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Context  

The Transforming Education in Cocoa Communities (TRECC) initiative aims to improve the 

living conditions of children and youth in Côte d’Ivoire by promoting quality education in 
cocoa-growing communities. Via its Grant Matching Mechanism round 2 (GMM2), 13 pilots-

to-scale projects are being co-funded with 12 cocoa companies and implemented by 14 

implementing organizations in the sectors of Early Childhood Development, Primary 

Education and Vocational Training.  

The role of Innovations for Poverty Action (IPA) is to provide technical support to the 

companies and implementing agencies to design and implement sound monitoring systems 

to closely monitor and learn from these pilots. IPA also conducts its own independent and 

complementary data collection to evaluate the pilot projects. For each pilot, IPA analyzes 

these two sources of information—the administrative data collected by the implementing 

organizations through their own M&E system and IPA’s independently collected data—to 

assess the pilot on a pre-agreed rubric. The final scale-up report will therefore be based on 

the evaluation rubric that was agreed upon by all partners.  

This report contains IPA’s analysis and recommendations on the potential scale-up of the 

TIDE, Company, and ICI pilot. The report mostly considers the pilot for scale-up in other 

relevant cocoa-growing communities, in line with GMM2’s emphasis. However, TRECC may 

consider whether certain pilots are feasible for future scale-up beyond such communities, for 

example to the regional or national level.  

The report is divided into the following five sections. Each section is broken down into 2-3 

components, for a total of eleven criteria: 

1. Relevance 

1.1. The program is targeting important needs in the community 

1.2. The program is aligned with donors’ priorities 

2. Results (outputs and immediate outcomes) 

2.1. The program delivers outputs at high quality 

2.2. The program achieves direct outcomes 

2.3. Beneficiary feedback about the program is positive 

3. Costs & Operations management 

3.1. Costs are well-managed 

3.2. Project management is successful 

4. Capacity to learn, improve and innovate 

4.1. Project collects credible monitoring data 

4.2. Monitoring is used to learn and improve 

5. Sustainability  

5.1. Provides sustained benefit to the community 

5.2. There are prospects for scale-up beyond GMM2 
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Each of these eleven components (e.g., “5.1. Provides sustained benefit to the community”) is 
evaluated on indicator-level criteria and assigned a color score. 

 

Green indicates that the pilot is, in IPA’s view, consistent with the criteria required for 

potential scale-up 

 

Orange indicates that IPA’s data shows the pilot is partially consistent with the criteria 
for scale-up and that eligibility for scale-up should be conditional on corrective 

measures to be taken in that area  

 

Red indicates that the pilot does not appear to be consistent with the requirements 

for scale-up. 

 

Pilots with green assessments on all 11 criteria receive an unconditional recommendation for 

eligibility for a scale-up proposal; pilots with only green and orange criteria (no red), and 

among these a majority of green criteria, receive a conditional recommendation for scale-up 

(i.e. conditional on the various corrective measures being proposed in the orange criteria). 

Pilots with any red criteria are not recommended for scale-up. 
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List of Acronyms 
 

CLMRS Child Labor Monitoring and Remediation System 

CPU Unified Primary School  

FGD: Focus Group Discussion  

GMM2: Grant Matching Mechanism round 2 

ICI International Cocoa Initiative 

IEPP Inspection de l’Enseignement Préscolaire et Primaire 

IPA: Innovations for Poverty Action 

MENET-FP Ministère de l’Education Nationale de l’Enseignement Technique et de la 
Formation Professionnelle 

M&E: Monitoring and Evaluation 

PALEC Projet d’Amélioration de la Lecture, l’Ecriture et le Calcul 

RT TIDE 

TRECC Transforming Education in Cocoa Communities 

 

Glossary 

 

Teacher: a person who teaches (using PALEC approach) in a formal school 

Rural animator: a person who teaches (using PALEC approach) in a community school 

Facilitator: a teacher or a rural animator 

Mentors: pedagogical advisers, inspectors and school directors from  

Observers: IPA’s agent who performed class observations 

 

  



 

5 

 

Table of Contents 
Projet d’Amélioration de la Lecture, l’Ecriture et le Calcul .............................................................. 1 

(PALEC) ................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Final Evaluation Report ........................................................................................................................ 1 

Context ................................................................................................................................................... 2 

List of Acronyms ................................................................................................................................... 4 

Glossary ................................................................................................................................................. 4 

Project summary .................................................................................................................................. 9 

Overall Timeline and map ......................................................................................................... 10 

Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................ 12 

General assessment and recommendations ......................................................................... 12 

Snapshot of specific assessment against each pre-defined evaluation criteria: .............. 15 

1. Relevance ........................................................................................................................................ 16 

1.1 The program is targeting important needs in the community .......................................... 16 

Data and methodology .............................................................................................................. 16 

Criteria 1.1.1. TIDE’s needs assessment and IPA baseline reports show evidence of the 
need being addressed ............................................................................................................... 17 

Criteria 1.1.2. Those who received the intervention have a comparable, or greater, level 

of need compared with the rest of the community .............................................................. 22 

1.2 The program is aligned with donors’ priorities .................................................................... 25 

Criteria 1.2.1 The pilot, as implemented, remains aligned with Company’s objectives ... 25 

Criteria 1.2.2 The pilot, as implemented, remains aligned with Jacobs Foundation’s 
objectives ..................................................................................................................................... 25 

2. Results (outputs and direct outcomes) ....................................................................................... 27 

2.1 Delivers outputs at high quality ............................................................................................. 27 

Criteria 2.1.1 Key outputs from the proposal log frame were achieved ............................ 27 

Criteria 2.1.2 Participation rate ................................................................................................ 32 

2.2 Achieves direct outcomes ....................................................................................................... 33 

Data and methodology .............................................................................................................. 33 

Criteria 2.2.1.a. Results shows immediate improvement in teachers’ knowledge ........... 34 

• Criteria 2.2.1.b. Changes in beneficiaries’ knowledge, behavior and practices have 
been observed over time .......................................................................................................... 35 

2.3. Beneficiaries’ feedback about the program is positive ..................................................... 42 

Data and methodology .............................................................................................................. 42 

Criteria 2.3.1.a Beneficiaries provide positive feedback on the delivery of outputs ........ 42 

file:///D:/Box%20Sync/6_PILOTS/Cargill_ICI-RT/Endline%20report/Revised/PALEC_evaluation_report_IPA_2019_v2_sc_ext.docx%23_Toc26960736
file:///D:/Box%20Sync/6_PILOTS/Cargill_ICI-RT/Endline%20report/Revised/PALEC_evaluation_report_IPA_2019_v2_sc_ext.docx%23_Toc26960737
file:///D:/Box%20Sync/6_PILOTS/Cargill_ICI-RT/Endline%20report/Revised/PALEC_evaluation_report_IPA_2019_v2_sc_ext.docx%23_Toc26960738


 

6 

 

Criteria 2.3.1.b Beneficiaries provide positive feedback on the main immediate 

outcomes ..................................................................................................................................... 47 

Criteria 2.3.2 Interviews with the teachers and rural animators show that they are 

satisfied with the project. .......................................................................................................... 48 

3. Costs and operations management ............................................................................................ 50 

 3.1 Costs are well-managed ......................................................................................................... 50 

3.2 Project management is successful ........................................................................................ 50 

4. Capacity to learn, improve and innovate .................................................................................... 52 

 4.1 Project collects credible monitoring data ............................................................................ 52 

Criteria 4.1.1 Routine monitoring data are collected and shared on time with 

stakeholders ................................................................................................................................ 52 

Criteria 4.1.2 IPA’s spot-check visits confirm the quality and accuracy of the data shared 

by the partner ............................................................................................................................. 53 

4.2 Monitoring is used to learn and improve ............................................................................. 55 

Criteria 4.2.1 Monitoring data is actionable and aligned with program management .... 55 

Criteria 4.2.2. Significance of appropriate changes in program management or delivery 

that can be linked to monitoring findings............................................................................... 55 

5. Sustainability ................................................................................................................................... 57 

5.1 Provides sustained benefit to the community ..................................................................... 57 

Criteria 5.1.1 Indications that the animators and mentors are likely to continue with the 

practices or program activities ................................................................................................. 57 

5.2 There are prospects for scale-up beyond GMM2 ................................................................ 58 

Criteria 5.2.1. Potential for further scale-up, by the government of Côte d’ Ivoire, the 
Cooperation Partner or other development actors .............................................................. 58 

Criteria 5.2.1 Enabling and financing environment ............................................................... 58 

Criteria 5.2.2 Organizational capacity to implement at scale .............................................. 59 

6. ANNEXES .......................................................................................................................................... 60 

Annex A: Brookings High-level Feedback on GMM2 Company-ICI-Tide Project Work Plan 

2017-2021 ............................................................................................................................................ 60 

Annex 1: Independent Data Collection Methodology ................................................................... 62 

Annex 2: ASER test and Implementation .................................................................................... 67 

Annex 3: Protocol to administrate ASER literacy test ................................................................ 69 

Annex 4: Protocol to administrate ASER numeracy test ........................................................... 70 

Annex 5: Some results from IPA Independent Data Collection fieldwork.............................. 70 

Annex 6 : evaluation Matrix .......................................................................................................... 80 

 



 

7 

 

List of Figures 
Figure 1: project's map ...................................................................................................................... 10 

Figure 2: Project's timeline ................................................................................................................ 10 

Figure 3: Parents reasons for not schooling their children .......................................................... 19 

Figure 4: Literacy baseline assessment by IPA enumerators ....................................................... 20 

Figure 5: Numeracy baseline assessment by IPA enumerators .................................................. 22 

Figure 6: % of teachers that declared they have missed over the pilot ..................................... 30 

Figure 7: Formal school students’ literacy scores .......................................................................... 39 

Figure 8: Formal school students' numeracy scores ..................................................................... 40 

Figure 9: Community school students' literacy scores .................................................................. 40 

Figure 10: Community school students' numeracy scores .......................................................... 41 

Figure 11: Reported teachers/ rural animators’ feedback regarding PALEC approach 
strengths and weakness .................................................................................................................... 45 

Figure 12: Feedback of the beneficiaries on the improvement of their students learning. .... 48 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Baseline sample ................................................................................................................... 17 

Table 2 : educational opportunities in the five communities selected for community school 

construction ........................................................................................................................................ 18 

Table 3: Parents' perceptions about formal education ................................................................ 20 

Table 4: Households’ monthly income ............................................................................................ 23 

Table 5: Children' reasons of not attending school ....................................................................... 23 

Table 6 : Parents expectations and perception about formal education ................................... 24 

Table 7: key output #1 ....................................................................................................................... 27 

Table 8: Key output #2 ....................................................................................................................... 28 

Table 9: Key output #3 ....................................................................................................................... 28 

Table 10:key output #4 ...................................................................................................................... 29 

Table 11: key output #6 ..................................................................................................................... 29 

Table 12: % teachers who report having all necessary material ................................................. 29 

Table 13: Material to study in good conditions .............................................................................. 31 

Table 14: key output #7 ..................................................................................................................... 31 

Table 15: key output #8 ..................................................................................................................... 32 

Table 16 : Sample covered by round of data collection ................................................................ 34 

Table 17: Number of teachers present in classrooms during different waves of data 

collection.............................................................................................................................................. 35 

Table 18: Classroom management .................................................................................................. 36 

Table 19. Children participation during class observations ......................................................... 36 

Table 20: Teachers-students’ interactions in classroom ............................................................... 37 

Table 21: level assessment Ivory Coast ........................................................................................... 38 

Table 22: Number of interviews by location ................................................................................... 42 

Table 23: Teachers' feedback on training material ....................................................................... 44 

Table 24: Teachers' training indicators ........................................................................................... 45 



 

8 

 

Table 25: Teachers/ rural animators provide positive feedback on the improvement of 

students' learning ............................................................................................................................... 47 

Table 26: Credible data criteria ........................................................................................................ 54 

Table 27 : Sample covered ................................................................................................................ 66 

Table 28 : List of pilot’s schools and number of targeted students ............................................ 66 

Table 29 : Parents feedbacks – Beneficiaries parents vs Non-beneficiaries parents ............... 70 

Table 30 : Children’s characteristics at the baseline survey ......................................................... 72 

Table 31: Formal schools : Literacy ASER test ................................................................................ 72 

Table 32: Formal schools: Numeracy ASER test ............................................................................. 72 

Table 33: Formal schools: Operations ASER test ........................................................................... 73 

Table 34: Community schools: Literacy ASER test ......................................................................... 73 

Table 35: Community schools: Numeracy ASER test ..................................................................... 73 

Table 36: Community Formal schools: operations ASER test ...................................................... 73 

Table 37 : Teachers/ rural animators characteristics .................................................................... 75 

Table 38: Child participation in domestic and agricultural work during the baseline survey. 76 

Table 39: Child participation in domestic and agricultural work during the baseline survey. 77 

Table 40 : Teachers’ training indicators ........................................................................................... 77 

  



 

9 

 

Project summary 
Through the Transforming Education in Cocoa growing Communities (TRECC) initiative, the 

Ministry of Education (MEN) supported by TIDE, International Cocoa Initiative (ICI) and 

Company piloted the implementation of TIDE’s pedagogical approach called PALEC (Projet 

d’Amélioration de la Lecture, l’Ecriture et le Calcul) in 5 community schools and 5 government 

schools. The objective of the pilot is to improve school accessibility and the quality of rural 

education for Ivoirian children. The PALEC approach is a multi-grade pedagogical approach 

which includes offline and online learning (using tablets), teacher training and support from 

mentors.  

This multi-grade classroom approach aims to ensure that children, regardless the availability 

of primary education facilities, have access to learning at an age and grade appropriate level, 

even when there are not enough students or teachers for single grade classrooms. It provides 

teachers with enrichment and remedial activities taking into account that students learn at 

different paces.  

The approach focuses especially on reading, writing, and arithmetic. The curriculum covers 

the curriculum taught in Grades 1 and 2 of national primary schools. It includes content from 

the textbooks that are currently used in Cote d’Ivoire for Math and French. D.  

The technology aims to:  

1. Help students and teachers in the classroom. Tablets provide access to content, 

improve classroom interactions, and help teachers identifying and supporting fast/ 

slow learners.  

2. Facilitate monitoring and evaluation activities. It provides continuous evaluation and 

provides real-time feedback to mentors and stakeholders.  

The pilot took place in 5 governemental schools and 5 community schools  in five locations: 

Touanié (X region), Borotapia, Kérgéuhé, X (Issia region) and Tékéx, Amara Carrefour (Daloa 

region).  

ICI was responsible for the construction and operation of the 5 community schools. The pilot 

design called for TIDE to provide all pilot schools with the PALEC material, including tablets. 

In the 5 pilot government schools, 10 teachers implemented the PALEC in grade 1 and 2 (CP1 

and CP2). In the 5 community classes - where there is only one classroom – ICI recruited 

teachers (known as “rural animators”) who implemented the approach with students of 

different ages and levels.  

TIDE was responsible for training and supporting teachers (government schools) and rural 

animators (community schools) throughout the pilot. The mentors - primary school 

inspectors, pedagogical advisors, and school directors – provided support, guidance, and 

motivation to teachers.  
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Overall Timeline and map 

 

Figure 1: project's map 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Project's timeline 
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Executive Summary  
General assessment and recommendations 

IPA’s Right-Fit Evidence unit conducted an independent process evaluation of the PALEC pilot. 

PALEC aims to improve the quality and availability of education in Côte d’Ivoire’s cocoa 
communities by providing classrooms and teachers with tablets and engaging, activity-based 

pedagogy that can be applied even in multi-grade levels classrooms. The pilot was 

implemented in two different environments. 5 formal schools participated to the pilot with 

two classes, grade 1 and 2 (CP1 and CP2 in the French system) in each school. In addition to 

this, ICI built five community schools in which the PALEC pedagogy was applied to one multi-

grade level class by rural animators. 

IPA collected independent data through tests of children’s numeracy and literacy skills, 
observations of PALEC classrooms, surveys about community members’ demographics, and 
surveys on teachers’ and mentors’ views of the program and its implementation. In addition, 

IPA drew on the pilot’s own monitoring and classroom observation data.  

Overall, PALEC as piloted by Company, ICI and TIDE has earned a conditional 

recommendation for scale-up, with 6 green checkmarks and 5 orange.  

There are three main areas of concern to address before scale-up. First, materials were not 

reliably delivered to classrooms on time. The lack of tablets, activity books, or curriculum 

would of course reduce the ultimate benefits of the PALEC approach. Second, teachers did 

not appear to fully understand the initial training, requiring remedial training and ongoing 

coaching. This makes us believe that, even if teachers attempted to implement the PALEC 

approach, they were likely not doing so to a high level of quality. Third, monitoring systems 

often failed, as tablets meant to record classes’ progress reported too much missing data to 
be useful. Mentors observed classes but did not upload their observations, meaning it was 

only possible to analyze them to track teachers’ implementation of PALEC. These issues 
collecting and analyzing data restricted the pilot’s ability to understand and respond to 
challenges during implementation. 

The project was otherwise well-managed and finished under budget. Particularly impressive 

is that when 40% of teachers said the initial training was not a success, the implementers 

worked hard to institute a re-training that teachers found more valuable. PALEC addresses a 

real need for accessible education in cocoa communities and a pedagogy that can handle 

several grade levels in one classroom.  

