate the
sensitivity of the findings to some of the assumpdiincluding the functional life span of the
IMAGINE schools, the average working lifetime gbarson in Niger, the average return to an
additional year of schooling in Niger, and the aggr annual income in Niger. We find that
neither increasing the life span of the IMAGINE sals from 30 to 40 or 50 years (Appendix
Tables G.9 and G10), changing the annual maintenate for IMAGINE infrastructure rate
from 2 percent to 1 percent or 3 percent, nor iasirey the average working lifetime from 35 to
40 years (Appendix Table G.11) significantly altee cost-benefit findings. However, our
assumptions regarding the rates of return to egucand average income in Niger do have a
large effect on our cost-benefit estimates.

We found that the ERR of the NECS-only interventiaould pass MCC’s 10 percent
threshold if the returns to an additional year minary education in Niger were 15 percent or if
average income in Niger were $1,250 per year (AgpeRigures G.7 and G.9). Although a 15
percent return to an additional year of schoolg\quch larger than the average return in
primary school (3.5 percent) that we adopted faramalysis or across all levels of schooling
estimated by MCC (7 percent), it is closer to tBéblpercent estimated return to education that
MCC estimated for junior high in Niger (MCC 2014dd and Agriculture Organization 2013).
This suggests that if the increases in year of@aigpthat we found in primary school were
sustained through junior high then the NECS-onbjgut might produce economic returns large
enough to meet MCC investment standards. This ¢drendetermined without an evaluation of
the longer-term impacts of the intervention on grattainment. We can conclude, however, that
the low returns to education and low income in Kigigpear to be important constraints on the
economic returns of the NECS-only project despitedignificant impacts of the project on
educational outcomes.

The estimated ERR of the NECS & IMAGINE intervemntialso increases substantially with
higher returns to education or higher income, batdstimates remain very low. The ERR
remains at or below 3 percent for returns to anthal year of schooling up through 25
percent, which is much larger than the returnstadditional year of schooling estimated by
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MCC for any level of schooling in Niger (Appendixgkres G.7). Similarly, the estimated ERR
remains below 2 percent for annual incomes up {83l which is more than 5 times the annual
income in Niger estimated by the Food and Agriaelt@rganization (Appendix Table G.9).
Because we find consistently low ERR estimatesifeiNECS & IMAGINE project, including
with robustness checks using a wide range of assongpof the current returns to education and
average incomes in Niger, we must conclude thadikeithe NECS-only project, the NECS &
IMAGINE project does not produce economic retuargé enough to meet MCC investment
standards under the current economic environmeNigar and given the relatively high upfront
costs involved in implementing the project.
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Census Form NECS Endline Survey Date | | [ /] [ [/ 2 |_0 |1 |_ 6 |
Commune [ | | Village [ [ | | Interviewer | |
Household Sex of Head| Number of School-age Eligible for Serial Number Sample
Serial District | Concession | Number in | First and last name of head of |of Household Chlldrerr: (6'1ﬁ ){gars) in Sample of Eligible | Household Notes
Number |Number| Number the household MALE.......... 1 ouseno ELIGIBLE............ 1 House%olds Number
concession FEMALE.....2 Girls Boys NOT-ELIGIBLE....0 (IM4)

A3
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NIGER NECS SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

SCHOOL INFORMATION PANEL SCH

VISITS SHOULD BE MADE IN THE MORNING WHEN THE SCHOOL IS OPEN AND THE STUDENTS ARE IN CLASS. COLLECT
INFORMATION FROM MODULES SCH, SC, SS, AND SP. THEN, TO FILL OUT THE STUDENT ATTENDANCE ROSTER (MODULE
SAR), REQUEST THE OFFICIAL ROSTER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE SCHOOL.

SCH1. REGION: ID|__|__| SCH2. COMMUNE: ID|__|__|
SCH3. VILLAGE ID|__|__|__| | SCH4.ScHooL D__ |||
SCH5.  INTERVIEWER NAME AND NUMBER : SCH6. SUPERVISOR NAME AND NUMBER :

NAME D |__|__| NAME D ||
SCH7. DAY/MONTH/YEAR OF INTERVIEW : [ I/ | I/l 21011116

SCH8. NAME OF SCHOOL:

SCH9. NAME OF RESPONDENT:

SCH10. RESPONDENT POSITION

DIRECTOR ...uvvvviireeeeeseiintneneeaeeesnnnnnes 01
OTHER ADMINISTRATOR .....cccvvvvnnnnnn. 02
TEACHER ..oiiiiieeiiiis e 03 1
OTHER (SPECIFY) wvvvveereeeeiiiiiieeneeenn 99

SCH11. NAME OF SCHOOL DIRECTOR (IF NOT THE RESPONDENT)

MALE.....ccoovieireennnns 1

SCH12. SEX OF SCHOOL DIRECTOR |
FEMALE ...oovvviiiieeenne 2
YES . iiiicieeeiiieeeeen 1

SCH13. Is THE DIRECTOR FROM THIS VILLAGE? No 5 |

B.3




SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS SCHOOL ID: |__|_ || sC
PUBLIC/COMMUNITY .....ccevviienennnnn. 1
SC1A. IS THIS A PUBLIC SCHOOL OR A PRIVATE
SCHOOL? PRIVATE ..o, 2
KORANIC SCHOOL......ccoeeieeennne 3
(READ THE OPTIONS) MADRASA.....covvvrerereeeeesserennennens 4 (-
NON-FORMAL SCHOOL.........cceennnnnn 5
OTHER (SPECIFY).cevveeiiiiiriieeeenn, 99
YES ittt 1
SC1B. IS THIS A BILINGUAL SCHOOL? | |
NO e 2
SC2. WHAT YEAR WAS THIS SCHOOL YEAR .ottt | | |
OPENED? DON'T KNOW.....ovevveeeereeerereenns 0098
YES. it 1
SC3. HAS THE SCHOOL CHANGED LOCATION? | |
NO oot 2
SC4A. HOw MANY BOYS AND GIRLS WERE ENROLLED IN EACH GRADE AT THE END OF THE PREVIOUS SCHOOL YEAR
(2014 - 2015)? RECORD THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN EACH GRADE BY GENDER USING THE
SCHOOL REGISTER.
Cl CP CE1 CE2 CMm1 CMm2 TOTAL
Boys
GIRLS
ToTAL
SC4B. FROM THE STUDENTS ENROLLED IN CP DURING THE 2014-2015 SCHOOL YEAR, HOW MAY BOYS AND HOW
MANY GIRLS WERE ADVANCED TO CE1 AND HOW MANY ARE ENROLLED IN CE1? RECORD THE NUMBER OF
STUDENTS ADVANCED AND THE NUMBER ENROLLED IN CE1 BY GENDER USING THE SCHOOL REGISTER.
STUDENTS IN CP DURING 2014-2015 wHO
SRS ) G P RURRNS AT ARE CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN CE1 IN
WHO ADVANCED TO CE1
2015-2016
Bovys
GIRLS
TOTAL
SC5A. HOW MANY MALE AND FEMALE STUDENTS ARE ENROLLED IN EACH GRADE THIS SCHOOL YEAR (2015 - 2016)?
RECORD THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN EACH GRADE BY GENDER USING THE SCHOOL REGISTER.
Cl CP CE1 CE2 CMm1 CMm2 TOTAL
Bovys
GIRLS
TOTAL

B.4




SC5B. FROM THE STUDENTS ENROLLED THIS YEAR (2015-2016) IN EACH GRADE, HOW MANY LIVE IN THIS VILLAGE AND
HOW MANY COME FROM OUTSIDE THE VILLAGE? ASK THE SCHOOL DIRECTOR AND/OR TEACHERS TO NOTE IN THE
REGISTER WHICH STUDENTS LIVE IN THE VILLAGE AND WHICH STUDENTS LIVE OUTSIDE THE VILLAGE, THEN COUNT AND

NOTE THE TOTAL BY GRADE.

Cl CP

CE1l CE2 CMm1

CM2 TOTAL

LIVE IN THE
VILLAGE

LIVE OUTSIDE OF
THE VILLAGE

ToTAL

SC5c. HOw MANY MALE AND FEMALE STUDENTS ARE PRESENT TODAY IN EACH GRADE? RECORD THE NUMBER OF
STUDENTS PRESENT IN EACH GRADE BY GENDER, BY COUNTING THE STUDENTS IN THE CLASSROOM.

Cl CP

CEl CE2 CM1

Cm2 TOTAL

Boys PRESENT
TODAY

GIRLS PRESENT
TODAY

TOTAL

SC6. How MANY WEEKS WAS THIS SCHOOL
OPEN LAST ACADEMIC YEAR (2014-
2015)7?

WEEKS OPEN LAST ACADEMIC YEAR
(2014-2015)

Record 00 if the school was not open
during the previous year.

SC7. NUMBER OF DAYS THE SCHOOL WAS
OPEN DURING :

OcToBER 2015 |||
NOVEMBER 2015 |__|__ |
DECEMBER 2015 |__|_ |
JANUARY 2016 |__|_ |
FEBRUARY 2016 |__|_ |

MARCH 2016 ]

Record 00 if the school was not open.

SC7A. HOW MANY DAYS WAS THE SCHOOL
OPEN IN THE PAST 7 DAYS?

DAYS OPEN DURING PREVIOUS 7
DAYS

Record 00 if the school was not open.

SC8. USING THE CODES BELOW, RECORD UP TO TWO LANGUAGES THAT ARE USED FOR MATHEMATICS INSTRUCTION,
READING INSTRUCTION OR GENERAL CONVERSATION FOR EACH GRADE:

FRENCH ..ot 01 TOUBOU ..ottt 07
HAUSA ..o 02 ARABIC....couiiiiiiiiieeie e eiee et e 08
ZARMA ..ottt 03 BOUDOUMA ....covviiiiiiiicci e 09
TAMASHEQ .....iiiviiiiieeeiieeieeereeereeeaeeenns 04 GOURMATCHE.....cccvveeeieiieeeeei e 10
FULFULDE ...cceiiiiitiieee e e 05 OTHER LANGUAGE (SPECIFY) ....vvvveveennn. 99
KANURI oot 06

NOT APPLICABLE 94

Cl CP CE1l CE2 CM1 CM2
1lERe | 2EME | lLIERE | 2IEME | 1lIERE | 2IEME | lIERE 2IEME | lIERE | 2IEME | lIEERE | 2IEME

MATHEMATICS
INSTRUCTION
READING
INSTRUCTION
GENERAL
CONVERSATION
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SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS  SCHOOL ID:|__|__|__| sC
SC9.  DURING THIS SCHOOL YEAR (2015-2016), Y E S ittt a e e 1
WERE ALL STUDENTS WHO WANTED TO NO ettt 2 |
ENROLL IN THIS SCHOOL ADMITTED?
SC10. IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT IS THE MOST NO SCHOOL IN VILLAGE ...uvvuiiiieieeeiiiiiiiieeeesseesannnnns 01
IMPORTANT REASON PREVENTING SCHOOL FEES ...iititttiiiieieeeteeiiiins e e e seesasiinnneseaenaens 02
PARENTS FROM SENDING THEIR CHILD TOO YOUNG ..cevvveieveriiereeeeeeeseneseeeeeeeeeseeeneees 03
DAUGHTERS TO SCHOOL? SCHOOL TOO FAR.....eeiiiuiiieeeitreeeessiaeeessseeeessnnneens 04
WORK FOR INCOME ......ccvvviiiiieeeeeeeeviniinnseeeseesaninnns 05
HOUSEHOLD WORK ....cccvviiiiiieeeeeeiiiiiine e e e e seesaninnns 06
(SELECT ONLY ONE ANSWER) TAKING CARE OF SIBLINGS ......ccveveeiereireeeaereeneens 07
NO SEPARATE BATHROOMS FOR BOYS AND GIRLS .. 08
CHILD TOO OLD .. .ciiiiiviiiie e eeceevinien e e e e e 09 e
TO AVOID DEBAUCHERY ...cvvviiieeeiieeiiiinnseeeeeessninnns 10
PREVENTS EARLY MARRIAGE ......cccvvvivireeeeesienenens 11
FIELDWORK/PASTURE .....vvvviereeeiiieniieeeeee e e seeeneees 12
CUSTOM/RELIGION ..cccvvviviiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 13
LACK OF AWARENESS/IGNORANCE............ccccevreennen. 14
OTHER (SPECIFY)uttttiieeeeisiinrreereeeeessnsnnneeneeessannns 99
SC11. IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT IS THE MOST NO SCHOOL IN VILLAGE ...vvvuiiieeieeiiiiiiiiieeeeeseesannnnns 01
IMPORTANT REASON PREVENTING SCHOOL FEES ..ciiiiiiiiiiieieieieieeeeeeeeeeeseaeeeaeaeaeneaeneens 02
PARENTS FROM SENDING THEIR SONS TO CHILD TOO YOUNG .evvveeieiinirieneeseeesssnnrennnenaessnannns 03
SCHOOL? SCHOOL TOO FAR.....evvteeteeeesssenseseeeneneese s eneeen 04
(SELECT ONLY ONE ANSWER) WORK FOR INCOME ......ccvvviiiiieeeeeeeevinninnseeeseesaninnns 05
HOUSEHOLD WORK ......uvvviiireeeeesseinieeeeeeeeeseneneees 06
TAKING CARE OF SIBLINGS .....cccuvvveeeeeeesesnnnineneeeaens 07
NO SEPARATE BATHROOMS FOR BOYS AND GIRLS .. 08
CHILD TOO OLD ....ciiiiiviiiie e eee ettt e e e e eenaanan s 09 e
TO AVOID DEBAUCHERY ...oeeeeiiiivviieeeeeeessnnninnnneeeens 10
PREVENTS EARLY MARRIAGE ......cccvvvivireeeeesiienenens 11
FIELDWORK/PASTURE ........coeeeieieeeeeeeeeee e, 12
CUSTOM/RELIGION ..cccvvviviiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 13
LACK OF AWARENESS/IGNORANCE .......ccceeeriinvnnnnn. 14
OTHER (SPECIFY)uttttiteeeeisiinrreereeeesssnsnsnenneeessannns 99
SC12. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE A FEEDING Y ES ittt ettt aees 1 |
PROGRAM? NO oot 2 2=>SC14
L7 = = N PRSP 1
DRY RATIONS . ..uuuiiieieeieeeiiiias e e e seeeasian e e e s eeeannaans 2
SC13. WHAT TYPE OF FEEDING PROGRAM IS CANTEEN AND DRY RATIONS ....vevereeeereeresreseesenenn. 3 L
OFFERED BY THE SCHOOL?
OTHER (SPECIFY) uuttiiiiieeeiieiiiieeeeeeeesssnenieenneeees 99
SC13A. IF SC13 =2 0R SC13=3 ARE DRY YES ittt ettt 1 |
RATIONS FOR GIRLS ONLY? NO ettt 2
SC14. ARE THERE OTHER OUTSIDE PROGRAMS Y E S ittt e 1 |
ACTIVE AT THE SCHOOL THIS YEAR, SINCE N 2 2=SC15
OCTOBER 20157
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SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

SCHOOL ID:|___

SC

SC14A. IF YES, WHAT ARE THOSE PROGRAMS? 1=YES, 2=NO
(DO NOT READ THE OPTIONS, BUT NOTE ALL THE PROGRAMS MENTIONED BY THE RESPONDENT)

AMAGINE/NECS. ...

. AGENCE FRANGAISE DE DEVELOPPEMENT (AFD)

© O NO U A WN P
o]
Y
—
W)
<
o
o]
Z

. PROJET LUX-DEVELOPPEMENT PAM ................

. COOPERATION SUISSE ..ttuuuiiiiittittiutieseestetststusaeseassesssssssaaeseessstannaeaaeseestan e aeseeesnnaeeeerersrnn.
JICAA oo st s et e s e e s e s |
10. CONCERN INTERNATIONAL 1tttttuuteeesetetttussasseessesssssansseesaesessssssseeeseesssssnsaeesessssssnsneeeseeesmm I
L1, OTHER (SPECIFY) ttiiuuttttteteeessasutueereseeessassstteereeeessassssseesaeesssaassnseeeeeesssassssnneeseeesssnsssssneeeeesnnnnes -
SC15. DOES EACH STUDENT HAVE A YES, SOLE USE w.v.vovevereceeeeeseeeeneneesiseeeneneneen 1
COMPLETE SET OF TEXTBOOKS FOR [ |
HIS OR HER USE? (0 T 2

SC16. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE A LOCAL
LANGUAGE READING CURRICULUM Y ES ittt 1 [ |
(HAUSA, ZARMA, KANURI, FULFULDE | NO ......ooovuivieciicese e, 2 2=SC18
OU TAMASHEQ)?

SC17. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE LOCAL
LANGUAGE EDUCATIONAL Y ES ittt 1 | |
MATERIALS THAT ARE USED BY THE | NO ......cooviieiecieie e 2 2=5C18
STUDENTS?

SC17A. IN WHAT LANGUAGE ARE THE LOCAL LANGUAGE EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS IN THE SCHOOL?
NOTE THE SECOND LANGUAGE IF APPLICABLE.

HAUSA 01
A 2 02
N 7 NST 5=l T 03
FULFULDE . ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aa b e e e 04
KANURLL .. 05 l—
10T 06
JN =YY =1 [T 07 [ [ |
BOUDOUNMA ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e aa e e e 08
GOURMATCHE ..iviiiiiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeees 09
OTHER LANGUAGE (SPECIFY) ..ttttttteeiiiitttieeteeessistsneeseeeesssnsnsnnesssesssnansnsnns 99

sc NOT AT ALL SATISFIED......ccceeviiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennn, 1

17B. HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE
EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS A LITTLE DISSATISFIED.....ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnnnnes 2 | |
AVA”_ABLE AT YOUR SCHOOL') SOMEWHAT SATISFIED .................................... 3
SATISFIED ..uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeteeiiiee s e e eeeaaainaas 4

SC18. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE LOCAL YES 1 | |

LANGUAGE STORY BOOKS (NOT o~
( No 2 2=>SC19

SCHOOL BOOKS)') ...............................................................

SC18A. ARE THEY STORED IN A SCHOOL SCHOOL LIBRARY.....uvuuvrvrrunnrnnnrnnnnnnnennsnnnsrnnnnns 1
LIBRARY, IN EACH CLASSROOM, OR EACH CLASSROOM HAS A LIBRARY ......cccccvvvnenen 2 | [
IN A MOBILE LIBRARY? MOBILE LIBRARY .....vvrieeitriieeeiirreeeeenneeeesenaneeess 3
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SC18B. ARE THEY USED FOR CLASSROOM
INSTRUCTION?




SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS SCHOOL ID: | | | | SC
SC18cC. IN WHAT LANGUAGE ARE THE LOCAL LANGUAGE BOOKS? NOTE THE SECOND LANGUAGE IF
APPLICABLE.
HAUSA oot e et e et e e e 01
ZARNMA oo e e e r e e e e rar———— 02
BN 7N 1=l TN 03
FULRULDE «.cei et e it s e s era e aaas 04
KANURI « e e et e e e et e e e et e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eannes 05 I
TOUBOU ..ttt e et e et e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eannes 06
ARABIC....cci i ittt e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e — e e e e e e et b —— e e e e e e e e e aabraaaaaaaaas 07 | | [
BOUDOUMA ...ttt e e e e e e s b s e e ra s aaas 08
GOURMATCHE .ttt e et e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e eeeee e e e e ee e e e neeeesneeeeenaan 09
OTHER LANGUAGE (SPECIFY)..cciiiiutitiieeeeeissistieeeeseeessssnsnesessesssnnnssnnneesess 99
SC19. HOW MANY HOURS A DAY ARE THE
STUDENTS TYPICALLY AT SCHOOL? HOURS .......................................................... | | |
SC20. HOW MANY MINUTES, ON STUDENT- | TEACHER- TOTAL
AVERAGE, DOES EACH ON-TASK LED
TEACHER SPENT ON READING
ACTIVITIES WITH THE STUDENTS | (~, I I A I | O
e
STUDENT-ON-TASK AND CP e I I I l I l
TEACHER-LED ACTIVITIES? I I I | | | | |
CEL oo
IF CANNOT DISTINGUISH BETWEEN THE Lot
TWO, RECORD TOTAL ONLY. @37 2O
cM1 I I A I | O
cM2 I I A I | O
SC21A. IS THERE A NEW LOCAL LANGUAGE D =S 1
READING CURRICULUM BEING | |
TAUGHT IN C| CLASSES? NO ............................................................... 2
SC21B. IS THERE A NEW LOCAL LANGUAGE R =S 1
READING CURRICULUM BEING N ) | |
TAUGHT IN CP CLASSES? O ...............................................................
SC22. IN YOUR OPINION, WHEN SHOULD et e e e
CHILDREN BE ABLE TO READ? cP
(O
(03 =72 ||
[0, T
[, 2T
SC23. WHAT DOES « ABLE TO READ » RECITE TEXT et eetteeteeeeeeeeeseeeseeeseeesaeeeseesseeeseeeseeesnesnens |

MEAN?
MARK ALL THAT APPLY.

MEMORIZE TEXT

UNDERSTAND TEXT 1uiuiiiiiiiiiiiiinisr s asaeans

B.9




SCHOOL PHYSICAL STRUCTURE SCHOOL ID: |__ |

SS1. HOW MANY CLASSROOMS DOES THIS
CLASSROOMS .vvveeiiiiiiieeeiiiieieeeeeseesiiseseeeseeaenns
SCHOOL HAVE? I
SS2.  HOW MANY CLASSROOMS ARE USEABLE CLASSROOMS | | |
USEABLE? | USEABLE CLASSROOMS ....cooviesnessnnsssnenens
SS3.  HOW MANY OF THESE CLASSROOMS [ [ |
NUMBER .. ...ttt aa e — o
ARE MADE OF FINISHED MATERIAL? IFO > SS4
SS3A. WHAT GRADES TYPICALLY USE THE ALL GRADES | |
CLASSROOMS MADE OF FINISHED | ALEGRADES i
MATERIALS? If not all classrooms are made of finished
materials, note the grades that typically use
the classrooms made of finished materials.
Cla s ]
CP et L]
(O = N |
(O N |
(O 1V 1 N |
(1Y 12T ]
SS4. HOW MANY CLASSROOMS CAN BE USED CLASSROOMS [ [ |
WHEN ITRAINS? | CLASSROOMS ..cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiae IF0> Ssa
SS4A. WHAT GRADES TYPICALLY USE THE ALL GRADES L
CLASSROOMS WHEN IT RAINS? | ALLGRADES i
If not all classrooms can be used when it rains,
note the grades that typically use the
classrooms when it rains.
Cl e ]
(O = TR ]
(O = TR ]
(O TR ]
(O3 1V 1 N ]
CM 2 e ]
ss NOT AT ALL SATISFIED ....cevevvviieeieeeeeeveiae e 1
5.  HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE
A LITTLE DISSATISFIED ...ccovvvevvvveeeeeeeeeevernnnnnn. 2
CLASSROOMS AVAILABLE AT YOUR [ |
SCHOOL? SOMEWHAT SATISFIED ...cveviviieiiieiiie e 3
SATISFIED ..oevvvvieeeeeee e s e e e eeaiieeeeeaeaaeas 4
SS6. DO ALL STUDENTS IN THIS SCHOOL
HAVE THEIR OWN SEATS AND DESKS YES oot 1
SPACE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NO e 2 |

NORMS ESTABLISHED BY THE DEPT OF
ED?

B.10




SS7.

IN THIS SCHOOL ARE THERE
SUFFICIENT SEATS FOR UP TO 50
STUDENTS IN EACH CLASS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE NORMS
ESTABLISHED BY THE DEPT OF ED?

SS8.

IN THIS SCHOOL ARE THERE
SUFFICIENT DESKS FOR UP TO 50
STUDENTS IN EACH CLASS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE NORMS
ESTABLISHED BY THE DEPT OF ED?

SS9.

HOW MANY OF THESE CLASSROOMS
HAVE A BLACKBOARD?

SS10.

HOW MANY OF THESE CLASSROOMS
HAVE A BLACKBOARD THAT IS VISIBLE
TO ALL STUDENTS?

SS11.

HOW MANY OF THESE CLASSROOMS
HAVE A CUPBOARD?

SS12

. HOW MANY OF THESE CLASSROOMS

HAVE A TABLE FOR THE TEACHER?

SS13

. HOW MANY OF THESE CLASSROOMS

HAVE A CHAIR FOR THE TEACHER?

SS14.

DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE A POTABLE
WATER SOURCE (SUCH AS A
BOREHOLE)?

2=SS18

SS15

. WHAT TYPE OF WATER SOURCE IS IT?

PIPED WATER
TUBE WELL OR BOREHOLE

RAINWATER
TANKER TRUCK

CART WITH SMALL TANK
OTHER (SPECIFY)

SS16.

DOES THIS SCHOOL'S WATER SOURCE
FUNCTION?

1=>SS18

SS17.

IF NO, WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME ANY
MAINTENANCE WAS PERFORMED?

1-5MONTHS ..o

SS18.

DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE TOILET
FACILITIES FOR STUDENTS?

2=S5S24

SS109.

DO THE TOILETS FUNCTION?

|
25522

SS20.

ARE THE TOILETS BEING USED BY THE
STUDENTS?

|
2=SS23

SS821.

DO GIRLS AND BOYS HAVE SEPARATE
TOILET FACILITIES?




SLMONTH oo 1

SS22. WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME 1-5 MONTHS ..ttt 2
MAINTENANCE WAS PERFORMED ON -
THE TOILETS? S5 MONTHS it 3
DON'T KNOW ...eevvviririrnnnrnnernnernrnrnnnnnnnnnnnnnnes 98
NOT AT ALL SATISFIED......cceiiiiiniiiiiieieei, 1
SS23. HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE A LITTLE DISSATISFIED ....cciviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeen 2 | |
TOILET FACILITIES AT YOUR SCHOOL? | SOMEWHAT SATISFIED .....vvouveernnesnnessaneesneens 3
SATISFIED ...tvviiiieeeieiiiieee e e et e e 4
SS24. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE A YES it 1 | |
PRESCHOOL? NO ..o 2
SS25. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE A YES oo 1 | |
PLAYGROUND? NO oo 2
SS26. 1S THERE LODGING SPECIFICALLY FOR YES oottt 1 | |
THE TEACHERS? NO o 2 2=SP1
SS27. IS THE LODGING ONLY FOR FEMALE YES i 1 | |
TEACHERS? NO ..o 2
NOT AT ALL SATISFIED .....cuurrrmrnrnnnrnnnnnnnnnnnnnnns 1
SS28. HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE A LITTLE DISSATISFIED ....cccviiiiiiiiiieniiiciieans 2 | |
LODGING FOR TEACHERS? SOMEWHAT SATISFIED ... 3
SATISFIED ..ooviiiiiiiiieiie e 4
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SCHOOL PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS SCHOOL ID: |___|

SP

SP1A.

HOW MANY TEACHERS ARE CURRENTLY
TEACHING IN THIS SCHOOL, INCLUDING
TRAINEES AND VOLUNTEERS?

TEACHERS ....coiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee

SPiB.

ARE THERE A SUFFICIENT NUMBER OF
TEACHERS IN THIS SCHOOL IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE NORMS
ESTABLISHED BY THE MINISTRY OF
EDUCATION?

SP1c.

HOwW MANY CI| TEACHERS ARE
CURRENTLY TEACHING IN THIS SCHOOL,
INCLUDING TRAINEES AND VOLUNTEERS?

CITEACHERS ..ottt

SP1D.

HOW MANY CP TEACHERS ARE
CURRENTLY TEACHING IN THIS SCHOOL,
INCLUDING TRAINEES AND VOLUNTEERS?

CP TEACHERS ...ttt

SP2A.

HOW MANY OF THESE TEACHERS ARE
FEMALE?

FEMALE TEACHERS......uuiiiiiiiiviiiiiiin e e eeesaninans

SP2B.

HOW MANY OF THE CI TEACHERS ARE
FEMALE?

FEMALE TEACHERS......uuiiiiiiiiviiiiiiin e e eeesaninans

SP2c.

