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[bookmark: _Toc357509786]PURPOSE OF THE REPORT
The purpose of this document is to present options for conducting an evaluation of USAID’s Advancing Youth Project (Advancing Youth). During a two week site visit, JBS International reviewed documents, interviewed stakeholders and beneficiaries, and conducted site observations (see detailed background information in Annex A). All of the data gathered were used to develop recommendations intended to be used by USAID for the purposes of creating an evaluation scope of work.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Please note there have not been any prior evaluations of the USAID Advancing Youth Project to date.] 

USAID’s Advancing Youth Project seeks to bring alternative basic education and livelihoods preparation and assistance to youth (aged 13-35) who have been prevented from school attendance due to conditions stemming from Liberia’s lengthy civil conflict. Liberian youth face major obstacles as they often lack basic, vocational and non-cognitive skills, in addition to capital to invest in income-generating activities. Therefore, a key strategy for Advancing Youth, and other similar projects in fragile contexts, is to support young people to prepare for and seize opportunities that provide clear pathways for their future employment, health, community participation, and continuous learning. 
The importance of these projects in post-conflict contexts such as Liberia relates to their fragility and the need to take steps that reduce the risk of further breakdown of newly stabilized societies. However, relatively little is known about the efficacy of programs to address these issues in fragile contexts. An evaluation of the Advancing Youth program in Liberia provides a learning opportunity to begin to understand the impact of interventions designed to support out-of-school youth in post-conflict and post-disaster environments, lessons that may have wide application.  The evaluation is intended to inform USAID, Liberian governmental and private sector stakeholders, as well as international policy makers and program designers working in similar post-conflict environments.
The broad objectives of the evaluation of Advancing Youth are:
· To identify the impact of alternative basic education and livelihoods training on the lives of out-of-school youth in fragile or post conflict environments including  differential effects on particular sub-groups (e.g., male/female, , younger/older, etc.);
· To understand how capacity-building interventions can strengthen local stakeholder and institutions to implement such youth programs in a fragile environment; and  
·  To strengthen the knowledge base for what works in youth programming in Liberia so that Liberian stakeholders  and their international partners can better scale-up and sustain them..
More specifically, the main objective of the evaluation of AYP is to understand the impact that alternative basic education and livelihood programming can have on education, health, employment, and psycho-social well-being outcomes for female and male youth aged 13-35.  The evaluation will also describe effective approaches to capacity building of local institutions and stakeholders who are expected to continue to implement the program after USAID funding is ended.  While it may be generally assumed that offering basic education instruction through flexible and appropriate adult learning modalities similar to those provided by AYP would increase the literacy and numeracy levels of learners, it is to known by how much these educational achievements can be achieved, over what time timeframe and at what cost.  It is also not known what the effect of adding a dedicated livelihoods development component to the Alternative Basic Education (ABE) program is: i.e., whether the livelihood outcomes of learners are significantly improved or whether secondarily benefits are attained such as learner retention in the ABE program.  Therefore, this impact evaluation is designed to elucidate not only the impacts of the program on learners, but also the relative impact of livelihoods interventions when they are added to literacy and life skills instruction.   
[bookmark: _Toc323052234]This report presents a brief overview of the project, the developmental hypothesis behind the interventions, and their expected outcomes.  A discussion of evaluation design considerations is also included. The evaluation design section lays out the recommended randomization, sampling and data collection strategies and any threats or challenges expected to the evaluation design or program implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc352251972][bookmark: _Toc357509787]PROGRAM OVERVIEW
Implemented by Education Development Center (EDC), the YMCA of Liberia, and Mercy Corps through a unified programmatic approach, the Advancing Youth program is designed to:
· Increase institutional capacity to plan, budget, deliver and assess progress in  Alternative Basic Education and livelihoods development for youth; 
· Increase access to relevant basic education and life, work, and technical skills training for out-of-school youth; and
· Increase access to sustainable livelihood pathways for targeted youth.
The program follows on the heels of USAID’s Core Education Skills for Liberian Youth (CESLY) project, an accelerated learning program (ALP). The CESLY program was implemented for two years from 2009-2011 and targeted out-of-school youth ages 10-35 years. Building on the lessons learned and the successes of the CESLY program, Advancing Youth intends to provide quality ABE and life skills to Liberian youth.
Beneficiaries
Advancing Youth targets out-of-school youth ages 13-35 in 122 communities in five counties: Bong, Lofa, Montserrado, Nimba, and Grand Bassa. The project has a special focus on increasing access to alternative basic education and livelihood pathways for females. According to an EDC report in February 2013, total enrollment for Advancing Youth was 9,052 learners - slightly over half the project target of 16,000 learners. The report also showed that three quarters (75%) of enrolled learners were female. A recent baseline survey conducted by EDC during the 2012 implementation year indicated that the actual age range of learners surveyed was between 13-51 years. The older learners, those above 35 years, are CESLY participants who were absorbed into the newer Advancing Youth program. Half of the learners surveyed (50%) lived with a spouse or partner and had between one to three children. Nearly half of all learners (47%) said they had never attended school before the program. Of those who attended school previously, half had not progressed past the third grade. 
Program Components
Component 1: Capacity Building
The MoE is working towards developing an Alternative Basic Education (ABE) system for Liberia. The ministry has created an ABE policy with the help of Advancing Youth, other implementing partners, and NGOs.  Building an ABE system to support the implementation of this policy is one of the intended results of Advancing Youth, and project staff works toward this at the national, county and district level. For example, Advancing Youth recently offered computer-based training to MoE staff and also trained MoE monitoring and evaluation (M&E) staff. MoE and Advancing Youth teams regularly carry out joint project site visits.