1. Relevance: PALEC addresses relevant needs for beneficiaries and donors. Students in the 

targeted communities have learning levels below their grade level. In communities where 

PALEC built a community school, IPA found that enrolled students came from the poorest 

families with the greatest distance to other schools, suggesting PALEC is reaching people 

most in need. PALEC addresses donors’ interest in finding an effective way to educate 
students where the population is so sparse that classrooms will necessarily have students 

from multiple grades.  
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2. Results: The pilot delivered most outputs, albeit with delays. The program calls for new 

schools to be built; teachers to be selected and trained; and PALEC materials delivered to 

teachers for use. Schools were built about a month later than expected but without 

significant hurdles. Teachers were trained but did not consider the training as adequate, 

so a re-training was designed and offered, which teachers found adequate. About 60% of 

teachers in community schools and 30% in formal schools reported that at some point 

they lacked instructional PALEC materials. Of these, the last is the most serious, because 

it most slows down students’ learning – who are waiting for the material – and delayed 

the completion of the curriculum that must be complete in all formal schools by the end 

of the year. It is not clear whether the program delivered most direct outputs. Teachers 

were observed implementing PALEC as expected, but available data does not describe 

instruction patterns in detail.  

Recommendations for scale-up: 

• Teacher training: Strengthen the initial teacher training though refresher 

trainings and ongoing coaching, making revisions in line with the latest approved 

curricula. 

• Improve logistics: Better plan delivery logistics of pedagogical material while 

relying more on local resources.  

 

 

3. Costs and Operation management: The project team made efficient use of resources. 

The overall cost is expensive. Under the assumption of a government scale-up, IPA 

estimates a cost per child of 55CHF which is twice more expensive than implementing the 

PEC approach (under the same assumptions). It is due to the costs of the tablets. However, 

several activities were delayed, from construction to delivery of instructional materials.  

 

4. Capacity to learn, improve and innovate: Monitoring systems mostly did not deliver 

what they needed to: credible, actionable data. The tablets distributed as part of PALEC 

were expected to capture usage data that could serve as an indicator for how often 

teachers used PALEC and how much progress students made. This data would then be 

uploaded to a server, allowing a quick analysis of the program’s overall status. However, 
data rarely made it to the server, and when it did, too much information was missing for 

a consistent analysis. Classroom observations were successfully conducted but the data 

was not easily accessible, so it could not be used for learning. Despite these issues, the 

team did manage to gather important feedback and make program adjustments by being 

in the field frequently. This shows a commendable attitude towards learning over the 

course of a program. 

Recommendations for scale-up: 

• Review monitoring strategy: The current monitoring system is unworkable at 

scale. The overall monitoring system must be reviewed taking into account the 

technological constraints in rural Cote d’Ivoire.  

• Review mentoring; Mentoring should also be refined by better integrating 

mentoring visits in the existing government system. Classroom observations 

entered into electronic forms may be easier to collect and analyze. Per semester, 

in-person collection of tablet data on USB drives may be more dependable.  
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5. Sustainability: Teachers’ enthusiasm for the program seems mixed. Between issues with 
training, material delivery materials, and tablet use, a few mentors gave negative reviews 

of the program. Funders other than the government may be interested in scale-up, but it 

will depend on PALEC’s the final curriculum being validated by the government and 

successful continued piloting
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Snapshot of specific assessment against each pre-defined evaluation criteria: 

 

 

Evaluation Criteria Assessment Recommendations

1.Relevance

1.1. The program is targeting important needs in the community

1.2. The program is aligned with donors’ priorities

2.Results: outputs and direct outcomes

2.1. The program delivers outputs at high quality Improve delivery of pedagogical material and mentoring

2.2. The program achieves direct outcomes Improve teachers' and mentors' training 

2.3. Beneficiary feedback about the program is positive

3.Costs and operations management

3.1. Costs are well-managed

3.2. Project management is successful Increase partners in country presence 

4.Capacity to learn, improve and innovate

4.1. Project collects credible monitoring data Improve electronic data collection

4.2. Monitoring is used to learn and improve Review monitoring strategy

5.Sustainability

5.1. Provides sustained benefit to the community Identify pathways to maintain teachers' engagement 

5.2. There are prospects for scale-up beyond GMM2
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1. Relevance 
Relevance is divided into two components, both of which the pilot is assessed on:   

1. The program is targeting important needs in the community  

2. The program is aligned with donor’s priorities  

IPA finds the PALEC pilot consistent with the requirements for scale-up in both components 

of Relevance. The pilot’s score for each component of Relevance is determined by the pilot’s 
performance against pre-agreed indicator-level criteria.  

 

1.1 The program is targeting important needs in the 

community 
This project targets important and specific needs in cocoa communities, where 

primary schools’ facilities are rare, and children have low learning levels in literacy 

and numeracy. For the community component, the pilot also targets the most 

vulnerable households that have low incomes and declare distance to the nearest 

schools as an important barrier for schooling. 

Data and methodology 

This section discusses the relevance of the TIDE approach (PALEC) in the selected 

communities. Analysis discuss below were based on study ICI performed in the targeted 

communities and data IPA gathered during the baseline survey. 

IPA tested students’ skill levels in Reading and Mathematics in all 15 pilot schools (10 formal 

and 5 community schools) with the ASER literacy and numeracy test. For input on community 

members’ needs, IPA conducted interviews with parents during the baseline data collection.  

The sample computation strategy varies depending of the target and the type of schools. For 

formal schools, IPA surveyed students and teachers. All the 10 teachers were interviewed while 

a sample of 260 Grades 1 and 2 students (13 students per grade, which gives 26 students per 

school) were surveyed. For community schools, parents were interviewed, to understand the 

need for a new school in that community. In addition to this all the 5 rural animators and all 

students enrolled in the community schools were surveyed - 150 students.  

IPA performed parents’ interviews exclusively in community schools’ areas, meaning in five 

locations. Throughout the report, beneficiaries’ parents and non-beneficiaries’ parents are 

cited. Both groups are composed of parents of children who were eligible for the program; 

the former did, and the latter did not. By asking both groups for their views, the goal was to 

check whether the beneficiaries were the people in the community who were most in need 

of community schools – in other words, whether the pilot was well-targeted.  

Regarding parents' interviews, parents of all enrolled students were interviewed – 150 

beneficiaries’ parents. For non-beneficiaries’ parents the strategy was to survey as many as 

possible (maximum 115). Because we had no census of non-beneficiaries, IPA enumerators 
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under the supervision of community leaders generated a list of all non-beneficiaries’ students 

and their parents in the community which was used for sampling. At the end of the listing, we 

found only 35 non-beneficiaries’ parents in the five communities, given the very high 

saturation of the program within the target communities. 

Note that when talking about children of interviewed parents, it important to notice that this 

relates to children who were eligible for the program at the start, regardless of whether they 

eventually participated. 

 

 

Table 1: Baseline sample 

Targets 

Formal schools Community schools 

Planned Covered Rate Planned Covered Rate 

Schools 10 10 100% 5 5 100% 

Students 260 260 100% 150 146 97% 

Beneficiaries’ parents - -  150 142 95% 

Non-beneficiaries’ 
parents 

- -  150 35 23% 

Teachers/ Rural 

animators 
10 10 100% 5 5 100% 

Details on IPA surveys methodology, ASER score levels, and interpretation are available in 

Annex 1 and Annex 2. 

 Criteria 1.1.1. TIDE’s needs assessment and IPA baseline reports show evidence of the 
need being addressed 

 

 In community schools only: many children remain out of school 

The five communities selected to receive community schools were part of Company “Child 

Labor Monitoring and Remediation System” (CLMRS) program. They were chosen on the basis 
of a lack of school access, the number of out-of-school children, and 2G/3G cellular 

connectivity. Therefore, this section seeks to confirm whether the first two of these criteria 

are in fact relevant in the five selected communities.  

In general, cocoa communities in Ivory Coast lack educational opportunities for young 

children. In 2012, a study conducted in 47 of ICI’s communities showed that none of them had 

post-primary educational opportunities in their community. Consequently, children who want 

to attend secondary school must travel long distances, and older children have the lowest 

school attendance rates. (ICI, 20181) 

 
1 International Cocoa Initiative (2018), https://cocoainitiative.org/news-media-post/lack-of-

education-is-at-the-root-of-youth-issues-in-cocoa-growing-communities/ 

https://cocoainitiative.org/news-media-post/lack-of-education-is-at-the-root-of-youth-issues-in-cocoa-growing-communities/
https://cocoainitiative.org/news-media-post/lack-of-education-is-at-the-root-of-youth-issues-in-cocoa-growing-communities/
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The five communities selected to receive community schools as part of the pilot are 

particularly limited in terms of educational opportunities. A needs assessment survey 

performed in 2016 by ICI in 60 of their communities ranks the five pilot communities among 

the twenty communities that are the least protective of children’s rights. IPA’s own baseline 
survey confirmed the presence of child labor. Furthermore, three out of these five have no 

schools, increasing the likelihood that children in these communities remain out of school. 

(ICI, 20162) 

Table 2 : educational opportunities in the five communities selected for community school construction 

Communities Total 

population 

# children 

(0-17 years 

old) 

% of children 

who work as 

labor 

Existence 

schools 

X 597 329 12% NO 

X 724 370 25% NO 

X 200 101 78% NO 

X 1626 848 10% YES 

X 1559 541 37% YES 

Source: ICI 2016 needs assessment report in Company communities 

Data from IPA’s interviews show that just 11 percent of children in the community schools 

attended school in the past.  

Lack of money was listed by parents as the second-most common reason for children to have 

never been to school before; the most cited reason was that the child was too young to be 

enrolled (37 percent of respondents). Following the lack of money 16% of parents whose child 

never attended school said distance to an available school was the main barrier to schooling.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2 ICI Need assessment report results present here is an internal document.  
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Figure 3: Parents reasons for not schooling their children 

 

What do parents think of the quality of education in available schools around them?  

Overall, although parents are enthusiastic about education, they recognize the shortage of 

teachers and classrooms is a problem. Building schools and finding new staff to teach 

students addresses the issues parents identified.  

Results from parents’ quantitative interviews show that most parents agreed that school plays 

a big role for succeeding in life (90 percent). Results from focus group discussions confirm that 

parents believe the school helps and prepares the children to succeed in life. A large majority 

(93 percent) reported positive perceptions on the quality of education in the available schools. 

They also agreed that both boys and girls have the same right to attend school (98 percent). 

Parents did not debate the quality of education or gender equity in education. 

Parents seems not satisfied about the number of teachers and the number of classrooms in 

the available schools. For instance, only 20 percent of interviewed parents reported that there 

are enough teachers in the surrounding schools. The same proportion think that there are 

enough classrooms in these schools. 

 

 

 

 

School is far from 

home

16%

Lack of money

21%

Lack of birth 

certificate

1%

Child lacks 

motivation

1%

child was young

37%

health disability

2%

Family issue

1%

Local school lacked 

place

1% No answers

20%
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Table 3: Parents' perceptions about formal education 

  
  

Parents who think that … Freq. 

(n=177) 
Proportion 

Attend school plays big role for succeeding in life 159 90% 

School in their community are of good quality 164 93% 

There are enough classrooms in community's schools 35 20% 

There are enough teachers in communities' schools 36 20% 

Boys and girls have the same right to attend schools 174 98% 

 

 In formal schools only: Most children do not master basic reading and math skills  

PALEC is a pedagogy that aims to improve students’ learning level in literacy and mathematics. 
In formal schools’ , the program targets Grades 1 and 2 (corresponding to the CP1 and CP2 in 

the Ivorian system). This section presents students’ baseline learning levels in literacy and 

mathematics.  

Students’ learning assessments were done using the ASER tool, which tests basic reading and 

numeracy skills that are taught in CP1 and CP2. The ASER test was chosen for it’s reliability 
and simplicity to administer ( refer to annex 3 for more details on the test) . 

Given that IPA’s test was conducted at the beginning of the school year, we would not expect 

that students have already mastered the content for their grade level.  

Literacy 

The literacy learning assessments tested reading ability in French and placed learners into 

one of five levels reflecting their literacy ability: in descending order, Story, Paragraph, Word, 

Letter, and Beginner3. The majority of CP2 students should be at the Word level4.  

Results show that almost all students were at the Beginner level.  

Figure 4: Literacy baseline assessment by IPA enumerators 

 
3 For more detail, see Annex 2 
4 As part of the IMPAQ project, an adaptation workshop was conducted in April 2016 at 

MENET in Abidjan to ensure that the reading part of the ASER test was culturally appropriate 

and consistent with Ivory Coast’s learning standards for each grade level in primary school 
(https://www.impaqint.com/sites/default/files/files/AVSI%20FFE_Baseline%20FINAL_091916.pdf).  

 

https://www.impaqint.com/sites/default/files/files/AVSI%20FFE_Baseline%20FINAL_091916.pdf
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It is important to note that most of children in rural Cote d’Ivoire are using their local language 

to communicate in their community and start to learn French while starting school. Current 

evidence also indicates that children learn better if they start learning in their mother tongue. 

This might explain the low performance of children in literacy. 

Numeracy 

Numeracy assessments are divided in two parts: number recognition and mathematical 

operations.  

For number recognition, a learner is allocated to one of four levels, depending on the largest 

type of number they can recognize. Students scored slightly higher on the numeracy test than 

the literacy test. As described in Figure 5, 11 percent of CP1 students can read a one-digit 

number before starting school. More than half of CP2 students were able to read at least a 

one-digit number (although many had not advanced beyond this). However, the majority of 

CP2 students are not able to consistently recognize one-digit numbers5– which means that 

they still are at the beginner level.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 To achieve “1-digit” level, students would need to correctly identify four out of six of the one-

digit numbers presented. 

Beginner Letters Words Paragraph Story

CP1 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

CP2 98% 1% 1% 0% 1%

100%

0% 0% 0% 0%

98%

1% 1% 0% 1%

CP1 CP2
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Figure 5: Numeracy baseline assessment by IPA enumerators 

 

Regarding basic operations (addition, subtraction, multiplication and division skills), 

students generally scored poorly. (See full results in Annex 2) 

The relatively poor performance on the ASER literacy and numeracy tests provides evidence 

that there is a need to increase learning in pilot targeted communities.  

 Criteria 1.1.2. Those who received the intervention have a comparable, or greater, level 

of need compared with the rest of the community 

Data collected during the baseline survey from beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries’ parents 

allowed a comparison of both groups of parents’ needs, challenges or expectations regarding 
their child schooling. The below analysis was performed for the five communities where 

schools were built on behalf of the pilot before PALEC approach was implemented.  

The comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is made on the following 

aspects: 

- Household income 

- Reasons for children not having attended schooling or dropping out 

- Perception or expectation from formal education 

 Households’ monthly income 

During interviews, parents were asked to provide the range of their household’s income. 
Results show that beneficiaries’ families declared having less resources than non-

beneficiaries’ . For instance, both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries have the same fraction 

of households with income less than 60,000 CFA6. However, more non-beneficiaries’ families 

reach the highest bracket of income than beneficiaries. (49 percent compared with 28 

percent). While 11 percent of non-beneficiaries reported monthly income between 60k-100k 

CFA against 26 percent of beneficiaries. 

 
6 the current SMIG in Ivory coast is 60,000 CFA. 

Beginner 1-digit 2-digits 3-digits

CP1 88% 11% 0% 1%

CP2 48% 46% 3% 3%

88%

11%

0% 1%

48% 46%

3% 3%

CP1 CP2
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This result indicates that the program has recruited children among households which did 

not have the highest income.  

Table 4: Households’ monthly income 

  
Non-beneficiaries’ 

parents 

Beneficiaries’ 
parents 

Diff. P-value Sig. 

less than 30k 9% 10% -0.01 0.8130   

btw 30k-60k 31% 36% -0.04 0.6174   

btw 60k-100k 11% 26% -0.15 0.0298 ** 

more than 100k 49% 28% 0.20 0.0344 ** 
Statistically significant differences marked with asterisks: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 

 

 

 

 

 Reasons for children’s lack of prior enrolment in school 

Comparing parents’ answers about their out of school children, both beneficiaries’ and non-

beneficiaries’ families had similar experiences with school. For instance, both categories of 

parents had the same proportion of children who attended school at any time in the past and 

in the year preceding the pilot. For children who were able to attend school in the past, 

reasons of drop-out listed by parents were the same and statistically equally distributed. 

However, with respect to the reason why children had never been enrolled in school, the two 

categories of parents gave different answers. More beneficiaries’ parents mentioned distance 

to available school and children’s health disability as the main reason. 19 percent of 

beneficiaries’ parents against 6 percent of non-beneficiaries’ parents reported distance to 

school matter in decision of schooling children. 2 percent of beneficiaries’ parents against 

zero percent of non-beneficiaries’ parents reported that their child’s disability was a barrier 

for enrolling.  

Note that slightly more non-beneficiaries’ parents reported that a lack of money explained 

their children’s lack of schooling (29 percent), but this proportion is not statistically significant 

different to the proportion of beneficiaries’ parents who provide the same reason (19 

percent). 