HOW MANY OF THE CP TEACHERS ARE
FEMALE?

FEMALE TEACHERS.....cccitiiiiiiiiiiieieieieieneneeeeees

SP3A.

HOW MANY TEACHERS HAVE AN
ADVANCED DEGREE?

MARK 00 IF NONE

TEACHERS WITH :

LICENSE....ciiiiiieieieieiiieieeeeeeee et

OTHER (SPECIFY)..cccvttieeieeeeeeiineeeeee e e s

SP3B.

HOW MANY Cl| TEACHERS HAVE AN
ADVANCED DEGREE?

MARK 00 IF NONE

TEACHERS WITH :

LICENSE....cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeetee et

OTHER (SPECIFY)..ccvttieeieeeeeeiiineeee e e e sesnneees

TEACHERS WITH :

SP3c. HOw MANY CP TEACHERS HAVE AN
ADVANCED DEGREE? BAC . I | |
MARK 00 IF NONE DUEEG/DUEL/DUES.........ccctviireeeeesescnineeneeeens | | |
LICENSE . .cutttiiiee ettt eeeeneaans | | |
OTHER (SPECIFY)..iiiiieiiee et | | |
SP4.  HOW MANY TEACHERS ARE THERE IN NR OF PERMANENT TEACHERS ......ocveveererennanes [
EACH CATEGORY?
NR OF TRAINEES TEACHERS .....cceeeeiiiiiiiineeennn [ [ |
NR OF VOLUNTEER TEACHERS ......cooviuuviieeennn [ [ |
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SCHOOL PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS SCHOOL ID: | | | | SP
SP5. HOW MANY TEACHERS ARE THERE IN NR OF ASSISTANT TEACHERS ....ccevvvvirieieees cene [ [ |
EACH RANK?
NR OF TRAINEES ASST. TEACHERS...........cc ..... [ [ |
NR OF CERTIFIED TEACHERS ...coveieaiiiiiiieeaaannn [ [ |
NR OF CERTIFIED TRAINEES TEACHERS............ [ [ |
NR OF MONITORS ...ceeiieeiiiiiieeiaaaaesarnieeeeaaeans [ [ |
NR WITHOUT FORMAL TRAINING ........ccvvvrneennn. [ [ |
SP6. NOW, | WOULD LIKE SOME INFORMATION LESS THAN 3 YEARS ..coeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeseeiiineeeeee s [ [ |
ON THE TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF THESE
TEACHERS. HOW MANY OF THESE BTO B YEARS cooeeeee ittt [ [ |
TEACHERS HAVE...
B5TO L0 YEARS .coeee ittt e e et [ [ |
10 OR MORE YEARS ..ceeeeiiiiirvrineeeeesssnnnnennneeeens [ [ |
SP7.  HOW OFTEN IS A TYPICAL TEACHER NO ABSENCES ....cttiiiiaeeeiiiiiieee e e e eiiiieeaaae e 0
ABSENT?
ONCE PER WEEK ... 1 | |
2-3 TIMES PER WEEK ...cceeiiiiiiiiiieieee e 2 -
MORE THAN 3 TIMES PER WEEK.........cccvvevernnes 3
SP8. HOw MANY TEACHERS OR SCHOOL TEACHERS ....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiieei | | |
OFFICIALS (INCLUDING THE DIRECTOR) —
HAVE RECEIVED PRE-SERVICE TRAINING SCHOOL OFFICIALS ...evviieeiaaeeeeiiieeeeaa e e | | |
ON TEACHING READING? (ENTER 00 IF NONE) B
SP9. HOW MANY TEACHERS OR SCHOOL
TEACHERS ....cutiiiiiiee ettt
OFFICIALS (INCLUDING THE DIRECTOR) [ [ |
HAVE RECEIVED PROFESSIONAL
SCHOOL OFFICIALS ...evvvieeieeeeeeiiieeee e e e
DEVELOPMENT TRAINING ON TEACHING (ENTER 00 IF NONE) |
READING?
SP10. HOwW MANY TEACHERS OR SCHOOL TEACHERS .....ettiiiiiee ettt | | |
OFFICIALS (INCLUDING THE DIRECTOR) EE—
HAVE RECEIVED TRAINING ON LOCAL SCHOOL OFFICIALS ...eevtieeeaaeeeaiiieieeaae e | | |
LANGUAGE READING? (ENTER 00 IF NONE) S —
SP11. HOw MANY TEACHERS OR SCHOOL TEACHERS ....cooiiiiiiiiiiieee | | |
OFFICIALS (INCLUDING THE DIRECTOR) —
HAVE RECEIVED TRAINING ON THE EQUAL | SCHOOL OFFICIALS .....ccuuuviiiieaaaeaaiiiieeeaae e | | |
TREATMENT OF BOYS AND GIRLS? (ENTER 00 IF NONE) S —
SP12. IN GENERAL, HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU NOT AT ALL SATISFIED ...ccevvveeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenes 1
WITH THE TEACHERS AT YOUR SCHOOL?
A LITTLE DISSATISFIED......uttrireeeersinirnnneeeaeenns 2 | |
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED ..cceeiiiiiiieeieee e 3
SATISFIED ..ceiiieeiiiiiiieete et 4
SP13. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE A STUDENT
Y ES i 1 | |
GOVERNMENT? —
NO...teievieee ittt 2 2=SP17
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SCHOOL PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS SCHOOL ID: |___|___

SP

SP14. IS THE STUDENT GOVERNMENT ELECTED [ I =0 = o L 1
OR APPOINTED? |
APPOINTED .uviviiiiceii ettt et e e s e e s eaas 2
SP15A. DOES THE STUDENT GOVERNMENT HAVE | YES........ooioiiuieieiiieeeee e en e 1
AN ACTION PLAN? |
NO o 2
SP15B. HAS THE STUDENT GOVERNMENT =TT 01
CONDUCTED LITERACY PROMOTION No 02 | | |
ACTIVITIES IN THE COMMUNITY DURING | VO seersessemeisiiiiiis
THE 2015/2016 SCHOOL YEAR? DON'T KNOW euiiieiieeeieeieee et ee e e e e eeeens 98
SP16. HOW MANY GIRLS AND HOW MANY BOYS
ARE ELECTED/APPOINTED GIRLS .ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e et e e e e e raaeans | I
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STUDENT B
GOVERNMENT? [0 S T PPN | | |
SP17. DOES THIS SCHOOL HAVE ANY SCHOOL MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (CGDES/AME/APE)?
R =SS TN 1
Al. AME (MOTHERS' ASSOCIATION) NO e 2 2 or 98|TS!31781
DON'T KNOW ...uviiiiiiiieeiicei e eer e eiee e 98
A2 “: YES, HOW MANY AME MEMBERS ARE NUMBER OF AME MEMBERS ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns | |
THERE? DON'T KNOW ....oeiviriirieesteeeereeeereneserenssneeens 98 -
R =SS TN 1
|
B1l. APE (PTA) NO e 2 2 or 985 SP17C1
DON'T KNOW ....cieeeieeeieeeeeeeete e e e 98
BZ “: YES, HOW MANY APE MEMBERS ARE NUMBER OF APE MEMBERS.....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiennn | |
THERE? DON'T KNOW ..eteeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaaans 98
=SS 1
C1. CGDES (SCHOOL MANAGEMENT No 5 |
commriee) [N s 2 or 98 >SP26
DON'T KNOW ...cieveieeeeee e ee e ee e 98
C2. IF YES, HOW MANY CGDES MEMBERS NUMBER OF CGDES MEMBERS..........cccoveieeenes | |
ARE THERE? DONT KNOW ...t eeeeeeeee e eeeeeeenevae e 98 -
SP18. WHAT YEAR WAS THE CGDES CREATED? | YEAR ittt ciieee et e e te e s e e enean e e e saneanenneneenas
DON'T KNOW .eevvieiiiiiriieiee e e srnneeeee e 0098 T
SP19. DoEes THE CGDES HAVE REGULAR R =S PP 01
MEETINGS? NO e 02 [ [ |
DON'T KNOW ...utiiiiiiiiiiiieeii e eeasera e e 98
SP20A. DOES THE CGDES HAVE AN ACTION Y E S ittt 01
PLAN? TG YT 02 L
DON'T KNOW L.uuviiiniiiiieiiieeiesrieern e saneesiaees 98
SP20B. HAS THE CGDES CONDUCTED LITERACY =S 01
PROMOTION ACTIVITIES IN THE No 02 | | |
COMMUNITY DURING THE 2015/2016 | NO oo,
SCHOOL YEAR? DON'T KNOW Lovviiieiieirieeiieeeieisineesnsesansessnnees 98
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SP21.

HOw MANY CGDES MEMBERS HAVE
RECEIVED TRAINING ON THE EQUAL
TREATMENT OF BOYS AND GIRLS IN THE
CLASSROOM WITHIN THE PREVIOUS
YEAR?

MEMBERS ...

DON'T KNOW <.evveeiiieestieesneeeeeeeeseeeesneeeenneeens 98
(MARK 00 IF NONE)

SP21A. HAS THE CGDES AT THIS SCHOOL R =S PPN 01
RECEIVED FUNDING THIS YEAR? [ [ |
NO e 02 T
02=>SP22
DON'T KNOW L.uuviiiniiiiiieiiieeieisieeen e saneesiaees 98
SP21B. IF YES, WHO PROVIDED THE FUNDING? NECS/PLAN/AIDE ET ACTION ...vverveeeeenn. 01
MARK ALL THAT APPLY MEP/A/PLN/EC ..o, 02 L
THE LOCAL COMMUNITY .evvviiieieeerevieeeeennnn 03
ANOTHER NGO (SPECIFIER) ...vvvvvveeeiiineeenn 04
DON'T KNOW ...utiiveiiiiiiii it e e 98
SP22. How MANY CGDES MEMBERS HAVE MEMBERS ....uuniiiitte et e et eeeie e st e eeaaaas
RECEIVED TRAINING IN BOREHOLE | | |
MAINTENANCE WITHIN THE PREVIOUS DON'T KNOW .viiivieeeeiie e e e e eeeeane e eeea 98
YEAR?
(MARK 00 IF NONE)
SP23. How MANY CGDES MEMBERS HAVE MEMBERS ....ovniiiieteee et e e s e e
RECEIVED TRAINING IN THE IMPORTANCE | | |
OF LOCAL LANGUAGE READING WITHIN DON'T KNOW .viiiveeeeie e ee e e e eeaa e e eea 98
THE PREVIOUS YEAR?
(MARK 00 IF NONE)
SP24 HOW MANY CGDES MEMBERS HAVE MEMBERS ......................................................
RECEIVED TRAINING ABOUT MENTORING [ [ |
WITHIN THE PREVIOUS YEAR? DON'T KNOW iiiiiiiiiiiieiviie e rieerrnneeennnnennnnees 98
(MARK 00 IF NONE)
SP25A. HOW MANY CGDES MEMBERS HAVE MEMBERS ... | | |
RECEIVED ADULT LITERACY TRAINING 002 SP26
WITHIN THE PREVIOUS YEAR? DON'T KNOW ...iiiiieeiiieeeeeteeee et eeeene e e 98
(MARK 00 IF NONE)
SP25B. IN GENERAL, HOW EFFECTIVE DO YOU VERY EFFECTIVE ivuiiiiiii e eiee e 1
THINK THE ADULT LITERACY TRAININGS SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE 5
HAVE BEEN FOR THE CGDES? | SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE .oooioiiniiiisinnininas | |
SOMEWHAT INEFFECTIVE ..cuviivniiiiciiiceeieiiinas 3
INEFFECTIVE «.covviiiiiiieieeete et ea e 4
SP26. 1S THERE AN ACTIVE MENTORING D = N 1
PROGRAM IN THE SCHOOL? NG 2 |
............................................................... 2 or 95 SP28
DON'T KNOW L.uvviiiiiiiiieiiieiiee et eeei s e eaa e ean 9
SP27. HOW MANY STUDENTS PARTICIPATE IN
THE PROGRAM? GIRLS ittt e
I
70 2= T
, [
DON'T KNOW L.eutiiiniiiiiieiiieeieeiieeeaieeaneasnanas 98
(ENTER 0O IF NONE)
SP28. HOW MANY ADMINISTRATIVE INSPECTIONS
HAS THE SCHOOL HAD DURING THIS DON'T KNOW........oee... 98 (MARK 00 IF NONE) (I
SCHOOL YEAR (2015-2016)?
SP29. HOw MANY PEDAGOGICAL SUPERVISIONS
HAS THE SCHOOL HAD DURING THIS DON'T KNOW ...ververrenn 98 (MARK 00 IF NONE) (I

SCHOOL YEAR (2015-2016)?
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SP30. HoOw MANY TIMES HAS THE SCHOOL
PARTICIPATED IN CLUSTER MEETINGS
WITH OTHER SCHOOLS DURING THIS DON'TKNOW ...
SCHOOL YEAR (2015-2016)?

98 (MARK 00 IF NONE) ||
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INTERVIEW RESULT VILLAGEID:|__|__|__| SCHOOLID:|__|_| RE

AFTER THE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE SCHOOL HAS BEEN COMPLETED, FILL IN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

REL. RESULT OF SCHOOL INTERVIEW :
COMPLETE...iiitittti i e e e et eettis e s e et ee s e e e e e e e aata e e e aaaeens 1
[\ ] 1= W = o =SS 2
REFUSED ... ittt 3
SCHOOL NOT FOUND/DESTROYED ...uuuuuuuunniannseaneaanns 4
OTHER ..ottt a e e 99
(SPECIFY)

INTERVIEWER/SUPERVISOR NOTES : USE THIS SPACE TO RECORD NOTES ABOUT THE INTERVIEW WITH THIS
SCHOOL, SUCH AS CALL-BACK TIMES, INCOMPLETE INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW FORMS, NUMBER OF ATTEMPTS
TO RE-VISIT, ETC.

RE2. NAME OF DATA ENTRY CLERK :

DATA ENTRY CLERK NUMBER: I
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NIGER NECS SCHOOL REGISTER

ENROLEMENT INFORMATION SCH

VISITS SHOULD BE MADE AROUND THE SAME TIME EACH MORNING, WHEN THE SCHOOL IS OPEN AND THE STUDENTS ARE
IN CLASS, BUT BEFORE THE LUNCH BREAK. THE SCHOOL REGISTER FORM CAN BE COMPLETED AT THE SAME TIME AS THE
SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE. THE INFORMATION IN MODULE SCH SHOULD MATCH THE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE. TO FILL OUT
THE STUDENT ATTENDANCE ROSTER, REQUEST THE OFFICIAL ROSTER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE SCHOOL. AFTER
THE ENROLLMENT VERIFICATION IS COMPLETE, KEEP TOGETHER WITH THE CORRESPONDING SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE.

SCH1. REGION: ID| SCH2. COMMUNE: ID|__|__|
SCH3. VILLAGE: ID | | | SCHA4. ScHooL: ID | [ | [
SCHS5. INTERVIEWER NAME AND NUMBER : SCH6. SUPERVISOR NAME AND NUMBER

1. NAME D |_|_|

2. NAME D |__|__| NAME D |__|__|

3. NAME D |__|__|
SCH7.  DAY/MONTH/YEAR OF INTERVIEW: L /] (/12 10| 1] 6|

SCHS8. NAME OF SCHOOL:

AFTER ALL THE SCHOOL REGISTER FORMS ARE COMPLETED BY THE INTERVIEWERS, NOTE THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES FILLED AND
THE TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO SHOULD BE IN THE SCHOOL REGISTER FOR EACH INTERVIEWER:

SCH9. INTERVIEWER NAME AND NUMBER, NUMBER OF PAGES FILLED, & TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN:

1. Nom ID |__|]__|] NROFPAGES |___|__ | TOTALNROFCHILDREN |__ | |
2. Nom ID |__|__| NROFPAGES |__|__| TOTALNROF CHILDREN |__|__ |
3. Nom ID |__|__| NROFPAGES |__|__| TOTALNROF CHILDREN |__|__|
4. Nom ID |__|__| NROFPAGES |__|__| TOTALNROF CHILDREN |__|__ |
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SCHOOL REGISTERRESULT VILLAGEID:|_| | | SCHOOLID:|_ | | |

RE

AFTER THE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE SCHOOL HAS BEEN COMPLETED, FILL IN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

REL. RESULT OF SCHOOL INTERVIEW :
COMPLETE ...t iiiitti ittt e ettt e e e e e e e en e e aaees 1
INCOMPLETE 1uuiiiiiiiiiiiiin ettt st s e e aara s 2
= U 1S =1 o 3
SCHOOL NOT FOUND/DESTROYED ...evvveeeisiinierieneeaeseannns 4
OTHER .1ttt ettt sttt e e e e et e eaaaes 9
(SPECIFY)

INTERVIEWER/SUPERVISOR NOTES : USE THIS SPACE TO RECORD NOTES ABOUT THE INTERVIEW WITH THIS SCHOOL, SUCH AS

CALL-BACK TIMES, INCOMPLETE INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW FORMS, NUMBER OF ATTEMPTS TO RE-VISIT, ETC.

RE2A. NAME OF DATA ENTRY CLERK — 1ST DATA ENTRY :

DATA ENTRY CLERK NUMBER

DAY/MONTH/YEAR OF DATA ENTRY’ /2] 0] 1]6|

REZ2B. NAME OF DATA ENTRY CLERK — 2ND DATA ENTRY :

DATA ENTRY CLERK NUMBER

DAY/MONTH/YEAR OF DATA ENTRY: /2] 0] 1]6|
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SCHOOL REGISTER SAR

DateorVisiT || |/ | J/|_|__| 1|6 | VILLAGE ID: |

COMPLETE THIS REGISTER BY RECORDING EACH STUDENT IDENTIFIED AS BEING ENROLLED IN THE SCHOOL IN THE HOUSEHOLD SURVEY. BE SURE THAT THE DATE ON THIS REGISTER CORRESPONDS TO THE
DATE OF THE SCHOOL VISIT. COLLECT DATA FOR ALL GRADES IN PRIMARY SCHOOLS. THE FIRST SIX COLUMNS (SAR1-SARG6) MUST BE FILLED OUT BEFORE GOING TO THE SCHOOL. USE THE SCHOOL
ROSTER FOR SAR7 AND SAR8. SAR9 MUST BE BASED ON INTERVIEWER OBSERVATION. USE THE SCHOOL ROSTER FOR SAR10-SAR11. THE STUDENT HOUSEHOLD ID NUMBER (SARS3) IS THE SAME
AS THE CHILD ID NUMBER FOR QUESTION HL1 IN THE HOUSEHOLD SURVEY. USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NECESSARY.

EcoLE ID: I I NAME OF SCHOOL:
SARL| SAR2. | SARS3. SARA. SARS. | SAR6 | SAR7. SARS. SAR9. | SAR10. SARLL.

: STUDENT STUDENT STUDENT NAME SEX . IS STUDENT IFENROLLED, | IS STUDENT DURING NUMBER OF DAYS THE STUDENT WAS ABSENT, PER
LINE | HoUSEHOLD | HOUSEHOLD (HL2) AGE ENROLLEDIN | RECORDGRADE | PRESENT AT T:E\'/‘QST MONTH, SINCE THE START OF THE 2015-2016 SCHOOL
No. NUMBER ID NUMBER 1MALE (HL4) SCHOOL? o SCHOOJ). DAY THE YEAR.

(IM4) (HL1) 2 FEMALE 1 Yes b TODAY SCHOOL WRITEQO IF THE STUDENT WAS NOT ABSENT DURING THE MONTH
1 RC;EISCHOOL WAS OPEN, CONSIDERED
2 No > op HOW MANY RECORD 88 IF THE INFORMATION IS NOT AVAILABLE IN THE
(HL3) 3 CE1 1YEs TIMES WAS RECORDS
IFNO, SKiPTO |4 CE2 2No STLTJEENT
NEXTSTUDENT |5 CM1 PRESENT? (CHECK WITH SC7)
6 CM2 )
A.OCT B. Nov c.DEc D. JAN E. FEB F. MAR
IM4 HL1 HL2 HL3 HL4 ENROLLED GRADE PRESENCE DAYS 2015 2015 2015 2016 2016 2016
[ I I | | N T T Y O M 1 I A I I
| | | | | | | | ]| | | ]| | ||| | 1] | | 1] 1 |
| | | | | | | | ]| | | ]| | ||| | 1] 1 | 1] 1 |
| | | | | | | | ]| | | ]| | | || | 1] 1 | 1] |
[ | I | | [ 1 T T 1 T T [ 1 Y O I
[ I I | | [ N R N N N
[ I I | | N T T Y O M 1 I A I I
| | | | | | | | ]| | | ]| | ||| | 1] | | 1] 1 |
| | | | | | | | ]| | | ]| | | || | 1] 1 | 1] |
[ | | I I R 1 T T T O [ I 1 I T O I
[ | I | | [ 1 T T 1 T T [ 1 Y O I
[ I I | | N T T Y O M 1 I A I I
[ — [ [ [ [ | | ]| | | ]| | | ]I | 1|1 | |11 |
INTERVIEWER NAME INTERVIEWERID |__|_ |
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APPENDIX C

HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE
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NIGER NECS HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE

HELLO. MY NAME IS [NAME] AND | AM WORKING WITH THE RESEARCH INSTITUTE CIERPA. WE ARE WORKING ON A STUDY
CONCERNED WITH EDUCATION IN YOUR COMMUNITY. THE STUDY IS FUNDED BY THE MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE CORPORATION, AN
AMERICAN FOREIGN AID AGENCY, AND IS BEING CARRIED OUT BY MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH. | WOULD LIKE TO TALK TO
YOU ABOUT YOUR HOUSEHOLD. THE INTERVIEW WILL TAKE SOME TIME. ALL THE INFORMATION WE OBTAIN WILL REMAIN
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND THIS INFORMATION WILL NOT BE RELEASED IN ANY WAY THAT WOULD ALLOW IDENTIFICATION OF
YOUR HOUSEHOLD OR YOUR FAMILY’S ANSWERS. THIS INFORMATION WILL BE USED FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES ONLY, AND
ONCE THE STUDY IS COMPLETED DATA FROM THE STUDY THAT DOES NOT IDENTIFY YOU PERSONALLY WILL BE MADE PUBLICLY
AVAILABLE TO ENABLE ADDITIONAL ANALYSES. YOUR PARTICIPATION IS VOLUNTARY AND YOU MAY CHOOSE NOT TO ANSWER ANY
OR ALL QUESTIONS FOR ANY REASON. IN OTHER WORDS, YOU HAVE THE ALTERNATIVE TO NOT PARTICIPATE. THERE ARE NO
RISKS AND NO DIRECT BENEFITS TO YOU IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY. YOU MAY CONTACT M. KOURGUENI, THE DIRECTOR
OF CIERPA, AT 96.59.80.79, IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS, CONCERNS OR COMPLAINTS ABOUT THE STUDY OR YOUR RIGHTS AS
PARTICIPANTS. |F YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS FOR ME, PLEASE FEEL FREE TO ASK AT ANY TIME. DURING THIS TIME | WOULD LIKE
TO SPEAK WITH THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD AND ALL MOTHERS OR OTHERS WHO TAKE CARE OF CHILDREN IN THE HOUSEHOLD.
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IDENTIFICATION OF HOUSEHOLD IM

IM1. REGION: D |__| IM2. COMMUNE: ID |||
IM3. VILLAGE: ID|__|_]_] | IM4. HOUSEHOLD NUMBER: [
IM5. INTERVIEWER NAME AND NUMBER: IM6. SUPERVISOR NAME AND NUMBER:

NAME D || NAME D ||

IM7. DAY/MONTH/YEAR OF INTERVIEW: || |/|__| |/ 2|0 2]6]

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS HC

HC1l. NAME OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD:

HC2. RESPONDENT RELATIONSHIP TO HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD: |__ ||

[ 127 o 01 MOTHER/FATHER.....vvveveercenirseenenns 05 ADOPTED/FOSTER/STEPCHILD ......... 09
WIFE OR HUSBAND .....ccoovvrvrviviienanns 02 BROTHER OR SISTER .....cvevevviinnnn 06 NOT RELATED ...cvvvivvrviiirereiriininnns 10
SON OR DAUGHTER ...cvvviiciciennen, 03 UNCLE/AUNT ..ovvveeceeccecee s 07 OTHER RELATION.....cevvriivnrererererenns 96
GRANDCHILD ....vvveeeeniriiceereeneeeneas 04 NIECE/NEPHEW .....coovovverercrcrnrerennans 08 DON'TKNOW.....cvcvrvcvererererririveeeenas 98

HC3. RESPONDENT'S NAME (IF NOT HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD)

HC4. DESCRIPTION OF HOUSEHOLD LOCATION:

HC5. RESPONDENT’S TELEPHONE NR.: Y Y ) Y A

HC6. HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD'STELEPHONE NR.: | || | | | |1 |

HC7. PERSON TO CONTACT TO FIND THE RESPONDENT IN THE FUTURE. IF POSSIBLE, THIS PERSON SHOULD LIVE IN THE
VILLAGE. IF THE CODE IS ‘OTHER’, SPECIFY THE RELATIONSHIP.

HEAD ....ovvveveceeceecceee e 01 MOTHER/FATHER......c0evevererereninrnens 05 ADOPTED/FOSTER/STEPCHILD ......... 09
WIFE OR HUSBAND ......ccoeevevenrinee. 02 BROTHER OR SISTER ......cccocverernee. 06 NEIGHBOR......c.cvvvereerereiiereecee e 10
SON OR DAUGHTER ...covvvveveicrennen, 03 UNCLE/AUNT .ot 07 COUSIN..ovreeirie et 11
GRANDCHILD ....oovevevviiieiereieeienenns 04 NIECE/NEPHEW .....cooveveerererererennans 08 FRIEND ovvvvieceee s 11

OTHER (SPECIFY) ..vvvvevirersvrereennenns 96
NAME RELATIONSHIP: [___ ||

TELEPHONE NR: | | | | | || | |
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS HC
HC8. SEX OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD: MALE ..ot e 1
[ =Y =N 2 |
HC9. AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD:

(DON'T KNOW, 98)

HC10. HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD:

MARK THE HIGHEST LEVEL, UP TO TWO RESPONSES ARE POSSIBLE

NONE.....ioiiiiiie e 00
PRE-SCHOOL.......cccvviviiiieeeeeeiiiinn 01
Y 7 = U 02
SECONDARY ....ouvviiieeeeeessseninnenaaeeenn 03
HIGHER ......cviiiiiiiiiciicc e, 04

PROFESSIONAL....cuuuiiiieiieeiiiiinieeeeeeeaiiins 05
KORANIC SCHOOL......ccvvevvviiiiiieeeeeseesinnnnnnns 06
MADRASA .eeeiieeiiiiiiieieeeeeesssnnteneneeeessnnnnes 07
LITERACY TRAINING....cctereeeeriinrrrereeeeesnnnnes 08
DON'T KNOW ....coiiiiiiiiiiie e eeaeen 98

Al

B.|_ ||

HC11l. TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS:

HC12A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM 13 TO 18 YEARS OLD IN HOUSEHOLD:

|
HC12B. TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM 6 TO 12 YEARS OLD IN HOUSEHOLD: | | |
HC12c. TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS OLD IN HOUSEHOLD: | | |
HC13. WHAT NATIONAL LANGUAGES DOES THE HAUSA ..ot 01
?
HEAD OF THIS HOUSEHOLD SPEAK: ZARMA .ottt e e e e e e e e e aaan 02 A | |
MARK ALL THAT APPLY, UP TO THREE TAMASHEQ .. ittt e e ra e ebaas 03
FULFULDE ...ttt e e e 04 B. ||
KANURI «.ccvecceeee et eaa e 05
TOUBOU ...ttieiteae ettt 06 Col ||
ARABE ..t 07
BOUDOUMA .....ovniiieie e 08
GOURMANTCHE ...ccvveiiieieeeeeee e e e e e eeae e e eaas 09
TASSAWAK .. et iei et ettt et e e s e b e ra s abaas 10
OTHER LANGUAGE (SPECIFY) ..eeviiieiiiiiiiieeeaaeeeeaes 96
HC14. DOES THE HEAD OF THIS HOUSEHOLD Y E S ittt 01
SPEAK FRENCH? NO e e 02 [ [ [
DON'T KNOW .ovniiiiiiiieeeie e et e e ene e 98
HC15. CAN THE HEAD OF THE HOUSEHOLD READ | YES .iiuuuiiiiitiiieieiieiee et e et e e e e e e s erae e e seaaeeeeannnns 01
A SIMPLE PHRASE IN FRENCH? NO e e 02 |
DON'T KNOW .oviiiiiiiiieeee et et e s ene e e 98
HC16. CAN THE HEAD OF THE HOUSEHOLD READ | YES tuiituiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiee it eee et esaie e s s st s esaneasnas 01
A SIMPLE PHRASE IN ANY OTHER NO e 02 | | |
LANGUAGE? DON'T KNOW .cuviiiiiiiicicei et 98
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS HC
HC17. MAIN MATERIAL OF THE DWELLING NATURAL MATERIAL (EARTH, SAND) .....cvvveeiiireeenns 01
FLOOR? RUDIMENTARY MATERIAL (WOOD PLANKS)............. 02
FINISHED MATERIAL (VINYL, ASPHALT, CERAMIC,
CEMENT, TILE) 1uuuttiieeeeeeeeeitteeee e e e e s e einieeeeeee s 03 |
OTHER (SPECIFY) tetttiiieiiiiiiiieeea e e eiieeeeea e e 96
HC18. MAIN MATERIAL OF THE ROOF? NATURAL MATERIAL (NO ROOF, STRAW) ........c..cc..... 01
RUDIMENTARY MATERIAL (RUSTIC MAT, WOOD
PLANKS) ©uvieeireesireessneeesiree e 02
FINISHED MATERIAL (METAL, WOOD, CEMENT, [
SHINGLES) .cvveesereesireessreeesiree e nnee e 03
OTHER (SPECIFY) ciiiiiiiiiiieieee et 96
HC19. MAIN MATERIAL OF THE DWELLING NATURAL MATERIAL (EARTH, SAND).....c.ceerveraneennns 01
WALLS? RUDIMENTARY MATERIAL (WOOD PLANKS, PALM,
STEM/STALK, STRAW) .cieeriiieeee e e s eeiniieeeeee e e e 02
FINISHED MATERIAL (ASPHALT, TILES, CEMENT) ..... 03 [
WITHOUT WALLS ..ottt 04
OTHER (SPECIFY) ciiiiiiiiiiieieee et 96
HC20. DO ANY MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD OWN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING FUNCTIONING GOODS?
A. RADIO D =S 1 | |
INO Lttt 2 —
B. TELEPHONE /CELL PHONE D =S 1 | |
N Lttt 2 -
c. WATCH Y ES ittt 1 L
N Lttt 2 —
D. BICYCLE Y ES ittt 1 L
NO i, 2 -
E. ANIMAL DRAWN-CART D =S 1 | |
NO s 2 -
E. CATTLE D =S 1 | |
INO Lttt 2 —
G. CAMELS Y ES ittt 1 L
N Lttt 2 —
HC21. DOES THIS HOUSEHOLD OWN ANY Y ES ittt 1
READING MATERIALS? (NOT INCLUDING THE | NO ..o 2 L]
KORAN)
HC22. IFHC20B =1, HOW MANY CELL PHONES
ARE OWNED BY MEMBERS OF THE NUMBER OF CELL PHONES .....ecvteteesieesieesieeseesneeanees ]

HOUSEHOLD?
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

HC

HC23. IF HC20B =1, WHICH MEMBERS OF THE HOUSEHOLD HAVE | HEAD........ccviiiiiiiiiccieeee e, 01
THESE CELL PHONES? WIFE OR HUSBAND ......vvvveeeeeerennns 02
SON OR DAUGHTER ....cevvvvverererennnns 03
MARK ALL APPLICABLE RELATIONS TO THE HEAD OF THE GRANDCHILD......ccvvvevererereeererneeennns 04
HOUSEHOLD Al ||
MOTHER/FATHER .......cccvvvueeeeeenns 05
BROTHER/SISTER .....ccovviiniiiiiieiins 06 ||| |
UNCLE/AUNT ...ooeiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee 07
NIECE/NEPHEW .....coevvviiiiiiiiiiinns 08 |c| ||
ADOPTED/FOSTER/STEP CHILD........ 09
NOT RELATED .....coeeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 10
OTHER RELATIONS (SPECIFY) ....... 96
HC24. IFHC208B =1, WHICH MEMBERS OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD......oooiiiiiii 01
ARE ALLOWED TO USE THESE CELL PHONES? WIFE OR HUSBAND ......vvvvieeeeeiinnnns 02
SON OR DAUGHTER .....ccccvvieeeiinnnnns 03
MARK ALL APPLICABLE RELATIONS TO THE HEAD OF THE GRANDCHILD.....ccvvvveeerererererererenenns 04
HOUSEHOLD Al ||
MOTHER/FATHER ....ccceeveeeeeeeeennn. 05
TICK HERE IF ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS ARE ALLOWED TO USE BROTHER/SISTER ......cccviiiiiiinnns 06 B. ||
THE CELL PHONES O UNCLE/AUNT .ot 07
NIECE/NEPHEW ...cooovviiiiiiniiiiiieis 08 |c |||
ADOPTED/FOSTER/STEP CHILD....... 09
NOT RELATED .....coeeeveeeeeeeeeeeeen, 10
OTHER RELATIONS (SPECIFY) ....... 96
HC25. WHAT IS THE MAIN SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER FOR PIPED WATER......cccevieieeiieeeeeeeee, 01
MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD DURING THE RAINY TUBE WELL OR BOREHOLE ..o 02
SEASON?
COVERED WELL.....ccvvvvevevvvererevennnns 03
TRADITIONAL WELL ....cccvvnneeennnnnnenn. 04
TANKER TRUCK .....vueeeeivieeeiinin, 05
SURFACE WATER (RAIN, RIVER, I
STREAM, ETC.) «evvvevrreireeeeeieinnns 06
BOTTLED WATER .....cceeeeeeeeeeeeennn. 07
OTHER (SPECIFY) teeevieeiiiiiiiieeeeennn 96
HC26. WHAT IS THE PRINCIPAL TYPE OF TOILET THAT IS USED MODERN TOILET .....cceeeeeeeeeeeeeeennn. 01
BY YOUR HOUSEHOLD? IMPROVED LATRINE......vvveeeeeeereennnns 02
TRADITIONAL LATRINE .......ccvvvnnnnenn. 03 L
BUSH/IN NATURE .......covvvvviieeeeeenns 04
OTHER (SPECIFY) evvveeeieiiiniieneeeeennn 96
HC27. HAVE ANY ADULT MEMBERS OF THIS HOUSEHOLD YES outtvuvuuunnnnnnerrnrerrrsrresressersesereeneees 1 ]
PARTICIPATED IN LITERACY TRAINING OF ANY KIND? NO oo 2 2=HC31
HC28. HOW MANY ADULT MEMBERS PARTICIPATED, BY A MALES oo |
GENDER?
B. FEMALES ..o 1|
HC29. DO ANY ADULT MEMBERS CURRENTLY PARTICIPATE? YES oottuuvuiuierninnrnnrrrrrrrsesresrersrsereeneees 1 ]
NO oo 2 1=HC31
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

HC

HC30. HAVE ANY ADULT MEMBERS PARTICIPATED DURING THE PREVIOUS
1 YEAR?

HC31. HAVE ANY MEMBERS OF THIS HOUSEHOLD PARTICIPATED IN ANY
COMMUNITY EVENTS RELATED TO LITERACY AND READING?

2=HC33

HC32. HAVE THEY PARTICIPATED IN AN EVENT IN THE PREVIOUS 1 YEAR?

HC33. ON AVERAGE, HOW MANY MEALS PER DAY DO YOU HAVE IN YOUR
HOUSEHOLD?

HC34. IN THE PREVIOUS 7 DAYS, HAVE YOU OR ANY MEMBER OF YOUR
HOUSEHOLD GONE TO BED HUNGRY BECAUSE THERE WAS NOT
ENOUGH FOOD AVAILABLE?

HC35. HOw SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE
PRIMARY SCHOOL IN YOUR VILLAGE?

IF THERE IS MORE THAN 1 SCHOOL, THINK OF THE SCHOOL THAT THE LARGEST NUMBER
OF YOUR CHILDREN ATTEND.

UNSATISFIED
A LITTLE SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

HC36. HOwW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE TEACHERS IN THE PRIMARY
SCHOOL IN YOUR VILLAGE?

IF THERE IS MORE THAN 1 SCHOOL, THINK OF THE SCHOOL THAT THE LARGEST NUMBER
OF YOUR CHILDREN ATTEND.

UNSATISFIED
A LITTLE SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

HC37. DOES SOMEONE (ADULT) IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD PARTICIPATE IN
ACTIVITIES WITH THE COGES/CGDES, AME OR APE DURING THE
PREVIOUS YEAR?

HC38. DOES THE PRIMARY SCHOOL OFFER SEPARATE BATHROOMS FOR
BOYS & GIRLS?

HC39. DOES THE PRIMARY SCHOOL OFFER A SCHOOL CANTEEN?

HC40. DOES THE PRIMARY SCHOOL OFFER DRY RATIONS?

I
2HC42

HCA41. IF YES, ARE THE DRY RATIONS FOR GIRLS ONLY?

HC42. DOES THE PRIMARY SCHOOL HAVE BOOKS AVAILABLE FOR STUDENT
USE?

HC43. AT WHAT AGE DO YOU EXPECT CHILDREN TO BE ABLE TO READ?

C.8




HOUSEHOLD LISTING FORM

Village ID: |__ ||

Household Number ||

HL

FIRST, PLEASE TELL ME THE NAME OF EACH CHILD WHO USUALLY LIVES HERE BETWEEN THE AGES OF 6 AND 12. List all household members between 6 and 12 years old in HL2, their relationship to the
household head (HL5), their sex (HL3), and their age (HL4). Then ask: ARE THERE ANY OTHER CHILDREN BETWEEN THE AGE OF 6 AND 12 WHO LIVE HERE, EVEN IF THEY ARE NOT MEMBERS OF YOUR FAMILY, DO
NOT HAVE PARENTS LIVING IN THIS HOUSEHOLD, OR ARE NOT AT HOME NOW? (INCLUDING CHILDREN IN SCHOOL OR AT WORK). If yes, complete listing. Add a continuation sheet if there are more than 10 children
in the household between the ages of 6 and 12. Tick here if continuation sheet used O
The ID code of the child noted in HL1 has to be constant on all following pages.

HLL. HL2. HL3. HL4a. HL4e. HLS. HL6. HL7. HLS. HLO. HL10. HL11.
Child ID CHILD’S NAME IS (NAME) MALE| HOWOLDIS | DO YOU HAVE WHAT IS THE WHAT IS (NAME)'S | AT ANY TIME DURING THE | WHAT IS THE WHAT IS THE WHAT IS THE WHAT IS THE HIGHEST
ORFEMALE? | (NAME)? (NAME'S) LEGAL | pe| ATIONSHIP OF MOTHER TONGUE? | PAST YEAR, DID (NAME) DO| HIGHEST LEVELOF | HIGHEST GRADE | HIGHEST LEVEL YOU | LEVEL OF SCHOOL YOU
?CT;SMENTS" (NAME) TO THE HEAD ANY KIND OF WORK FOR | SCHOOL (NAME) (NAME) COMPLETED | THINK (NAME) WILL | WOULD LIKE (NAME) TO
1 wALE Sgnjgf;?n ' OFTHEHOUSEHOLD? | 9 11\ j6a SOMEONE WHO ISNOTA | ATTENDED? AT THIS LEVEL? COMPLETE? ATTEND?
2 FEMALE ] B L Vs 0} SONORPAUSHTER | 62 Zaga MEMBER OF THIS GRADE!
2 No GRANDDAUGHTER | 03 TAMASHEQ HOUSEHOLD? LEVEL! 1 PRESCHOOL | LEVEL: LEVEL!
98 DON'T 03 BROTHER ORsisTer| 04 FULFULDE IF YES:FORPAYINCASH/ | 00 NoscHooL |2 Cl 00 NoscHooL |00 NoscHooL
05 KANURI IN KIND OR NON-PAID?
KNOW 04 NIECE OR NEPHEW 01 PrescHooL |3 CP 01 PrescHooL |01 PREScCHOOL
05 ADOPTED/FOSTERED/ g? ;(R):zgu 02 PRIMARY 4 CEl 02 PRIMARY 02 PRIMARY
STEPCHILD 1 YES,PAD(CASHOR | 03 SeconpARY |5 CE2 03 SECONDARY | 03 SECONDARY
06 NORELATION 08 Boubouma IN KIND)
04 NONFORMAL |6 CM1 04  ADVANCED 04  ADVANCED
96 OTHER(SPECIFY) | 09 GOURMANTCHE ) 5y
( ' 110 Tassawax ES, NON-PAID 98 DONTKNOW | 7 CM2 DEGREE DEGREE
—_— 3 No 8 6TH 98 DoON'TKNOW | 98 DON'TKNOW
98 DON'T KNOW 11 FRENCH
96 OTHER (SPECIFY) 000rR040R98 = |9 ABOVE6TH
HL10
BIRTH
ID NAME SEX AGE CEETIE AT RELATION MOTHER TONGUE WORK LEVEL GRADE LEVEL LEVEL
01 [ T I Y T Y A I — (I || | |1 1| [ —
02 — | 1 1 L ] L N T O B T I
03 — ) N N L | L I I T
04 — ) N | L | L I I T
05 [ T I Y T Y A I — (I || | |1 1| [ —
06 (I || I — I || I |1 | [ —
07 (N I || I I || 1| || 1| [
08 (N I || I I || 1| || 1| [
09 (N I || I I || 1| || 1| [
10 (I || I — I || I |1 | [ —
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HOUSEHOLD LISTING FORM Village ID: |__|__ || HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__|_| HL
To be administered for every child in the household age 6 through 12 years
HL1. HL2. CHILD'S NAME HL12. HL13. HL14. HL15. HL16. HL17. HL18. HL19.
CHILD DURING THE WHAT GRADE DID DID (NAME) IFNO IN HL12: WHATISTHE | DURING THE (2015- WHAT GRADE DID | IS (NAME) IFNO IN HL16: WHAT IS THE
1D (2014-2015) (NAME) ATTEND DURING | COMPLETE THE PRIMARY REASON (NAME) DID | 2016) SCHOOL YEAR, | (NAME) ATTEND CURRENTLY PRIMARY REASON (NAME) DID
SCHOOL YEAR, DID | THE 2014-2015 2014-2015 NOT ENROLL IN SCHOOL IN HAS (NAME) DURING THE 2015- ENRO'—'—E)D IN NOT ENROLL IN SCHOOL IN
(NAME) ATTEND SCHOOL YEAR? SCHOOL YEAR? 2014-20157 ATTENDED SCHOOL | 2016 SCHOOL SCHOOL* 2015-20167
SCHOOL OR 01 NOSCHOOLINTHE OR PRESCHOOL AT YEAR? 01 NO SCHOOL IN THE
PRESCHOOL AT VILLAGE ANY TIME? VILLAGE
ANY TIME? GRADE: 02 SCHOOL FEES 02 SCHOOL FEES
1 PRESCHOOL 03 CHILDTOO YOUNG GRADE: 03 CHILD TOO YOUNG
2 Cl 04 SCHOOL TOOFAR 01 YES PRESCHOOL | vEs 04 SCHOOL TOO FAR
01 YES 3 op 8; L‘és 05 WORKFORINCOME |02 NO = HL19 2 cl 02 NO 82 ngTsKEZ%T_El>Nv(\:/ggE
02 NO = HL15 , 06 HOUSEHOLDWORK |98 DON'T KNOW 3 cp 98 DON'T KNOW
. 4 CE1 98 DON'T KNOW o ED1 4 CE1 07 TAKING CARE OF
98 DON'T KNOW 07 TAKING CARE OF
> HL16 5 CE2 SIBLINGS 5 CE2 60 T EDL SIBLINGS
6 CM1 GO TOHL16 6 CM1L 08 NO SEPARATE
08 NO SEPARATE TOILETS 2 Cm2 TOILETS
; gl'\élfAE 09 CHILDTOO OLD 8  6IEME 09 CHILD TOO OLD
10 AVOID DEBAUCHERY 9 5IEME OR 10 AVOID DEBAUCHERY
9 S5IEME ORHIGHER 11 EARLY MARRIAGE HIGHER 11 EARLY MARRIAGE
98 DON'T KNOW 12 FAMILY REFUSED 98 DON'T KNOW 12 FAMILY REFUSED
13 NO CERTIFICATE OF 13 NO CERTIFICATE OF
BIRTH BIRTH
14 VIOLENCE IN SCHOOL 14 VIOLENCE IN SCHOOL
15 VIOLENCE OUT OF 15 \S/ISL-OECN)EE OuUT OF
SCHOOL
16 CHILD HAS HEALTH 16 gggBDL'I‘EV:A%HEALTH
PROBLEMS 17 CHILD DISABLED
17 CHILD DISABLED 18 CHILD REFUSED
18 CHILD REFUSED 19 EXPELLED/ FAILED
19 EXPELLED/FAILED 20 SECURITY PROBLEMS
20 SECURITY PROBLEMS 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)
96 OTHER (SPECIFY) 98 DON'T KNOW
98 DON'TKNOW
D NAME ENROLLMENT GRADE COMPLETED REASON NOT ENROLLMENT GRADE COMPLETED REASON NOT
2014-2015 2014-2015 2014-2015 ENROLLED 2014- 2015-2016 2015-2016 2015-2016 ENROLLED 2015-
01 L1 | L L1 | [ | L1 | | L1 | L1 |
02 L1 | L L1 | [ | L1 | L L1 | L1 |
03 L1 | L L1 | [ | L1 | L L1 | L1 |
04 Ll | L 1| [ Ll | Ll Ll
05 Ll | L 1| [ Ll | Ll Ll
06 Ll | L 1| [ Ll | Ll Ll
07 Ll | L 1| [ Ll | Ll Ll
08 Ll | L 1| [ Ll | Ll Ll
09 I — || [ — [ [ — || I — [ —
10 I — || [ — (I [ — || I — [ —
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MODULE EDUCATION

Village ID: |

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | | |

ED

TO BE ADMINISTERED FOR EVERY CHILD IN THE HOUSEHOLD AGE 6 THROUGH 12 YEARS THAT WENT TO SCHOOL AT ANY TIME DURING THE 2015-2016 SCHOOL YEAR (HL16=1)

HL1. HL2. CHILD'S NAME ED1. ED2. ED3. ED4. EDS.
CHILD Dib (NAME) WHAT IS THE NAME OF THE SCHOOL THAT (NAME) ATTENDED IN 2015- | WHEN (NAME) GOES DIRECTLY | OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS, OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS, (READ
ID HL16=1 HAVE ACCESS | 2016 AND IN WHICH VILLAGE IS IT LOCATED? TO SCHOOL, HOW LONG DOES | (READ THE OPTIONS) WHAT IS THE THE OPTIONS) WHAT IS THE SECOND
TOA IT TAKE HIM/HER TO ARRIVE AT | MOST IMPORTANT TO YOU FOR MOST IMPORTANT REASON TO YOU FOR
COMPLETE SET | WRITE THE APPROPRIATE SCHOOL AND VILLAGE CODE FROM THE SCHOOL? SENDING (NAME) TO THIS SCHOOL? | SENDING (NAME) TO THIS SCHOOL?
OF TEXTBOOKS | LIST. 01 D
FOR HIS OR 01 LESS THAN 10 MINUTES 01 DISTANCE TO SCHOOL 02 T'STANCE TO SCHOOL
HER USE? IF SCHOOL IS NOT LISTED, RECORD 888 AND WRITE FULL NAME OF 02 10-20MINUTES 02 TEXTBOOKS 03 SEXTBOOKS
SCHOOL AND THE VILLAGE ID. 03 20-30MINUTES 03 SCHOOL CANTEEN 04 DCHOOL CANTEEN
1 VYEs 04 MORE THAN 30 MINUTES | 04 DRY RATIONS 05 SRY RATIONS
2 NO IF VILLAGE IS NOT LISTED, WRITE 888 IN VILLAGE ID AND RECORD 98 DON'T KNOW 05 SEPARATE BATHROOMS FOR EPARATE BATHROOMS FOR BOYS
VILLAGE NAME. BOYS AND GIRLS 06 AND GIRLS
06 READING MATERIALS IN LOCAL READING MATERIALS IN LOCAL
LANGUAGE LANGUAGE
ID NAME MANUALS ID ScHooL ID VILLAGE ONE WAY PRINCIPAL REASON SECONDARY REASON
01 || I N — I S | || |
02 || I N — I S — | I I —
03 || I N — I S — | I I —
04 || I N — I S | || I
05 || I N — I S | || I
06 || I N — I S — | || I
07 || I N — I S — | I I —
08 || I N — I S — | I I —
09 || I N — I S | || I
10 || I N — I S | || I
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MODULE EDUCATION Village ID: | | | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | | | ED
TO BE ADMINISTERED FOR EVERY CHILD IN THE HOUSEHOLD AGE 6 THROUGH 12 YEARS THAT WENT TO SCHOOL DURING THE 2015-2016 SCHOOL YEAR (HL16=1)
HL1. |HL2. CHILD'S NAME ED6. ED7. EDS. ED9. ED10. ED11.
CHILD DID (NAME) ATTEND SCHOOL ON THE HOW MANY DAYS DID (NAME) MISS | WHAT WAS THE PRINCIPAL REASON FOR HOW OLD WAS (NAME) WHEN HE/SHE | DOES (NAME) | HAS (NAME)
ID HL16=1 MOST RECENT DAY THE SCHOOL WAS DURING THE LAST 7 DAYS THAT (NAME) MISSING SCHOOL? FIRST ENTERED PRIMARY SCHOOL? HAVE A RECEIVED DE-
OPEN? SCHOOL WAS OPEN? 01 sick MENTOR? WORMING
02 FUNERAL 96 NOT APPLICABLE (IF CHILD IS TREATMENT IN
01 ves 98 DON'T KNOW 03 OTHER CEREMONY CURRENTLY IN PRESCHOOL) THE PREVIOUS
02 NO 12 MONTHS?
04 WORK FOR INCOME
98 DON'T KNOW IFO0OR 98, GO TO ED9 05 HOUSEHOLD CHORES 01 vYES
06 02 No 01 vYES
FINANCIAL REASONS 98 poNt |02 o
07 TAKING CARE OF SIBLINGS kow 198 DoN'T
08 CHILD REFUSED KNOW
09 TEACHER ABSENT
10 scHoOL CLOSED
11 TRAVEL
12 VIOLENCE IN SCHOOL
12 VIOLENCE OUT OF SCHOOL
13 WORKING IN THE FIELD/PASTURAGE
14 SECURITY PROBLEMS
96 OTHER (SPECIFY)

ID NAME PRESENCE NR OF DAYS REASON AGE MENTOR DEWORMING
01 [ [ [ 1| (Y N I B O
02 [ || || 1| (Y N I B O
03 [ — [ — [ — [ Y I N
04 [ — [ — [ — [ Y I N
05 [ [ [ 1| |
06 [ || || 1| (Y N I B O
07 [ || || 1| (Y N I B O
08 [ — [ — [ — [ Y I N
09 [ — [ — [—— [ Y I N
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OPINIONS OF CHILDREN Village ID: |__ || | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | | | OE

To be administered for every child in the household age 6 through 12 years, even those that are not currently enrolled in school. Before speaking with each child,
obtain consent to speak to the child from the household head or the child’s parent. “I am [name]. | work with parents and children. | am trying to learn more about the daily
life of children like you. | would like to ask you a few questions.” Pose some simple questions to the child to build a rapport. Make them feel comfortable. Use the language
most comfortable to the child, his/her mother tongue, and note it in OEL. “What is your name? What is the name of your father? What is the name of your mother?” If the
child refuses to speak with you, note the refusal and move to the next child. If the child speaks with you, say: “Now | would like to ask you a few questions about school
and then give you a short test in [local language] and French. | will ask you a set of questions. You should give the answer that fits best. If you don’t understand the question, | will
read the question again. You can ask me anytime to explain a question. You can choose not to answer, or you can tell me if a question is hard for you and we will skip that
question. If you like, you can end the interview at any time. Do you understand?” If the child understands, continue. If the child does not understand, ask what the child
does not understand and clarify the issue for the child. If the child agrees, begin with a few questions about schooling in OE2-OE6 and then move to the first reading
test. Record the result code of the child.

HL1. HL2. RESULT CODE CHILD OEL1. OE2. OE3. OEA4. OES5. OES®6.
CHILD |CHILD'S NAME |AFTER OBTAINING CONSENT, RECORD THE WRITE THE LANGUAGE USED TO | HOW OLD ARE YOU? | DID YOU GO TO DID YOU EXPERIENCE | DID YOUR DO YOU
ID RESULT CODE POSE QUESTION TO THE CHILD SCHOOL DURING THIS /) encE 1N TEACHER CALL | WANTTO
Q SCHOOL YEAR (2015- GO TO
COPY FROM HL2 1 INTERVIEW COMPLETED IN THE HOME 98 DON'T KNOW 2016)? SCHOOL? MORE ON BOYS | o001 2
2 INTERVIEW COMPLETED AT THE SCHOOL 01 FRENCH OR ON GIRLS?
3 PARENT REFUSED 8§ ZH:;S: 1 YES 1 YES
4  CHILD REFUSED 04 KANUR 2 NO = OE6 1YEs 1BOYS 2 NO
5  CHILD NOT AVAILABLE 05 TAMASHEO 2NO 2 GIRLS
6 OTHER (SPECIFY) 06 FULFULDE 3 SAME
96 OTHER LOCAL LANGUAGE
(SPECIFY)

ID NAME RESULT LANGUAGE AGE ENROLLED VIOLENCE GENDER ScHooL
01 || I ||| [ [ || [
02 || I ||| [ [ || [
03 || I ||| [ [ || [
04 || I ||| [ [ || [
05 || I ||| [ [ || [
06 || || ||| [ [ || [
07 [ || ||| [ [ || [
08 | || ||| || || || ||
09 | || ||| || || || ||
10 | || ||| || || || ||

Cc.14




LOCAL LANGUAGE VILLAGE ID: |__|__|_| HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__ |||

Based on the local language chosen for the main school, the reading tests begin either in Hausa, Zarma, Kanuri, Tamasheq, or Fulfulde, and the children
are only given one local language test. All the children in the village will take the same language test. After the local language test (Hausa, Zarma,
Kanuri, Tamasheq or Fulfulde), proceed to the French test and then the Math test, which will be administered to all children. Note that no matter what test
is given, explain the instructions to the child in the language that they understand best.

The instructions for all the reading tests in local languages and French are the same.

LANGUAGE AND TEST CODE IN LOCAL LANGUAGE: | |

HAUSA......ooiiiiiiieeee, 1
ZARMA.....covviieaaeiiinnnnn 2
KANURI ..o, 3
TAMASHEQ.....cccvvvnivnnnes 4
FULFULDE ......vvviveeeeennns 5

Use the sheets for the local language noted above.

After finishing the local language tests, continue with the French test.
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FRENCH VILLAGE ID: |___ HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___ FA1

Subtask 1: Receptive Oral Language

This is not a timed exercise and is administered orally.
Interviewer states: “We are going to play a game, ok? | am going to give you instructions, and we can see if you can follow what | say!”

Example 1: Interviewer states: “Point to your nose”. The interviewer then points to his nose, and encourages the child to do the same. If the child points correctly, the interviewer
states “Bravo that is correct!” If the child does not point, the interviewer repeats the instructions and asks, “Can you point to your nose?”

Example 2: Interviewer states: “Point to your head”. The interviewer does not point to his head, but encourages child to point.