Table 5: Children' reasons of not attending school 

  Non-

beneficiaries’ 
parents 

Beneficiaries’ 
parents 

Diff. P-

value 

Sig. 
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Child attended school in the 

past 

11% 11% 1% 0.8867 
 

Reasons never go to school         
 

School is far from home 6% 19% -12% 0.0318 ** 

Lack of money 29% 19% 10% 0.2662 
 

Lack of birth certificate 0% 2% -2% 0.1581 
 

Child less motivation 3% 1% 2% 0.4678 
 

Child was young 48% 35% 14% 0.1789 
 

Health disability 0% 2% -2% 0.0833 * 

Family issue 0% 1% -1% 0.3192 
 

Local school lacked place 3% 0% 3% 0.3253 
 

No answers 10% 22% -12% 0.0633 * 

Statistically significant differences marked with asterisks: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 

 Perception or expectation from formal education 

Results about parents’ perceptions and expectations were balanced for the both categories 

of parents. Indeed, all of them, 92 percent, believed that school is an added value in people’s 
life (table 6). Interestingly schooling seem to be an issue as parents reported having not 

enough teachers and schools in their location. As for learning the quality of the education is 

perceived as good since 94 percent of parents reported that schools in their communities are 

good.  

Table 6 : Parents expectations and perception about formal education  

Parents who think that … Non-

beneficiaries’ 
parents 

Beneficiaries’ 
parents 

Diff. P-

value 

Sig. 

Attend school plays big role for 

succeeding in life 

83% 92% -9% 0.2129   

School in their community are of 

good quality 

89% 94% -5% 0.3873   

There are enough classrooms in 

community's schools 

11% 22% -10% 0.1128   

There are enough teachers in 

communities' schools 

17% 21% -4% 0.5885   

Boys and girls have the same right 

to attend schools 

100% 98% 2% 0.0833 * 

Statistically significant differences marked with asterisks: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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1.2 The program is aligned with donors’ priorities 
The approach proposed is aligned with donors’ strategic ambition. They have an 

interest in community schools where PALEC could provide a solution for multi-

level classes. However, Company wants to make sure the government validates 

the curriculum. TRECC is not convinced that the use of tablets is relevant in rural 

Cote d'Ivoire. 

 Criteria 1.2.1 The pilot, as implemented, remains aligned with Company’s objectives 

The objective of Company is to find a way to send children in cocoa communities to school. 

In particular, the company is concerned with young children who can't reach schools because 

they are not able to walk several kilometers every morning. Children who do not attend school 

are at high risk of child labor.  

Since Company co-financed the community schools, we only discuss this component in the 

following paragraph. As it was implemented, community schools are responsive to 

Company's goal. Moreover, Company believes the pilot has been successful. According to 

them, children enrolled in the community schools improved their literacy and numeracy 

levels.  

However, Company’s major concern is the integration of community schools’ students in 

formal schools. For it to be possible, the PALEC curriculum must be validated by the 

government. During the key informant interview, the representative of the company told us 

that they were waiting for the government’s final assessment of PALEC’s curriculum to decide 
if they want to continue with the approach.  

 Criteria 1.2.2 The pilot, as implemented, remains aligned with Jacobs Foundation’s 
objectives  

The pilot’s objectives are aligned with the objective of TRECC to contribute to the development 
of literacy and numeracy in Ivory Coast by supporting the effort of the Government and 

piloting evidence-based interventions. PALEC is an ambitious approach that aimed at 

transforming the current education system where 80 percent of school-aged children do not 

achieve the minimum proficiency levels in reading. PALEC is part of TRECC’s strategy because 
it is a collaborative effort between TIDE and the Ministry of education. Moreover, the pilot 

tests in a new context a numeracy and literacy intervention, which was adopted already in 

1500 government elementary schools across India.  

The pilot combined piloting the approach in formal schools and community schools. The 

learning environment is different from the formal to community schools' environment so we 

might expect different outcomes. Testing PALEC in formal schools was essential as PALEC's 

ambition is to transform the education system by implementing the approach nationwide. 

Piloting the approach in the community schools was also key because PALEC can provide a 

solution for community schools in which all students are grouped in a unique class. 

Community schools are important to TRECC because the cocoa and chocolate industry are 

interested in funding those schools to empower their rural community and prevent child 

labor.  
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However, the mitigated results of the pilot on some key dimensions pose a challenge to 

TRECC. TRECC has reservations on the pilot's success in improving learning outcomes, and 

in leveraging technology to enhance learning outcomes and data collection. To them, it 

raises questions in terms of affordability for sustainable scale-up. 
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2. Results (outputs and direct outcomes) 

Results are divided into three components to capture each type of result TRECC is looking 

for in a pilot. The pilot is assessed on each of these components:  

1. Delivers output at high quality  

2. Achieves direct outcomes 

3. Beneficiaries’ feedback about the program is positive  

The pilot’s score for each component of Results is determined by the pilot’s performance 
against pre-agreed indicator-level criteria. Each component, including the criteria that 

determined the pilot’s score, is discussed below.  

2.1 Delivers outputs at high quality 
TIDE and ICI have achieved most program outputs at expected levels, but with 

some delays in delivering PALEC material. Not all monitoring visits were 

documented, leading to uncertainty on the achievement of this output.  

Teachers reported mixed opinions about the initial training delivered by the 

MENET-FP with the support of TIDE. Only 60 percent of teachers declared that the 

initial training was a success overall, and about 30 percent said that the trainers 

did not provide clear guidance. Through qualitative interviews, teachers also 

complained that the initial training was too short and intense. TIDE responded by 

holding a re-training and providing ongoing support to teachers, which they 

reported being satisfied with.  

 Criteria 2.1.1 Key outputs from the proposal log frame were achieved  

Section 2.1.1 discusses the achievement of key outputs using data collected by IPA (or by 

TIDE when we IPA did not collect data).  

 5 community classes constructed and equipped 

ICI built community classes in the 5 target communities. To charge the tablets, ICI provided 

the classes with solar panels. During field visits, IPA’s agents observed that classrooms were 

constructed and equipped with operational solar panels.  

IPA also acknowledges the efficient construction process of these community schools 

located in remote rural areas.  

Table 7: key output #1 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

 5 community 

classes 

constructed and 

equipped 

5 5 IPA spot check 
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 15 teachers and rural animators completed the teacher training  

Administrative data collected by TIDE and the MENET-FP shows that 10 teachers and 5 rural 

animators completed the training. This is in line with the testimonies of teachers and 

facilitators collected by IPA through spot-checks. 

TIDE’ staff trained two coordinators from the “Direction de la Pédagogie et de la Formation 

Continue (DPFC)”7 on the PALEC methodology. Then, with the support of RiVERTIE, they trained 

teachers, rural animators, and mentors from September 24th to October 6th in Daloa. The 

training includes a theoretical and a practical component. It covers PALEC methodology, rural 

animators or teachers’ role, the use of tablets, community engagement and classrooms set 
up.  

Table 8: Key output #2 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

# of facilitators 

who completed the 

training 

15 15 

RT administrative 

data and IPA spot-

check 

 

 15 teachers and rural animators have attended at least 80% of training  

The teacher training consisted of 5 modules provided in 12 sessions. Administrative data 

collected by TIDE revealed that the training exceeded the targeted attendance rate. All 

teachers participated in 100 percent of the training.  

Table 9: Key output #3 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

# of teachers and 

rural animators 

who have attended 

at least 80% of 

training 

15 15 
RT administrative 

data 

 

 150 out-of-school children registered in the community classes  

PALEC met its target in terms of out-of-school children registered in the community classes. 

According to the project’s team, they enrolled 152 children in community classes. IPA 

surveyed 148 children at the end of the program and 4 were absent. IPA’s field team also 
noticed that 14 children dropped-out of the program. 

Recommendation for scale-up: Even if the drop-out rate is marginal at this stage, IPA 

recommends to the project team to understand the underlying mechanisms of the drop-out 

to be able to offer mitigation strategies at scale. 

 
7 The DPFC is a structure of the Ivorian Ministry for Education in charge of the follow-up, supervision 

and continuous pedagogical training of teachers. 
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Table 10:key output #4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  100% of schools that received the PALEC materials 

 

The PALEC material is composed of instructional materials and material to study in good 

conditions – such as trays or tables.. Instructional materials are offline and online material. 

TIDE developed the instructional materials (adapted to the Ivorian context) during the pilot. 

Therefore, TIDE has delivered instructional material – activity books, program sheet, and 

apprenticeship cards - throughout the pilot.  

Data collected by IPA shows that TIDE delivered critical instructional materials with delay. 

Table 11: key output #6 

During the different visits (baseline, midline and endline), IPA’s staff checked if facilitators had 

all necessary material to apply the approach. More rural animators in community schools 

reported having all necessary material, in comparison with teachers in formal schools. At the 

end of the pilot, about 40 percent of facilitators in formal schools didn’t receive all necessary 

materials. Table 12 describes facilitators’ answer over the pilot.  

Table 12: % teachers who report having all necessary material 

  Formal school Community school 

Nb of teachers/rural animators 

reporting  
Bas Mid End Bas Mid End 

Having all necessary materials to apply the 

approach 
0 7 4 0 4 2 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

# of out-of-school 

children registered 

in the PALEC 

classes 

150 148 IPA’s endline 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

% of the schools 

that received the 

PALEC materials 

100 ? IPA’s baseline 
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% Having all necessary materials to apply 

the approach 
0% 77% 44% 0% 80% 40% 

 

We also asked teachers to list the type of material they have missed over the pilot. The results 

are summarized below. Figure 6 shows that 60 percent of rural animators ( 3 of them) have 

lacked - at some point - activity books, which are vital to continue the curriculum. Although all 

schools received tablets, teachers might have missed tablets over the pilot because there 

were broken or damaged.  

Missing activity books or program sheets is more critical as it might hinder the progress of 

children that already completed all activities. This partly explains why a lot of revision was 

organized and why teachers felt they were late in the curricula. This last concern can be to 

some extent nuanced as teachers tend to over focus they effort on the roll-out of the entire 

curricula . 

 

Recommendation for scale-up: Project teams invested a lot of time, energy and resources 

in fixing problems with tablets. Despite being relevant to the program, we advise field teams 

not to underestimate the challenges related to the delivery of activity books in each school. 

These pedagogical resources are at the heart of the PALEC approach and are more familiar 

to teachers.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: % of teachers that declared they have missed over the pilot 

 

 

40%

20%

40%

60%

20%

30%

10%

20%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

program sheet

apprentiship card

tablets

activity book

% OF TEACHERS THAT DECLARED 

THEY HAVE MISSED .. .  OVER THE 

THE PILOT

Formal school Community school
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At the end of the pilot, all community schools were equipped with all materials to study “in 

good condition” (different from the instructional material) but one formal school have not 

received the carpet yet . Table 13 summarizes data collected by IPA through class 

observations. 

Table 13: Material to study in good conditions 

  Baseline Midline 

Formal 

schools 

Community 

schools 

Formal 

schools 

Community 

schools 

% of schools having 

trays and cards 
80% 100% 100% 100% 

% of schools having 

carpet 
30% 100% 89% 100% 

% of school having 

tables 
100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

Recommendation for scale-up: Logistics to deliver specific material to remote rural schools 

is challenging and can trigger significant costs and delays on a project. As a result, IPA 

recommends to pilot partners to better plan this component of the project and to rely on 

local resources as much as possible in an attempt to avoid long and costly supply chain 

logistics. Importing tablets from India has clearly been an unnecessary source of delay and 

costs on the program.  

 

 

 5 schools have effective canteen facilities  

During field visits, IPA noted the existence of canteen facilities in all 5 community schools. 

Near the end of the classes, IPA conducted interviews with some parents of children in PALEC 

classes. IPA’s agents asked parents questions relating to the canteens. Parents reported that 

canteens functioned well and worked every school day.  

 Recommendation for scale-up: IPA acknowledges the very good operations of school 

canteens in community schools. This has clearly been a factor of success and significantly 

contributed to the high attendance rate of children. We recommend all project partners to 

really pay attention to this component of the program that can boost children participation. 

Table 14: key output #7 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

 # of community 

schools that have 

effective canteen 

facilities 

5 5 IPA spot check visit 
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 3 visits made by inspectors and pedagogical supervisors 

PALEC mobilized and trained inspectors (IEPP) and pedagogic supervisors (CPPP) working with 

the Ministry of Education. According to facilitators interviewed by IPA in the field, the mentors 

were 3 inspectors and 4 pedagogical supervisors. As mentors, they supervised and provided 

support to teachers and rural animators throughout the pilot and were supposed to conduct 

three visits to each.   

Table 15: key output #8 

Indicator Targeted Achieved Data source 

Reported # of visits 

made by the 

inspectors/pedagogical 

supervisors as of May 

3 2 
IPA’s interviews 
with facilitators 

 

The pilot's monitoring data - collected by TIDE through the on-line application - includes 7 

class observations (less than one per facilitator). IPA collected data on May 22nd -about a 

month before the end of the pilots – to ask all 15 facilitators about the number of visits they 

received. Data suggests advisors and pedagogical supervisors conducted about 30 visits 

(approximately two per facilitator).  Most inspectors and pedagogical supervisors interviewed 

declared they could not do as many field visits as they wanted because of a lack of 

transportation means. 

Therefore, we believe that mentors did not reach the target of 3 visits per facilitator, even 

though the number of visits may have been higher than the 7 recorded in the on-line 

observation system (some mentors may have conducted visits without using the on-line 

system). Although TIDE declared they provided a calendar of visits to mentors, we have some 

doubt the calendars were put into practice.  

Recommendation for scale-up: IPA recommends clarifying the target number of mentoring 

visits, ensuring mentors have the resources to achieve the targeted visit numbers and review 

the monitoring system to be able to track the number of visits made per mentor.  

 

 

 

Criteria 2.1.2 Participation rate 

Three key indicators were developed in the matrix to assess the participation rate of 

students: 

1. At 70 percent of attendance rate of students in the PALEC classes  

2. 120 students regularly attending the sessions [out of the planned 150]  

3. Dropout rate in PALEC classes 

However, since monitoring data on student’s attendance and learning outcomes are 
incomplete (see section 4), we were not able to estimate those indicators. 
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2.2 Achieves direct outcomes  
The majority of the program’s direct outcomes were reached.But, few key 

indicators cannot be computed because implementer were not able to provide 

IPA with accurate monitoring data. However, teachers/ rural animators were able 

to implement PALEC during classroom observation.  

Data and methodology 

 

As part of its independent evaluation of the pilot, IPA performed three waves of data 

collection – a baseline, a midline and an endline data collection. During the baseline survey, 

parents, students, rural animators and teachers were interviewed, and classroom 

observation was performed. Midline data collection targeted students, rural animators, 

teachers and classroom observations. For the endline survey, the focus was on students, rural 

animators and teachers – classroom observations were not implemented.  

Parents were interviewed during the baseline to verify the relevance of the program in the 

five community schools of the pilot. Student surveys consisted essentially in a learning level 

assessment over the course of the pilot’s duration. IPA collected teachers and rural animators 

feedback on the pilot implementation of PALEC pedagogy. Classroom observations were 

planned to check whether teachers and rural animators implemented PALEC approach 

accurately.  

Note that IPA observers’ goal to perform unannounced observations was not perfectly 
achieved during the different waves of classroom observations. In fact, there are reasons to 

suspect that schools’ directors were informed about IPA observers’ visit. For instance, it is 

normal for teachers and directors to refuse any interviews without authorization from their 

inspector. To facilitate IPA observers’ integration in schools, it was agreed that IPA should 
inform inspectors about any surveys at least two weeks before fieldwork. IPA provided 

inspectors with the survey periods one to two weeks beforehand without sharing the exact 

dates enumerators would visit each school. Given directors’ close relationship with inspectors, 

it is quite likely that directors, and then teachers, were informed about the likely period of 

IPA’s visit . They could then make sure to implement PALEC during those periods. In 

retrospect, it may have been possible to achieve smooth and genuinely unexpected 

observations by obtaining pre-emptive blanket permission from all stakeholders, including 

inspectors, for IPA’s observations. This would also make it simple for observers to visit a 
school repeatedly, at different times, to see how a teacher handles each of their different 

classes. IPA recommends these tactics for any further roll-out of PALEC. 

IPA was expected to receive monitoring data from TIDE which they would download from 

teachers/rural animators’ devices – like students, teacher and rural animators’ attendance, 
and students’ learning progress data. Unfortunately, IPA received data from the partner which 

is not usable, given the numerous missing values inside the data. This lack of information 

reduces the possibility to compute some indicators and to perform comparative analysis. 
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Table below summarizes IPA data collection. Annex 1 shows completion rate for each wave 

of data collection. 

Table 16 : Sample covered by round of data collection 

Round of 

data 

collection 

Targets 

 

 

Nb of 

interviews 

 

 

Formal 

schools 

 

 

Community 

schools 

Period of data 

collection 

Baseline 

Students 406 260 146 

Nov. 7 to 13, 

2019 

Beneficiaries’ 
parents 

142 0 142 

Non-beneficiaries’ 
parents 

35 0 35 

Teachers/ rural 

animators 
15 10 5 

Class observation 

1 
15 10 5 

Midline 

Students 403 256 147 

Mar. 14 to 15, 

2019 

Teachers/ rural 

animators 
14 9 5 

Class observation 

2 
14 9 5 

Endline 

Students 408 260 148 
May 20 to 22, 

2019 
Teachers/ rural 

animators 
14 5 5 

 

Criteria 2.2.1.a. Results shows immediate improvement in teachers’ knowledge 

There was no test of knowledge at the end of the teachers' training. All teachers and rural 

animators received a diploma because they took part in all sessions. According to interviews 

with teachers, teachers improved their knowledge, but there is room for improvement to be 

more precise and help them to feel confident with the approach. Section 2.2.1 describes 

teachers' feedback about the training.  