Interviewer states: “Do you understand?” If the child does not understand, the interviewer explains the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, the
interviewer starts the test. If child makes 5 consecutive errors, continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.

Ask each question in French and note the response in the questionnaire. RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE

HL1. HL2. FA11. FA12. FA13. FA14. FA15. FA16. FA17. FA18. FA19. FA110.
CHILD’'S NAME MONTRE TON MONTRE TA LEVE TAMAIN | LEVE UN PIED TAPE DANS SAUTE! LEVE LES REGARDE EN | ASSIEDS- METS CET No
OREILLE BOUCHE TES MAINS BRAS ARRIERE TOI OBJET RESPONSE
DEVANT TOI
PUT THE
TOUCH YOUR | TOUCH YOUR | RAISE YOUR | RAISE YOUR | CLAP YOUR RAISE YOUR OBJECT IN
ID NAME Jump | LOOK BEHIND | SIT DOWN NO RESPONSE
EAR MOUTH HAND FOOT HANDS ARMS FRONT OF
YOU
01 || [ || [ [ [ || [ || || ||
02 || [ || [ [ [ || || || || ||
03 || [ || [ [ [ || || || || ||
04 || | || | | | || || || || ||
05 || | || | | | || || || || ||
06 || | || | | | || || || || ||
07 || | || | | | || | || || ||
08 || [ || [ [ [ || || || || ||
09 || [ || [ [ [ || || || || ||
10 || [ || [ [ [ || || || || ||

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’'s continue to the next section!”
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FRENCH VILLAGE ID: |__ HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___ FA2

Subtask 2: Expressive Oral Language

This is not a timed exercise and is administered orally.

Interviewer states: “Now | am going to show you things, and you tell me what they are called.”

Example 1: Interviewer points to his eye and states: “What is this?” Then the interviewer states: “You say ‘it is an eye™.
Example 2: Interviewer points to his ear and states: “What is this?” Then the interviewer encourages the child to say 'ear".

Interviewer states: “Do you understand?” If the child does not understand, the interviewer explains the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, the
interviewer starts the test. If child makes 5 consecutive errors, continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.

Ask each question in French and note the response in the questionnaire. RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE

HL1. HL2. FA21. FA22. FA23. FA24. FA25. FA26. FA27. FA28. FA29. FA210. No
CHILD’S NAME NEZ TETE PIED DoicT Cou DENTS BoucHE/ GENOU PANTALON/ | CHAUSSURE | RESPONSE
LEVRES PAGNE

NO

ID NAME NosE HEAD Foot FINGER NECK TEETH MoOUTH/LIPS KNEE PANTS/SKIRT SHOE RESPONSE

01 || || || || || || || || || || ||

02 || || || || || || || || || || ||

03 || || || || || || I I I || I

04 || || || || || || I I I || I

05 || || || || || I I I I || I

06 || || || || || I I I I || I

07 || || || || || || || || || || ||

08 || || || || || || || || || || ||

09 || || || || || || || || || || ||

10 || || || || || || || || || || ||

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FRENCH VILLAGEID:| | | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER| | | | FA3

Subtask 3: Listening Comprehension

This is not a timed exercise and this is administered orally only.

Interviewer states “Now, | am going to read to you a story aloud one time. Afterwards, | will ask you some questions about the story. Listen carefully, and after you will
answer the questions the best you can. Okay? Do you understand what are you supposed to do? Let’s begin! Listen carefully.”

The interviewer reads aloud the short story, ONE TIME, slowly, (about 1 word per second), in French.

After reading the text, ask the child each comprehension question and note the response. If the child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the question, and
give the child another 5 seconds to respond. If the child still does not respond, go on to the next question.

TEXT: III-IDLl' H,L2- FA31. FA32 FA33. FA34. FA35.
LA PETITE POULE BLANCHE EST TOMBEE DANS CHILD'S NAME OU EST TOMBEE LA | DE QUELLE COULEUR QUEL OBJET Pﬁgﬁ?gﬁg—é%ﬁg“ QUAND EST-CE QUE
LA MARE. « AIDE-MOI ! » ELLE CRIE. UN PETITE POULE ? EST L'AGNEAU ? lMPOﬁgﬁi\gkCSETITE DE LA PETITE POULE? LESCEIEEUNXTA,;MIS
AGNEAU NOIR VIENT A SON SECOURS. MAIS IL A B A B A B A B A B
TOMBE LUI AUSSI DANS LA MARE. « QUE D NAME LA |REsPONSE | NOIR |RESPONSE |LE TRONC |RESPONSE | ELLE |RESPONSE | APRES | RESPONSE
FAIRE 7 » DEMANDE-T-IL. MARE [ LANGUAGE LANGUAGE | D'ARBRE |LANGUAGE | EST |Lancuace PRMPER| | ancuaGE
LA POULE DIT « REGARDE CE TRONC D’ARBRE [TOMBEE
QUI FLOTTE. IL PEUT NOUS SAUVER ! » LES 01 | [ ] [ [ | | |1 [ [ [ [ | | [l] [ 1] [ [ 1 [ ] | |
DEUX AMIS GRIMPENT ALORS SUR LE TRONC
D'ARBRE ET CRIENT, « OUF, NOUS ALLONS 02 [ [ 11 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [1] [ |1 [ [ {1 | 11 [ [
POUVOIR RETROUVER LA TERRE FERME ! »
QUESTIONS : 03 (I Y e Y Y O O I

FA31. OU EST TOMBEE LA PETITE

POULE? 04 N T T T e T I T Y I
FA32. DE QUELLE COULEUR EST

L'’AGNEAU? 05 Y I A I S [ N A U I I Y I Y B
FA33. QUEL OBJET IMPORTANT LA

PETITE POULE AVU? 06 U I ) s Y Y I I I N O
FA34. POURQUOIL'AGNEAU VIENT AU

SECOURS DE LA PETITE POULE? |07 U I ) s Y Y I I I N O
FA35. QUAND EST-CE QUE LES DEUX

AMIS CRIENT? 08 (N I ) I Y I Y I I I O O
RESPONSE CODE: 1=CORRECT, 09 N T T T T N Y T T M B A A
2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE
RESPONSE LANGUAGE: 01 FRANCAIS, 02
HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANURI, 05 10 U I ) s Y Y I I I N O
TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER
(SPECIFY)

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’'s continue to the next section!”
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FRENCH VILLAGE ID: |__|__|__| HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___ FA4

Subtask 4: Letter identification (name or sound)

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 4. Explain the subtask in the child’'s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the examples, say “Ok?
Do you understand? When | say “Begin”, point to each letter with your finger as you read it. Be careful to read from left to right, line by line. Do you understand what | am
asking? Put your finger on the first letter. Ready? Try to read quickly and correctly. Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first letter name or sound. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay quiet,
except if the child hesitates on a letter for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next letter and say “Please go on.” Mark the letter skipped as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of seconds remaining on
the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 10 letters, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go on to the next
subtask.

HLL. HL2. FA41. FA42. FA43. FA44. FA45. FA46. FA47. FA48. FA49. FA410. AuTo TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (20) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

05 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

09 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FRENCH VILLAGE ID:| | | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|_ | | | FA5

Subtask 5: Word Identification

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 5. Explain the subtask in the child’'s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the examples, say “Ok?
Do you understand what | am asking you to do? When | say “Start”, read the words from left to right, line by line. At the end of the line, continue to the next line. Try to read
quickly and correctly. Ready? Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay quiet, except if the
child hesitates for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of seconds remaining on
the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 5 words, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go on to the next
subtask.

HLL. HL2. FA51. FA52. FA53. FA54, FAB5. FA56. FA57. FA58. FA59. FA510. AuTo TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (5) (20) (15) (20) (25) (30) (35) (40) (45) (50) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

05 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

09 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FRENCH SUBTASK 6 & 7 VILLAGE ID: | [ [ | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | [ [ | FA6 & FA7
HLL CHILI;IéZNAME SUBTASK 6- ORAL READING FLUENCY SUBTASK 7 — READING COMPREHENSION
Give the child 60 seconds to read as much of the text as possible. Note the | After the child has finished reading, take the card from the child and ask the first question. If the child
number of words read correctly per each line. Show the child the test booklet. | does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the question, and give the child another 5 seconds
“Here is a story. Now | would like you to read it out loud, quickly and to respond. If the child still does not answer, go to the next question.
correctly, and afterwards, | will ask you some questions. Start here when | Ask only those questions that correspond to the lines of text read by the child, up to the last line the
I tell you. If you don’t know a word, continue to the next word. Ready? child was able to read.
Start.” “Now | am going to ask you a few questions about the story you just read.” Pose the questions to the
Give the child 60 seconds to read all that he can. child, in French.
Stay quiet, except when providing answers as follows: if the child A QUI AFAIM?
hesitates for 3 seconds, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” | B, QU'EST-CE QUI N'EST PAS PRET ?
Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet. C. Ol VA ISSA?
@\Lljtol'stop I’Ltj|ei ti;thte cpild(;:anr:ot“ reft;\d ctorr?cély a‘:;nglﬁ WOI’ﬁj in(;he grf; D. QUEST-CE QUE MAMAN PREPARE ?
tesot ines, stop the test and note “auto-stop”. Say “thank you” and end the | - POURQUOI ISSA EST-IL CONTENT?
NOTE THE NUMBER OF WORDS READ CORRECTLY FOR EACHLINE. IF | RESPONSE : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE
THE CHILD READ EVERYTHING IN LESS THAN ONE MINUTE, NOTETHE | LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 ZARMA,
EXACT NUMBER OF SECONDS REMAINING ON THE TIMER. OTHERWISE, |04 KANURI, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)
MARK ‘00" SECONDS.
BL. Cl. EL IL
B e A B C D E . AUTO Al. A2, I B2. A c2. D1. D2. |MANGELE | E2.
(8) (11) 9) (20) (10) STOP ISSA | LANGUAGE LANGUAGE LANGUAGE| LERIZ |LANGUAGE| PLAT [LANGUAGE
REPAS CUISINE QUIIL AIME
01 || || [ [ [ (N N I S A Y I Y ) I Oy I S A o O I
02 || || [ [ [ (N N I S A Y I Y ) I Oy I S A o O I
03 || || [ [ [ (N N I S A Y I Y ) I Oy I S A o O I
04 | | [ [ [ ] NN Y I I ) A
05 | | [ [ [ ] NN Y I I ) A
06 || || [ [ [ (N N I S A Y I Y ) I Oy I S A o O I
07 || || [ [ [ (N N I S A Y I Y ) I Oy I S A o O I
08 | | [ [ [ ] NN Y I I ) A
09 | | [ [ [ ] NN Y I I ) A
10 || || [ [ [ (N N I S A Y I Y ) I Oy I S A o O I

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’'s continue to the next section!”
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MATH TEST

VILLAGE ID:|__ | |

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___ |

MA

To be administered for every child in the household age 5 through 14 years, even those are not currently enrolled in school. Pose the questions in the language that is most
comfortable for the child. Do not assist the child by reading the numbers to them. If the child misses four questions in a row, stop the test.
RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT; 2=INCORRECT

HLL. HL2. MA1 MAZ2. MA3. MA4. MADS. MAG. MA7Y. MAS. MA9. MA10.
CHILD |  CHILD’S NAME c ARE YOU ABLE ARE YOU ABLE | OF THE NUMBERS ARE YOU ABLE | ARE YOU ABLE ORAL QUESTION: ARE YOU ABLE | ARE YOUABLE | ORAL
ID 1 OU’\'lTOFROM TO IDENTIFY THE | TO COUNT THE |BELOW, ARE YOU ABLE |TO COMPLETE |TO COMPLETE ARE YOU ABLE TO SOLVE THE | TO INDENTIFY | TO COMPLETE | QUESTION:
o FOLLOWING FOLLOWING TO IDENTIFY THE THE THE FOLLOWING | FOLLOWING PROBLEMi' WILL ;;%LE‘?NHELE THE FOLLOWING | AMADOU
ENTER NUMBERS? ITEMS? GREATER NUMBER? FOLLOWING | SUBTRACTION? READ OUT LOUD? FOLLOWING | CALCULATIONS? | GOES
HIGHEST WHICH IS LARGER? ADDITION? FIGURES? 180km IN 6
NUMBER A.3 A. CANARIS A.3-1= A. MOHAMMED HAS 2 A 2Xd= HOURS.
CORRECT  |B.9 B.ROOSTERS |A.7 8 A. 4+2= B.12-9= o HIS FATHER o |show card | WHAT IS
MARK 00 IF B.63 54 B.13+3= rlh S WORE HANoES. TIoY B.12:3= s
NOT ABLE TO | Show Card Show Card C. 381 279 . Show Card MANY DOES HE HAVE NOW? AVERAGE
COUNT Do not say the Do not say the Show Card Do not say the ?g:;fgf%i:g&gmg Show Card | sPEED?
number number Do not say the ~ | numbers THE OTHERS ARE GIRLS. HOW Do not say
Show Card number MANY GIRLS ARE WALKING TO the numbers | 180Kkm/H
Do not say the numbers SCHoOL ? 60KM/H
30KM/H
ID NAME COUNT A=3 B=9 A=4 | B=7 | A=8 | B=63 [C=381| A=6 |B=16 | A=2 B=3 A=7 B=2 TRIANGLE | A=8 | B=4 | 30KM/H
01 N I I I T I O I Y I 1 Y Y Y I Y B | | | I |
02 A I I T N A Y A I A Y I A I A A | N [ I O I A
03 A I I T N A Y A I A Y I A I A A | N [ I O I A
04 A I I T N A Y A I A Y I A I A A | N [ I O I A
05 N I I I T I O T Y I Y Y Y I O B | | | I |
06 N I I I T I O T Y I Y Y Y I O B | | | I |
07 N I I I T I O T Y I Y Y Y I O B | | | I |
08 N I I I T I O T Y I Y Y Y I O B | | | I |
09 A I I T N A Y A I A Y I A I A A | N [ I O I A
10 A I I T B I (Y O I A (A Y I A I A A | N [ I O I A

After finishing the test, say “Very good effort! Thank you!”
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INTERVIEW RESULT VillageID:|__| || Household Number|__ | | | RE

AFTER THE QUESTIONNAIRE HAS BEEN COMPLETED, FILL IN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

RE1. RESULT OF HOUSEHOLD INTERVIEW: |___|__ |

(©0] Y [=TH = 1 = 01  REFUSED ottt ettt aa s 03

INCOMPLETE .ceiiiiiiiiiiieee e e ettt 02 OTHER (SPECIFY).cuttttieaaaiitieieeeaeeseaiiienee sen e eens 96

RE2. INTERVIEWER/SUPERVISOR NOTES: USE THIS SPACE TO RECORD NOTES ABOUT THE INTERVIEW WITH
THIS HOUSEHOLD.

RE3A. NAME OF DATA ENTRY CLERK -15T ENTRY:

DATA ENTRY CLERK NUMBER:

DATA ENTRY DAY/MONTH/YEAR: /2] 0]1]6|

RE3B. NAME OF DATA ENTRY CLERK -2N° ENTRY:

DATA ENTRY CLERK NUMBER:

DATA ENTRY DAY/MONTH/YEAR: /2] 01 )6]
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HAUSA VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER| | | | HAL

Subtask 1: Receptive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “We are going to play a game, ok? | am going to give you instructions, and we can see if you can follow what | say.”

Example 1: Interviewer states: “Point to your nose”.” The interviewer points to his nose, and encourages the child to do the same. If the child points correctly, say “Bravo, that
is correct!” If the child does not point, repeat the instructions and ask, “Can you point to your nose?”

Example 2: Interviewer states: “Point to your head”. This time the interviewer does not point, but encourages child to point. If the child does not understand, the Interviewer
states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask. Ask each question

in Hausa and note the response in the questionnaire. RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3= NO RESPONSE

HLL. HL2. HA11. HA12. HA13. HA14. HA15. HA16. HA17. HA18. HA19. HA110. NO
CHILD’'S NAME GWODI GWODI BAKIN GWODI DAGA KAFA | GWODI MINI | TApA HUNNUA [TUMA DA BAYA| DAGA HANU DUKA SA RESPONSE
KUNAN KA/KI KA/KI GUWA KA/KI YATSA/ KA/KI BAYA KA/KI WANNAN

HANNU KA/KI FARCE KA/KI ABU A

GABAN

KA/KI

ID NAME EAR MouTH ELBOW Foot FINGER CLAP MR HAND 1D PRSI No RESPONSE

BACKWARDS FORWARD FRONT
01 [ || [ || || || || || || || ||
02 | || | || || || || || || || ||
03 | || | || || || || || || || ||
04 | || || || || || || || || || ||
05 | || | || || || || || || || ||
06 [ || [ || || || || || || || ||
07 [ || || || || || || || || || ||
08 [ || [ || || || || || || || ||
09 [ || [ || || || || || || || ||
10 | || | || || || || || || || ||

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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HAUSA

VILLAGE ID:|__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___|

HA2

Subtask 2: Expressive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).
Interviewer states: “Now | am going to show you things, and you tell me what they are called.”

Example 1: Interviewer points to his eye and says, “What is this?” Interviewer says, “You say it is an eye!”

Example 2: Interviewer points to his ear, and says, “What is this?” The interviewer encourages the child to say “ear”. “Interviewer asks, “Do you understand?”
If the child does not understand, the Interviewer states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.
If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop the test and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.
3=NO RESPONSE

Ask each question in the test language and note the response in the questionnaire. RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2= INCORRECT,

HL1. HL2.
CHILD’S NAME

HA21.
HANCI

HA22.
YATSA/FARCE

HA23.
WUYA

HA24.
HAKURA

HA25.
LEBA/BAKI

HA26.
GWUWA

HA27.
WANDO/ZANE

HA28.
GWUWA
HANNU

HA29.
HAMMATA

HA210.
KAFADA

NO
RESPONSE

ID NAME

NosE

FINGER

NECK

TEETH

MouTH/LIPS

KNEE

PANTS/SKIRT

ELBOW

ARMPIT

SHOLDER

NO
RESPONSE

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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HAUSA VILLAGEID:| | | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER| | | | HA3

Subtask 3: Listening Comprehension

This is not a timed exercise and this is administered orally only. The Interviewer states “Now, | am going to read to you a story aloud ONE TIME. Afterwards, | will ask you
some questions about the story. Listen carefully, and after you will answer the questions the best you can. Okay? Do you understand what are you supposed to do? Let’s
begin! Listen carefully.”

The interviewer reads aloud the short story, ONE TIME, slowly, (about 1 word per second), in the language of the test.

After reading the text, ask the child each comprehension question and note the response. If the child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the
question, and give the child another 5 seconds to respond. If the child still does not respond, go on to the next question.

HLL. HL2. HA3L HA32. HA33. HA34. HA3S.
. ID CHILD'S NAME YAYA ALI YA ME SUKAYI DOMI ALI YA AWANE LOKACI
TEXT: MINENE MUSA TAIMAKI MUSA? BAYAN SUN KAWO MA MUSA SUN KA TAHI
DA ALI SUKA CI !
MUSA DA ABOKIN SA ALI SUKA HADU e ARE GIN RUWA? WASSAN KOLO
DAN SU CI SHINKAFA. MUSA YA YI - ABINGI? (BALLO)?
ZARIN LOMA, SAI SHINKAFA TA SARKE . = . ) . B . ) . )
SHI.SAI YA FARA TARI, ALI YA DAMU D NAME SHINK | LANGUAGE |YAKAWO | | ANGUAGE | WASAN | LANGUAGE MUSA NAl LANGUAGE |DA SUKA| LANGUAGE
KWARAI. SAl YA YI SAURI YA KAWO AFA RUWA KWALLO TWARI KARE CIN
MASA RUWA YA SHA. BAYAN MUSA YA CINKAFA
SHA RUWA, SAI SUKA GAMA CIN 01 IR N N R V] N | N T
SHINFKAFARSU, SAI SUKA RUGA A
GUJE YIN WASAR KWALLO. 02 (N T T T T O T Y Y T Y O O
QUESTIONS:
HA31. MINENE MUSA DA ALISUKACI |03 ] T e I Y I T
TARE?

HA32. YAYA ALI YA TAIMAKI MUSA ? 04 A I T A I I v Y T

HA33. ME SUKAYI BAYAN SUN KARE

CIN ABINCI ? 05 AN I Y Y Y O I ) I Y O
HA34. DOMI ALI YA KAWO MA MUSA

S OW A 06 o b b e e e e by
HA35. AWANE LOKACI SUN KA TAHI

AHAN A 07 o b b e e e e by

BALLO)?

(BALLO) 08 Lo e b e b e b e

RESPONSE CODES : 1=CORRECT,
2-INCORRECT, 3-PAS DE REPONSE 09 T T I I Y O A | A R T

REPONSE LANGUAGE: 01 FRENCH, 02
HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANURI, 05

TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER 10
(SPECIFY)

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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HAUSA VILLAGE ID: |__ | | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER| | | | HA4

Subtask 4: Letter Identification (name or sound)

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 4. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand? When | say “Start”, point to each letter with your finger as you read it. Read from left to right, line by line. Do you
understand what | am asking? Put your finger on the first letter. Ready? Try to read quickly and correctly. Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first letter name or sound. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as
correct. Stay quiet, except if the child hesitates on a letter for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next letter and say “Please go on.” Mark the letter skipped as
incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 10 letters, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and
go on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. HA41. HA42. HA43. HA44. HA45. HA46. HA47. HA48. HA49. HA410. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (20) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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HAUSA VILLAGE ID:|__| FAS5

] HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__|

Subtask 5: Word ldentification

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 5. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand what | am asking you to do? When | say “Start”, read the words from left to right, line by line. At the end of the line,
continue to the next line. Try to read quickly and correctly. Ready? Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay
quiet, except if the child hesitates for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 5 words, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go
on to the next subtask.

HL1.

HL2.

CHILD’S NAME

HAS1L.

HA52.

HAS53.

HAS4.

HABS.

HAS56.

HAS7.

HAS58.

HAS59.

HA510.

AuTO
STopP

TIME
REMAINING

TOTAL
CORRECT

ID

NAME

®)

(10)

(15)

(20)

(25)

(30)

(35)

(40)

(45)

(50)

AUTO

SECONDS

TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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HAUSA SUBTASKS 6 & 7

VILLAGE ID: | |

HousEHOLD NUMBER |___|

L HA6 & HA7

HLL. HL2. SUBTASK 6- ORAL READING FLUENCY SUBTASK 7 — READING COMPREHENSION
CHILD'S NAME Give the child 60 seconds to read as much of the text as possible. Note the After the child has finished reading, take the card from the child and ask the first question. If the child
number of words read correctly per each line. Show the child the test booklet. does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the questlon, and give the child another 5 seconds
. , , , , to respond. If the child still does not answer, go to the next question. Ask only those questions that
Here is a story. Now | would like you to read it out loud, quickly and correspond to the lines of text read by the child, up to the last line the child was able to read.
correctly, and afterwards, | will ask you some questions. Start here when | ‘ ‘ _
tell you. If you don’t know a word, continue to the next word. Ready? “Now | am going to ask you a few questions about the story you just read.”
Start.” Pose the corresponding questions to the child, in Hausa.
Give the child 60 seconds to read all that he can. Yanzu zan yi miki/maka wasu yan tambayoyi game da labarin da kika/ka karanta. Ki/ka yi kokari
Stay quiet, except when providing answers as follows: if the child Kika/ka bada amsa gwargwagi)on yawarka/ki
hesitates for 3 seconds, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” A. Yaw wace rana ce -
Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet. B. Minene Raabi ta ke son ta sayé
y ) ) ) i C. Wane irin kalan riga ne Rabi take nema ?
Autolstop rule: if the child cannot“ read corr?ctly a“smgle WOI’Ej in the first D. Tasamujan rigan ?
:wot lines, stop the test and note “auto-stop”. Say “thank you” and end the E.  Minene Raabi ta samu ?
est.
NOTE THE NUMBER OF WORDS READ CORRECTLY FOR EACHLINE. I | RESPONSE : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE
THE CHILD READ EVERYTHING IN LESS THAN ONE MINUTE, NOTE THE LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANURI,
EXACT NUMBER OF SECONDS REMAINING ON THE TIMER. OTHERWISE, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)
MARK ‘00" SECONDS.
Al E1.
D NAME A B C D E TivE AUTO R ) A2. B1. B2. C1.JaN C2. D1. D2. SABUAR E2.
4) (@) (5) (11) (10) STOP ANAN | \NGUAGE RIGA |LANGUAGE RIGA [LANGUAGE [ A’A |LANGUAGE |RIGA/RIGA|LANGUAGE
KASUWA
MAY KAW
01 [ [ [ [ [ | [ N I Y A Y Iy B A I I O A
02 [ [ [ [ [ | [ N I Y A Y Iy B A I I O A
03 [ [ [ [ [ | [ N I Y A Y Iy B A I I O A
04 [ [ [ [ [ | [ (W Y N I S I ) ) e Iy I N ) I
05 [ [ [ [ [ | [ (W Y N I S I ) ) e Iy I N ) I
06 [ [ [ [ [ | [ N I Y A Y Iy B A I I O A
07 [ [ [ [ [ | [ N I Y A Y Iy B A I I O A
08 [ [ [ [ [ | [ (W Y N I S I ) ) e Iy I N ) I
09 [ [ [ [ [ | [ (W Y N I S I ) ) e Iy I N ) I
10 [ [ [ [ [ | [ N I Y A Y Iy B A I I O A

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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ZARMA VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | ZA1l

Subtask 1: Receptive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “We are going to play a game, ok? | am going to give you instructions, and we can see if you can follow what | say.”

Example 1: Interviewer states: “Point to your nose”.” The interviewer points to his nose, and encourages the child to do the same. If the child points correctly, say “Bravo, that
is correct!” If the child does not point, repeat the instructions and ask, “Can you point to your nose?”

Example 2: Interviewer states: “Point to your head”. This time the interviewer does not point, but encourages child to point. If the child does not understand, the Interviewer
states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.

Ask each question in Zarma and note the response in the questionnaire.

RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3= NO RESPONSE

HLL. HL2. ZA11. ZA12. ZA13. ZA14. ZA15. ZA16. ZA17. ZA18. ZA19. ZA110.
CHILD’'S NAME CEBE NI CEBE NI MEYO | CE BEAY SE | SAMBU NICE | AY CEBE NI KOBI NI MA SAR SAMBU NI GUNGUM JINAWO No

HANGA NI KAMBA FA KAMBAYZO BANDA KAMBA GISINIJINE | RESPONSE
GOLLA

JUMP PLACE IN NO
ID NAME EAR MOUTH ELBOW FOOT FINGER CLAP BAKCWARDS HAND BEND FRONT RESPONSE

01 || || || || || || || || || || ||

02 I || || || || || || || || I ||

03 I || || || || || || || || I ||

04 || || || || || || || || || I ||

05 || || || || || || || || || I ||

06 || || || || || || || || || || ||

07 || || || || || || || || || || ||

08 || || || || || || || || || || ||

09 || || || || || || || || || || ||

10 I || || || || || || || || I ||

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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ZARMA

VILLAGE ID:|__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___|

ZA2

Subtask 2: Expressive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “Now | am going to show you things, and you tell me what they are called.”
Example 1: Interviewer points to his eye and says, “What is this?” Interviewer says, “You say it is an eye!”

Example 2: Interviewer points to his ear, and says, “What is this?” The interviewer encourages the child to say “ear”. “Interviewer asks, “Do you understand?”

If the child does not understand, the Interviewer states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop the test and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.
3=NO RESPONSE

Ask each question in the test language and note the response in the questionnaire. RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2= INCORRECT,

HL1. HL2.
CHILD’S NAME

ZA21.
NINE

ZA22.
CANBAIZE

ZA23.
GINDE

ZA24.
HINGEY

ZA25.
ME

ZA26.
KANGE

ZA27.
MUDUNE-
ZARA

ZA28.
KAMBA
GOLLO

ZA29.
FATA

ZA210.
GESA

No
RESPONSE

ID NAME

NosE

FINGER

NECK

TEETH

MouTH

KNEE

PANTS/SKIRT

ELBOW

ARMPIT

SHOLDER

NO
RESPONSE

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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ZARMA VILLAGE ID:|__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___|

ZA3

Subtask 3: Listening Comprehension

This is not a timed exercise and this is administered orally only. The Interviewer states “Now, | am going to read to you a story aloud ONE TIME. Afterwards, | will ask you some
guestions about the story. Listen carefully, and after you will answer the questions the best you can. Okay? Do you understand what are you supposed to do? Let’s begin!

Listen carefully.”

The interviewer reads aloud the short story, ONE TIME, slowly, (about 1 word per second), in the language of the test.
After reading the text, ask the child each comprehension question and note the response. If the child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the
guestion, and give the child another 5 seconds to respond. If the child still does not respond, go on to the next question.

TEXT:
MUSA DA INGA CERA ALI NA CARE KUBEY GA NWA
MOO HAWROU. MUSA NA LAKALZAREY LOMA TE KALA
MOA NADI. A SINTIN GA KOTO, ALI LAKALEY TUNU
GUMO. ALIWASI GA KANDE A SE HARI. MUSA NA
HARO HAN YAN BANDA INA INGAY MOA NWA GA
BANE, KULU IZURU WASU GA KOY GA INGAY BALL
FORI TE.

QUESTIONS:

ZA31.1FO NO MUSA DA INGA CEAR ALI INWA CARE
BANDE?

ZA32. MATE NO ALI NA MUSA FABA DA ?

ZA33.IFO NO ITE KAN INWA GA BAN?

ZA34.IFO SE NO ALI KANDE MUSA SE HARI?

ZA3 5. WATIFO CINE NO | ZURU GA KOY GA BALLE
KARE?

RESPONSE CODES : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT,
3=No RESPONSE

RESPONSE LANGUAGE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03
ZARMA, 04 KANURI, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96
OTHER (SPECIFY)

HLL. HL2. 7A3L. ZA32. ZA33, ZA34, ZA35.
D CHILD'S IFO NO MUSA | MATENOALINA | IFONOITEKAN | IFOSENOALI | WATIFOCINENOI
NAME INGA ALI INWA | MUSAFABADA ? | INWA GABAN? | KANDE MUSASE | ZURU GAKOY GA
CARE BANDE? HARI? BALLE KAR YAN?
A B. A B. A B. A. B. A. B.
D NIATE MOO | LANGUAGE A LANGUAGE |BALLE | LANGUAGE | MUSA | LANGUAGE HAWRU LANGUAGE
KoNDA KARE GO WAYAN
SE HARI YAN KWATOI BANDA
01 (Y I Y Y I Y O Y I I N I )
02 (Y I Y Y I Y O Y I I N I )
03 (Y I Y Y I Y O Y I I N I )
04 (Y I Y Y I Y O Y I I N I )
05 (Y I Y I Y Y I Y I Y N I Y I U I I Y I O A
06 (Y I Y I Y Y I Y I Y N I Y I U I I Y I O A
07 (Y I Y I Y Y I Y I Y N I Y I U I I Y I O A
08 (Y I Y I Y Y I Y I Y N I Y I U I I Y I O A
09 (Y I Y Y I Y O Y I I N I )
10 (Y I Y Y I Y O Y I I N I )

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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ZARMA VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__ | | | ZA4

Subtask 4: Letter Identification (name or sound)

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 4. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand? When | say “Start”, point to each letter with your finger as you read it. Read from left to right, line by line. Do you
understand what | am asking? Put your finger on the first letter. Ready? Try to read quickly and correctly. Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first letter name or sound. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as
correct. Stay quiet, except if the child hesitates on a letter for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next letter and say “Please go on.” Mark the letter skipped as
incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 10 letters, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and
go on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. ZA41. ZA42. ZA43. ZA44, ZA45. ZA46. ZA4T. ZA48. ZA49. ZA410. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (20) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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ZARMA VILLAGE ID:|__| ZA5

] HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__|

Subtask 5: Word ldentification

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 5. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand what | am asking you to do? When | say “Start”, read the words from left to right, line by line. At the end of the line,
continue to the next line. Try to read quickly and correctly. Ready? Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay
quiet, except if the child hesitates for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 5 words, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go
on to the next subtask.

HL1.

HL2.

CHILD’S NAME

ZA51.

ZA52.

ZA53.

ZA54.

ZA55.

ZA56.

ZA5T.

ZA58.

ZA59.

ZA510.

AuTO
STopP

TIME
REMAINING

TOTAL
CORRECT

ID

NAME

®)

(10)

(15)

(20)

(25)

(30)

(35)

(40)

(45)

(50)

AUTO

SECONDS

TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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ZARMA SUBTASKS 6 & 7

VILLAGE ID: |

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |

ZA6 & ZAT

HLL. HL2. SUBTASK 6- ORAL READING FLUENCY SUBTASK 7 — READING COMPREHENSION
CHILD’S NAME Give the child 60 seconds to read as much of the text as possible. Note After the child has finished reading, take the card from the child and ask the first question. If the
the number of words read correctly per each line. Show the child the test child does not give any response gfter 10 seconds, repeat the question, apd give the child another 5
booklet. seconds to respond. If the child still does not answer, go to the next question. Ask only those questions
_ _ _ _ that correspond to the lines of text read by the child, up to the last line the child was able to read.

“Here is a story. Now | would like you to read it out loud, quickly and ‘ ‘ _

correctly, and afterwards, | will ask you some questions. Start here | “Now I am going to ask you a few questions about the story you just read.”

when | tell you. If you don’t know a word, continue to the next word. | Pose the corresponding questions to the child, in Zarma.

Ready? Start.” SOHON AY GA HAYAN TE NI SE LABAREY KAN NI CAW BON, NI MA KOKARI GA TU AY SE

Give the child 60 seconds to read all that he can. MATE KAN NI GA HINE

Stay quiet, except when providing answers as follows: if the child A.HONKUNA ZARRI FO NO ?

hesitates for 3 seconds, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” | B. IFO NO RAABI GABA INGA MA DAY?

Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet. C.HARI FO DUMI NO KWAAYO KAN RAABI GA BA?

Auto stop rule: if the child cannot read correctly a single word inthe | D. A DU KWAAYI CIRAA NO?

first two lines, stop the test and note “auto-stop”. Say “thank you” and | E- IFO NO RAABI DU ?

end the test. RESPONSE : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE

NOTE THE NUMBER OF WORDS READ CORRECTLY FOR EACH LINE. IF | LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANOURI,

THE CHILD READ EVERYTHING IN LESS THAN ONE MINUTE, NOTE THE | 5 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)

EXACT NUMBER OF SECONDS REMAINING ON THE TIMER.

OTHERWISE, MARK ‘00" SECONDS.

Al. C1. E1.KWAY
A B C D E AUTO A2. B1. B2. c2. D1. D2. E2.
= N (5) (8) (6) 9) 9) RCE STOP AAERL LANGUAGE| kKwAY! |LANGUAGE PRI LANGUAGE| HA’A LANGUAGE IAEEl LANGUAGE|
ZAARI CIREY HANO

01 || || || [ || N Y s ey s A Y Iy Y I I O ]
02 || || || [ || N Y s ey s A Y Iy Y I I O ]
03 | | | [ | N Y ) R Y Y Iy Y I I O e
04 || || || [ || N Y s ey s A Y Iy Y I I O ]
05 || || || [ || N Y s ey s A Y Iy Y I I O ]
06 | | | [ | N Y ) R Y Y Iy Y I I O e
07 || || || [ || N Y s ey s A Y Iy Y I I O ]
08 | | | [ | N Y ) R Y Y Iy Y I I O e
09 | | | [ | N Y ) R Y Y Iy Y I I O e
10 || || || [ || N Y s ey s A Y Iy Y I I O ]

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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KANURI VILLAGE ID: | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | | KAl

Subtask 1: Receptive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “We are going to play a game, ok? | am going to give you instructions, and we can see if you can follow what | say.”

Example 1: Interviewer states: “Point to your nose”.” The interviewer points to his nose, and encourages the child to do the same. If the child points correctly, say “Bravo, that
is correct!” If the child does not point, repeat the instructions and ask, “Can you point to your nose?”

Example 2: Interviewer states: “Point to your head”. This time the interviewer does not point, but encourages child to point. If the child does not understand, the Interviewer
states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.

Ask each question in Kanuri and note the response in the questionnaire.

RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3= NO RESPONSE

HLL. HL2. KA11. KA12. KA13. KA14. KA15. KA16. KA17. KA18. KA19. KA110.
CHILD’S NAME SNMONNM [ CINNM FNLENE | N'DJURAMI | SIFAL SANGE | NGULONDO | KAWA JANE SNKTNNE NUKKO N'GUOUNE | KARE ADNA No
FNLENE OUM FNLENE FAL NGAWORO SANGE FUWUNNMB | RESPONSE
FNLESNGNNE O YAKKE
b l? PLACE IN NO
ID NAME EAR MOUTH ELBOW FOOT FINGER CLAP BACK;VARD HAND BEND FRONT | RESPONSE
01 || || || || || || || || || || ||
02 || || || || || || || || || || ||
03 || || || || || || || || || || ||
04 || || || || || || || || || || ||
05 || || || || || || || || || || ||
06 || || || || || || || || || || ||
07 || || || || || || || || || || ||
08 || || || || || || || || || || ||
09 || || || || || || || || || || ||
10 || || || || || || || || || || ||

'II

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section
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KANURI

VILLAGE ID: |__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__|

KA2

Subtask 2: Expressive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “Now | am going to show you things, and you tell me what they are called.”
Example 1: Interviewer points to his eye and says, “What is this?” Interviewer says, “You say it is an eye!”

Example 2: Interviewer points to his ear,and says, “What is this?”. The interviewer encourages the child to say “ear”. “Interviewer asks, “Do you understand?”

If the child does not understand, the Interviewer states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop the test and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask. Ask each
guestion in the test language and note the response in the questionnaire.

3=NO RESPONSE

RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT,

HL1. HL2.
CHILD’S NAME

KA21.
KINJA

KA22.
NGULONDO

KA23.
DAU

KA24.
SHEDI

KA25.
KA CIYE

KA26.
N'GURUNGUR
AM

KA27.
YANGE

KA28.
N'DJURAMI

KA29.
TILwu

KA210.
N'GAWARNA

No
RESPONSE

ID NAME

NoOSE

FINGER

NECK

TEETH

MOUTH

KNEE

PANTS/SKIRT

ELBOW

ARMPIT

SHOULDER

NO RESPONSE

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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KANURI VILLAGE ID: ||| | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER| | | | KA3

Subtask 3: Listening Comprehension

This is not a timed exercise and this is administered orally only. The Interviewer states “Now, | am going to read to you a story aloud ONE TIME. Afterwards, | will ask you
some questions about the story. Listen carefully, and after you will answer the questions the best you can. Okay? Do you understand what are you supposed to do? Let’s
begin! Listen carefully.”

The interviewer reads aloud the short story, ONE TIME, slowly, (about 1 word per second), in the language of the test.

After reading the text, ask the child each comprehension question and note the response. If the child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the
guestion, and give the child another 5 seconds to respond. If the child still does not respond, go on to the next question.

HL1. HL2. KA3L. KA32. KA33. KA34. KA35.
TEXT: ID CHILD'S NAME AWI MUSA SHIA AL AWILAN ALI, MUSA | AwITCHADO GAWO | ABIRO ALI MOUSSARO YIMBI LIDYANE
RROKKO JAWO? BANAYENO? JAWOU NAYEN? INGUI TCHIWDO? KLELANGUA BALL YE
MUSA SWANJU ALI YA KILDANE SHINGAWA TCHADIRA?
BUWORO NAPKERA. MUSA KOLAMA A. B. A. B. A. B. A. B. A. B.
KIDANIYA, SAY SHINGAWA DAW U JULAN SHING | LANGUAGE | INGI | LANGUAGE |K3LANGA| LANGUAGE |KOSSAKT | LANGUAGE | BIRIN DJA |LANGUAGE
ID NAME AWA BALL ou NDJASSAOU

DAYENO. KASAWUDU BADIYENO, "
BADIJINA E N'GOUWO
ALYEHANGAL JU JAWURO CI YENO, SAY NANKARG LAN

Srvem CIDE N1 DI JOE KIANS: 01 (N I I I Y I I A I I A I O
N'GAWO MUSA INGI CANAYEN, SAY KUMBO

SHINGAWA YE DA TUMOYERA SAY CIJANE 02 | |1 | [ [ | N ol | Il [ | | | | | | |
N’GURMJANE KILANGA BALL YERO LEYERA.

03 e b b bt e e
QUESTIONS:
KA31. AWl MUSA SHIA ALI RROKKO JAWO? 04 | | I I I I I | | | | | | | | | | I I I I I | | |
?
KA32. AWILAN ALI, MUSA BANAYENO? 05 I I R N N

KA33. AWl TCHADO GAWO JAWOU NAYEN?

KA34. ABIRO ALI MOUSSARO INGUI TCHIWDO?
g . 06 T 1 Y Y v Y A Y Y I Yy O
KA35. YIMBI LIDYANE KLELANGUA BALL YE

?
TCHADIRA: 07 (Y Y I Y Y Y Y I I Y I N

RESPONSE CODE: 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 08 A I I Y Y Y I A Y N Y A I I A A T

3=PAS DE REPONSE
RESPONSE LANGUAGE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 09 R e B e e e e S s NN [ | S —

03 FULFULDE, 04 KANURI, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06
FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY) 10 N T T T T T Y O I

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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KANURI VILLAGE ID: |__| HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__| KA4

Subtask 4: Letter Identification (name or sound)

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 4. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand? When | say “Start”, point to each letter with your finger as you read it. Read from left to right, line by line. Do you
understand what | am asking? Put your finger on the first letter. Ready? Try to read quickly and correctly. Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first letter name or sound. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as
correct. Stay quiet, except if the child hesitates on a letter for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next letter and say “Please go on.” Mark the letter skipped as
incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 10 letters, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and
go on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. KA41. KA42. KA43. KA44. KA45, KA46. KAA4T. KA48. KA49. KA410. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (20) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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KANURI VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER| | | | KA5

Subtask 5: Word ldentification

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 5. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand what | am asking you to do? When | say “Start”, read the words from left to right, line by line. At the end of the line,
continue to the next line. Try to read quickly and correctly. Ready? Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay quiet,
except if the child hesitates for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 5 words, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go
on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. KA51. KA52, KAS3. KAS4, KA55, KAS6. KA57. KA58. KAS9. KA510. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME StoP REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (5) (20) (15) (20) (25) (30) (35) (40) (45) (50) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 N Y Y Y I I Y I A A I Y I U Y I I N O B

02 N Y Y Y I I Y I A A I Y I U Y I I N O B

03 N Y Y Y I I Y I A A I Y I U Y I I N O B

04 Y Y Y I Y Y I A O O N Y I Y O

05 Y Y Y I Y Y I A O O N Y I Y O

06 Y Y Y I Y Y I A O O N Y I Y O

07 Y Y Y I Y Y I A O O N Y I Y O

08 N Y Y Y I I Y I A A I Y I U Y I I N O B

09 N Y Y Y I I Y I A A I Y I U Y I I N O B

10 N Y Y Y I I Y I A A I Y I U Y I I N O B

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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KANURI SUBASK 6 & 7

VILLAGE ID: |

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | KAG6 & KA7

HLL. HL2. SUBTASK 6- ORAL READING FLUENCY SUBTASK 7 — READING COMPREHENSION
CHILD'S NAME Give the child 60 seconds to read as much of the text as possible. Note the After the ch|ld has finished reading, take the card from the ch_|Id and as_k the f|rst_quest|on. If the child

number of words read correctly per each line. Show the child the test booklet. does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the question, and give the child another 5 seconds

. _ _ _ _ to respond. If the child still does not answer, go to the next question. Ask only those questions that

Here is a story. Now | would like you to read it out loud, quickly and correspond to the lines of text read by the child, up to the last line the child was able to read.

correctly, and afterwards, | will ask you some questions. Start here when | ‘ ‘ .

tell you. If you don’t know a word, continue to the next word. Ready? Start.” | ‘Now | am going to ask you a few questions about the story you just read. .”

Give the child 60 seconds to read all that he can Pose the corresponding questions to the child, in Kanuri.

' Kirmaa koro laa niro n'djidiki kla hawara kranemba di kawari de nounksine kla awo

Stay quiet, except when providing answers as follows: if the child hesitates | honumbadi.

for 3 seconds, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the

word as incorrect on the test sheet. A.  Kukingal fi?

Auto stop rule: if the child cannot read correctly a single word in the first B.  Awirabi cirawo tiro casukuworo?

two lines, stop the test and note “auto-stop”. Say “thank you” and end the C.  Kaluwu kala fiya rabi maji?

test. D. Kaluwu kime da cuwandina’a?

E. Awirabi cakko?

NOTE THE NUMBER OF WORDS READ CORRECTLY FOR EACH LINE. IF THE

CHILD READ EVERYTHING IN LESS THAN ONE MINUTE, NOTE THE EXACT | RESPONSE : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE

NUMBER OF SECONDS REMAINING ON THE TIMER. OTHERWISE, MARK ‘00" | LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANURI,

SECONDS. 05 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)

A B C D E AUTO A2. B2. c2. D2. E2.

ID NAME @ (6) (4) ) ) UL STOP AL ancuace| B | Lancuace Cl. Lancuace| Pl LANGUAGE =2 LANGUAGE
01 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o
02 || || | | | I || e e
03 || || | | | I || e e
04 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o
05 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o
06 || || | | | I || e e
07 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o
08 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o
09 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o
10 l—1I l—1I —I —I —I 1 l—1I N Iy N Uy T s N I o

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FULFULDE VILLAGE ID: | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | | FU1

Subtask 1: Receptive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “We are going to play a game, ok? | am going to give you instructions, and we can see if you can follow what | say.”

Example 1: Interviewer states: “Point to your nose”.” The interviewer points to his nose, and encourages the child to do the same. If the child points correctly, say “Bravo, that
is correct!” If the child does not point, repeat the instructions and ask, “Can you point to your nose?”

Example 2: Interviewer states: “Point to your head”. This time the interviewer does not point, but encourages child to point. If the child does not understand, the Interviewer
states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.

Ask each question in Fulfulde and note the response in the questionnaire.

RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3= NO RESPONSE

HL1. HL2. FU11. FU12. FU13. FU14. FU15. FU16. FU17. FU18. FU19. FU110. No
CHILD’S NAME HoLLu HoLLu YoLLAM BANTU HoLLAM HELLU FITIR GADA BANTU POPPINA  |[HOKKA SUKA[ RESPONSE
NOWRU HUNNDUKO SOBUDU KOYNGAL HONNDU MA JUNNGO HUUND] RESU
MAADA MAADA MADA WO'OTURU HUUNDE
NDEE YEESO
MAADA
ID NAME EAR MOUTH | ELBOW LEG FINGER CLAP JUMP HAND BEND PLACEIN 1IN0 RrESPONSE
BAKCWARDS FRONT
01 |1 || || (I (I (I (I (I (I || (I
02 || (I || (I (I (I (I (I (I || (I
03 || (I || (I (I (I (I (I (I || (I
04 || (I || (I (I (I (I (I (I || (I
05 || || || || || || || || || || ||
06 || || || || || || || || || || ||
07 || || || || || || || || || || ||
08 || || || || || || || || || || ||
09 |1 || || (I (I (I (I (I (I || (I
10 || (I || (I (I (I (I (I (I || (I

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FULFULDE

VILLAGE ID: |__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__|

FU2

Subtask 2: Expressive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “Now | am going to show you things, and you tell me what they are called.”
Example 1: Interviewer points to his eye and says, “What is this?” Interviewer says, “You say it is an eye!”

Example 2: Interviewer points to his ear, and says, “What is this?”. The interviewer encourages the child to say “ear”. “Interviewer asks, “Do you understand?”

If the child does not understand, the Interviewer states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop the test and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask. Ask each
guestion in the test language and note the response in the questionnaire.

RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT,

3=NO RESPONSE

HL1.

HL2.
CHILD’S NAME

Fu21.
HINERE

Fu22.
HuNDU

FU23.

DADE

FU24.
NIJE

FU25.
HuUNDUKO

FU26.
HOWRU

FU27.

SARA

FuU28.
SOBUDU

FU29.
NAWKI

FU210.
WALAWO

No
RESPONSE

ID

NAME

NoOSE

HAIR/HEAD

Foot

FINGER

NECK

TEETH

SHIRT

PANTS/SKIRT

SHOE

PEN/PENCIL

NO RESPONSE

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FULFULDE VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__ | | | FU3

SUBTASK 3: ORAL COMPREHENSION

This is not a timed exercise and this is administered orally only. The Interviewer states “Now, | am going to read to you a story aloud ONE TIME. Afterwards, | will ask you
some questions about the story. Listen carefully, and after you will answer the questions the best you can. Okay? Do you understand what are you supposed to do? Let’s
begin! Listen carefully.”

The interviewer reads aloud the short story, ONE TIME, slowly, (about 1 word per second), in the language of the test.

After reading the text, ask the child each comprehension question and note the response. If the child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the
guestion, and give the child another 5 seconds to respond. If the child still does not respond, go on to the next question.

HL1. HL2. FU3L. FU32. FU33. FU34. FU35.
TEXT: ID CHILD'S NAME DUME MUSSA E AL DuUME ALIWALLIRI | DUME BE NGADI KOBE | GUA DOUME ALI WADDANI N'DE HBE DJAHI BE BADI
NYAMI? Musa? NYAMIDI? MusA N'DIAM? FIJO BALL?
MUSA ET HIGHDUME ALI BE POTTI BE NYAMI N d 5 Y 5 N 5 Y 5 N 5
NYIRI MAARO. MUSA HOLLI GUGAKU, NAAKO . . : . . : : : . :
MAARO | LANGUAGE | DIYAME | LANGUAGE |BE PIYOYI| LANGUAGE | GAME MO | LANGUAGE (BAWTIN BE [ LANGUAGE
LONGORE NDEN SONDIMO. O FUNDI OMO DOJA.
ID NAME BAL FOUDDI KEEGNI
ALI HAKKILLOMUNE UMMI SANNE. ALl WADI LAW N'DOJJAE GNAAMKI
WADONOWIMO DIYAM. GADA MUSSA YARI DIYAN GNIRI
DAM, BE KANTIDI NYAMDE MAARO MABE FU BE
DOGI LAW LAW BE PIYOYE BAL. 01 N T T T T T e e T e Y T O
QUESTIONS: 02 N T T T T T e e T e Y T O
FU31. DUME MUSSA E ALI NYAMI?
FU32. DUME ALI WALLIRI MUSA? 03 A I Y I Y Y I I Y 1 Y I Y I Y O T I
FU33. DUME BE NGADI KOBE NYAMIDI?
04 AN I T I U e Y e I Y v e N v Y O

FU34. GuA DOUME ALI WADDANI MUSA

N'DIAM? 05 A I I I Y A S Y s U I I Y I OO

FU35. N'DE HBE DJAHI BE BADI FIJO BALL?
06 AN I Y I T Y I I Y N T Y Y I A I Y A
RESPONSE CODE: 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT,

3=PAS DE REPONSE 07 A I I I Y A S Y s U I I Y I OO

RESPONSE LANGUAGE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, | 08 I I N I I T T
03 FULFULDE, 04 KANURI, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06

FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY) 09 (Y Y I Y I I I Y I I O Y Iy I A A

10 (Y Y I Y I I I Y I I O Y Iy I A A

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FULFULDE VILLAGE ID: |__| HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__| FU4

Subtask 4: Letter Identification (name or sound)

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 4. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand? When | say “Start”, point to each letter with your finger as you read it. Read from left to right, line by line. Do you
understand what | am asking? Put your finger on the first letter. Ready? Try to read quickly and correctly. Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first letter name or sound. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as
correct. Stay quiet, except if the child hesitates on a letter for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next letter and say “Please go on.” Mark the letter skipped as
incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 10 letters, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and
go on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. FU41. Fu42. FU43. FU44. FU45. FU46. FU47. Fu48. FU49. FU410. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (20) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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FULFULDE VILLAGE ID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__ | | | FU5

Subtask 5: Word ldentification

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 5. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand what | am asking you to do? When | say “Start”, read the words from left to right, line by line. At the end of the line,
continue to the next line. Try to read quickly and correctly. Ready? Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay quiet,
except if the child hesitates for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of seconds
remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 5 words, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go
on to the next subtask.

HLL. HL2. FU51. FU52. FUS3. FU54. FUB5. FU56. FU57. FU58. FU59. FU510. AuTo TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (5) (20) (15) (20) (25) (30) (35) (40) (45) (50) AUTO | SECONDS | TOTAL

01 Y Y I Y A I Y I I I A I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y O

02 Y Y I Y A I Y I I I A I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y O

03 Y Y I Y I I Y I I I I I I Y I N I i N N I A O I O S

04 Y Y I Y I I Y I I I I I I Y I N I i N N I A O I O S

05 Y Y I Y I I Y I I I I I I Y I N I i N N I A O I O S

06 Y Y I Y I I Y I I I I I I Y I N I i N N I A O I O S

07 Y Y I Y A I Y I I I A I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y O

08 Y Y I Y A I Y I I I A I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y O

09 Y Y I Y A I Y I I I A I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y O

10 Y Y I Y A I Y I I I A I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y O

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”

C.46




FULFULDE SUBTASK 6 & 7

VILLAGE ID: |__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |___|

FU6 & FU7

HLL. HL2. SUBTASK 6- ORAL READING FLUENCY SUBTASK 7 — READING COMPREHENSION
CHILD'S NAME Give the child 60 seconds to read as much of the text as possible. Note After the child has finished reading, take the card from the child and ask the first question. If the
the number of words read correctly per each line. Show the child the test child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the question, and give the child another 5
booklet. seconds to respond. If the child still does not answer, go to the next question. Ask only those
, , , , questions that correspond to the lines of text read by the child, up to the last line the child was able to

“Here is a story. Now | would like you to read it out loud, quickly and read.

correctly, and afterwards, | will ask you some questions. Start here _ _ _

when | tell you. If you don’t know a word, continue to the next word. Now | am going to ask you a few questions about the story you just read..

Ready? Start.” Pose the corresponding questions to the child, in Fulfulde.

Give the child 60 seconds to read all that he can. “Djonimi diamete dow habaruji ko janguouda wad kokari gnotanam iyaka andal mada.”

Stay quiet, except when providing answers as follows: if the child A. Haden nyalloma oyé non? )

hesitates for 3 seconds, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” | B- Dume Raabi yidi fa sgoda.

Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet. C. Iri toggore nde Raabi yidi *

. , , , | D. O hebi toggore wodere nden na?

Auto_stop rule: if the child cannot read correctly a single word in the first | £ pume Raabi hebi?

two lines, stop the test and note “auto-stop”. Say “thank you” and end

the test. RESPONSE : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE

NOTE THE NUMBER OF WORDS READ CORRECTLY FOR EACH LINE. IF | LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANURI,

THE CHILD READ EVERYTHING IN LESS THAN ONE MINUTE, NOTETHE | o5 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)

EXACT NUMBER OF SECONDS REMAINING ON THE TIMER.

OTHERWISE, MARK ‘00" SECONDS.

Al A2. B1. B2. Cl1. Cc2. D1. D2. El. E2.
D N A B C D E TIME AUTO HADEN LANGUAGE| T0GG LANGUAGE Togago LANGUAGE 0 LANGUAGE TOGGOR LANGUAGE
®) ® ©) ®) (6) STOP | LuMo ORE RE HEBAYE E HEYRE
NON WODERE LOBBERE

01 [ | | | | N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —
02 —I || || || || N Y P s I Iy I Iy Y Iy Y I ) ]
03 —I || || || || N Y P s I Iy I Iy Y Iy Y I ) ]
04 [ | | | | N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —
05 | || || || || N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —
06 —I || || || || N Y P s I Iy I Iy Y Iy Y I ) ]
07 [ | | | | N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —
08 | || || || || N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —
09 | || || || || N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —
10 [ | | | | N Y ) Iy Y Iy Y I Y Iy Y I ) —

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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TAMASHEQ VILLAGE ID: | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | TAl

Subtask 1: Receptive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).