Recommendation for scale-up: IPA strongly recommends implementing tests after the 

training to measure knowledge. This has two key advantages. First it can allow better tailored 

individual support based on the test results. Second it can allow the project team to monitor 

progress along pre -defined criteria. 
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 Criteria 2.2.1.b. Changes in beneficiaries’ knowledge, behavior and practices have been 
observed over time 

 Percentage of teachers/rural animators absent during PALEC sessions over the last 

month 

The success of TIDEs’ approach depends on teachers and rural animators reliably being in the 

classroom.  

During the three rounds of data collection, teachers/rural animators were almost always 

present.  

Table 17: Number of teachers present in classrooms during different waves of data collection 

  Baseline Midline Endline 

N Prop N Prop N Prop 

% of teachers met during wave of data collection 15 100% 14 93% 14 93% 

However, given that we cannot rule-out the fact that teachers adopted a strategic behavior to 

be present during IPA’s visits, it is difficult to draw a robust conclusion on a precise attendance 

rate. 

Despite this main caveat, IPA acknowledges a strong teachers participation rate during visits 

that was not observed across all education pilots. 

 Percentage of teachers/rural animators who applied PALEC methodology during 

classroom observation. 

Classroom observations based on TIDE’s module were done during the baseline and the 
midline data collection. 

Two components of classroom observations’ tools were discussed: (i) The first tries to 
describe how classrooms were managed, and (ii) the second part relates to interpersonal 

relations between teachers and students. 

Classrooms’ organization and management 

Furthermore, results of the second component shows that almost always, classrooms were 

organized in line with the PALEC approach  
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Table 18 shows that only in 10 percent of the observed classrooms, tables were organized as 

usual. The remaining time, students were organized in groups, tables were pushed to the 

sides and children were sitting on mats. 

Table 18: Classroom management 

 
Baseline Midline 

Formal 

schools 

Community 

schools 

Formal 

schools 

Community 

schools 

% of classrooms where 

students were 

organized in group 

100% 100% 90% 100% 

% of classrooms where 

children are sitting on 

mats 

50% 33% 20% 60% 

% of classrooms were 

students are sitting 

behind grouped tables 

40% 67% 70% 40% 

% of classrooms where 

students are sitting in 

rows 

10% 0% 0% 0% 

  

 

Teachers-students’ interactions in classroom 

The main result on the last components is that communication in classrooms were generally 

going both ways – from-teachers-to-children and from-children-to-teachers. This result is 

consistent across waves of data collection. For instance, in more than 90 percent of classroom 

observed teachers/ rural animators were seen like a friend and the communication went both 

ways. 

On the global participation rate Table 19, we notice an increase in high participation rates 

among formal classes but not in community classes. In addition to this, low participation 

seems to decrease among community classes while increasing in formal classes. These results 

should be interpreted with care as the sample size is very small. 

Table 19. Children participation during class observations 

 % of Formal classes 
% of Community 

classes 
 Baseline Midline Baseline Midline 

High class participation: Within 70 

and 100 percent of children are 

engaged 

60% 70% 67% 63% 

Medium class participation: 

Within 50 and 69 percent children 

are engaged 

35% 20% 22% 38% 
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Low class participation: Within 0 

and 49 % children are engaged 
5% 10% 11% 0% 

  

Table 20: Teachers-students’ interactions in classroom 

  % of Formal classes % of Community classes 

  Baseline Midline Baseline Midline 

% of classrooms where 

teachers make comparisons 

between children or 

encourages competition. 

75% 80% 75% 88% 

% of classrooms where the 

teacher waited for the right 

moment to make a suggestion 

or give a directive 

90% 80% 90% 100% 

% of classrooms where the 

teacher creates models of art 

materials that children can 

copy. 

85% 80% 85% 88% 

% of classrooms where the 

teacher is attentive and uses 

most strategic positions for 

supervision 

95% 80% 95% 88% 

 

 

Results above, table 20, try to capture the use of specific practices recommended by the 

PALEC pedagogy. We observe preliminary changes in practices among the community 

schools, but no clear positive pattern seems to emerge from formal schools. Capturing 

specific teachers’ practices is a complex endeavour and given the relatively small sample it is 

difficult at this stage to draw very solid conclusions. However, cross checking various types 

of data and information’s there is clear indication that facilitators are applying components 
of the new PALEC pedagogy. 

 

 

 

 Average score of students in mathematics and French 

In the absence of partner’s data on the final children evaluation, IPA endline assessment of 

students learning level through ASER test is presented below. Note that the results in this 

section reflect the change over time that we observe among students in the program, but 

because we do not have a counterfactual control group, we cannot conclude that the change 

is only due to the PALEC program. Indeed, we would expect that students’ learning levels 

would change regardless of the presence of the PALEC program.  

IPA chose to use a standardized tool, the ASER test (see annex1 for more details)  
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IPA observe changes in numeracy levels through the course of the program but no real clear 

pattern on literacy. As mentioned in the methodological section, the ASER test is designed to 

test basic literacy skills and do not test oral skills or other types of problem solving. Indeed, 

building on the impaq8 study we would expect end of grade 2 students to read complex 

sounds and decode complex words, meaning being at the letter level. 

 

Table 21: level assessment Ivory Coast 

Level 

Level O 

Corresponding Grade 

None 

Reading 

Skill None 

Level A Grade 1 (CPI) — Lower 

level 

Identify letters 

Level B Grade 1 (CPI) — Upper 

level 

Read simple sounds 

Level C Grade 2 (CP2) — Lower 

level 

Read complex sounds 

Level D Grade 2 CP2  —Upper level Decode sim le words 1-2 Syllables 

Level E Grade 3 (CEI)— Lower level Decode complex words (2-3 syllables) 

Level F Grade 3 (CET)— Upper 

level 

Read simple sentences 

Level G Grade 4 (CE2)— Lower 

level 

Read complex sentences 

Level H Grade 4 (CE2)— Upper 

level 

Read simple stories 

Level I Grade 5 (CMI)— Lower 

level 

Answer reading comprehension questions on 

simple stories 

Level J Grade 5 (CMI)— Upper 

level 

Read complex stories 

Level K Grade 6 (CM2) Answer reading comprehension questions on 

complex stories 

 

Formal schools – Students endline ASER test 

Endline results show little change in students’ literacy ability, but some improvement of 
students learning level in mathematics. 

Literacy  

Students’ results didn’t really change from baseline to endline. In literacy the share of 

beginners dropped from 99 percent to 95 percent. In CP1 there is no significant drop in the 

share of beginners at endline. In CP2, the results are slightly better. We observe a drop of 

 
8 As part of the IMPAQ project, an adaptation workshop was conducted in April 2016 at 

MENET in Abidjan to ensure that the reading part of the ASER test was culturally appropriate 

and consistent with Ivory Coast’s learning standards for each grade level in primary school 
(https://www.impaqint.com/sites/default/files/files/AVSI%20FFE_Baseline%20FINAL_091916.pdf). 

https://www.impaqint.com/sites/default/files/files/AVSI%20FFE_Baseline%20FINAL_091916.pdf
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beginners and an increase of the share of students who are at story level (1 percent to 8 

percent). 

Figure 7: Formal school students’ literacy scores 

 

 

 

Numeracy  

However, unlike in literacy, numeracy results at the endline were better. We noted a 

significant drop of beginners from 68 to 47 percent in formal schools. The percentage of 

children who can read at least one-digit number is greater over grades (11 percent in CP1 and 

46 percent in CP2). These increased to 27 percent for CP1 and 51 percent for CP2 at endline.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline Midline Endline Baseline Midline Endline

CP1 CP2

Story 0% 3% 1% 1% 9% 8%

Paragraph 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Words 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%

Letters 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 2%

Beginner 100% 97% 99% 98% 88% 90%
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Figure 8: Formal school students' numeracy scores 

 

Community schools – Students endline ASER test 

Literacy 

In community schools, we observe no changes in the number of students at beginner level 

for literacy from baseline to endline. The figure 9 describes students’ literacy performance on 
the ASER test at each wave of data collection. 

Figure 9: Community school students' literacy scores 

Baseline Midline Endline Baseline Midline Endline

CP1 CP2

3-digits 1% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1%

2-digits 0% 0% 2% 3% 13% 27%

1-digit 11% 20% 27% 46% 54% 51%

Beginner 88% 80% 72% 48% 31% 22%
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Numeracy 

Students in community schools improved more over the year in numeracy than in literacy. 

Also, they did better than students from formal schools in numeracy. For instance, while the 

rate of beginners decreased by 20 percent in formal school, in community school this 

decreased by 46 percent. 

Figure 10: Community school students' numeracy scores 

 

 

 

x Students’ learning outcomes 

Baseline Midline Endline

Story 0% 4% 2%

Paragraph 0% 0% 0%
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Beginner 99% 96% 98%
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Two key indicators were developed in the matrix to assess the progress of students: 

1. 50% of the students can complete 80% of the curriculum for the year  

2. Average time students took to complete a module 

However, since data on student’s attendance and learning outcomes are incomplete (see 

section 4), we were not able to estimate those indicators. 

 

2.3. Beneficiaries’ feedback about the program is positive 

Quantitative data collected through the pilot show that facilitators and mentors 

have an overall good perception of the approach, which gets better over time. 

However, qualitative interviews show mixed results. Teachers provided a few 

specific points about what they valued in it, and some mentors declared they don't 

have a positive opinion of the approach. 

Data and methodology 

IPA collected teachers’ feedback via questionnaires with closed and open questions during 

baseline and endline. In addition to this, 26 Individual interviews were conducted. All 

stakeholders involved in the mentoring process were also interviewed to capture program 

feedback at different levels of the hierarchy.  

Table 22: Number of interviews by location 

 Nb of 

interviews  X X X X X Total 

Facilitators 3 3 3 2 3 14 

Headmaster

s 
1 1 1 1 1 5 

Pedagogical 

advisors 
1 1 0 1 1 4 

Inspectors 
0 1 0 1 1 3 

 

In May 2019, during the spot-check visit, IPA’s M&E assistant conducted qualitative 
interviews with 12 facilitators and all mentors.  

 Criteria 2.3.1.a Beneficiaries provide positive feedback on the delivery of outputs 

 Teachers and rural animators provide a positive feedback on the training 

Overall, facilitators – rural animators and teachers - had a mixed opinion on the quality of the 

teachers training. They declared the initial training was an overall success, but also not always 
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clear and too intense. They valued the retraining and the on-going support from all 

stakeholders during the pilot.  

All teachers and rural animators attended all the training sessions. IPA interviewed all 

facilitators twice about the teachers training: through quantitative interviews at baseline and 

qualitative interviews in May 2019, a month before the end of the program.  

At baseline, more than half (60 percent) reported that the training was a success. However, 

33 percent of teachers said that training materials were not adapted and 27 percent declared 

trainers could not provide clear guidance and direction about PALEC methodology. We 

believe that the fact that trainers had no experience with the approach has impacted the 

quality of the training negatively.  

There is no difference in the perception of the training between teachers – who are more 

educated and have more years of experience – and rural animators. Annex 5 summarizes all 

quantitative information about the facilitator training collected at baseline.  

In May 2019, most facilitators confirmed the baseline results: they were satisfied with the 

training, but asked for further trainings to be more confident with the approach.  

Most facilitators found the initial training too short and too intense. Most declared they did 

not assimilate all notions taught during training. According to one facilitator "[the training] did 

not allow us to understand the concepts, so we asked for retraining, so we had retraining that 

lasted 2 days, we could explain our difficulties, we had answers."  

In response to facilitators' difficulties, the project's management team organized a retraining. 

According to a facilitator "The second training was hands-on and in-depth tablet training with 

practice in a classroom." Most facilitators declared being satisfied with the recycling training, 

which helped them to better understand how to implement the approach.  

Overall, a few facilitators reported the need for further, more extended, and more practical 

training. “It’s a good project, but we did not have enough practical training.” “It would be good to 
deepen the training because we cannot learn everything in 2 weeks”. 

Recommendation for scale-up: IPA recommends organizing more extended teacher 

training and trying to improve the quality of the training. Although we understand it is a new 

approach in Cote d’Ivoire, we believe it is critical for the success of the training to ensure that 

the trainers have a practical experience implementing the approach. 

 Teachers and rural animators are confident with PALEC  

During the pilot, teachers and rural animators were interviewed on their level of confidence 

and on their ability to successfully implement the PALEC methodology in their classes. We 

found that teachers were increasingly confident in their ability to deliver this new 

methodology and on students’ ability to progress. More than 80 percent of teachers/ rural 

animators still trust in their ability to deliver the PALEC approach over the pilot duration. (See 

table 23 below) 

More than 70 percent of teachers and rural animators think that their students learn more 

with PALEC pedagogy while students learning level in literacy and numeracy were low. It is 
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difficult to know why there is this discrepancy between teachers' view and ASER test results. 

It might be because teachers have no clear view of children's progression in the absence of a 

test or because the ASER test does not capture the improvement observed by teachers (not 

big enough yet or on other topics).  

 

Table 23: Teachers' feedback on training material 

  Formal schools Community schools  
Baselin

e 
Midline Endline 

Baselin

e 
Midline Endline 

% teachers who think 

that students will be 

able to learn more with 

PALEC approach 

70% 80% 100% 80% 80% 100% 

% of teachers who trust 

in their ability to 

implement the PALEC 

methodology 

100% 100% N/A* 80% 100% N/A* 

*We did not ask the question at endline  

 

Recommendation for scale-up: Monitoring students’ progress and levels through regular 

assessment has been central in the implementation of successful tailored pedagogical 

approach. IPA therefore strongly recommends TIDE to think about alternative strategies to 

track learning in the situation of technological failure. 

What are the strengths of PALEC approach? 

At endline, IPA agents asked teachers/ rural animators open-ended questions to capture their 

perception on the program and PALEC approach. Answers were then coded and classified 

into themes. When asked to list the three biggest assets they found in PALEC approach, 

teachers/ rural animators’ most common answers thematically were “PALEC is innovative and 

effective pedagogy”, “PALEC brings children closer to teachers” and “PALEC makes children more 
autonomous”.  

For instance, in both types of schools, 60 percent of teachers said that “PALEC is innovative and 

effective pedagogy” and 20 percent of them report that “PALEC makes children more 
autonomous”. Furthermore, 40 percent of teachers from community school’s belief that 
“PALEC brings children closer to teachers”. 

Another open-ended question asked to teachers/ rural animators the three main weaknesses 

of PALEC approach, if any. The main answers from teachers were “Materials like tablets miss 

for several time and in many cases were damaged or did not work well”, “Putting together different 

level in the same classroom generates noise since some a distract with the courses display by 

neighbor grade” and “PALEC implementation delays the progress on the national curriculum and 

did not incorporate all the targeted grades curriculum”. The first two answers were reported by 

20 percent of teachers from community and formal schools. The last point was especially 

reported by 40 percent of rural animators. 
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However, it is important to notice that one teacher complained that font use in booklets were 

not the best for children. 

These are interesting weaknesses that should be considered for the scale-up (see Figure 11 

for additional weaknesses). 

Figure 11: Reported teachers/ rural animators’ feedback regarding PALEC approach strengths and weakness 

 

 

 

 Teachers and rural animators agree to recommend PALEC approach for all primary 

schools in Côte d’Ivoire (CI) 

The percentage of teachers who are ready to recommend PALEC for a full roll-out in Ivory 

Coast remained constant from baseline to endline – Almost all interviewed teachers/ rural 

animators recommend PALEC approach to be taught in all primary schools.  

Table 24: Teachers' training indicators 

  Formal school Community school 

  Baselin

e 
Midline Endline 

Baselin

e 
Midline Endline 

% of teachers who 

agree to recommend 

PALEC to be taught in 

all primary schools in 

CI 

80% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

40%

40%

20%

20%

20%

20%

40%

30%

0%

20%

30%

20%

30%
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PA L E C '  S T R E N G H T  A N D  W E A K N E S S
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 Teachers and rural animators provide a positive feedback about the mentoring 

 

Qualitative interviews with facilitators show limited evidence that mentoring helps facilitators 

to overcome challenges to the continued use of the PALEC pedagogy.  

According to many facilitators, mentors are available to help them solve potential issues they 

encounter. A few facilitators gave examples of instances where mentors helped them 

overcome challenges with the PALEC. For instance, one facilitator reported that mentors 

helped him to organize the groups of students in his class. “They gave me advice to better 

manage the distinct groups during their mission.” Also, another facilitator reported that the 

school director helped him solve a problem regarding tablets’ connection to the internet. “the 
director who is a bit good at computing helped us solve the problem relating to the connection.” 

However, a few facilitators reported that they turned to trainers rather than the mentors 

when they met challenges. “If I have a serious problem like with tablets, I call the trainers since I 
have their number.” Two factors could explain the fact that some facilitators were more 

inclined to contact RT staff when facing challenges. First, RT’s staff seems to have more 
legitimacy to help for the implementation of the pedagogy than any other person given the 

fact that they initiated it. Also, mentors had little experience with the PALEC, given that they 

were trained months into the program. Therefore, they could have lacked legitimacy to help 

on matters specific to the PALEC in comparison to its initiators.  

We believe that decentralized mentoring was not foreseen with enough caution in the pilot 

phase design. Moreover, technology to support mentors did not work properly. To 

compensate mentoring’s weaknesses, TIDE has provided a valuable support to teachers and 

rural animators during the pilot. Mentoring and monitoring are discussed more in detail in 

sections 3 and 4 of this report. 

Recommendation for scale-up: IPA recommends reviewing the mentoring system and 

ensuring that all mentors have followed theoretical and practical training on the PALEC.  

 Inspectors and pedagogic advisors give positive feedback about the value of the 

supportive supervision  

In May 2019, IPA’s M&E assistant also interviewed inspectors and pedagogical advisors to 

determine their opinion about the support they provided to teachers and rural animators. 

Data collected suggest that they have a favorable opinion about the value of supportive 

supervision even though they have conducted only a few visits.  

Most inspectors or pedagogic advisors believe they helped to improve the quality of the 

implementation even though they have conducted only a few class observations. For instance, 

one inspector reported that he helped facilitators solve some difficulties with the materials 

and participation. “It may happen that some teachers are missing activity books or have problems 
with tablets. Recently, some children dropped out in a class, so I recommended the teacher to get 

in touch with parents and families.” A pedagogic advisor said supervision is critical for success: 

“Teachers cannot work without supervision.” Another reported that mentoring encourages 
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facilitators to work better and communities to be more involved in the project. "We are 

bringing facilitators and communities to get involved in the project."  

Although some mentors declared preferring providing remote supervision through tablets, 

most of them complained about the tablets and connectivity issues. Most of them also raised 

the problem of the lack of time or transportation, which explained why they couldn’t conduct 
more monitoring visits in the schools. 

 Recommendation for scale-up: The monitoring system did not allow mentors to observe 

the progress of the key indicators remotely. Besides it, we believe it is essential to make clear 

that monitoring remotely and through class observations are two complementary activities, 

not that can replace one another. The mentors must have clear guidelines and targets for 

each of those activities and both must be integrated in the normal MEN process. 

 

 Criteria 2.3.1.b Beneficiaries provide positive feedback on the main immediate outcomes  

 Teachers/rural animators provided a positive feedback on the improvement on their 

students’ learning/outcomes as result of PALEC methods 

Regardless the type of schools – formal or community ones - all interviewed teachers gave 

positive feedback on the improvement of the students during the endline data collection.  

Table 25: Teachers/ rural animators provide positive feedback on the improvement of students' learning 

 Formal school Community school 

 Baseline Midline Endline Baseline Midline Endline 

% teachers 

who think 

that 

students 

will be able 

to learn 

more with 

PALEC 

approach 

70% 80% 100% 80% 80% 100% 

 

How PALEC improve students learning outcomes? 

About 30 percent of facilitators confirmed that the PALEC helps children to learn faster and is 

an effective approach. The main reasons stated are that PALEC is entertaining and that it 

makes children confident.  

IPA’s agents asked facilitators how PALEC improve students’ learning outcomes. Then, we 
grouped in different categories their (open-ended) answers. An answer can refer to several 

ideas and then be classified in two or more categories.  
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Figure 12: Feedback of the beneficiaries on the improvement of their students learning.  

 

Positive precise feedback over the program is more frequent for rural animators than for 

teachers. This reveals a key discrepancy in the overall buy-in of the pedagogy that we will 

address in the next section.  

 

 Criteria 2.3.2 Interviews with the teachers and rural animators show that they are satisfied 

with the project.  

Teachers/ rural animators expressed mostly positive views about PALEC, but only a few 

specific points about what they valued in it. Further, some mentors had doubts about the 

program’s overall value. 

In May 2019 IPA conducted qualitative interviews. At first sight, all teachers/ rural animators 

declared being satisfied with the program and being willing to recommend it for scale-up.  

Several statement teachers/ rural animators made suggest that the PALEC classes set a 

climate conducive to learning. For instance, one teacher reported that the PALEC allows 

children to learn in autonomy, and another added that it allows each child to progress at 

his/her own pace. Another teacher believes that children can learn more using games as a 

pedagogical tool. “I think children learn more when playing.” As another example, some 

facilitators believe that it is beneficial for children to learn how to use tablets from a young 

age. “Initiating a child to handle a machine from a young age is something beneficial.”  
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Although most of teachers and rural animators believe that the program is good , they did 

not specifically mention the program’s effect on students learning in literacy or numeracy. A 

few teachers/ rural animators said that the PALEC had a positive effect on children’s oral 
communications and helped them become more autonomous over time. "It has taught 

children to take better care of themselves, to express themselves, to create bonds of trust between 

teachers and children” Besides, Many teachers/ rural animators reported two critical issues 

that could hinder the implementation of the PALEC:  

1. Large classes (in formal schools): Several teachers reported that they have too many 

students to teach using the PALEC approach. The average number of students per 

class is about 60 in the formal schools’ sample. “... At the level of the formal schools, the 

number of students should be reduced because the current number does not make it 

possible to apply the PALEC.” 
2. Tablets’ use: Many facilitators reported that they encountered difficulties using the 

tablets: The two main issues stated where network and power issues. Some facilitators 

have difficulties charging the tablets placed at their disposal because of limited access 

to power. Low network in some localities prevent the transfer of data to the server.  

 

It is worth mentioning that during the interviews for the spot check, two directors have 

expressed doubts concerning the PALEC pedagogy. The persons in question mentioned that 

the PALEC classes are very late in the year compared to the academic program. For this 

reason, one director doubts that the classes will be able to cover the curriculum before the 

end of the academic year. “The pupils are very late compared to those of the traditional ones 

(refers to formal classes). They will not be able to finish the program on time”. Various factors 

could explain this delay; it could be because the PALEC classes have started late or because 

the documentation did not arrive on time. However, it should be noted that one director 

seems to link these delays not only to the fact that classes started late but also directly to the 

PALEC pedagogy. This person suggested that PALEC classes were late in part because too 

many repetitions and revisions sessions were held. “People started late, there is too much 
repetition. There are too many revisions”. However, It is important to note that revisions and 

repetitions are meant to make sure that children progress effectively, while teachers and 

directors are often with completing the curriculum regardless of children progression. 

 Recommendation for scale-up: Class size is a very important barrier to the implementation 

of PALEC methodology. Managing very big classes with a tailored pedagogy and the use of 

tablets requires a specific set of skills and practices. IPA therefore recommends TIDE to 

identify a set of technics and best practices to manage big classes while applying the TIDE 

pedagogy.  
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3. Costs and operations management  
Costs and operations management is divided into two components, both of which the 

pilot is assessed on:   

1. Costs are well managed  

2. Project management is successful 

The PALEC pilot appears to be consistent with the requirements for scale-up in both 

components of costs and operations management. The pilot’s score for each component is 
determined by the pilot’s performance against pre-agreed indicator-level criteria. Each 

component, including the criteria that determined the pilot’s score, is discussed below. 

 3.1 Costs are well-managed  
The project management team made an efficient use of the resources and spent 

less than budgeted to implement all the activities of the pilot. Although the 

vision for scale-up is not clear yet, if the scale-up keeps going with the main 

components of the pilots – in particular, the tablets – we estimated a cost per 

children of about 55CHF.  

[Details removed]  

Recommendation for scale-up: The cost of the program per child is quite expensive and 

will remain expensive at scale. As the tablets will be the most significant cost of the program 

at scale, IPA recommends testing the approach without tablets.  

 

3.2 Project management is successful 
Several pilot activities were delayed, and the students did not finish the curriculum 

at the end of the project. The government’s assessment of the curriculum 
developed by TIDE during the pilot will give us precious information on the 

success of the pilot. 

The cooperation between the different partners was overall strong with some 

rooms for improvements.  

[Details removed] 

Recommendation for scale-up: Co-generating a strong curriculum with the MENET-FP 

stakeholders will be central in the next phases of the project to ensure a high level of 

engagement. The later will also enable a better mentoring of pedagogical advisors that could 

refer to one centralized document. 
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4. Capacity to learn, improve and innovate  
Capacity to learn, improve and innovate is divided into two components, both of which 

the pilot is assessed on:   

1. Project collects credible monitoring data 

2. Monitoring is used to learn and improve 

The PALEC pilot appears to be consistent with the requirements for scale-up with respect to 

capacity for learning. The pilot’s score for each component is determined by the pilot’s 
performance against pre-agreed indicator-level criteria. Each component, including the 

criteria that determined the pilot’s score, is discussed below. 

 4.1 Project collects credible monitoring data 

The partner heavily relied on the use of electronic devices for data collection and 

transmission. Due to network problems and lack of understanding of the tools, 

students’ data were not updated in the server regularly. Also, mentors did not 

send most of class observations in their server.  

The final dataset were full of missing values. It affects the credibility of the data.  

 Criteria 4.1.1 Routine monitoring data are collected and shared on time with 

stakeholders 

Facilitators’ training attendance data.  
ICI collected teachers' training attendance data every day during teacher’s training and shared 
at the end of the pilot, as planned.  

Student’s attendance and learning outcomes 

Teachers were supposed to record students’ attendance every morning through the mobile 

application on the tablets, but the final dataset contains a large number of missing data. 

According to TIDE, the missing data might be due to teachers not understanding the tool.  

Children used tablets to learn in the classroom. Tablets captured students’ progression of 
milestones or chapter and performance, but there were also many missing data on the final 

dataset.  

TIDE programmed the tablets to synchronize attendance and learning outcomes 

automatically on a server. Then, the program management team was expected to be able to 

access daily information on individual progression and attendance. Mentors would use this 

information to select which class to visit in priority. TIDE would provide online reports9 to ICI 

and the Ministry of Education. 

However, in practice, many facilitators have encountered difficulties in synchronizing the 

tablets on the server because of inadequate network coverage in the communities of 

 
9 One report was produced at the end of the pilot: 

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNmJkZGM0YjctYTk0YS00NWRlLWE1ZGMtZTZjODE5Zjg5N

zY5IiwidCI6IjAwNzdjMzI2LWI1YjctNDg2NC1hMmFjLWZlOTE4M2FiMzE4YiJ9 

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNmJkZGM0YjctYTk0YS00NWRlLWE1ZGMtZTZjODE5Zjg5NzY5IiwidCI6IjAwNzdjMzI2LWI1YjctNDg2NC1hMmFjLWZlOTE4M2FiMzE4YiJ9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNmJkZGM0YjctYTk0YS00NWRlLWE1ZGMtZTZjODE5Zjg5NzY5IiwidCI6IjAwNzdjMzI2LWI1YjctNDg2NC1hMmFjLWZlOTE4M2FiMzE4YiJ9
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intervention and the lack of electricity to load the tablets. Teachers or rural animators had to 

walk some kilometres to find the connection. As a result, teachers did not regularly send data.  

Class observations 

School directors, pedagogic supervisors, and inspectors were involved in the program as 

mentors. In the conduct of their duties, mentors had to conduct at least three class 

observations in the classes under their supervision and returned information through an on-

line form. The final dataset – shared to IPA at the end of the program - includes only 7 

classroom observation forms.  

 

Recommendation for scale-up: Mentors used less than half of the time, the numeric 

form for class observations. IPA recommends making sure they always use it. The scale-

up program can keep a back-up paper solution in case there are technical issues with the 

tablets, but mentors should then copy the data into the tablet when the problem is 

solved. The connectivity issues in some communities should not be a problem since the 

data collection tool works offline.  

 

 Criteria 4.1.2 IPA’s spot-check visits confirm the quality and accuracy of the data shared 

by the partner 

IPA conducted a spot check visit in the communities of intervention from May 06th to 10th 

2019. Its objectives were to understand how mentoring and monitoring activities took place 

in practice.  

During the spot check, all mentors - School directors, pedagogic supervisors, and inspectors 

– confirmed they had taken part in the mentors’ training. Overall, they were confident about 

their ability to fulfill their role to advise and support the facilitators as well as to monitor their 

work.  

All mentors declared that monitoring activities are implemented remotely using tablets and, 

in the field, conducting classroom observation. However, pedagogical advisors and inspectors 

reported they don’t do regular classroom observations because of the lack of transportation 
and per diems for the visits. Some mentors declared they monitor mainly through tablets: "we 

have tablets through which we control the work of the facilitators every week or two weeks we check 

the attendance and progression." Among them, some reported fixing the problem - detected 

with the tablets - by phone with teachers or rural animators. However, it is highly likely that 

network problems negatively impacted the mentors’ ability to monitor the classes through 
their tablets. As mentioned above, data were not synchronized regularly to the servers. 

Moreover, we believe there were too few data captured by the tablets to give them credible 

and actionable information.  

To assess the credibility of data collected we will use three key concepts:  

• Validity: valid data accurately captures the core concept one is seeking to measure 

• Reliability: implies that the same data collection procedure will produce the same 

data repeatedly. 
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• Unbiased: data does not have systematic errors 

 

Table 26: Credible data criteria 

 

 

Facilitators’ training attendance data.  
We are confident in the quality of the attendance data for teachers’ training. The project 

management team collected data daily asking participants to sign the attendance sheet. It 

reduces the risk of errors and cheating. Moreover, baseline data and discussions with 

teachers confirmed their participation. 

Student’s attendance and learning outcomes 

In general, the use of an electronic device can increase the quality of the data by collecting 

data more often and reducing the risk of data entry mistakes. However, the final dataset on 

attendance and learning outcomes shared by TIDE at the end of the pilot was very incomplete: 

there is a sizeable – we estimate it to roughly 50 percent - proportion of missing values.  

According to TIDE, there are three main causes for missing values:  

1. Teachers did not understand the tool, so they did not register attendance data 

correctly;  

2. Some communities had no power to recharge tablets so teachers and students could 

not use the tablets every day and;  

3. Some communities have no network coverage so they could not send the data.  

Therefore, we believe there are important threats for the validity and reliability of students’ 
attendance and learnings outcomes.  

Classroom observation data 

Mentors are all professionals specialized in education who are used to conduct classroom 

supervision. Moreover, the program management team trained them and provided them 

with an evaluation grid which specified the criteria for evaluation of the classes.  

Credible data criteria Valid Reliable Unbiased

Facilitators' training attendance data

Students' attendance

Students' learning outcomes

Class observations
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However; at the end of the program, TIDE shared a dataset with only 7 observations (3 times 

less than expected). The partner endline report said that they don't know if the mentors have 

done more class observations. It leads us to think that those data are incomplete. 

 

4.2 Monitoring is used to learn and improve  
Since monitoring data were not collected and shared regularly, they were not 

used efficiently to learn and improve the program. However, the intense presence 

of the project management team in the field allowed to make changes in response 

to the different actors’ feedback.  

 Criteria 4.2.1 Monitoring data is actionable and aligned with program management 

During the pilot, TIDE collected information on teachers’ training attendance, students’ 
attendance and learning outcomes, and classroom behavior. In our judgement, these 

indicators capture the key program management data required for corrective action to 

ensure the project is correctly implemented. But, in practice, the data were not shared (or 

uploaded in the servers) regularly and, we have some doubts concerning their credibility. 

Therefore, monitoring data was not actionable and aligned with project management.  

We have given a yellow rating for this criterion, largely because of the justification and 

remediation proposed by the project partners. Our evaluation matrix defines a “red” rating 
for item 4.2 as “If data was collected, it was rarely used to take corrective measures or 

documented” and “No feasible remediation identified for these issues”. There is no question 

that the monitoring system as planned did not work properly to provide real-time actionable 

data. The main justifications are the lack of network access and the lack of electricity to use 

the tablets. In response to this issue the implementation team have been actively present in 

the field to support teachers.  

 Criteria 4.2.2. Significance of appropriate changes in program management or delivery 

that can be linked to monitoring findings 

Although the monitoring system using tablets and supplying monthly reports to all 

stakeholders did not work, the PALEC implementation team listen to field difficulties and 

made appropriate changes when necessary. We have discussed below some changes made 

in response to the feedback the implementation team received through their various visits in 

the field.  

First, at the beginning of the pilot, the partners planned to pay rural animators 50 000CFA as 

salary. But the rural animators who wouldn’t accepted this amount informed the project 

stakeholders who revised their salaries to 60 000FCA.  

Facilitators and persons in charge of program management were constantly in contact 

throughout the pilot. As emphasized in the section 2, facilitators voiced some of the difficulties 

they encountered during the pilot through these exchanges. Then, the program management 

team proposed solutions to help resolve some of the issue’s facilitators reported. For 
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instance, the program management team organized a retraining or helped facilitators to 

resolve some of the troubles they had using the tablets.  

Recommendation for scale-up: IPA recommends reviewing the whole monitoring 

system of the approach. Indeed, the intense presence of the implementation team in the 

field is not sustainable, with many schools. 
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5. Sustainability 
Sustainability is divided into two components, both of which the pilot is assessed on:  

1. Provides sustained benefit to the community 

2. There are prospects for scale-up beyond GMM2 

The PALEC pilot appears to be promising for scale-up with important recommendations to 

follow to maintain sustainability and build organizational capacity. The pilot’s score for each 
component is determined by the pilot’s performance against pre-agreed indicator-level 

criteria. Each component, including the criteria that determined the pilot’s score, is discussed 
below. 

5.1 Provides sustained benefit to the community   
Overall the enthusiasm of teachers and mentors for the approach is mixed. For 

them, it is not clear if the approach is suitable for classrooms with a large number 

of students, such as in public schools in Cote d’Ivoire. The issues they met with 
tablets or management of large classes where not fully solved, and it seems that 

mentors are not equipped to give the support needed.  

 Criteria 5.1.1 Indications that the animators and mentors are likely to continue with the 

practices or program activities  

Overall, most teachers and mentors reported having a positive opinion about the PALEC 

approach through quantitative interviews. However, as described in section 2.3, teachers 

provided only a few specific points about how they valued the approach, and some mentors 

declared they don't have a positive opinion of the approach. The mentors who have a negative 

opinion of the program said that it is because of the approach that the students were not able 

to finish the curriculum this year. “People started late, there is too much repetition. There are too 
many revisions”. It is important to note that finishing the curriculum doesn’t necessarily 
translate into learning outcomes. Moreover, these repetitions must be due to the lack of new 

pedagogical material delivered. 