Interviewer states: “We are going to play a game, ok? | am going to give you instructions, and we can see if you can follow what | say.”

Example 1: Interviewer states: “Point to your nose”.” The interviewer points to his nose, and encourages the child to do the same. If the child points correctly, say “Bravo, that
is correct!” If the child does not point, repeat the instructions and ask, “Can you point to your nose?”

Example 2: Interviewer states: “Point to your head”. This time the interviewer does not point, but encourages child to point. If the child does not understand, the Interviewer
states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.

If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask.

Ask each question in Tamasheq and note the response in the questionnaire.

RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3= NO RESPONSE

HLL. HL2. TA11. TA12. TA13. TA14. TA15. TA16. TA17. TA18. TA19. _TA110.
CHILD’'S NAME SAKNU SAKNU IMI SAKNI ITKOL ADAR | SAKN-I ADAD Jaaqss 3GID 38 3ITKeL EINEY4 [AKFU | BARA NO
TANDORSK- NAK/NAM TAYMAR IYYAN IYYAN D3FUR OFUS- ARAT IYYAN] RESPONSE
NAK/NAM NAK/NAM NAK/NAM AGU ARAT-D

DAT-9K

ID NAME EAR MOUTH ELBOW FOOT FINGER CLAP JLE HAND BEND PLACE IN NO RESPONSE
BACKWARDS FRONT

01 | || | || || || || || || | ||
02 | || | || || || || || || | ||
03 | || | || || || || || || | ||
04 | || | || || || || || || | ||
05 [ || [ || || || || || || [ ||
06 [ || [ || || || || || || [ ||
07 [ || [ || || || || || || [ ||
08 [ || [ || || || || || || [ ||
09 | || | || || || || || || | ||
10 | || | || || || || || || | ||

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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TAMASHEQ VILLAGE ID: | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER | |

TAZ2

Subtask 2: Expressive Oral Language

This section is not timed and there are no stimuli for the child (to be administered orally).
Interviewer states: “Now | am going to show you things, and you tell me what they are called.”
Example 1: Interviewer points to his eye and says, “What is this?” Interviewer says, “You say it is an eye!”

Example 2: Interviewer points to his ear, and says, “What is this?” The interviewer encourages the child to say “ear”. “Interviewer asks, “Do you understand?”
If the child does not understand, the Interviewer states the instructions again and repeats the examples. If the child understands, start the test.
If child makes 5 consecutive errors, stop the test and continue to the next subtask. If child does not respond, mark “No Response”, and continue to the next subtask. Ask each

guestion in the test language and note the response in the questionnaire.
RESPONSE CODES: 1= CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE

HL1. HL2. TA21. TA22. TA23. TA24. TA25. TA26. TA27.
CHILD’S NAME TENJART ADAD IRI ISENAN IDBLAY 3rup EKARBAY

TA28.
TAYMAR

TA29.
TEDDAWEN

TA210.
3J3R

No
RESPONSE

1D NAME NosE FINGER NECK TEETH MOUTH KNEE PANTS/SKIRT

ELBOW

ARMPIT

SHOULDER

NO RESPONSE

01 || || || || || || ||

02 || || || || || || ||

03 I || || || || || ||

04 || || || || || || ||

05 I || || || || || ||

06 I || || || || || ||

07 || || || || || || ||

08 || || || || || || ||

09 || || || || || || ||

10 || || || || || || ||

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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TAMASHEQ VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__ | | | TA3

Subtask 3: Listening Comprehension

This is not a timed exercise and this is administered orally only. The Interviewer states “Now, | am going to read to you a story aloud ONE TIME. Afterwards, | will ask you
some questions about the story. Listen carefully, and after you will answer the questions the best you can. Okay? Do you understand what are you supposed to do? Let’s
begin! Listen carefully.”

The interviewer reads aloud the short story, ONE TIME, slowly, (about 1 word per second), in the language of the test.

After reading the text, ask the child each comprehension question and note the response. If the child does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the
guestion, and give the child another 5 seconds to respond. If the child still does not respond, go on to the next question.

TEXT: IIEI)Ll. HL2. TA31. TA32. TA33. TA34. TA35.
Misa ad amidinet Yaliyu amayan Fel ad CHiLD's Nave MAY MOS AWA | MANIBMUK WAS | MAGAN DBFUR AS | MA FEL YALIYU | MANIALOQ WAS
acin tafayat. Miisa yiga tatdgat maqerat. ACAN MUSA D | TOGAZXALIYU ? | SANIMBNSIWAN ? | AZ DTEX/IVS;(AA?MAN 'KKN',A‘T'\'ACVE)A[\)Q"‘A\AN
Toyayas tafayat. Yéfar tasut. Yaliyu SMIDINET? ' (BALO)?
yirmay hulen. Yit rab yikfé aman, yisa. A B A B. A B. A B. A B.
Defur as iSa aman, as ismandan tété ID NAME TAFAYAT | LANGUAGE | AMAN [ LANGUAGE | ADALAN | LANGUAGE [ FEL [LANGUAGE| D8FUR |LANGUAGE
n’tafayat nasan 6zalan ser adalan tewayya TOWAYYA Tosit SMANSIWAN
bald).
(balo) 01 A Y Y I A I vy A
QUESTIONS : 02 A Y Y I A I vy A
TA31. May més awa acan Mdsa ad 03
amidinet? A S Y I N I A I O I
TA32. Mgni amuk was 5698.2 \/aliyu :’ 04 A S Y I N I A I O I
TA33. Magan dafur as San imansiwan ?
TA34. Ma fel Yaliyu az deway aman 1 05 A I Y I U I A Iy A I
Mdsa?
TA35. Mani alég was ikkan addalan 06 AN I Y Y I [ Y I Y (e Y Y Y O
n'tawayya (bal6)?
yya (balo) 07 N ) T T Y T '
RESPONSE CODES : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 08 [ | |1 | [ 1 [ {] [ [ | [ |1 [ [ 1 [ |1 [ [ [ [ [ [ [
3=NO RESPONSE
RESPONSE LANGUAGE: 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 |09 (N U I A Ay A I ) A Iy ) [y )
FULFULDE, 04 KANURI, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06
FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY) 10 A U I Y I I ) I (s A I A A

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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TAMASHEQ VILLAGE ID: |__| HOUSEHOLD NUMBER |__| TA4

Subtask 4: Letter Identification (name or sound)

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 4. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand? When | say “Start”, point to each letter with your finger as you read it. Read from left to right, line by line. Do you
understand what | am asking? Put your finger on the first letter. Ready? Try to read quickly and correctly. Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first letter name or sound. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as
correct. Stay quiet, except if the child hesitates on a letter for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next letter and say “Please go on.” Mark the letter skipped as
incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of
seconds remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 10 letters, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and
go on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. TA41. TA42. TA43. TA44. TA45. TA46. TA47. TA48. TA49. TA410. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME STOP | REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (20) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

02 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

03 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

04 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

05 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

06 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

07 (RN I Y I 1 I N I Y Y I Y Y I Y I I Y I Y I Y I Y I I ) I O A

08 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

09 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

10 (NN N I I I I I I I I O Y I A A Y Y I Y I I I O Y O I O S

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”

C51




TAMASHEQ VILLAGEID: || | | HOUSEHOLD NUMBER|__ | | | TAS5

Subtask 5: Word ldentification

This is a timed exercise and is administered using the test booklet.

Show the test booklet to the child for subtask 5. Explain the subtask in the child’s maternal language, using the examples in the booklet. After explaining the
examples, say “Ok? Do you understand what | am asking you to do? When | say “Start”, read the words from left to right, line by line. At the end of the line,
continue to the next line. Try to read quickly and correctly. Ready? Begin.”

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. If the child does not respond after 10 seconds, mark ‘Auto Stop’. Count self-corrections as correct. Stay quiet,
except if the child hesitates for 3 seconds. In this case, point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as incorrect on the test sheet.

After 60 seconds say, “Stop and Thank you.” Note the total number correct. If the child read everything in less than one minute, note the exact number of seconds
remaining on the timer. Otherwise, if the child has not finished the exercise, mark ‘00’ seconds.

Auto stop rule: If the child does not give a single correct response in the first 5 words, gently tell the child to stop, and mark ‘Auto Stop’. Say “Thank you” and go
on to the next subtask.

HL1. HL2. TA51. TA52. TAS3. TAS4, TAB5. TA56. TA57. TA58. TAS9. TA510. AuTO TIME TOTAL
CHILD’'S NAME StoP REMAINING CORRECT

ID NAME (5) (20) (15) (20) (25) (30) (35) (40) (45) (50) AUTO | SECONDS TOTAL

01 N N I A S Y I I Y N I N Y I A O I S Y I Y I U N I I A [ o N

02 N N I A S Y I I Y N I N Y I A O I S Y I Y I U N I I A [ o N

03 N N I A S Y I I Y N I N Y I A O I S Y I Y I U N I I A [ o N

04 (Y I Y I Y I Y I I Y I Y I A I O I R I O Y I A N I O I

05 (Y I Y I Y I Y I I Y I Y I A I O I R I O Y I A N I O I

06 (Y I Y I Y I Y I I Y I Y I A I O I R I O Y I A N I O I

07 (Y I Y I Y I Y I I Y I Y I A I O I R I O Y I A N I O I

08 N N I A S Y I I Y N I N Y I A O I S Y I Y I U N I I A [ o N

09 N N I A S Y I I Y N I N Y I A O I S Y I Y I U N I I A [ o N

10 N N I A S Y I I Y N I N Y I A O I S Y I Y I U N I I A [ o N

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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TAMASHEQ SUBTASK 6 & 7

VILLAGE ID: |__|

HOUSEHOLD NUMER |_|

TA6 & TA7

HILDL HL2. SUBTASK 6- ORAL READING FLUENCY SUBTASK 7 — READING COMPREHENSION
de CHILD’'S NAME Give the child 60 seconds to read as much of the text as possible. Note the After the ch|ld has finished reading, take the card from the chllq and ask t_he first question. If the child
l'enf number of words read correctly per each line. Show the child the test does not give any response after 10 seconds, repeat the quesnon, and give the child another 5 seconds
ant booklet. to respond. If the child still does not answer, go to the next question. Ask only those questions that
) ] ] ] correspond to the lines of text read by the child, up to the last line the child was able to read.
“Here is a story. Now | would like you to read it out loud, quickly and _ _ ‘ _
correctly, and afterwards, | will ask you some questions. Start here when | “Now I'am going to ask you a few questions about the story you just read.” Pose the corresponding
I tell you. If you don't know a word, continue to the next word. Ready? guestions to the child, in Tamasheg. « omarda ada kaga isastanan fel alquisatta tayré. »
Start.” R
) i . a.Ayora wa n’dar azal ?
Give the child 60 seconds to read all that he can. Stay quiet, except
when providing answers as follows: if the child hesitates for 3 seconds, b. Ma tara Rabi as sat wazanzu ?
point to the next word and say “Please go on.” Mark the word as c. M fst tol3 tekarsat ta tagammay ?
incorrect on the test sheet.
Auto stop rule: if the child cannot read correctly a single word in the first d.Tagraw tekarsat ta zagayat ?
two lines, stop the test and note “auto-stop”. Say “thank you" and end e. M4 tazlag R3bi ?
the test.
NOTE THE NUMBER OF WORDS READ CORRECTLY FOR EACH LINE. IF RESPONSE : 1=CORRECT, 2=INCORRECT, 3=NO RESPONSE
THE CHILD READ EVERYTHING IN LESS THAN ONE MINUTE, NOTE THE LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE : 01 FRENCH, 02 HAUSA, 03 ZARMA, 04 KANURI,
EXACT NUMBER OF SECONDS REMAINING ON THE TIMER. OTHERWISE, 05 TAMASHEQ, 06 FULFULDE, 96 OTHER (SPECIFY)
MARK ‘00" SECONDS. ’ ’
Al. A2. B1. B2. C1. C2. D1. D2. E1l. E2.
A B c D E AUTO OzAL | LANGUE |TEKARS| LANGUE |TEKARSAT| LANGUE BEHU/K| LANGUE |TEKARSAT| LANGUE
ID NAME ©) @ @ ®) ®) TIME sTOP N'ASUK AT ZAGAYAT AY-KAY TENAYAT/
TEKARSAT
HOSAYAT
01 | [ [ [ [ (I | — ] — e ] ] ]
02 | [ [ [ [ (I | — ] — e ] ] ]
03 || [ [ [ [ (I || ] ] ] A I S ) Iy )y I
04 || [ [ [ [ (I || ] ] ] A I S ) Iy )y I
05 || [ [ [ [ (I || ] ] ] A I S ) Iy )y I
06 | [ [ [ [ (I | — ] — e ] ] ]
07 | [ [ [ [ (I | — ] — e ] ] ]
08 || [ [ [ [ (I || ] ] ] A I S ) Iy )y I
09 || [ [ [ [ (I || ] ] ] A I S ) Iy )y I
10 | [ [ [ [ (I | — ] — e ] ] ]

Before continuing, say “Good effort! Let’s continue to the next section!”
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TEST BOOKLET
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Follow-up
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Haoussa — HA4



ku suka wasa

tana N nan tahiya sal
Ina kali tsaya Vi 20
su malam Za ku ce
makaranta audu suna ta lya
shi gida ba har ka
wata tare ya wasa to
ruwa yara tafi ana mail
lahiya Ki da wani daga
yana ga rana aka suka

cikin ke Ina ne NI

Haoussa — HAS5



Kasuwa. Yau rana kasuwa.
Rabi zata kasuwa domin ta saya riga.

Rabl na neman jan riga.
Ba ta samu jan riga ba, Rabi ta samu fara riga.

Raabi ta na murna, ta sa sabuwa riga mai kyan.

Hausa — HA6
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Zarma - ZA4



habu tira kwayi
garu ay kan kasi Mooto
kali afo tira dabu bini
lutu gure mari koli mitti
habu lutu hina jine furu
sari nuna kwaayi gabu suba
pati cawyan fansi zagu waasi
kande dondon hantum kayne moolo
fundi kurme zanjigombo ganji haari
dundu tara zunku tamma bindi
sungay hungum dangay kollo faasa

Zarma - ZAS5



Habu. Hunkuna zaaro, habu no.

Raabl go ga koya habu ga day kwayi.

Raabi go ga kwaayi ciray ceeci.

A man du kwael ciraa, Raabi du kwaayi kwaarey.
Raabl go ga farha a du kwayi han no.

Zarma — ZA6
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Kanuri — KA4



Wu knla bnri
fado ni wu kare nalle
malpm wu sa lado bi
koro mana knska knra kange
karwu bollo njo Ci bul
jaawol kani cidi kolji andi
milo kam INgi kamu bina
dondi ti kalu kura SO
ngnla deke bplpm fe badi
collo goro Kiari Knri dalo
knla kayji karo WU nja

Kanuri — KA5



Kasuwu. Ku im kasuwuye.
Rabli Kasuwuro leji kaluwu n’jiworo.
Rabli kaluwu kime maiji.

Kaluwu kime da cuwandinni, Rabi kaluwu bul
cuwando.

Rabi Kkiji fanji, kaluwu birin shawa ciwandinna
nangaro.

Kanuri — KA6
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Fulfulde - FU4



pilkol goggo loonde
emo lila an ibe cardi
oole lilla be haako bibbe ummu
sooda ceede daado haala gada
una miilo on rewbe pilkol
uulo ada nder foti yaha
oolo adol jam pade roogo
lima omo nani pede debbo
elol min weeti lootoo lobbo
molu no waall loota natal
daago leele Inna licce mboyri

Fulfulde - FU5



_.umo. Handen nyalooma lumo non.
Raabi no don ya lumo fa sooda toggore.
Raabi no don filoo toggoré wodere.

O hebaye toggoré woodere, Raabi heebi
toggore ranere.

Raabi sehake o hebi toggore loobere.

Fulfulde - FU6
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Tamasheq - TA4



ta har afud

ta od yel Imi amidi
wa anu tile owsal eyos
wen aman win ener To]
yur anna tin alom tafala
daw daday idi eyayd ax
sor har tayat ad bahu
oS fel tast Isan 9SIink
akal dagman mas talomt enale
ehan donnag afud as awara
ezal kay kam ehad ammas

Tamasheq - TA5



osuk. Ayora wa azal n’asuk.
Rabi takka asuk fel at tazzunzu tekarsat.
Rabi tagammay tekarsat zagayat.

War tagraw tekarsat zagayat, Rabi tagraw
tekarsat malat.

Rabi tiddi wat fellas tagraw tekarsat tenayat
hOosayat.

Tamasheq - TA6
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Francais — FA4



elle

lune

Francais — FA5

1l
or
peur
Cri
chaise
mur
date
pré
beau
douze

vol
lire
papa
vache
peau
table
tour
abri
pain
bol

sa
ami
sage
blé
vole
clé
posé
faire
rougir

V4

velo

ma
car
bébé
fleur
bleu
monde
kilo
porter
moto
vide



Le repas. Il est midi. Issa a faim.
Maman ne I'appelle pas. Le repas n’est pas prét.
ssa va a la cuisine. Maman prepare le riz.

_e plat est prét. Toute la famille est a table.
ssa est content. || mange le plat gu’il aime.

Francais — FAG6



MATH 3

MA4. MAS.

/ 8 |[|4+2=

63 54 | 13 + 3=
381 279

Math



2 X4 =

>0

12 : 3 =
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IMPLEMENTATION OF IMAGINE AND NECS ACTIVITIES
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APPENDIX E MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

In this appendix, we present a table describing all of the activities implemented under the
IMAGINE and NECS projects (Table E.1). The table includes a row for each activity and
columns describing the planned activity, the activity as it was eventually implemented, the
amount of the planned activity that was implemented, the project under which each activity was
implemented (IMAGINE during phase 1 of the NTP or NECS during phase 2 of the NTP), and
whether each intervention group (NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only) was exposed to each
activity. Note that three of the activities — construction of new boreholes, construction of water
connections for new boreholes, and rehabilitating new boreholes — were conducted as a
continuation of the IMAGINE project in Phase 2 under the NECS project and therefore were
only conducted in NECS & IMAGINE villages.

E.3



APPENDIX E MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

Table E.1. Implementation of IMAGINE and NECS activities

Phase 1 of Phase 2

Realization NTP of NTP NECS & NECS-
Planned activities Realized activities rate (IMAGINE) (NECS) IMAGINE Only
IMAGINE
1 Construct girl-friendly schools 62 out of 68 schools completed
. 91% X X
consisting of 3 classrooms
2 Construct 3-block housing for female 62 out of 68 teacher housing
91% X X
teachers blocks completed
3 Construct separate latrines for boys 62 out of 68 toilets completed
. 91% X X
and girls
4 Construct boreholes (water point) at 49 out of 68 boreholes completed
2% X X
each school
5 Elaborate, validate, and disseminate Integrated module—spelling and
new training modules and didactic writing—elaborated and validated Partly realized X X
materials through a workshop
6 Train 100 pedagogical inspectors and 52 pedagogical inspectors and
counselors in gender, spelling, active counselors trained
. . 52% X X
learning, and evaluation of students
performance
7 Train at least 1,800 teachers on 96 teachers trained
gender, spelling, active learning,
evaluation of student performance, and 5% X X
tutoring by pedagogical inspectors and
counselors
8 Organize two regional training Two workshops organized
. 100% X X
workshops on the integrated module
9 Equip 68 project schools (initially 476 teacher guidebooks distributed
planned) with 7 teacher guidebooks, for to 68 schools 100% X X
a total of 476 guidebooks
10 Training of 110 teachers in spelling and 96 teachers (school managers) 88% « «
writing trained °
11 Rewards for 22 teachers and 11 Not realized
0% X X
schools
12 Introduction of tutoring Not realized 0% X X
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Phase 1 of Phase 2

Realization NTP of NTP NECS & NECS-
Planned activities Realized activities rate (IMAGINE) (NECS) IMAGINE Only
13 Practical and productive activities in 78 schools
39% X X
198 targeted schools
14 Teaching of hygiene and sanitation Not realized 0% X X
15 Establishment of school governments 135 schools 68% X X
16 Provision of school stationery kits to 200 kits distributed
100% X X
200 targeted schools
17 Provision of school manuals to 68 68 schools each received 350
100% X X
schools school manuals
18 Formulation of a vision of girls’ Not realized
. ) 0% X X
education at national level
19 Adoption of a communication strategy Document elaborated and 0% X X
to advocate for girls’ education validated but not implemented
20 Organization of annual regional Process suspended at internal ToR
advocacy day (for three years) on girls’  validation phase 0% X X
education
21 Mobilization of financial and material Information, education and
means for implementation of communication materials not 0% X X
communication strategy conceived and not disseminated
22 COGES, Student Parents Association Realized
(APE), and Educational Mothers 100% X X
Association (AME) capacity building
23 Development and dissemination of the ~ Modules and didactic support 100% « «
training modules on social mobilization  developed
24 Elaboration of 198 Local Action Plans 155 PALs elaborated
78% X X
(PALS)
25 Implementation of 155 PALs 155 PALs implemented 100% X X
26 Training of regional and departmental Partly realized, with 80 regional .
: > o . Approximately
education officials (198) on monitoring and departmental education 40% X X
COGES activities officers trained °
27 Implementation of subsidy program to Not realized
support communities in implementation 0% X X

of their PALs
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Planned activities

Phase 1 of
NTP
(IMAGINE)

Realization

Realized activities rate

Phase 2
of NTP
(NECS)

NECS &
IMAGINE

NECS-
Only

28 Training of at least 6,000 women in Activity not realized 0% x «
income generating practices
29 Literacy of 3,000 members of COGES, Validation of the animators’ training
APE, and AME manuals; 35 animators and focal Partly
points participated in the initial realized—35% «
training; 1,002 learners, of which started the
711 are women, started the literacy activities
classes in 34 centers
NECS
30 Establish functioning student 149 out of 150 schools
99% X X X
governments
31 Construct new boreholes (water points) 7 boreholes (water point) 100% " x
constructed- target met
32 Construct new water connections for 3 out of 6
50% X X
boreholes
33 Rehabilitate boreholes all 26 boreholes rehabilitated 100% X X
34 Train CGDES boreholes management  target surpassed; opted to train 5
committee members to maintain and members instead of the originally 100% X X X
monitor water points functionality planned 2
35 Establish PTA or similar 149 out of 150 schools
school/community governance o
structures (CGDES, AME, APE, and 99% x x X
student governments)
36 Train school management Opted to train five people (2
(administrative/financial management, teachers members of the CGDES
. . . 100% X X X
school maintenance, and annual action and 3 members of the community)
planning) instead of the originally planned 2
37 Implement annual action plans for all 149 out of 150 schools 99% " X x

the school governance structures
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Phase 1 of Phase 2

Realization NTP of NTP NECS & NECS-
Planned activities Realized activities rate (IMAGINE) (NECS) IMAGINE Only
38 Train teachers and directors in the new  1458; trained more teachers than
reading curriculum (both ARL and ASL) originally planned due to having
both ARL and ASL training, added 100% X X X

new teachers, and multiple grade 1
classes in some schools

39 Develop teacher training materials 3080 (more than originally targeted

0,
for all activities below) 100% X X X
40 Deve.lop and dllstrlbute teaching and 38004 100% x X X
learning materials
41 Distribute local language books 14645 100% X X X
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In addition to the NECS impact evaluation, MCC and USAID requested a descriptive study
focused on reading performance in local languages in early grades of NECS schools. The
descriptive study measured reading skills in local languages for students in grades 1 and 2 (Cl
and CP in Niger) in a sample of intervention schools in 2014. Although original plans called for
two or three rounds of data collection, it was ultimately decided to conduct only one round. In
May 2014, 1,007 students in grades 1 and 2 from 27 randomly selected NECS intervention
schools were administered a short Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA). The assessment
was administered in the language of instruction at the student’s school and comprised five
subtasks: (1) letter identification, (2) familiar word reading, (3) invented word reading, (4) oral
reading fluency of grade 2—level text, and (5) reading comprehension. Results from that data
collection effort in 2014 indicated that reading levels were very low for grade 1 and grade 2
students across all languages and regions (Bagby et al. 2014b). In the Niger NECS Impact
Evaluation Baseline Report (NECS evaluation baseline report)(Bagby et al. 2015), we used
NECS Wave 1 data to calculate some of the same descriptive statistics presented in the Niger
NECS EGRA Descriptive Study Round 1 Report (NECS EGRA descriptive study) (Bagby et al.
2014a). We found low levels of reading proficiency and strong floor effects (zero scores) in the
subtasks measuring reading skills—such as letter identification, familiar word reading, oral
reading fluency, and reading comprehension—as we had in the NECS EGRA descriptive study.
There were fewer floor effects for oral language skills, which include receptive vocabulary,
expressive vocabulary, and oral comprehension.

In this appendix, we use NECS Wave 2 data to calculate some of the same descriptive
statistics presented in the NECS EGRA descriptive study (Bagby et al. 2014a) and the NECS
evaluation baseline report (Baghby et al. 2015). These analyses provide a useful overview of the
level of reading competency among students who received NECS’ early grade reading
curriculum during one or two school years. We included all reading-related skills that were also
included in the NECS impact evaluation Wave 2 assessment: (1) receptive vocabulary, (2)
expressive vocabulary, (3) oral comprehension, (4) letter identification, (5) familiar word
reading, (6) oral reading fluency, and (7) reading comprehension. The sample included children
in the 142 NECS intervention villages (82 NECS-only and 60 NECS & IMAGINE villages) in
the impact evaluation sample who were enrolled in grade 1 or grade 2 during the current school
year (2015-2016). The analysis included four languages: (1) Hausa, (2) Zarma, (3) Kanuri, and
(4) another local language. We have data on a fifth local language, but no intervention schools
received the NECS intervention in that language; therefore, no scores are presented in this
appendix for it.

In the sections that follow, we present a description of the test results, including the
maximum, minimum, and mean scores for each subtask within each language; the overall scores
across languages; and raw mean scores in each language, separated by subtask and grade. As
with the NECS EGRA descriptive study and the NECS baseline report, we found low levels of
reading proficiency and strong floor effects in the subtasks measuring skills related to reading of
print, such as letter identification, familiar word reading, oral reading fluency, and reading
comprehension. However, we do find higher scores on the letter identification subtask than in the
previous studies. There are fewer floor effects for the oral language skills, which include
receptive vocabulary, expressive vocabulary, and oral comprehension.
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A. Description of the test results by language

In Table F.1, we show the distribution of scores for each language among children in NECS
treatment villages who were enrolled in grade 1 or grade 2 during the 2015-2016 school year.
We present raw scores for each subtask. For subtasks 1 to 3, the score is the number of correct
answers provided. For subtask 4, letter identification, the score is the number of letters identified
per minute. For subtasks 5 and 6, familiar word reading and oral reading fluency, the score is
words read per minute. Finally, subtask 7, reading comprehension, is measured as the percent
correct.

In general, scores were high for the first two subtasks (receptive oral language and
expressive oral language), which ask children to follow given instructions and to identify body
parts or objects around them that are pointed out by the test administrator. Out of a maximum 10
points possible, children scored between 7.8 and 9.3 on average across languages on the two
subtasks. The mean score for the listening comprehension subtask (in which the test
administrator reads a story and asks the child five comprehension questions) ranged from 2.4 to
2.6 across languages.

Subtask 4 (letter identification) is the first subtask that measures reading skills. The mean
score ranged from 8.1 to 9.9 letters per minute across languages. The maximum score was 103
letters per minute, which indicates that at least one child was able to correctly name all 100
letters in less than the 60 seconds provided. This was a notable increase over scores from the
Wave 1 data, in which the mean for this subtask was less than 1 letter per minute and no child
identified more than 50 letters in one minute. Subtasks 5 through 7, which measure increasingly
advanced reading skills, exhibited much lower scores. In subtask 5, children were able to read
correctly 1 to 3 familiar words per minute, on average, across all languages, out of 50 possible
words. The maximum scores show that at least one child who took the test in Hausa and one who
took the test in Zarma was able to read all 50 words within one minute. Similarly, although the
maximum scores indicate that some children were able to score relatively well on subtasks 6 and
7, the mean scores show that the majority scored very low. Across all languages, the mean score
for reading comprehension was close to zero.
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Table F.1. Description of language test scores obtained in NECS villages

Subtask 1: Subtask 2: Subtask 3: Subtask 4: Subtask 5: Subtask 6: Subtask 7:
Receptive Expressive oral Listening Letter Familiar word Oral reading Reading
oral language language comprehension identification reading fluency comprehension
(Number correct) (Letters/minute) (Words/minute)

A. Hausa

Mean 9.3 8.9 25 9.2 11 11 3.8
Standard deviation 17 1.9 1.7 14.9 3.7 4.3 14.8
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 10 5 100 58 37 100
Number of children 1846 1846 1846 1846 1846 1846 1846

B. Zarma

Mean 9.1 8.9 24 9.3 11 0.7 0.5
Standard deviation 1.6 1.9 1.6 14.2 43 3.7 4.9
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 10 5 103 60 40 80
Number of children 746 746 746 746 746 746 746

C. Kanuri

Mean 9.3 8.8 2.6 8.1 0.8 0.1 0.2
Standard deviation 14 1.8 1.6 11.7 24 14 2.8
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 10 5 90 15 18 40
Number of children 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

D. Other local language

Mean 8.5 7.8 24 9.9 2.6 2.7 24
Standard deviation 23 2.9 1.8 10.9 5.9 6.0 9.2
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 10 5 38 30 27 60
Number of children 58 58 58 58 58 58 58

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:  The reported figures are raw scores for children who were enrolled in grade 1 or grade 2 at some time during the current school year (2015-2016)
regardless of their enroliment status at the time of data collection. All children were assessed one-on-one in the household. The sample does not include
children who did not agree to take the test.
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It is important to point out that we cannot directly compare raw EGRA scores between
languages. Even though the tests were developed in the same way for each language,
fundamental structural differences between the languages make comparisons misleading and
incorrect (RTI International 2016). Specifically, differences in both the complexity of syllables
and the orthographic depth (the degree to which grapheme-phoneme correspondences are
consistent and predictable) affect the rate at which language acquisition occurs (Seymour et al.
2003). For example, it is widely established that early reading skills develop more slowly for
English learners than for learners of other European languages (Seymour et al. 2003). Therefore,
children who are English-language learners are likely to lag behind when tested on the same
skills at the same age as learners of a structurally less complex language, regardless of their
exposure to instruction or their innate ability. Even when languages are similar, systematic
differences in scores across languages could be a product of numerous factors, including varying
degrees of difficulty of the assessment itself or differences in the quality of instruction between
languages. Means equating and item response theory equating are two statistical methods used to
ensure that the measures obtained from the assessments of each skill are comparable. In the
NECS baseline report (Bagby et al. 2015), we used item response theory to put the assessments
in the different local languages on the same scale to demonstrate that it is possible to do so;
however, we have not repeated the exercise here.

B. Overall scores

Given the variations in the languages themselves and in the assessments, the analysis did not
allow us to directly compare the scores between languages. Nevertheless, we present the mean
scores by language for all seven oral language and reading skills measured (the score is the
unadjusted raw score, which differs by subtask as described above) in grade 1 (Figure F.1) and
grade 2 (Figure F.2). In these figures, we also present the scores from the Wave 1 data collection.
Although these comparisons cannot be used to draw conclusions about the impact of NECS on
reading scores, the information provides a useful overview of the trends across the languages and
over time.

As mentioned, most children possess strong oral language skills as measured by the first
three subtasks—receptive oral language, expressive oral language, and listening comprehension.
In both grades, scores on these subtasks were consistent across Wave 1 and Wave 2. However,
we observed larger differences in scores on the subtasks measuring reading skills (subtasks 4 to
7) between the two data collection rounds. At Wave 1, reading skills for all four languages were
very low and nearly indistinguishable from zero. At Wave 2, letter identification scores (subtask
4) for both grades were noticeably higher than in the Wave 1 data. Scores for the other reading
subtasks (5 to 7) also were higher at Wave 2, although the differences were primarily
concentrated among children in grade 2.
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Figure F.1. Mean scores in grade 1 by language, Wave 1 and 2
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Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 1 Wave 2
Receptive oral Expressive oral Listening Letter Familiar word Oral reading Reading
language language comprehension  identification reading fluency comprehension
Source: Bagby et al. 2015; NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:

For subtasks 1 to 3 (receptive oral language, expressive oral language, and listening comprehension), the
score is the number of correct answers provided. For subtask 4 (letter identification), the score is the
number of letters identified per minute. For subtasks 5 and 6 (familiar word reading and oral reading
fluency), the score is words read per minute. Subtask 7 (reading comprehension) is measured as the
percent correct. The sample includes children in NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only villages who were
enrolled in grade 1 at some time during the 2015-2016 school year.

Figure F.2. Mean scores in grade 2 by language, Wave 1 and 2
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Receptive oral Expressive oral Listening Letter Familiar word Oral reading Reading
language language comprehension  identification reading fluency comprehension
Source: Bagby et al. 2015; NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:

For subtasks 1 to 3 (receptive oral language, expressive oral language, and listening comprehension), the
score is the number of correct answers provided. For subtask 4 (letter identification), the score is the
number of letters identified per minute. For subtasks 5 and 6 (familiar word reading and oral reading
fluency), the score is words read per minute. Subtask 7 (reading comprehension) is measured as the
percent correct. The sample includes children in NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only villages who were
enrolled in grade 2 at some time during the 2015-2016 school year.
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Children in grade 2 during the 2015-2016 school year should have been exposed to the
NECS local language reading curriculum during the 20142015 school year (when they were in
grade 1) as well as during the entire 2015-2016 school year, although the NECS reading
curriculum changed during that time (see Section I1.B in the main report). Children currently in
grade 1 received local language reading instruction in grade 1 during the 2015-2016 school year.
The curriculum focused specifically on basic reading skills such as the sounds and names of
letters and stringing multiple sounds together into words. These areas correspond with the skills
measured by the subtasks in which we observed the largest differences between data collection
rounds (letter identification and familiar word reading).

C. Hausa score analyses

The Hausa language assessment was completed by 1,846 children in grades 1 and 2 across
89 villages. In Table F.2, we present mean test scores and standard deviations. Mean scores were
high across the first two oral language subtasks, with children scoring between 8.59 and 9.43 out
of a possible 10 points. On those subtasks, only 1 to 3 percent of children were unable to provide
at least one correct response. Scores began to decline with the listening comprehension subtask,
with children correctly answering, on average, about half of the five questions posed to them.
Twenty-three percent of grade 1 children and 12 percent of grade 2 children were unable to
answer a single listening comprehension question.

Scores on all remaining reading skills subtasks were low for both grade 1 and grade 2
children, with many children unable to answer a single correct answer. Grade 1 children were
able to identify correctly 5.57 letters per minute on average, whereas grade 2 children were able
to identify correctly 12.64 letters per minute on average. The results differ substantially from
Wave 1, in which scores on letter identification were not statistically significantly different from
zero. Mean scores, excluding zero scores, were 18.12 and 21.60 letters per minute for grade 1
and grade 2 children, respectively. On the fifth subtask (familiar word reading), grade 1 children
could read 0.54 words per minute, whereas grade 2 children could read 1.71 words per minute.
Scores were similar for oral reading fluency. On the final subtask (reading comprehension), the
average correct scores were 2.0 percent for grade 1 children and 5.5 percent for grade 2 children.
On each of the final three subtasks, the majority of children (ranging from 78 percent to 96
percent) could not answer a single question. Across all subtasks, scores were slightly higher for
children in grade 2 than for children in grade 1.
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Table F.2. Raw mean scores in Wave 2 in Hausa by grade, separated by
subtask, NECS treatment villages only

All Excluding children
children scoring zero

Percentage
Mean Standard of children Mean Standard Sample
score deviation scoring zero score deviation size

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language

Grade 1 9.06 1.95 3 9.31 1.25 870
Grade 2 9.43 1.38 1 9.52 1.04 943
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Grade 1 8.59 2.14 3 8.86 1.53 867
Grade 2 9.16 1.52 1 9.25 1.24 943
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Grade 1 2.14 1.66 23 2.78 1.34 690
Grade 2 2.76 1.62 12 3.15 1.32 834
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Grade 1 5.57 11.66 69 18.12 14.67 275
Grade 2 12.64 16.76 41 21.60 16.93 557
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Grade 1 0.54 2.37 93 7.16 5.27 67
Grade 2 1.71 4.47 78 7.76 6.61 210
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Grade 1 0.44 2.56 95 9.68 7.37 41
Grade 2 1.71 5.36 86 11.87 8.91 137
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
Grade 1 2.04 10.83 96 49.19 22.90 37
Grade 2 5.46 17.58 89 48.60 25.64 107
Sample size: Students in grade 1 894
Sample size: Students in grade 2 952
Sample size: Villages 89

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:  The reported figures are raw scores for children in NECS treatment villages who were enrolled in grade 1 or
grade 2 during the current school year (2015-2016) regardless of their enroliment status at the time of data
collection. The sample does not include children who did not agree to take the test.

D. Zarma score analyses

The Zarma language assessment was completed by 746 children in grades 1 and 2 in 37
villages. In Table F.3, we present mean test scores and standard deviations. Mean scores in the
receptive oral language and expressive oral language subtasks were between 8.60 and 9.35 for
grade 1 and grade 2 children, respectively, out of a possible 10. The scores indicate that most
children were able to follow instructions and identify correctly the objects pointed out and named
by the test administrator. In each subtask, fewer than 3 percent of grade 1 children and fewer
than 1 percent of grade 2 children were unable to provide a single correct response. Mean scores
were lower for the listening comprehension subtask, with grade 1 children answering an average
of 2.13 questions correctly and grade 2 children answering an average of 2.68 questions
correctly. Twenty-four percent of grade 1 children and 12 percent of grade 2 children were
unable to answer a single listening comprehension question.
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Scores were much lower for the reading skills subtasks. Grade 1 children were able to
identify 6.10 letters per minute on average, whereas grade 2 children identified 12.88 letters per
minute on average. Among grade 1 and grade 2 children, 60 percent and 31 percent of students,
respectively, could not name a single letter within one minute. The results differ substantially
from Wave 1, in which 97 percent and 85 percent of grade 1 and grade 2 students, respectively,
scored zero on this subtask. In these Wave 2 data, scores on the remaining three reading skills
subtasks drop off, with mean scores below 0.24 for grade 1 students and below 2.05 for grade 2
students. None of the grade 1 students could answer even a single reading comprehension
question.

Table F.3. Raw mean scores in Wave 2 in Zarma by grade, separated by
subtask, NECS treatment villages only

A Excluding children
children scoring zero

Percentage
Mean Standard of children Mean Standard Sample
score deviation scoring zero score deviation size

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language

Grade 1 8.88 1.86 2 9.08 1.30 390
Grade 2 9.35 1.15 0 9.38 1.03 346
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Grade 1 8.60 2.24 3 8.89 1.62 386
Grade 2 9.20 1.33 0 9.23 1.24 346
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Grade 1 2.13 1.62 24 2.79 1.27 305
Grade 2 2.68 1.53 12 3.05 1.24 305
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Grade 1 6.10 12.07 60 15.12 15.00 161
Grade 2 12.88 15.58 31 18.77 15.59 238
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Grade 1 0.24 1.43 96 5.59 4.33 17
Grade 2 2.05 6.02 81 10.64 9.87 67
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Grade 1 0.18 1.42 97 7.20 5.73 10
Grade 2 1.38 5.09 90 13.32 9.64 36
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
Grade 1 0.00 0.00 100 n/a n/a 0
Grade 2 0.98 7.15 98 42.50 22.52 8
Sample size: Students in grade 1 399
Sample size: Students in grade 2 347
Sample size: Villages 37

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:  The reported figures are raw scores for children in NECS treatment villages who were enrolled in grade 1 or
grade 2 during the current school year (2015-2016) regardless of their enroliment status at the time of data
collection. The sample does not include children who did not agree to take the test.

n/a = Not applicable because no observations.

E. Kanuri score analyses

The Kanuri language assessment was completed by 259 children in grades 1 and 2 in 13
villages. In Table F.4, we present mean scores for the oral language subtasks, which are fairly
high. In the receptive oral language subtask, children in grades 1 and 2 were able to follow
correctly an average of about 9 out of 10 instructions read to them. In the expressive oral
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language subtask, children correctly identified an average of around 9 objects out of 10. For each
subtask, only 1 to 2 percent of children were unable to provide a single correct response. Mean
scores for the final oral language subtask (listening comprehension) were lower, with an average
of 2.29 and 3.03 for grade 1 and grade 2 children, respectively, out of a possible 5. In addition,
16 percent of grade 1 and 4 percent of grade 2 students were unable to correctly answer a single
listening comprehension question.

Table F.4. Raw mean scores in Wave 2 in Kanuri by grade, separated by
subtask, NECS treatment villages only

All Excluding children
children scoring zero

Percentage
Mean Standard of children Mean Standard Sample
score deviation scoring zero score deviation size

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language

Grade 1 9.23 1.43 1 9.36 0.90 138
Grade 2 9.39 1.37 1 9.47 1.07 118
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Grade 1 8.61 1.84 2 8.80 1.34 137
Grade 2 9.03 1.66 2 9.19 1.17 117
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Grade 1 2.29 1.55 16 2.74 1.28 117
Grade 2 3.03 151 4 3.17 1.40 114
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Grade 1 4.65 8.56 65 13.29 9.74 49
Grade 2 12.21 13.44 29 17.30 12.95 84
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Grade 1 0.33 1.58 94 5.11 3.95 9
Grade 2 1.25 2.99 80 6.21 3.71 24
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Grade 1 0.00 0.00 100 n/a n/a 0
Grade 2 0.30 2.11 97 12.00 7.21 3
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
Grade 1 0.00 0.00 100 n/a n/a 0
Grade 2 0.50 4.09 98 30.00 14.14 2
Sample size: Students in grade 1 140
Sample size: Students in grade 2 119
Sample size: Villages 13

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:  The reported figures are raw scores for children in NECS treatment villages who were enrolled in grade 1 or
grade 2 during the current school year (2015-2016) regardless of their enroliment status at the time of data
collection. The sample does not include children who did not agree to take the test.

n/a = Not applicable because no observations.

Scores on all reading skills subtasks were very low. Grade 1 children were able to name
correctly an average of 4.65 letters per minute, whereas grade 2 children were able to name
12.21 letters per minute, out of a possible 100. Overall, 65 percent of grade 1 children and 29
percent of grade 2 children could not identify a single letter. Consistent with our findings for the
other languages, scores on the letter identification subtask were higher for the NECS Wave 2
impact evaluation sample than for the Wave 1 sample, wherein students identified less than one
letter per minute. Excluding children who scored zero, mean scores were 13.29 letters per minute
for grade 1 and 17.30 letters per minute for grade 2. In the final three subtasks, mean scores were
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close to zero, with over 94 percent of grade 1 students and 80 percent of grade 2 students
receiving zero scores. In oral reading fluency and reading comprehension, no grade 1 student
provided a correct response, while the mean scores for grade 2 students were not statistically
different from zero.

F. Other local language score analyses

Fifty-eight children in grades 1 and 2 in three villages completed the other local language
assessment in NECS intervention villages. In Table F.5, we present the mean test scores and
standard deviations. Children demonstrated relatively good oral language skills. In the receptive
and expressive oral language subtasks, children in both grades scored between 7.5 and 8.7 out of
a possible 10 points. Between 3 percent and 9 percent of children in both grades scored zero.
Excluding zero scores, the mean scores on the oral vocabulary tasks rose to between 8.2 and 9
across the two grades and subtasks. In the listening comprehension subtask, children correctly
answered about 2.1 to 2.7 of the five questions posed to them, on average. Nearly 35 percent of
grade 1 children and 9 percent of grade 2 children could not answer a single listening
comprehension task. The mean scores for listening comprehension, excluding zero scores, were
3.20 and 2.91 for grade 1 and grade 2 children, respectively.

Mean scores were low for all reading skills subtasks. Grade 1 children were able to identify
only 2.35 letters per minute and grade 2 children were able to identify 14.91 letters per minute,
on average. If we excluded the 61 percent and 17 percent of grade 1 and grade 2 students,
respectively, who scored zero, then mean scores would become slightly higher, at 6 to 7 letters
identified on average across the two grades, though they would not be statistically different from
zero. Although low, the mean scores for letter identification were higher than at Wave 1. Only
one grade 1 child responded to the familiar word reading subtask, while none of the grade 1
children provided an answer to the final two reading skills subtasks. The mean scores for familiar
word reading and oral reading fluency for grade 2 students were just above 4 words per minute,
while the average score for reading comprehension was 4 percent.
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Table F.5. Raw mean scores in Wave 2 in local language other than Hausa,
Zarma, and Kanuri by grade, separated by subtask, NECS treatment villages
only

All Excluding children
children scoring zero

Percentage
Mean Standard of children Mean Standard Sample
score deviation scoring zero score deviation size

Subtask 1: Receptive oral language

Grade 1 8.22 2.30 4 8.59 1.47 22
Grade 2 8.71 2.24 3 8.97 1.68 34
Subtask 2: Expressive oral language
Grade 1 7.48 2.81 9 8.19 1.60 21
Grade 2 8.09 3.00 9 8.84 1.72 32
Subtask 3: Listening comprehension
Grade 1 2.09 2.07 35 3.20 1.70 15
Grade 2 2.66 1.59 9 291 1.42 32
Subtask 4: Letter identification
Grade 1 2.35 5.11 61 6.00 6.87 9
Grade 2 14.91 10.92 17 17.99 9.34 29
Subtask 5: Familiar word reading
Grade 1 0.09 0.42 96 2.00 n/a 1
Grade 2 4.23 7.21 66 12.33 7.19 12
Subtask 6: Oral reading fluency
Grade 1 0.00 0.00 100 n/a n/a 0
Grade 2 4.43 7.29 69 14.09 5.54 11
Subtask 7: Reading comprehension
Grade 1 0.00 0.00 100 n/a n/a 0
Grade 2 4.00 11.68 86 28.00 17.89 5
Sample size: Students in grade 1 23
Sample size: Students in grade 2 35
Sample size: Villages 3

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Notes:  The reported figures are raw scores for children in NECS treatment villages who were enrolled in grade 1 or
grade 2 during the current school year (2015-2016) regardless of their enroliment status at the time of data
collection. The sample does not include children who did not agree to take the test.

n/a = Not applicable because no observations.
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In this appendix, we provide details on the calculation of the cost-effectiveness analyses and
cost-benefit analyses presented in Chapter VI.

A. Cost estimates

Detailed costs of different components of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects
are presented in Table G.1. Panel A presents estimated fixed costs associated with school
infrastructures that are assumed to have a life span of 30 years. Panel B presents additional fixed
costs of the interventions. Panel C presents periodic school equipment and material costs, such as
student textbooks or chalk, that occur at the time of implementation of the interventions and at
periodic intervals equal to the assumed effective life span of each item. The next two panels
present estimates of variable costs that are incurred in a five-year increment (panel D) or on an
annual basis (panel E). Panel D consists of costs to implement periodic supervisory missions to
ensure the continued efficacy of NECS activities. The annual costs in panel E include annual
maintenance costs for school infrastructure and boreholes as well as project administrative costs
and teacher salaries. The annual maintenance costs are assumed to be two percent of the
annualized cost of the fixed infrastructure costs in panel A. The costs in panels C, D, and E are
assumed to be incurred at their respective increments throughout the full 30-year life span of the
schools.

To calculate the total cost for each panel, we take into account that not all amenities were
equally provided to each village. We therefore estimate the associated proportion of villages that
had each amenity during the 2016 follow-up data collection, and calculate the average cost per
village in each panel by taking the sum of each amenity multiplied by the fraction of villages
with the given amenity in that period. We annualize the cost of each item in the subtotal by
dividing it by its life span, assuming a constant rate of depreciation. For example, the total fixed
cost of the IMAGINE school infrastructure components, panel A, is $186,310, which results in
an annual fixed cost of $6,210 when calculated over the estimated 30-year life span. The grand
total annualized costs are calculated by summing the annual costs from each panel. NECS &
IMAGINE has a total annual cost of $22,027 and NECS-only a total annual cost of $3,848 per
village (in 2009 USD).
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Table G.1. Costs of IMAGINE and NECS per village

Costs in 2009 USD Costs in 2009 USD

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only

Percent of Percent of Percent of
IMAGINE cost  villages with NECS cost villages with villages with  Life span
(USD) amenity (%) (USD) amenity (%) Cost (USD)  amenity (%) (years)

A. Infrastructure fixed costs
School complex

(3 classrooms/preschool) $131,807 100% 30
Toilets $7,144 100% 30
Teacher housing $19,785 100% 30
Borehole (water point) $30,132 79% $26,942 11% 30
Connection to water source $6,595 5% 30
Borehole rehabilitation $2,416 100% 30
Tool box for borehole repairs $174 100% 30
Training in borehole maintenance $370 100% 30
Total fixed costs $186,310 $6,321

Annualized fixed costs? $6,210 $243
B. Training and other fixed program
costs
Teacher training $1,059 100% 30
Kit for "enlightenment" center $1,489 100% 30
Establish school structures

(PAL, CDGES, etc.) $741 100% 30
Establish adult literacy $2,167 100% 30
Training in gender $519 100% $519 100% 30
Sensibilization in gender in the

communities $215 100% $215 100% 30
Trainings for community structures $1,877 100% $1,877 100% 30
Training for ARL (rapid reading) $2,880 100% $2,880 100% 30
Training for ASL (systematic reading)

2014 $272 100% $272 100% 30
Training for ASL (systematic reading)

2015 $268 100% $268 100% 30
Supervision by the technical follow-up

committee $19 100% $19 100% 30
Total other fixed costs $5,457 $6,049 $6,049

Annualized other fixed costs? $182 $233 $202
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Costs in 2009 USD Costs in 2009 USD

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only

Percent of Percent of Percent of
IMAGINE cost  villages with NECS cost villages with villages with  Life span
(USD) amenity (%) (USD) amenity (%) Cost (USD)  amenity (%) (years)

C. Periodic school equipment and
material costsP

Student desks/chairs/benches $3,759 100% 8
CPUs/Laptops $2,496 46% 3
Teacher manuals $679 100% $335 100% $335 100% 8
Chairs/bench/desks for adult literacy $213 100% $213 100% 8
Blackboard $28 100% $28 100% 8
Coverings/rulers $85 100% $85 100% 8
Student textbooks $641 100% $641 100% 8
ARL documents $270 100% $270 100% 8
Office equipment $499 100% $499 100% 8
Vehicles purchased $25,130 13% $904 100% $904 100% 4
Motorcycles purchased $4,166 25% $540 100% $540 100% 4
Chalk $69 100% $69 100% 1
Total periodic costs $9,943 $3,250 $3,250
Annualized periodic costs? $2,026 $647 $647
D. Periodic program supervisory
costsP

Supervisory mission by the IEB $25 100% $25 100% 5
Supervisory mission by the

pedagogical counselors $97 100% $97 100% 5
Supervisory mission by the structures

focal point $4 100% $4 100% 5
Supervisory mission by the focal point $49 100% $49 100% 5
Supervisory mission by DREP $8 100% $8 100% 5
Total supervisory costs $0 $183 $183

Annualized supervisory costs? $0 $37 $37
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Costs in 2009 USD Costs in 2009 USD

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only

Percent of Percent of Percent of
IMAGINE cost  villages with NECS cost villages with villages with  Life span
(USD) amenity (%) (USD) amenity (%) Cost (USD)  amenity (%) (years)

E. Annual costs
Maintenance of school complex,

toilets, and teacher housing® $106 100% 1
Maintenance of borehole® $36 100% 1
IMAGINE Staff salaries $8,001 100% 1
HQ office rental $62 100% $172 100% $172 100% 1
Vebhicles rented $226 100% 1
Gasoline $333 100% $157 100% $157 100% 1
Vehicle maintenance $341 100% $60 100% $60 100% 1
Vehicle insurance $47 100% $10 100% $10 100% 1
Adult literacy teacher salaries $183 100% $183 100% 1
Training for ASL (systematic reading) $268 20% $268 20% 1
NECS Staff salaries $1,702 100% $1,702 100% 1
Benefits $481 100% $481 100% 1
Follow-up and oversight by NECS $141 100% $141 100% 1
Field office rental $80 100% $80 100% 1
Teacher salaries $223 1.64 $223 1.84 1
Total annual costs $9,407 $3,042 $2,962

Grand total annualized costs $17,826 $4,201 $22,027 $3,848
Note: Cost estimates for the IMAGINE and NECS projects were obtained directly from Plan. The costs of the NECS project is assumed to be the same in both

the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only interventions. The NECS & IMAGINE project also includes costs incurred under the IMAGINE project before the
NECS project was implemented. All cost estimates are presented in 2009 USD. IMAGINE costs are assumed to occur in 2009. NECS cost estimates are
assumed to occur in the 2013—-2016 time period and are adjusted for inflation using the GDP deflator data from the International Monetary Fund (2016).
Grand total annualized costs are calculated by summing the annual costs from each panel.

aAnnualized costs are calculated using straight-line depreciation over the expected lifetime of the investment.

bCosts are assumed to occur during the project implementation and periodically after the item has reached the end of its effective life span (for example, every 8
years for teacher manuals).

¢Maintenance costs for the school complex, toilets, and teacher housing are assumed to begin the year after the implementation of IMAGINE. Maintenance costs
for the boreholes are assumed to begin the year after the implementation of NECS, following the rehabilitation of existing boreholes and construction of new
boreholes.

4These numbers represent the number of additional teachers resulting from the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only activities in each village (not the percent of
villages with amenity, as listed in the column heading).
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B. Cost-effectiveness analysis

As specified in Chapter VI, the cost-effectiveness of each project is calculated by dividing
the costs of the project by its effect (or impact). To calculate the present value of the total costs
of the interventions during their respective periods of evaluation, we list the annual costs (by
school year) of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only that were incurred up to the Wave 2
2016 follow-up survey (Table G.2). Costs are calculated using the cost of each amenity presented
in Tables G.1 multiplied by the fraction of villages with the given amenity in that period, which
we calculated using the Wave 2 data. Fixed and periodic costs are annualized using straight line
depreciation and scaled to account for only the period of observation. For example, fixed costs
with 30-year life spans are annualized then multiplied by the number of years in the evaluation
period--seven years for NECS & IMAGINE and three years for NECS-only. Periodic costs, such
as school supplies or supervisory missions, are included in full if the effective life span occurs
within the observation period or annualized and multiplied by the remaining years in the
observation period if the effective life span extends beyond the observation period. The total
value of all costs is then calculated as the present value of the stream of costs in the first school-
year of each project (2009-2010 for NECS & IMAGINE and 2013-2014 for NECS-only) in 2009
USD using the 10 percent discount rate recommended by the MCC (MCC 2014).

Table G.2. Costs by year incurred

School year

20009 - 2010 - 2012 -
2010 2011 2013

Panel A: NECS & IMAGINE

Fixed costs $44,746 $0 $0 $0 $1,427 $0 $0 $45,720
Periodic costs  $9,389 $0 $0 $1,138 $5,315 $69 $448 $14,170
Annual costs $9,407 $9,407 $9,407 $9,407 $12,449 $12,449 $12,449 $56,062
Total $63,542 $9,407 $9,407 $10,545 $19,191 $12,518 $12,897 $115,952
Panel B: NECS-only
Fixed costs n/a n/a n/a n/a $605 $0 $0 $605
Periodic costs n/a n/a n/a n/a $2,039 $69 $69 $2,148
Annual costs n/a n/a n/a n/a $2,962 $2,962 $2,962 $7,637
Total n/a n/a n/a n/a $5,607 $3,032 $3,032 $10,390

Note: This table presents the costs required to generate the benefits observed between the time that the program
started and the time of the 2016 data collection. For fixed costs and periodic, we include only the portion of
the cost associated with the time frame under consideration. For example for fixed costs, we include seven
times the annualized costs in Table D.1 when calculating the values for NECS & IMAGINE but only three
times the cost for NECS-only. The NECS program began in the 2013-2014 school year, so no costs were
incurred in NECS-only villages prior to that school year. Costs are in 2009 USD.

n/a = Not applicable because NECS program had not started.