Moreover, some difficulties faced by teachers during the pilot, if not solved at scale, might 

cause them to abandon the PALEC approach. In May 2019, 4 teachers interviewed by IPA 

mentioned that they still met problems with the tablets. For one, the problems with the 

network in some localities prevent the transfer of data to the server. Others have difficulties 

charging the tablets because there is no electrical power available in the localities where they 

work. 

Teachers in formal schools believe that the approach is not suitable for classrooms with a 

large number of children. We believe that it is because the management of large class is more 

difficult with the introduction of technology and small groups, but the reasons were not 

stated: “... At the level of the formal schools, the number of students should be reduced because 

the current number does not make it possible to apply the PALEC.” 

Finally, a few facilitators reported that they turned to implementers of the PALEC rather 

than the mentors when they met challenges. It might imply that mentors were not equipped 
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to provide all necessary support to teachers. If that is the case, it might impact the 

sustainability of the approach.  

 

5.2 There are prospects for scale-up beyond GMM2 
There is some potential for further scale-up by the government and funders. 

However, the approach must be adapted, and issues met during the pilot should 

be solved. 

 Criteria 5.2.1. Potential for further scale-up, by the government of Côte d’ Ivoire, the 
Cooperation Partner or other development actors 

The government of Côte d’Ivoire recognizes the challenges remaining on the way to universal, 
quality education. The MEN has established a framework for addressing these challenges in 

the Education Sector Plan 2016-2025. By 2025, the MEN aims at increasing the quality of 

primary education. PALEC objectives are directly aligned with the government’s intention to 
develop a program for “Reading, Writing and Arithmetic for All".  

Moreover, the MEN has shown interest in the PALEC approach. During the pilot, the MEN was 

involved by actively providing human resources (one full time coordinator and some time 

from the inspectors) and in-kind resources (as far as we know, they provided some ride using 

the MEN’s car). At the end of the pilot, they organized a workshop to validate the final 

curriculum. In parallel, a working group including various high-level actors within the MEN 

was created to reflect how to scale-up programs like the PALEC. Key informant interviews with 

a representative from the MEN suggests that they are considering making some adjustments 

to the approach.  

In this context, the performance of the pilot will constitute a key determinant of the potential 

for government scale-up.  

ICI announced its plan to implement the approach in additional formal schools. It must be 

considered more like a further piloting of the approach than a scale-up. We believe that 

further piloting would make sense before going to scale; both to make sure the approach is 

working better, and to figure out the best approach at scale. 

 Criteria 5.2.1 Enabling and financing environment  

As described in the first section, PALEC's objective is aligned with the priorities of the different 

donors. They have an interest in community schools, and the PALEC approach for multi-level 

classes. However, donors have some reservations on some critical components of the 

program as implemented, which the scale-up should consider.  

Company is concerned about the transfer of community schools children to formal schools. 

For them, before moving on, the government must validate the PALEC curriculum. According 

to them, with this validation, children who follow the PALEC curriculum in community schools 

will have the possibility to continue in formal schools. Uncertainty about the future 

engagement of TIDE is also a source of worry for them. If TIDE or any other party is not able 
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to ensure the continuity of the approach, Company mentioned the possibility of finding 

another pedagogical approach.  

TRECC representatives questioned the relevance of the tablets in rural Cote d’Ivoire. It seems 
that their support for the pilot is in part due to the fact that it proposes a solution to 

community schools where there is a need for a multi-grade approach since there are often a 

unique classroom and children with various levels. TRECC is also questioning the capacity of 

the government to implement the program without the support of TIDE. 

Recommendation for scale-up: The current pilot enabled TIDE to test the pedagogical 

approach in both formal and community schools. However, target population, implementing 

conditions, facilitators incentives are quite different in these two environments. Therefore, to 

increase clarity and ease discussions around a potential scale-up, IPA recommends treating 

both target schools separately. 

 

 Criteria 5.2.2 Organizational capacity to implement at scale  

The conclusion of the PALEC pilot marks the departure of TIDE's project coordinator. He was 

the sole representative of the NGO in Cote d’Ivoire, and it is not clear yet if TIDE will send 

another person. Moreover, TIDE headquarters did not show a strong interest on the scale-up 

as there did not developed the scale-up proposal. S. Since TIDE has the expertise and 

experience of the approach, it creates some doubts across the partners. The main question 

remains on the capacity of the government to implement the approach.  

Key informant interviews with the MEN confirm that the coordinators feel confident about 

their capacity to implement the program without the support of TIDE. They have been working 

for two years on the approach and visited India. However, it is worth noting that there are 

only two of them. 

Moreover, since the monitoring process as implemented in the pilot was not a success, we 

believe that the capacity transfer of this component of the pilot also did not succeed. A 

significantly revised approach would be required to ensure capacity for monitoring at scale, 

which would need to be piloted first to reduce risk of large-scale monitoring failures.  
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6. ANNEXES  

Annex A: Brookings High-level Feedback on GMM2 Company-

ICI-Tide Project Work Plan 2017-2021 
August 14, 2019 

 

While CUE has feedback on many areas of the final report of the Company-ICI-TIDE pilot 

project, it seems that the most important reality is the fact of TIDE’s lack of personnel for the 
next phase of work and the consequent inability to conduct the extension phase as planned. 

In Company’s note on scaling up ideas, it said that Company is currently looking for a new 

partner to continue supporting the establishment of community schools, in particular a 

partner who has already tested an innovative approach with a cost-effective delivery model 

to establish community schools aligned to Company’s child labor remediation and prevention 
activities. Company also makes clear its intention for the government to continue to play an 

active role in the next phase of activities to help ensure the approach is appropriate to the 

context and sustainable. CUE would be keen to hear more from the Ministry of National 

Education about its perspective on the value add of continuing to do an extension phase with 

the current TIDE model, and if so, who would be best placed to assume TIDE’s role moving 
forward. 

Given these facts, CUE’s main question is how wedded the Company-ICI team are to 

implementing the TIDE methodology in these community schools. One potential avenue for 

moving forward would be for the Company team to instead collaborate with JPAL/TaRL Africa 

to implement the Teaching at the Right Level (PEC) approach in their community schools. This 

way forward would have several distinct benefits: 

• PEC has already been piloted in informal bridging classes in cocoa growing 

communities in Côte d’Ivoire (as well as in formal classrooms), with strong 
improvements seen in children’s reading, writing, and arithmetic competencies;  

• Similar to the TIDE approach, PEC is a differentiated methodology that meets children 

at their current level of learning and can be applied in multi-grade classrooms; 

• The Ministry of National Education has expressed clear interest in designing a 

“Reading, Writing, and Arithmetic for All” initiative, drawing heavily on the PEC 

approach but also pulling learning from other primary education models piloted in 

the country, to test out in the TRECC extension phase, to inform eventual national 

scale up.  

• Other elements of the pilot important to Company—such as the provision of canteens, 

targeting communities that are part of Companys’ CLMRS, choosing or building 
schools with the necessary infrastructure, enrolling children who have never attended 

school, etc.—could be maintained while implementing the PEC method. 

 

Therefore, implementing PEC in its community schools in place of the TIDE approach would 

enable Company to retain some of the core elements of the pilot that were strongly valued, 
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while collaborating with a partner whose innovative approach has already been tested in the 

region, and take advantage of the clear government interest and engagement with this 

approach. This pilot could even serve as a useful test case for the MEN, with the learning and 

data feeding into the refinement of the “Reading, Writing, and Arithmetic for All” design. One 
remaining question, however, if this approach were adopted, what would be plans for the five 

schools where the TIDE method has already been implemented—would TIDE be continued 

there? And implemented by whom? 

Further, while CUE has not yet seen the pilot data or IPA’s evaluation of the pilot, the final pilot 
report did not seem to make clear the added benefit of the technology-driven approach, when 

balanced with the added costs of the tablets and the challenges of connectivity, recharging, 

lack of IT literacy, potential distraction for students, etc. Given that cost effectiveness is such 

a key component of sustainable expansion, and that the PEC model can deliver an effective, 

differentiated curriculum in Ivoirian community schools, it was not yet clear to CUE that the 

PALEC pilot had demonstrated these additional per unit costs are worthwhile in terms of 

student learning outcomes.  

Finally, it seemed from the final report that the shipping of the pilot materials from India led 

to significant delays in delivering the pilots. If continuing to import these materials is the plan 

for the extension phase (the final report did not state whether this was the plan, or instead 

the intention was to procure them locally), another advantage of the PEC model is made clear: 

the possibility of creating materials in local communities. 

If Company and ICI instead decide to continue to implement the TIDE methodology in the 

next phase, CUE has included several remaining questions and suggestions of areas for 

further consideration for the proposed scaling plan: 

• Monitoring and evaluation considerations: The final report noted several 

challenges with monitoring and evaluation of the pilot, notably that not all of the visits 

of the pedagogical advisors and inspectors were completed as scheduled and not all 

of the data collection forms turned in. It would be helpful to understand the root 

causes as to why, so that these could be addressed in a potential expansion phase (as 

well as inform the learning of other pilots that might continue on). CUE also was 

unclear about the timing of the government M&E activities, why they began several 

months after the start of the pilot project rather than at the same time. Further, the 

report noted additional M&E challenges with the software used, in particular issues 

related to the technical reality of each locality (lack of power, lack of internet, lack of 

basic technology knowledge), which made synchronizing the data problematic. The 

report notes that the monitoring missions conducted by TIDE made it possible to 

update the data and centralize them. It will be critical to include discussion of these 

challenges and plans to mitigate them in plans for the extension phase, particularly 

without TIDE’s involvement. 
 

• Materials procurement and shipping delays: The final report noted that materials 

were shipped from India and held up by customs issues, causing implementation 

delays. It was not clear to CUE whether plans for the extension phase would also 

include shipping materials from India or instead procure them more locally. In the 

case of the former, it will be important both to address potential future delays and 
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how to avoid them, as well as to consider whether procuring materials in India makes 

sense from both a cost and logistical standpoint when operating at larger scale. If the 

materials in the extension phase are to be procured locally instead, it will be essential 

to include a more in-depth discussion of how this will be carried out, since it was not 

included in the pilot phase. 

 

• Cost effectiveness: This pilot is notably much more expensive per student than the 

comparative PEC GMM2 pilot. While the targeting of rural communities without access 

to schools certainly may have an impact on costs (and is an important reason why cost 

alone is not the sole consideration), CUE also notes the higher costs of technology use 

and construction of schools and the relatively limited opportunities for economies of 

scale when expanding implementation. As such, CUE feels it will be important to take 

into account whether the TIDE approach is feasible and sustainable from a cost 

perspective at larger scale and in the long term. 

 

• Plans to mitigate other challenges: The final report mentioned additional 

challenges confronted during implementation as well, including technology 

challenges (materials malfunctioning or lacking, students distracted by tabs, charging 

and connectivity issues, etc.), as well as issues such as lack of community engagement, 

student violence, the need for additional training sessions for facilitators, etc. In plans 

for an extension phase, it would be excellent to see a discussion of how to address 

some of these specific challenges when moving forward. 

 

 

Political economy constraints: Finally, CUE noted in the final report the take away that it is 

possible to implement the program with quality using rural animators who have no teaching 

experience. Looking at expansion possibilities, CUE wonders if there is any concern that the 

teacher’s unions would feel threatened or object to the engagement of these rural animators. 

Is there a possibility that they would be opponents of this initiative? Or is it the case that most 

formal teachers are not interested in working in these remote communities, so it would not 

pose a threat to them? This potential barrier to expansion may be important to explore when 

planning  

 

Annex 1: Independent Data Collection Methodology  

Introduction 

IPA led the independent Data Collection (IDC) in order to inform the Evaluation Matrix in the 

context of the TRECC-GMM2 project. This is complementary to the administrative data 

collected by the M&E teams of each partners in the pilot. The objective of Independent Data 

Collection is to better understand the context in which the pilots are being implemented, as 

well as to learn and to provide feedback and recommendations to TRECC, implementers and 

companies.  
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This document presents the protocol (or the Survey’s Methodology) guiding IPA’s 
Independent Data Collection in the framework of PALEC implementation in Côte d’Ivoire. The 
Survey Methodology covers four main sections: (i) the presentation of different waves of data 

collection; (ii) the sampling and the sample calculation; and (iii) the data collection tools and 

response rate.  

1.1. Waves of data collection 

Three data collection rounds/waves were planned. Ideally, IPA planned to run one before the 

beginning of the intervention (baseline), one during the implementation (follow-up) and one 

at the end of the pilot (end-line). Depending of the purpose of each round of data collection, 

IPA aimed to administer to students a test, to interview teachers/ rural animators, and do 

classroom observation.  

• Baseline data collection 

The purpose of the baseline is to provide detailed information on students’ learning levels 
and characteristics at the beginning of the program, but also performed some interviews with 

communities’ members – for instance, with parents – in order to verify the relevance of the 

pilot in the targeted communities and whether the program targeted right children.  

Teachers/ rural animators were interviewed during the baseline to gather their feedback and 

their confidence in the PALEC approach after having attended PALEC’s training.  

Classroom observations were performed in all pilot’s schools to check whether teachers/ rural 
animators implemented PALEC pedagogy accurately. 

The baseline survey happens from November 7 to 13, 2018.  

• Midline data collection 

The midline data collection takes place from March 14 to 15, 2019.  

Parents were no longer interviewed during this round. The midline targeted students, 

teachers/ rural animators. Classroom observations were also implemented.  

The goal of midline was to collected midterm indicators of the program circle. Students 

learning level were assessed through ASER test. Teachers/ rural animators’ feedback were 
gathered after three months of PALEC implementation.  

• Endline data collection 

The endline data was collected from May 20 to 22, 2019.  

The targeted respondents for this last survey were students and teachers/ rural animators. 

Students learning level were assessed through ASER test. Teachers/ rural animators’ feedback 
were gathered at the end of school year. 

1.2. Sampling and sample calculation 
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The study takes place in the region of Haut-Sassandra and Soubré which are cocoa growing 

regions in the south East of the Ivory Coast. The study focusses on children registered in grade 

1 and 2 in formal schools and CPU (Unified Primary School,) in community schools. Different 

type of peoples has been interviewed in this study like parents, students, teachers/ rural 

animators. Some classroom observations were also performed.  

Note that 10 formal schools and 5 community schools were enrolled in the pilot. 

• Students’ sample 

For students’ sample computation, we need a large enough sample to have an accurate 
estimate of students and test scores. After we received students’ list sent by TIDE we 

processed to a power calculation to define the sample size.  

In formal schools, we used the population (n=596) at a 95% confidence level with a margin of 

error of +/-5% which gives a sample size of 257. This sampling has been stratified by school 

and 26 students were sampled in each of the 10 formal schools (13 students for each grade). 

That meant that students interviews were well balanced among grades in formal schools and 

we had 130 students interviewed in each grade. 

In community schools, we used the same parameters as for formal schools to define students’ 
size. This gave 119 students to interview. Given that there was a relatively low additional cost 

to survey all the students (150 children in the initial list), we decided to survey all students of 

the five pilot bridging schools. 

• Parents sample 

Parents’ interviews were performed during the baseline survey in the five rural communities 
where community schools were built. Two categories of parents were targeted - beneficiaries’ 
parents and non-beneficiaries’ parents. Both groups are composed of parents of children who 

were eligible to benefit for the program; the former did, and the latter did not.  

Parents of all enrolled students were targeted – 150 beneficiaries’ parents were expected. For 
non-beneficiaries’ parents the strategy was to survey as many as possible it was planned to 

cover beneficiaries’ parents (maximum 115). Because we had no census of non-beneficiaries, 

IPA enumerators under the supervision of communities’ leaders generated a list of all non-

beneficiaries’ students and their parents in the community which was used for sampling.  

At the end of the listing, we found only 35 non-beneficiaries’ parents in the five communities, 
given the very high saturation of the program within the target communities. 

• Teachers/ rural animators’ sample 

Given the small number of teachers/ rural animators who participate in the pilot, we planned 

to survey all of them. In total, 10 teachers and 5 rural animators were expected to be 

interviewed across round of data collection.  

• Classroom observations sample 
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Classroom observations were made without intervention in the class and enumerators visit 

in schools were unannounced. All teachers and rural animators were planned to be observed 

in their implementation of PALEC activities. 

1.3. Data collection 

Data collection tools were designed by IPA and conducted with students and teachers.  

• Data collected and tools  

Students’ interview 

Students were assessed to gather their learning level in literacy and mathematics. Data on 

students’ learning was collected using a literacy and numeracy assessment tool called the 

Annual Status of Education Report (ASER). Each test took about 10-15 minutes for both 

sections and was administered to students one-on-one by a trained field enumerator.  

During the baseline and the midline, a short questionnaire was delivered to each student at 

the end of ASER test. It lasted around 10 minutes and it includes questions on the way 

students managed their time outside of school. The aim of this short questionnaire was to 

assess the learning environment of children. 

Teachers/ rural animators’ interviews 

The goal of teachers/ rural animators’ interviews changes a bit from baseline to endline.  

During the baseline, the teachers/ rural animators’ questionnaire covered attendance to 
teachers’ training, satisfaction toward the PALEC training and teachers’ self confidence in 
implementing PALEC with their students.  

During the mdline, teachers/ rural animators’ questionnaires gathered feedback after three 
months of PALEC implementation. 

During the endline, teachers were asked for self-assessment of their implementation of 

PALEC, their feedback on PALEC and assistance they received from mentors. 

Teachers interviews usually lasted 30-45 minutes.  

Classroom observations 

Observations of PALEC’s classroom usually lasted between 30 and 60 minutes. The classroom 

observation was made without intervention or disruption of teacher class. During this 

observation, IPA agents collected data on whether students attend school, how classrooms 

are organized, and how teachers implemented PALEC methodology. 

• Sample covered and response rate 

The table below presents the summary of sample covered during all rounds of data collection.  
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Table 27 : Sample covered  

Round of 

data 

collection 

Targets 

Formal schools Community Schools 
Period of 

data 

collection 
Survey 

planned 

Survey 

covered 
Rate 

Survey 

planned 

Survey 

covered 
Rate 

Baseline 

# Schools 10 10 100% 5 5 100% 

Nov. 7 to 

13, 2019 

Students 260 260 100% 150 146 97% 

Beneficiaries’ 
parents 

- -  150 142 95% 

Non-beneficiaries’ 
parents 

- -  150 35 23% 

Teachers/ rural 

animators 
10 10 100% 5 5 100% 

Midline 

Students 260 256 98% 150 147 98% 

Mar. 14 to 

15, 2019 Teachers/ rural 

animators 
10 9 90% 5 5 100% 

Endline 

Students 260 260 100% 150 148 99% 

May 20 to 

22, 2019 Teachers/ rural 

animators 
10 9 90% 5 5 100% 

 

Table 28 : List of pilot’s schools and number of targeted students 

Types of 

schools 
Beneficiaries schools 

# students’ 
beneficiaries 

Formal 

schools 

EPP Amara Careffour - CP A 72 

EPP Amara Careffour - CP B 72 

EPP Borotapia - CP A 48 

EPP Borotapia - CP B 47 

EPP Kéréguhé - CP A 57 

EPP Kéréguhé - CP B 58 

EPP X - CP A 51 

EPP X - CP B 52 

EPP Touanié - CP A 70 

EPP Touanié - CP B 69 

Community 

schools 

ALLA NGUESSANKRO 30 

KEREGUHE 30 

X 30 
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X2 30 

TEKEX 30 

Total  746 

 

Annex 2: ASER test and Implementation 

• Presentation of the test 

The ASER tool tests basic reading and numeracy skills that are taught in grade 1 and 2. The 

choice was made to use the ASER to assess the students given its advantages compared to 

other tests. The ASER is reliable to measure grade level reading skills, more appropriate for 

French speaking country (like Côte d’Ivoire), and less complex to develop and administrate. 

Literacy test 

The literacy learning assessments tested the ability to read in French and placed learners into 

one of five levels: 

1. Beginner. At this level, a learner cannot identify sounds or letters correctly. 

2. Letter level. A learner can identify sounds or letters but cannot read words. 

3. Word level. A learner can read words but cannot read sentences coherently. 

4. Simple paragraph level. A learner can read sentences that use simple language but 

cannot read a short story. 

5. Story level. A learner can read a short story containing simple language. 

Numeracy/Mathematics test 

The numeracy assessments are spilt into two parts. The first part tests number recognition 

and the second part tests math’s operations.  

For number recognition, a learner can be placed into one of four levels: 

1. Beginner. At this level, a learner is unable to name even one-digit numbers. 

2. One-digit level. A learner can name one-digit numbers but not two-digit numbers. 

3. 2-digits level. A learner can name two-digit numbers but not three-digit numbers. 

4. 3-digits level. A learner can name three-digit numbers. Learners should be at this level 

by the end of grade 2. 

For math’s operations, learners are tested on two sets of operations. First, they are given 
some two-digit by two-digit addition and subtraction sums. Second, learners are tested on 

two-digit by one-digit multiplication and division sums. Depending on their results they can 

be placed into one of five levels: 

1. Beginner. These learners are unable to recognize a one-digit number (So, they ca not 

do either addition, subtraction, multiplication or division given that they have not 

prerequisite for that) or they have none either addition, subtraction, multiplication or 

division levels (see definition below).  
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2. Addition. These learners can do addition. Learners are expected to reach this level by 

the end of grade 2. 

3. Subtraction. These learners can do subtraction. Learners are expected to reach this 

level by the end of grade 2. 

4. Multiplication. These learners can do multiplication. 

5. Division. These learners can do multiplication and division.  

 

• IPA/IDC ASER tests sample 

IPA ‘s ASER tests was developed with the support of J-PAL and MEN experts—who received 

the expertise to developed ASER test which were used by teachers from Pratham team. The 

fact to have IDC tests were validated by MEN’s experts ensures to IPA to have reliable tests in 

the sense that students should perform in the same way regardless of the assessor (IPA 

enumerators or Teachers).  

• IPA implementation of ASER test 

IPA implementation of ASER test follows the same protocol as describe in the Literacy and 

Numeracy PALEC Manuals provided to teachers by Company—See Annex 3 and Annex 4 for 

details for the ways to administrate ASER test.  

The test was programmed in the electronic tablets in such way assessors were only able to 

gather learners’ answers at each step of the test step but cannot provide the final score or 
level. The learners score was automatically calculated by the device and was unknown to the 

assessors. This choice was made to minimize assessors bias in learners final score.  

The test was delivered during one-on-one friendship’s discussions with students in respect of 
“IPA Child Safeguarding Policy”. Besides of schools’ staff consent to implement the survey, 

students’ assent was required to administrate the test. In addition, enumerators were trained 
to reassure children and help them to perform at their best during the test.  
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Annex 3: Protocol to administrate ASER literacy test 
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Annex 4: Protocol to administrate ASER numeracy test 

 

 

Annex 5: Some results from IPA Independent Data Collection 

fieldwork 
 

Table 29 : Parents feedbacks – Beneficiaries parents vs Non-beneficiaries parents 

  Non-beneficiary Beneficiary     

  N Proportion N Proportion P value Significance 

 % of parents:             

whose child 

went to school 

before this 

year 

35 11% 142 11% 0.883  

who believe in 

the importance 

of school to 

succeed 

35 83% 142 92% 0.129  
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Parents' 

opinion of their 

children 

education 

quality 

      

 
35 26% 142 34% 0.362  

education 

quality is good 
35 63% 142 60% 0.747  

education 

quality neutral 
35 3% 142 2% 0.792  

education 

quality is bad 
35 6% 142 1% 0.126  

education 

quality don't 

know 

35 3% 142 3% 0.990  

        

% of parents 

thinking 
      

there's enough 

classrooms 

available 

35 11% 142 22% 0.168  

there's enough 

teacher in the 

area 

35 17% 142 21% 0.602  

boys and girls 

must have 

same chances 

to go to school 

35 100% 142 98% 0.389  

        

% of parents       

having another 

child enrolled 

at school 

35 66% 142 81% 0.051 * 

whose child 

went to school 

last year 

4 25% 15 53% 0.341  

        

Parents' 

income 

perception 

      

% of parents 

with an income 

less than 

30,000 

35 9% 142 10% 0.818  

% of parents 

with an income 

within 30000 

and 60000 

35 31% 142 36% 0.621  

% of parents 

with an income 

within 60000 

and 100000 

35 11% 142 26% 0.067 * 

% of parents 

with an income 

greater than 

100000 

35 49% 142 28% 0.021 ** 
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Table 30 : Children’s characteristics at the baseline survey 

 

Table 31: Formal schools : Literacy ASER test 

  CP1 CP2 Both CP1 adnd CP2 

  Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Beginner 100% 97% 99% 98% 88% 90% 99% 93% 95% 

Letters 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0% 1% 1% 

Words 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Paragrap

h 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Story 0% 3% 1% 1% 9% 8% 0% 6% 5% 

 

Table 32: Formal schools: Numeracy ASER test 

  CP1 CP2 Both CP1 adnd CP2 

  Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Begine

r 

88% 80% 72% 48% 31% 22% 68% 55% 47% 

1-digit 11% 20% 27% 46% 54% 51% 28% 37% 39% 

2-digits 0% 0% 2% 3% 13% 27% 2% 6% 14% 

 
10 To compute this we used 9 years as the maximum for grade 1/CP1 because the age group for 

this grade is 6 to 9 years. 
11 To compute this we used 10 years (9 +1) as the maximum for grade 2/CP2. 
12 To compute this we also used the age of 10 age of ten as maximum to be in community 

school. 

Table : Children characteristics 
       

  Grade 1/CP1 Grade 2/CP2 Community 

schools 

Whole sample 

  N Prop N Prop N Prop N Prop 

Individual 

characteristics 
        

% of children 

knowing their age 
129 

13.18

% 
129 32.56% 146 

35.62

% 
404 27% 

% of children 2 years 

more older in their 

class 

17 
5.88

%10 
42 

9.52%
11 

52 7.69% 111 8%12 

Age  

Mean  6.35  7.93  7.46  7.46 

Standard 

deviation 
 1.54  2.04  2.35  2.17 

Max  10  12  15  15 

   

% of boys  57%  57%  53%  55% 

% of girls  43%  43%  47%  45% 
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3-digits 1% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2% 1% 0% 

 

Table 33: Formal schools: Operations ASER test 

  CP1 CP2 Both CP1 adnd CP2 

  Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Baselin

e 

Midlin

e 

Endlin

e 

Can do addition  1% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Can do subtraction 1% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

Can do 

multiplication 

1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Can do division 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

 

Table 34: Community schools: Literacy ASER test 

  Comm. schools 

Baseline Midline Endline 

Beginner 99% 96% 98% 

Letters 1% 0% 0% 

Words 0% 0% 0% 

Paragraph 0% 0% 0% 

Story 0% 4% 2% 

 

Table 35: Community schools: Numeracy ASER test 

  Comm. schools 

Baseline Midline Endline 

Beginer 94% 79% 48% 

1-digit 5% 19% 50% 

2-digits 1% 1% 0% 

3-digits 0% 1% 2% 

 

Table 36: Community Formal schools: operations ASER test 

  Comm. schools 

Baseline Midline Endline 

Can do addition  1% 0% 0% 

Can do subtraction 1% 0% 0% 

Can do multiplication 0% 0% 0% 

Can do division 0% 0% 0% 
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Table 37 : Teachers/ rural animators characteristics 

  

      

  Formal school Community school Whole sample 

  n Mean/ sd/Max n Mean/ sd/Max n Mean/ sd/Max 

Individual characteristics       

Age 

10 

 

5 

 

15 

 

Mean 30.60 29.80 30.33 

Standard deviation 4.09 3.96 3.92 

Max 37.00 36.00 37.00 

     

% Man 90% 80% 87% 

% Women 10% 20% 13% 

       

Highest level of study completed       

High School - 1st level 

10 

0% 

5 

20% 

15 

7% 

High School - 2nd level 20% 20% 20% 

Finish High school 70% 60% 67% 

        

        

Teacher qualification       

% who have teacher qualification 

10 

100% 

5 

60% 

15 

87% 

% who have a "CERTIFICAT" to 

teach 
20% 20% 20% 

% who have an "ATTESTATION" to 

teach 
0% 20% 7% 

% who have a "DIPLOME" to teach 50% 0% 33% 

         

Other qualification type       

% who have a internship teacher 

diploma 

10 
30% 

5 
0% 

15 
20% 

% in training 0% 40% 13% 

% in contract 0% 20% 7% 
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Number of years of teaching       

Mean 10 4.94 5 2.27 15 4.05 

Standard deviation 3.01 3.42 3.30 

Max 10.92 8.00 10.92 

 

Table 38: Child participation in domestic and agricultural work during the baseline survey. 

    

  N Proportion 

Children who participated 

in…in the month before 
the survey 

  

Domestic work 258 23% 

Work in the fields, plot, 

family-owned garden  

258 66% 

Work in a cocoa field 171 57% 

Work or major repairs, 

trade, livestock, mechanics 

or electricity building 

258 5% 

Wear heavy things, use tools 

that can hurt or use 

chemicals like fertilizer 

258 37% 
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Table 39: Child participation in domestic and agricultural work during the baseline survey. 

    

  N Proportion 

Children who participated 

in…in the month before 
the survey 

  

Domestic work 258 23% 

Work in the fields, plot, 

family-owned garden  

258 66% 

Work in a cocoa field 171 57% 

Work or major repairs, 

trade, livestock, 

mechanics or electricity 

building 

258 5% 

Wear heavy things, use 

tools that can hurt or use 

chemicals like fertilizer 

258 37% 

 

Table 40 : Teachers’ training indicators 
 

Formal school Community school Whole sample  
Frequenc

y 

Proportion/Me

an 

Frequenc

y 

Proportion/Me

an 

Frequenc

y 

Proportion/Me

an 

Teachers 

attendance 

at TaRL 

training 

      

% 

teachers 

who attend 

the PALEC 

training 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 

        

Palec 

training 

session 

participatio

n 

      

% 

teachers 

who attend 

session on 

"How to 

become 

PALEC 

facilitateur 

session" 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 

% 

teachers 

who attend 

session on 

"How to 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 
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master in 

PALEC" 

% 

teachers 

who attend 

the session 

on how to 

"Mobilize 

the 

community

" 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 

% 

teachers 

who attend 

the session 

on "How to 

add 

technology 

in the 

classroom" 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 

% of 

teachers 

who attend 

the session 

on "How to 

set up a 

PALEC 

class" 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 

% of 

teachers 

who attend 

the session 

on "Pratical 

training of 

PALEC" 

10 100% 5 100% 15 100% 

 
      

Teachers 

appreciatio

n of PALEC 

training 

      

% who 

think that 

the training 

was a 

success 

10 60% 5 60% 15 60% 

% who 

think that 

the training 

materials 

was 

adapted 

10 70% 5 60% 15 67% 

% who 

think that 

the trainer 

are well 

informed 

10 80% 5 80% 15 80% 
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about the 

methodolog

y 

% who 

report that 

trainer 

were able 

to provide 

clear 

direction 

and 

guidance 

10 70% 5 80% 15 73% 
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Annex 6 : evaluation Matrix  

  

1. Relevance 

Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Questions Quantitative indicators Qualitative indicators 

Data source and 

collection method 
Assessment definitions 

1.1. 

Targets an 

important 

need in the 

community  

1.1.1. Is there any 

evidence of this being an 

important need in the 

community? 

1.1.2. Is the intervention 

model appropriate to 

respond to the identified 

need? 

1.1.3. If relevant, do the 

project’s targeting criteria 
allow to reach the group 

that needs the 

intervention the most in 

the community? 

 

1.1.1. TIDE’s needs 
assessment and IPA 

baseline reports show 

evidence of the need being 

addressed 

− Only for community 

schools: In cocoa growing 

communities a lot of 

children remain out of 

school  

− Only for community 

schools: Children do not 

access education due to 

barriers including 

poverty, lack of 

infrastructure, missing 

birth certificates, or farm 

labor. The risk of not 

attending school is much 

higher among children in 

rural areas (36.6%) than 

children in urban areas 

(22.5%) 

− Only for formal schools: 

When students are able 

to attend school, the 

availability of classrooms, 

teachers, as well as 

1.1.1. Key government 

stakeholders’ description of 
community shows evidence 

of the need being 

addressed  

Interview with government 

relevant local representative 

confirms that children in the 

project intervention 

communities have not access 

to education and that for 

those who have to education 

the quality is low. 

 

Administrative data 

o Project targeting 

criteria 

o Needs assessment 

report 

Independent 

evaluation 

o Quantitative and 

qualitative 

Interviews with 

beneficiaries  

o Qualitative interview 

with government 

relevant stakeholder  

 

Green:  

o Pilot addresses specific 

important needs that 

were among targeted 

population.  

o The intervention as 

implemented focuses on 

the objectives initially 

agreed, or agreed 

changes. 

Orange:  

o Pilot did not fully 

address important 

identified needs and/or 

partially reached the 

targeted population 

o The implementation 

strayed somewhat from 

the initial agreed 

objectives 

o Feasible remedial 

measures are identified 

to address these issues  

Red:  

o Pilot does not address 

important needs in the 

community and/or does 
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1. Relevance 

Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Questions Quantitative indicators Qualitative indicators 

Data source and 

collection method 
Assessment definitions 

quality curriculum and 

teaching can vary 

− Only for formal schools: 

The Report on the 

National Educational 

System results (RESEN) 

shows that over 70% of 

the children at the end of 

CE1 have not acquired 

the age appropriate skills 

in Math and over 80% 

have not acquired the 

relevant skills in French. 

1.1.3. Those who received 

the intervention have a 

comparable, or greater, 

level of need compared 

with the rest of the 

community. 

− Comparison of 

beneficiary group to non-

beneficiaries within the 

community on the 

measures from the needs 

assessment described 

above 

 

not serve the targeted 

population 

o The implementation 

shows that program 

objectives are no longer 

relevant to those 

originally agreed.  

o No feasible remediation 

identified for these 

issues 

1.2. Aligns 

with the 

priorities 

of the 

donors  

1.2.1. Does the pilot still 

align with the objectives 

of TRECC and Company? 

 1.2.1. The pilot, as 

implemented, remains 

aligned to the objectives 

originally agreed and any 

Independent 

evaluation  

o Interviews with 

program 

management 

Green:  

o Pilot addresses specific 

important needs that 

were among targeted 

population.  
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1. Relevance 

Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Questions Quantitative indicators Qualitative indicators 

Data source and 

collection method 
Assessment definitions 

agreed changes have been 

documented 

− Interview with program 

management team 

confirms that the 

program goals remain 

aligned with the priorities 

originally described in the 

proposal, which is to 

provide access to quality 

education to young out of 

school children in remote 

rural areas. 

including TRECC and 

Company 

o Desk Research 

o Review of initial 

proposal 

o The intervention as 

implemented focuses on 

the objectives initially 

agreed, or agreed 

changes. 