In addition, impact estimates are used in the cost-effectiveness analysis. Table G.3 presents
the average outcomes for treatment and comparison villages by intervention (NECS &
IMAGINE and NECS-only). Mean enrollment and local language test scores are presented for
each type of village, and the impact estimates are presented as the marginal effect. These values
are the same as those presented in Table V.5. Using enroliment estimates from Table IV.4, we
calculate the number of children enrolled in schools in each type of village by multiplying the
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effect estimate in the first column by 238, the average number of children between 6 and 12
years of age in a village, as noted in Table VI.4.

Table G.3. Estimated effects of the interventions on enroliment and test
scores

Enrollment rates® Children enrolled® Test scores®

Panel A: NECS & IMAGINE

Treatment villages (mean) 0.79 188 0.09
Comparison villages (mean) 0.69 164 -0.13
Marginal effect of intervention (percentage points) 0.10 25 0.21
Panel B: NECS-only

Treatment villages (mean) 0.78 186 0.02
Comparison villages (mean) 0.69 164 -0.13
Marginal effect of intervention (percentage points) 0.09 23 0.15

aDetails on the estimation of effects for treatment and comparison villages can be found in Chapter V. Estimated
effects from Table V.5.

bEstimated by multiplying the estimated fraction of children enrolled in each village by 228, the average number of
children of schooling age in each village (from Table IV.5).

‘Test scores are local language test scores, normalized by age and language. Estimated effects from Table V.5.

The comparisons of the cost-effectiveness estimates in Table V1.4 to those of other
programs are presented in Tables G.4 and G.5. Compared to these other programs, the NECS &
IMAGINE intervention is less cost effective, that is, the amount needed to achieve an impact of
one additional student enrolled in school per year (Table G.4) or the amount needed to achieve
an impact of 0.1 of a standard deviation in test scores (Table G.5), is much higher than other
programs focused on school construction for both enrollment and test scores. It is important to
note that context of the programs that included infrastructure building differed across the studies.
Unlike the comparison studies, the IMAGINE program built schools in villages that already had
schools, so the impact of the program operated through improvements in quality rather than
access to school. The NECS-only intervention also falls in the middle to upper end of cost
effectiveness for enrollment and just below the high end for test scores. For enrollment, NECS-
only is more cost-effective than school uniforms, girls’ scholarships, conditional cash transfers,
and unconditional cash transfers. It is less cost-effective than school meals at $50.24
(Vermeersch and Kremer 2005), teacher incentives at $78.41 (Duflo et al. 2007), and extremely
inexpensive interventions such as deworming at $8.02 (Miguel and Kremer 2004). In terms of
changes in test scores, NECS-only is less cost-effective than all but educational vouchers and
minimum conditional cash transfers. .
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Table G.4. Cost-effectiveness estimates of other education interventions:

school enroliment

Intervention

Country

Panel A: School Construction Interventions

Cost-effectiveness?

Study

Village-based Schools Afghanistan $46 Burde and Linden (2013)

School construction Indonesia $97 Duflo (2001)

School construction Burkina Faso $396 - $490 Kazianga et al. (2015)

School construction Burkina Faso $292 — $425 Davis et al. (2016)

School construction Niger $675 NECS 2016 Follow-up (current

(NECS & IMAGINE) study)

Panel B: Other Educational Interventions

Extra teachers (OB) India $3 Chin (2005)

Information on returns to education Madagascar $5 Nguyen (2008)

for parents

Deworming Kenya $8 Miguel and Kremer (2004)

Information on returns to education Dominican $36 Jensen (2010)

for boys Republic

Iron fortification and deworming India $41 Bobonis, Miguel and Puri-Sharma
(2006)

School meals Kenya $50 Vermeersch and Kremer (2005)

Teacher incentives India $78 Duflo, Hanna, and Ryan (2007)

Free school uniforms (a) Kenya $101 Evans, Kremer and Ngatia (2009)

School uniforms(b) Kenya $152 Kremer, Moulin, and Namunyu
(2003)

Reading intervention and community  Niger $154 NECS 2016 Follow-up (current

structures (NECS only) study)

Girls scholarship Kenya $413 Kremer, Thornton and Miguel
(2007)

Girl conditional cash transfer (CCT) Malawi $1,239 Baird, Ozler and Mclintosh (2011)

(minimum amount)

Girl CCT (average amount) Malawi $1,593 Baird, Ozler and Mclintosh (2011)

PROGRESA CCT Mexico $3,716 Coady and Schultz (2000)

Girl unconditional cash transfer Malawi $5,574 Baird, Ozler and Mclintosh (2011)

(UCT) (average amount)

Camera monitoring of teachers' India No significant impacts Duflo, Hanna, and Ryan (2008)

attendance

Computer assisted learning India No significant impacts Banerjee et al. (2007)

curriculum

Remedial tutoring by community India No significant impacts Banerjee et al. (2007)

volunteers

Cash incentives for teachers Kenya No significant impacts Glewwe, Nauman, and Kremer
(2003)

Textbook provision Kenya No significant impacts Glewwe, Kremer, and Moulin
(2003)

Flip chart provision Kenya No significant impacts Glewwe et al. (2004)

Menstrual cups for teenage girls Nepal No significant impacts Oster and Thorton (2011)

Sources: Dhaliwal, Duflo, Glennerster and Tulloch (2012), Evans and Ghosh (2008); Kremer, Miguel, and Thornton (2007);
He, Linden, and MacLeod (2008).

Notes:

The estimates in this table are different than the ones presented in the references cited for several reasons. The

Evans and Ghosh (2008) estimates were in 1997 USD, whereas we have expressed them in 2009 USD. Also,
Evans and Ghosh (2008) presented the “education budget cost-effectiveness” of interventions, which accounts for
the deadweight loss associated with raising the necessary funds, whereas we present the original estimates given
by the authors of the studies (adjusted to 2009 USD). The original figures in Dhaliwal et al. (2012) are given in
2010 USD (footnote 3, page 8). We express these figures in 2009 USD.

aCost needed to achieve an impact of one additional student enrolled in school per year. Measured in 2009 USD.
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Table G.5. Cost-effectiveness estimates of other education interventions:

test scores

Intervention

Country

Panel A: School construction interventions

Cost-effectiveness?

Study

Village-based schools Afghanistan $5 Burde and Linden (2013)

School construction Burkina Faso $21 - $26 Kazianga et al. (2015)

School construction Burkina Faso $55 - $81 Davis et al. (2016)

School construction Niger NECS 2016 Follow-up (current study)

(NECS & IMAGINE) $121

Panel B: Other educational interventions

Providing earnings information Madagascar $0.10 Nguyen (2008)

Teacher training program India $0.23 He, Linden, and MacLeod (2008)

Tracking by achievement Kenya $0.32 Duflo, DuPas, and Kremer (2007)

Linking school committee to village Indonesia Pradhan et al. (2014)

council $0.33

Electing school committee and linking  Indonesia Pradhan et al. (2014)

to village council $0.83

Computer-assisted learning (PicTalk) India $1 He, Linden, and MacLeod (2008)

Paying teachers based on their India Muralidharan and Sundararaman

students’ performance (Year 1) $4 (2011)

Remedial ed (tutors or “Balsakhi”) India Banerjee, Cole, Duflo, and Linden
$4 (2006)

Paying teachers based on their India Muralidharan and Sundararaman

students’ performance (Year 2) $4 (2011)

Paying teachers based on school- India Muralidharan and Sundararaman

wide performance (Year 1) $4 (2011)

Teacher incentives (Kenya) Kenya Glewwe, Nauman, and Kremer
$5 (2009)

Teacher incentives (India) India $5 Duflo, Hanna, and Ryan (2007)

Paying teachers based on school- India Muralidharan and Sundararaman

wide performance (Year 2) $6 (2011)

Extra contract teachers and tracking Kenya $6 Duflo, Dupas and Kremer (2011)

School grants (Year 1) India $6 Das et al. (2013)

Textbooks Kenya $6 Glewwe, Kremer, and Moulin (2009)

Contract teachers (Year 1) India Muralidharan and Sundararaman
$6 (2013)

Computer-assisted learning (CAL) India $7 Banerjee et al. (2007)

Individually paced CAL India $7 Banerjee et al. (2007)

Girls’ scholarship Kenya $8 Kremer, Miguel, and Thornton (2007)

Textbooks for top quintile Kenya $8 Glewwe, Kremer and Moulin (2009)

Contract teachers (Year 2) India Muralidharan and Sundararaman
$9 (2013)

Read-a-thon, Philippines Philippines Abeberese, Kumler and Linden
$10 (2013)

School-based management (SBM) Kenya Duflo, Dupas and Kremer (2014)

training $14

Reading intervention and community Niger NECS 2016 Follow-up (current study)

structures (NECS only) $24

Educational vouchers Colombia $45 Angrist et al. (2002)

Minimum CCTs Malawi $181 Baird, Mcintosh and Ozler (2011)

Contract teachers Kenya Infinitely cost effective  Duflo, Dupas and Kremer (2014)

Deworming Kenya No significant impact  Miguel and Kremer (2004)

Flip chart provision Kenya No significant impact  Glewwe et al. (2004)

Child sponsorship program Kenya No significant impact  Kremer, Moulin, and Namunyu (2003)

CCTs Morocco No significant impact  Benhassine et al. (2012)

UCTs Malawi No significant impact  Baird, McIntosh and Ozler (2011)
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Intervention Country Cost-effectiveness? Study

Reducing class size by adding Kenya No significant impact  Duflo, Dupas and Kremer (2014)

contract teachers

Reducing class size India No significant impact  Banerjee et al. (2007)

Building/improving libraries India No significant impact  He and Linden (2013)

School committee grants Indonesia No significant impact  Pradhan et al. (2014)

School committee grants Gambia No significant impact  Blimpo and Evans (2011)

School grants (Year 2) India No significant impact  Das et al. (2013)

Diagnostic feedback India No significant impact ~ Muralidharan and Sundararaman
(2012)

Adding computers to schools Columbia No significant impact  Barrera-Osorio and Linden (2009)

One laptop per child (OLPC) Peru No significant impact  Cristia et al. (2012)

Teacher incentives (Year 1) Kenya No significant impact  Glewwe, llias and Kremer (2010)

Teacher incentives (Year 2) Kenya No significant impact  Glewwe, llias and Kremer (2010)

Grants and training for school Gambia No significant impact  Blimpo and Evans (2011)

committee

Training school committees Indonesia No significant impact  Pradhan et al. (2014)

Sources: Dhaliwal, Duflo, Glennerster and Tulloch (2012), Evans and Ghosh (2008); Kremer, Miguel, and Thornton (2007);
He, Linden, and MacLeod (2008).

Notes:  The estimates in this table are different than the ones presented in Evans and Ghosh (2008) for two reasons:
First, their estimates were in 1997 USD, whereas we have expressed them in 2009 USD. Second, they presented
“education budget cost-effectiveness” of interventions, which accounts for the deadweight loss associated with
raising the necessary funds, whereas we present the original estimates given by the authors of the studies
(adjusted to 2009 USD). The original figures in Dhaliwal et al. (2012) are given in 2010 USD (footnote 3, page 8).
We express these figures in 2009 USD.

aCost per student needed to achieve an impact of 0.1 of a standard deviation in test scores. Measured in 2009 USD.

C. Details on the cost-benefit analysis

As previously discussed, the cost-effectiveness estimates cannot be used to compare
educational interventions with different and/or multiple outcomes. A more general option is the
cost-benefit analysis, where the impacts of the IMAGINE and NECS interventions are expressed
in monetary values. Using the monetary values of the benefits, we presented three measures—the
net present value (NPV), the ratio of the present value of benefits and costs (or “cost-benefit
ratio”), and economic rate of return (ERR)—that are comparable to other investment projects in
general.

In this section, we provide details on the calculation of costs, estimation of the returns to
education, and estimation of benefits that were used to calculate the two measures.

1. Estimating costs for cost-benefit analyses

To estimate annual costs, we first assume that the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
interventions have a life span of 30 years, starting in 2009 for NECS & IMAGINE and 2013 for
NECS-only, and we calculate the fixed, recurring, and annual costs for each intervention in their
respective 30 year timeframe. The fixed costs are presented in panels A and B of Table G.1.
Fixed costs are assumed to be incurred in the first year of implementation for each project,
starting in 2009 for NECS & IMAGINE and 2013 for NECS-only. Periodic costs are presented
in panels C and D of Table G.1, and annual costs presented in panel E of Table G.1 are incurred
every year. The total costs in a year are the sum of the fixed, periodic, and annual costs. Table
G.6 presents the total annual marginal costs of each intervention over its respective 30 years of
operation.
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2. Estimating benefits of the interventions

In our cost-benefit analysis, we adopted values of years of schooling gained per year of
exposure to each intervention that we estimated from the Wave 2 household survey data using
models similar to models (1) and (2) in Section IV.C.2:

Yihjk,post = o+ BllMAGINE_NECS] * YEARS_IMAG_NECSI + AGEI + 81( + £ih]'k (6)
Yihjk,post = a+ BZNECS] * YEARS_NECSI + AGEI + 8k + Sihjk (7)

where Yinj post IS the number of years of schooling of child i in household h in village j in
commune k at the 2016 follow-up; IMAGINE_NECS; is a binary indicator that is 1 if village j is
in NECS & IMAGINE group and 0 if it is in the control group; NECS; is a binary indicator that
is 1 if village j is in the NECS-only group and O if it is in the control group; YEARS_EXP;, is the
number of years that child i was exposed to the NECS intervention; AGE; is the age of child i; d«
is a vector of binary indicators, one for each commune k; and einjk is a random error term. The
parameters of interest in equations (6) and (7) are f1 and f2, which give the estimated average
impacts per year of exposure to the respective interventions on grade attainment.

The years of exposure in our sample range from 1-6 years for children in the NECS &
IMAGINE group and from 1-3 years for children in the NECS-only group. Table G.7 presents
the estimated results 1 and £2. Children exposed to the NECS & IMAGINE intervention
experienced an average increase of 0.08 years of schooling for each year of exposure to the
intervention, and children exposed to the NECS-only intervention experienced an average
increase of 0.09 years of schooling for each year of exposure.

We estimated the impact of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only interventions on grade
attainment using models (1) and (2) from Chapter IV separately for each age group in our sample
and found significant impacts of both interventions on years of schooling achieved for children
aged 10 and below but not for children aged 11 or 12. The results are presented in Table G.8. As
a result, we adopt the estimated return to each year of schooling at the primary level from the
“MCC Niger Threshold Program Design: Constraints Analysis Final Report” for our return to
schooling (rather than the average return to schooling across all levels or the return to years of
schooling at the higher levels). It is still possible that the age patterns of the impacts reflect birth
cohort rather than age patterns, so we later perform sensitivity checks on our assumption
regarding returns to education in Section 4 below.
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Table G.6. Marginal costs of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects over 30 years of operation

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

Panel A. NECS & IMAGINE

Total Marginal Cost ~ $211,012 $9,407 $9,407 $10,545 $32,584 $12,518 $13,656 $12,518 ... $13,656 $20,402 $12,702 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Panel B. NECS-only
Total Marginal Cost n/a n/a n/a n/fa $12,445 $3,032 $3,032 $3,032 ... $3,032 $6,547 $3,215 $3,032 $3,032 $4,476 $3,302

Notes:  The table presents the marginal costs per year incurred of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects over 30 years of operation. Cost are reflected
in 2009 USD.

n/a = Not applicable because year falls outside of assumed life span of the project.

Table G.7. Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on years of schooling attained, by years of exposure

NECS & IMAGINE group NECS-only group

Estimated impact by years of exposure 0.08 0.09
p-value of estimated impact 0.00 0.00
Sample size 7,406 9,060

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: The table presents estimated OLS regression coefficients for treatment status interacted with years of exposure for each child. All regressions include
child age, commune fixed effects, and village-level weights. The regression for the NECS-only group includes a control for the village-level enroliment at
baseline. Regressions account for clustering within villages. The years of exposure in the sample ranges from 1-6 years for children in the NECS &
IMAGINE group and 1-3 years for children in the NECS only group.
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Table G.8. Impacts of NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only on highest grade attained, by age

Impacts P-values Sample size
NECS & NECS & NECS & NECS &
IMAGINE NECS-only Control IMAGINE NECS-only IMAGINE NECS-only IMAGINE NECS-only Control
group group group group group group group group group group
6 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.00 0.00 638 860 555
7 1.9 1.9 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.00 0.00 617 941 529
8 25 2.7 2.2 0.3 0.5 0.02 0.00 680 915 512
9 35 35 3.1 0.4 0.4 0.00 0.00 507 805 417
10 4.0 3.9 3.6 0.4 0.3 0.00 0.02 644 962 534
11 5.2 4.9 5.0 0.2 -0.2 0.20 0.37 394 535 284
12 5.6 5.2 5.3 0.3 -0.1 0.19 0.55 610 728 483

Source: NECS Wave 2 data collection, May and June 2016, household survey.

Note: We tested differences between group means using two-tailed t-tests. Treatment group means are regression-adjusted, including commune fixed effects
and village-level weights. The NECS-only group mean includes a control for the village-level enroliment at baseline. Control group means include village-
level weights. Regressions account for clustering within villages. Normalized scores take into account child age. Attendance is unconditional on
enroliment, meaning those who are not enrolled are all scored as having been absent.
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Using the estimates of returns to schooling described in Table V1.5, we use several steps to
estimate monetary benefits of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects for all birth
cohorts of children exposed to the interventions (where birth cohort is defined by the year in
which the children were born). First, we calculate the number of years these birth cohorts are
exposed to each intervention. For NECS & IMAGINE, the 1997 birth cohort was 12 years old in
2009 and was exposed to the intervention for one year before entering the labor market in 2012.
Each subsequent birth cohort after that would experience one additional year of exposure to the
intervention, with the birth cohorts from 2002 to 2027 experiencing the full six years of the
intervention. The 2028 birth cohort would experience five years of the intervention before the
schools stop operating in 2038. Similarly, each subsequent birth cohort after that would be
exposed to one year less of the intervention, with the youngest birth cohort of 2032 experiencing
only one year of the intervention. By comparison, NECS-only benefits begin accruing with the
2001 birth cohort and ending with the 2036 birth cohort, who are only exposed to one year of the
intervention. In Figures G.1 and G.2 the solid line depicts the number of years that children in
each birth cohort are exposed to NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only, respectively. Exposure
ranges from zero years, for children who started school before or after the interventions, to six
years, for children whose school received the intervention for all six years of primary school.

Figure G.1. Exposure by birth cohort to the NECS & IMAGINE project and
resulting additional grades gained
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Figure G.2. Exposure by birth cohort to the NECS-only project and resulting
additional grades gained

Exposure (years)

2001 2006 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036
Birth year

Years exposed = = Grades gained

Second, we convert the years of exposure to additional grades gained. Based on the Wave 2
data, we estimate that on average children gained 0.08 additional years of schooling for each
year of exposure to NECS & IMAGINE and 0.09 additional years of schooling for each year of
exposure to NECS-only (see Table V.5). Children with more years of exposure benefit more
from the intervention. Children exposed to all 6 years of the intervention are estimated to gain
0.48 additional grades and 0.54 additional grades for the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
projects, respectively. The dashed line in Figures G.1 and G.2 depicts the additional grades
gained for the children in each birth cohort for NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only,
respectively.

Third, we calculate the annual marginal benefits for each birth cohort in relation to the
assumed average annual earnings of $308 for the working-age population in Niger who are not
exposed to the interventions. The calculations of the annual marginal benefits are not shown, but
we present examples of the calculations in Table V1.6. For example, the annual marginal benefits
for a child in the 1997 NECS & IMAGINE birth cohort, which received one year of exposure to
the intervention and attained 0.08 years of schooling as result of exposure to the intervention, are
$0.85 of additional earnings per year. We then multiply the child-level benefits by the average
birth cohort size per village in the sample, 34, to estimate the annual marginal benefits for the
village birth cohort. Thus, the 1997 NECS & IMAGINE birth cohort has a total marginal benefit
per village of $0.85 times 34, or $28.90 per year. We assume that these yearly marginal benefits
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are realized by the children in the 1997 birth cohort for each of the years they are in the labor
market until they exit after 2047, at age 50. Table V1.6 also shows similar estimates for the 2002
NECS & IMAGINE birth cohort, who are exposed to the intervention for 6 years, as well as the
1997 and 2002 birth cohorts in NECS-only villages, who experience an increase of 0.09 years of
schooling for every year of exposure to the intervention.

Finally, using the estimates of the marginal benefits for each birth cohort exposed to the 30-
year operation of the interventions, we estimate the annual marginal benefits of the intervention
for each year the benefits are realized for each intervention, as plotted by the wide dashed line in
Figures G.3 and G.4. In each year, the total marginal benefits are the sum of benefits for each
birth cohort earning additional earnings in the labor market. So, for example, in 2012, only the
1997 birth cohort experiences an increase in earnings from exposure to the NECS & IMAGINE
project, so the marginal benefits of the project in that year are just the marginal benefits earned
by that birth cohort. However in 2013, both the 1997 and 1998 birth cohorts are earning more, so
the marginal benefits of the project in that year are the sum of the marginal benefits earned by
these two birth cohorts. The costs of the programs, as plotted by the narrower dashed line, are
high in the first year as a result of fixed costs, fluctuate with periodic costs, and finally reach zero
after the 30 year assumed life span of the projects (2039 for NECS & IMAGINE and 2043 for
NECS-only).

Figure G.3. Yearly distribution of costs and benefits of NECS & IMAGINE
project
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Figure G.4. Yearly distribution of costs and benefits of NECS-only project
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3. NPV, cost-benefit ratio, and ERR calculation

To calculate the NPV and cost-benefit ratios for the interventions, the marginal costs and
benefits schedules presented in Figures G.3 and G.4 need to be expressed in values in the same
period so that they are comparable. We do this by expressing the value of the marginal costs and
the benefits at the start of implementation in 2009 for NECS & IMAGINE and 2013 for NECS-
only, discounting future costs and benefits in Table VI.7. We use a discount rate of 10 percent, as
specified by MCC?, to calculate the present value of costs and benefits. The NPV is then the
present value of the benefits minus the present value of the costs. The cost-benefit ratio is
calculated as the NPV of the benefits divided by the NPV of the costs.

The ERR is defined as the discount rate at which the NPV of an intervention is zero. To
calculate the ERR of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only projects, we first calculate the
NPV of the interventions for all the years in which costs are incurred and benefits are realized.
To estimate ERR, we solve for the discount rate that makes the NPV equal to zero. As in the
cost-benefit ratio calculations, we calculate ERR for different combinations of benefit and cost
scenarios.

! “Chapter 5: Guidelines for Economic and Beneficiary Analysis”, in Compact Development Guidance. Available at
http://www.mcc.gov/pages/docs/doc/guidelines-for-economic-and-beneficiary-analysis#heading3.
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4. Robustness checks

The main analysis presented in this report is based on several critical assumptions. To check
the robustness of our results, we conduct a sensitivity analysis by varying four of our
assumptions—the life span of the schools, the estimated years in the workforce, the returns to an
additional year of schooling, and the average income—to examine how sensitive our cost-benefit
measures are to these assumptions.

First, we estimate the cost-benefit measures assuming a life span of 40 (the life span
assumed in the BRIGHT evaluation) and 50 years for IMAGINE schools.? The results are
presented in Tables G.9 and G.10, respectively, and are similar to those found using the 30 year
life span presented in Table VI.7.

Table G.9. Cost-benefit estimates of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
projects, 40-year life span

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only

Total benefits $11,912 $13,571
Total costs $355,701 $32,136
NPV2 -$343,789 -$18,565
Cost-benefit ratio® 0.03 0.42
ERR°® -4% 2%

Note: Costs and benefits are in 2009 USD.

aCalculated by subtracting the present value of total costs from the present values of total benefits.
bCalculated by dividing the present values of total benefits by the present values of total costs.
This is the discount rate at which the NPV is equal to zero.

Table G.10. Cost-benefit estimates of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
projects, 50-year life span

NECS & IMAGINE NECS only
Total benefits $12,062 $13,742
Total costs $358,075 $43,314
NPV2 -$346,013 -$29,572
Cost-benefit ratio® 0.03 0.32
ERR°® -4% 2%

Note: Costs and benefits are in 2009 USD.

aCalculated by subtracting the present values of total costs from the present values of total benefits.
bCalculated by dividing the present values of total benefits by the present values of total costs.
This is the discount rate at which the NPV is equal to zero.

2 All periodic costs are assumed to continue throughout the full life span of the projects and are assumed to remain
constant.
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We next test our assumption regarding the number of years that the average person
participates in the workforce in Niger. In Table G.11, we check the sensitivity of our cost-benefit
results to this assumption by expanding the years of active labor force participation from 35 (age
15-50) to 40 (age 15-55) years. Like with our tests of the life span of the IMAGINE schools, the
results are similar to our original findings.

Table G.11. Cost-benefit estimates of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only
project, 40 years work lifetime

NECS & IMAGINE NECS-only

Total benefits $11,684 $13,311
Total costs $355,701 $32,136
NPV2 -$344,017 -$18,825
Cost-benefit ratio® 0.03 0.41
ERR°® -3% 3%

Note: Costs and benefits are in 2009 USD.

aCalculated by subtracting the present values of total costs from the present values of total benefits.
bCalculated by dividing the present values of total benefits by the present values of total costs.
This is the discount rate at which the NPV is equal to zero.

Third, we check the sensitivity of our results to our assumption of the average rate of return
to an additional year of schooling. In Figures G.5 and G.6, we present the estimated ERR using
increasing values of returns to an additional year of schooling for NECS & IMAGINE and
NECS-only, respectively. In order for the ERR of the NECS-only project to reach the MCC
benchmark rate of 10 percent, the rate of return to an additional year of schooling would need to
be over 15 percent, nearly 5 times the assumed rate of 3.5 percent for an additional year of
primary education. The average return across all years of schooling from the “MCC Niger
Threshold Program Design: Constraints Analysis Final Report” of 7 percent would only result in
an ERR for NECS-only of around 5 percent. However the return for each year of schooling at the
secondary level is 13.5 percent, which is closer to the returns needed to reach the 10 percent
ERR threshold, and suggests that evaluating whether the increases in primary years of schooling
persist into secondary school will be important to determining the long-run benefits of the
NECS-only project. On the other hand, the estimated ERR of the NECS & IMAGINE project
remains below 2 percent with up to a 25 percent rate of return to an additional year of schooling,
which suggests that our conclusions regarding the cost-benefit viability of the project are not
sensitive to our assumption regarding the returns to education.
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Figure G.5. Economic rate of return of NECS & IMAGINE for differing returns
to an additional year of schooling
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Figure G.6. Economic rate of return of NECS-only for differing returns to an
additional year of schooling
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Finally, we test the sensitivity of our cost-benefit results to our assumption regarding the
annual earnings of the working population in Niger who are not exposed to the interventions.
Figures G.7 and G.8 present the ERR of the NECS & IMAGINE and NECS-only interventions
for increasing income levels. Similar to our sensitivity checks of the rates of return to education,
the ERR estimates for NECS & IMAGINE project remain well below 2 percent for annual
income levels up to $1750 (an over five-fold increase over our assumed value of $308). The
ERR estimates for the NECS-only project pass the 10 percent ERR threshold with an annual
income around $1500 (roughly a five-fold increase). However we do not have any reason to
believe that the estimated income that we adopted is 80 percent smaller than the true value of
annual income, especially in poorer villages targeted by the IMAGINE and NECS projects.

Figure G.7. Economic rate of return of NECS & IMAGINE for differing average
income
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Figure G.8. Economic rate of return of NECS-only for differing average income
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