Orange:  

o Pilot did not fully 

address important 

identified needs and/or 

partially reached the 

targeted population 

o The implementation 

strayed somewhat from 

the initial agreed 

objectives 

o Feasible remedial 

measures are identified 

to address these issues  

Red:  

o Pilot does not address 

important needs in the 

community and/or does 

not serve the targeted 

population 

o The implementation 

shows that program 

objectives are no longer 

relevant to those 

originally agreed.  

No feasible remediation 

identified for these issues 
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2. Results (outputs and direct outcomes) 

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation 

Questions 
Quantitative indicators Qualitative indicators 

Data source and 

collection method 
Assessment definitions 

2.1. Delivers 

outputs at 

high quality  

2.1.1. Has the pilot 

produced 

measurable outputs 

with the required 

quality?  

2.1.2. Did the 

expected number of 

beneficiaries engage 

in sustained way? 

2.1.1. Key outputs from the 

proposal logframe were achieved  

− 5 community classes constructed 

and equipped 

− 3 visits made by the 

inspectors/pedagogical 

supervisors 

− 15 teachers/rural animators 

completed the training  

− 15 teacher/rural animators have 

attend at least 80% of trainings  

− 150 out-of-school children 

registered in the PALEC classes 

− 100% of the schools received the 

PALEC materials  

− 5 schools have effective canteen 

facilities  

2.1.2. Participation rate 

− At 70% of attendance rate of 

students in the PALEC classes  

− 120 students regularly attending 

the sessions [out of the planned 

150]  

− Dropout rate in PALEC classes 

 

2.1.1. Positive feedback 

about the quality of key 

outputs 

− Feedback from 

teachers/rural 

animators about 

training  

− Feedback from 

inspectors and 

pedagogic inspectors 

about the value of the 

supportive supervision 

 

Administrative data 

o Review of the 

quarterly & annual 

reports and routine 

monitoring reports 

o Analysis of project 

monitoring data  

Independent 

Evaluation 

Results from spot-

checks 

Green:  

o Most of the outputs 

and key immediate 

outcomes were 

achieved, and with the 

expected quality 

o A high and sustained 

participation rate was 

recorded among 

beneficiaries, who 

provided positive 

feedback 

Orange:  

o Some outputs and/or 

key immediate 

outcomes were not 

achieved, or not with 

the expected quality 

o Below expectation 

participation rate was 

recorded among 

beneficiaries who 

provided mixed 

feedback 

o Feasible remedial 

measures are 

identified to address 

these issues  

Red:  

o Outputs and key 

immediate outcomes 

were only partially 
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achieved and/or low 

quality  

o Low participation rate 

was recorded among 

beneficiaries who 

provided negative 

feedback  

o No feasible 

remediation identified 

for these issues 

2.2. Achieves 

direct 

outcomes  

2.2.1. Have changes 

been observed/self-

reported in the 

knowledge, attitudes, 

behavior or practices 

directly targeted by 

the interventions? 

2.2.1.a. Results of pre and post-

tests show immediate 

improvement in knowledge  

- teachers/rural animators show good 

mastery of PALEC approach after the 

training and received diploma 

 

2.2.1.b. Changes in beneficiaries’ 
knowledge, behavior and practices 

have been observed over time13  

− % of teachers/rural animators 

absent during PALEC sessions 

over the last month 

− 80% of teachers/rural animators 

who apply the PALEC 

methodology during classroom 

observation  

− 50% of the students are able to 

complete 80% of the curriculum 

for the year  

− Average time students took to 

complete a module 

 Administrative data  

Pre and post-test 

evaluation conducted 

by the RT 

Independent 

evaluation  

o Quantitative 

interviews with the 

direct beneficiaries 

 

Green:  

o Most of the outputs 

and key immediate 

outcomes were 

achieved, and with the 

expected quality 

o A high and sustained 

participation rate was 

recorded among 

beneficiaries, who 

provided positive 

feedback 

Orange:  

o Some outputs and/or 

key immediate 

outcomes were not 

achieved, or not with 

the expected quality 

o Below expectation 

participation rate was 

recorded among 

beneficiaries who 

 
13 Any changes observed over time cannot be attributed to the program without a counterfactual; but the absence of such changes might indicate 

that the program is not operating as planned. 
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− Average score of students in 

mathematics and French 

 

provided mixed 

feedback 

o Feasible remedial 

measures are 

identified to address 

these issues  

Red:  

o Outputs and key 

immediate outcomes 

were only partially 

achieved and/or low 

quality  

o Low participation rate 

was recorded among 

beneficiaries who 

provided negative 

feedback  

o No feasible 

remediation identified 

for these issues 

2.3. 

Beneficiary 

feedback 

about the 

program is 

positive 

2.3.1. How satisfied 

are the beneficiaries 

with the intervention? 

2.3.2. How 

meaningful is the 

intervention to 

beneficiaries’ lives? 

2.3.1.a Beneficiaries provide 

positive feedback on the delivery 

of outputs  

− % of interviewed teachers/rural 

animators who provided a 

positive feedback on the PALEC 

materials/activities 

− % of teachers/rural animators 

who would be likely to 

recommend the PALEC for all the 

classes  

− At least 80 % of the teachers / 

community facilitators provide 

positive feedback on the PALEC 

approach 

2.3.1.c Beneficiaries 

describe positive 

experiences with the 

program 

Interview with the 

teachers/rural animators 

shows that they are 

satisfied with the project 

2.3.2. Beneficiaries report 

that the pilot was 

meaningful for them  

During the interviews with 

the teachers/rural 

animators, school directors 

or principals , they can 

Independent 

evaluation  

o Focus group 

discussions with 

beneficiaries  

o Spot check with the 

teachers/rural 

animators  

o Quantitative 

Interviews with 

beneficiaries 

 

Green:  

o Most of the outputs 

and key immediate 

outcomes were 

achieved, and with the 

expected quality 

o A high and sustained 

participation rate was 

recorded among 

beneficiaries, who 

provided positive 

feedback 

Orange:  

o Some outputs and/or 

key immediate 

outcomes were not 
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− % of inspectors and schools 

principals who provided positive 

feedback on the PALEC 

methodology  

− Only for community schools: 75% 

of students attend CP2 next 

years in formal schools or the 

same communities  

2.3.1.b Beneficiaries provide 

positive feedback on the main 

immediate outcomes  

% of teachers/rural animators who 

provided positive feedback on the 

improvement on their students’ 
learning/outcomes as result of PALEC 

methods 

% of teachers/rural animators who 

would recommend the pedagogy to 

colleagues  

 

 describe how the program 

had a positive effect on 

students learning in 

mathematics and French  

achieved, or not with 

the expected quality 

o Below expectation 

participation rate was 

recorded among 

beneficiaries who 

provided mixed 

feedback 

o Feasible remedial 

measures are 

identified to address 

these issues  

Red:  

o Outputs and key 

immediate outcomes 

were only partially 

achieved and/or low 

quality  

o Low participation rate 

was recorded among 

beneficiaries who 

provided negative 

feedback  

o No feasible 

remediation identified 

for these issues 
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3. Costs and operations management 

Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Questions Quantitative indicators Qualitative indicators 

Data source and 

collection method 
Assessment definitions 
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3.1. Costs 

are well 

managed  

3.1.1. Did the project 

make efficient utilization 

of resources? 

3.1.2. Does the Company 

have a vision for cost-

efficiency at scale within 

GMM2?  

  3.1.1. Budget expenditures 

show good value for money 

The expenditure indicates 

cost-efficient use of money  

There are indications that cost-

effectiveness was continuously 

sought during the pilot – 

avoidance of unnecessary high 

costs, efficiencies found, etc.  

3.1.2. Partner’s vision for 
scaling  

Company and RT team can 

explain how they will achieve a 

more cost-efficient model at 

greater GMM2 scale. 

Administrative data 

o Pilot Financial 

proposal  

o Pilot Quarterly and 

annual financial 

reports  

o GMM2 Scale-up 

Proposal 

 

Independent 

Evaluation 

o Interview with RT 

Green:  

o Good cost and project 

management, in line 

with the proposal 

Orange:  

o Some signs that costs 

could have been better 

managed resourced 

better allocated; some 

delays were observed; 

costs significantly 

exceeded initial budget; 

some activities initially 

planned were not 

implemented because 

of lack of time or 

resources 

o Most issues were 

justified and feasible 

remedial measures are 

identified to address 

these issues if pilot was 

scaled-up 

Red:  

o Signs that costs were 

not well managed and 

some resources were 

wasted; costs 

significantly exceeded 

budget without 

justification; important 

delays occurred without 

justification; key 

activities were not 

implemented by lack of 

resources or time. 
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o No feasible remediation 

identified for these 

issues 

3.2. Project 

management 

is successful  

3.2.1. Has the project 

been implemented as 

planned, with any changes 

being justified or outside 

the partners’ control? 

 

3.2.2. Have the Company 

been involved in the pilot 

management according to 

agreed aspects? 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.1. Intervention is 

implemented according to 

roadmap, and any changes 

are fully justified  

The pilot was implemented 

according to the roadmap, and 

significant deviations were 

fully justified and approved. 

3.2.2. Cooperation Partners’ 
involvement 

Company participated as 

agreed in the management 

and implementation of the 

pilot, or changes in this role 

have been documented. 

Administrative data 

o Review of the 

proposal including 

planned end dates 

of keys activities 

and planned 

budget 

o Review of the 

quarterly & annual 

reports including 

realized end dates 

of key activities and 

realized spending 

o Review of the pilot 

relevant meetings 

reports 

(operational, 

advisory, steering 

and review 

meetings) reports 

Independent 

evaluation 

o Interviews with RT 

o Interviews with 

Company 

  

 

 

 

Green:  

o Good cost and project 

management, in line 

with the proposal 

Orange:  

o Some signs that costs 

could have been better 

managed resourced 

better allocated; some 

delays were observed; 

costs significantly 

exceeded initial budget; 

some activities initially 

planned were not 

implemented because 

of lack of time or 

resources 

o Most issues were 

justified and feasible 

remedial measures are 

identified to address 

these issues if pilot was 

scaled-up 

Red:  

o Signs that costs were 

not well managed and 

some resources were 

wasted; costs 

significantly exceeded 

budget without 

justification; important 

delays occurred without 

justification; key 
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activities were not 

implemented by lack of 

resources or time. 

No feasible remediation 

identified for these issues 

 

 

4. Capacity to learn, improve and innovate 

Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Questions Quantitative indicators Qualitative indicators 

Data source and 

collection method 
Assessment definitions 

4.1. Project 

collects 

credible 

monitoring 

data 

4.1.1. Is actionable 

monitoring data collected? 

4.1.2. Are the routine 

monitoring data credible 

and reliable? 

 

 

4.1.1. Routine monitoring 

data are collected and 

shared on time with the 

stakeholders 

 

Monitoring data are collected 

and analyzed by program 

management and shared 

with IPA monthly as defined 

in the monitoring plan.  

 

4.1.2. IPA spot check visits 

confirm the quality and 

accuracy of the data 

shared by partner 

 
IPA spot check confirms the data 

quality; percentage discrepancies 

found in the data shared by 

Company/RT compared with IPA 

independent data is not 

statistically significant  
 

4.1.1.b. Monitoring data is 

actionable and aligned with 

program management  

- Routine monitoring data that 

was collected that provides 

actionable insight on program 

management.  

- RT identified and 

documented project risks IPA 

observed in spot checks and 

acted on them in a timely 

manner.  

Administrative data 

o Review of the 

monitoring plan 

and routine 

quarterly reports 

o Analysis of the 

project routine 

monitoring data 

o RAID Template 

Independent 

evaluation 

o Results of spot-

check visits 

o Review of the pilot 

relevant meetings 

reports 

(operational, 

advisory, steering 

and review 

meetings) reports 

Green:  

o Credible and reliable 

data was regularly 

collected by the partner 

and shared according to 

the agreed calendar  

o Data were analyzed and 

used to learn and take 

corrective measures to 

improve the 

implementation  

Orange:  

o Signs that data was not 

always credible or 

reliable and/or was not 

collected and shared 

according to agreed 

calendar 

o Data was collected but 

was only sometimes 

used for learning and 

improvement or not 

documented 
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o Most issues were 

justified and feasible 

remedial measures are 

identified to address 

these issues  

Red:  

o There was little data 

collected and shared 

and/or data was not 

reliable nor credible 

o If data was collected, it 

was rarely used to take 

corrective measures or 

documented 

o No feasible remediation 

identified for these 

issues 

4.2. 

Monitoring 

is used to 

learn and 

improve 

4.2.1. Is the RT 

demonstrating willingness 

to learn, innovate and 

incorporate monitoring 

feedback? 

4.2.2. Did the RT test some 

key assumptions in their 

theory of change? 

 

 4.2.1. Program improvement 

in response to monitoring  

Significance of appropriate 

changes in program 

management or delivery that 

can be linked to monitoring 

findings  

4.2.2. Use of data to refine 

the ToC  

RT shows that they have 

refined their understanding of 

the Theory of Change through 

use of their own data, and 

documented these 

refinements. 

Administrative data 

o Review of the 

monitoring plan 

and routine reports 

o Analyses of the 

project routine 

monitoring data 

and reports 

o GMM2 scale-up 

proposal 

Independent 

evaluation 

o Interviews with RT 

Green:  

o Credible and reliable 

data was regularly 

collected by the partner 

and shared according to 

the agreed calendar  

o Data were analyzed and 

used to learn and take 

corrective measures to 

improve the 

implementation  

Orange:  

o Signs that data was not 

always credible or 

reliable and/or was not 

collected and shared 

according to agreed 

calendar 
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o Data was collected but 

was only sometimes 

used for learning and 

improvement or not 

documented 

o Most issues were 

justified and feasible 

remedial measures are 

identified to address 

these issues  

Red:  

o There was little data 

collected and shared 

and/or data was not 

reliable nor credible 

o If data was collected, it 

was rarely used to take 

corrective measures or 

documented 
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5. Sustainability 
 

Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Quantitative 

indicators 

Qualitative indicators Data source and 

collection method 

Assessment 

definitions 

5.1. Provides sustained 

benefit to community  

5.1.1. Are there any 

signs that the 

intervention from the 

pilot will continue to 

benefit the 

beneficiaries/community 

members over time? 

 

 5.1.1. Indications that 

the facilitators are 

likely to continue with 

the practices or 

program activities  

Interview with 

teachers/rural animators 

shows that the 

mentoring helps 

facilitators to overcome 

challenges  

to their continued use of 

the pedagogy 

 

Evidence of actions taken 

by RT to sustain the pilot 

in the communities after 

the end of the pilot 

Independent 

evaluation 

o Field 

observations 

o Qualitative 

interviews with 

the 

beneficiaries, 

community 

members and 

key informants 

o Interview with 

the RT 

Green:  

o Strong signs of 

sustained benefits 

in the community 

o Promising 

prospects for scale-

up beyond the 

company funding 

Orange:  

o Some signs of 

sustained benefits 

in the community 

and ways of 

improvement are 

identified 

o Few potential 

prospects can be 

explored for scale-

up beyond the 

company funding 

Red:  

o No sign of benefits 

or only short-term 

benefits 

o No prospect for 

scale-up beyond 

the company 

funding was 

identified 
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5.2. There are prospects 

of scale-up beyond GMM2  

[It is still to be defined 

how IPA and Brookings 

will collaborate to 

address this criterion – 

currently being 

discussed] 

5.2.1. Are there 

indications that there is 

potential for further 

scale-up of the pilot 

approach in some way, 

by the government of 

Côte d’ Ivoire, the 
Cooperation Partner or 

other development 

actors?  

 

  5.2.1.1. Evidence of 

government/partners 

buy-in 

Level of participation of 

government 

representatives in 

implementation or 

monitoring 

Government staff 

confirm the alignment of 

the pilot with 

government priorities 

MEN planning to use this 

new adapted curriculum 

in other schools out of 

this project. 

 

5.2.1.2. Enabling 

environment  

Interviews with relevant 

stakeholders show that 

the national and or local 

environment is suitable 

for pilot scale-up 

 

5.2.1.3. Financing  

Interviews with TRECC 

indicate the potential for 

government, other 

donors or the Company 

to fund the scale-up 

5.2.1.4. Organizational 

capacity to implement 

at scale 

RT can demonstrate 

capacity to operate at 

Independent 

evaluation 

o Keys informant 

interviews with 

implementing 

Côte-D’Ivoire 
government 

representatives, 

Company and 

other relevant 

donors 

o Interview with 

TRECC team 

o Interview with 

Brookings 

Institution team  

 

Green:  

o Strong signs of 

sustained benefits 

in the community 

o Promising 

prospects for scale-

up beyond the 

company funding 

Orange:  

o Some signs of 

sustained benefits 

in the community 

and ways of 

improvement are 

identified 

o Few potential 

prospects can be 

explored for scale-

up beyond the 

company funding 

Red:  

o No sign of benefits 

or only short-term 

benefits 

o No prospect for 

scale-up beyond 

the company 

funding was 

identified 
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5. Sustainability 
 

Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Quantitative 

indicators 

Qualitative indicators Data source and 

collection method 

Assessment 

definitions 

larger scale, or plans to 

handover the program to 

a partner with this 

capacity 

 

 