The project will ultimately help the MoE develop standards, plan and measure ABE for youth, and ensure quality throughout the system. An Action Research Working Group comprised of MoE and other implementation partners has been organized by the project to guide the MoE’s ABE Division on systems and structures that support the delivery of quality ABE to Liberian youth. Advancing Youth also works with other ministerial offices, community based-organizations, and technical working groups (TWG) such as:
· Youth Sector TWG (with Ministry of Youth and Sports); 
· NAEAL working with the Finnish Refugee Commission;  
· Liberia International NGO (LINGO); and 
· The Peace Corps (using its volunteers in ABE sites).
These partnerships afford Advancing Youth, NGOs and CBOs the opportunity to better coordinate their youth-focused efforts and share technical knowledge.

Component 2: ABE Curriculum
Advancing Youth is comprised of a three-level ABE curriculum, where each level typically takes approximately nine months to complete. As a result, a beginner can take up to three years to complete the program if he/she progresses successfully through each level. Learners are assigned to a level based on an initial literacy and numeracy placement test.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  The impact evaluation design will include learners at all levels. Differences in learner levels will be controlled with appropriate data collection and analysis strategies.] 


The ABE curriculum levels are:
1. Level 1: Beginning (378 hours/9-10 months): This entry level curriculum introduces beginners to the basic elements of literacy and numeracy. The curriculum also incorporates work readiness and life skills components. Students in this level range from those who never received any formal schooling to those who dropped out at in early primary grades. Students meet three hours, three days per week for lessons usually between the hours of six and nine in the evening. At the end of this level, students’ literacy level will be at the second grade equivalency. 

2. Level 2: Intermediate (378 hours/9-10 months): The intermediate level continues with literacy for work and numeracy. At this level the curriculum begins to blend the basic elements with real life applications to encourage students to realize the relevance of learning. For example, the lessons incorporate the use of fractions in the market place. There is also a focus on the life skills component as students prepare for the final level in the curriculum. Students who place into this level usually have experienced two or more years of formal schooling. Meeting days and times are the same as those learners in Level 1. Students who complete this level will be on par with fourth graders in the traditional school system.

3. Level 3: Advanced (~468 hours/9-10 months, plus 6 weeks): In this third and final level, students are taught language arts, mathematics, social studies and enterprise development (business skills and agriculture). Students in the advanced level meet an additional day (a total of four days per week) for the class in enterprise development. Students also undergo an intensive six week summer intensive as part of the preparation for entry into the junior secondary school.
The ABE curriculum is also offered with an embedded interactive radio instruction (IRI) audio support program. The ABE classroom facilitator uses these fifteen minute audio support programs alongside printed materials to guide learners through lessons. According to the project’s Year Two Quarter One report, scripts for 108 literacy lessons have been completed for the IRI program production. The completed IRI programs were piloted in 25 sites (approximately 5 sites in each county). The IRI was used successfully with CESLY learners and it proved very useful with IRI learners who scored higher on literacy assessments than those using traditional teaching methods. EDC has also found that IRI proved to be effective in improving the pedagogy of community teachers in India and Madagascar.[footnoteRef:3] Advancing Youth aims to produce an additional 35 audio programs each for the topics of numeracy, life skills, and work readiness. [3: EDC. (2011). Madagascar: Teachers Making Radio-Powered Changes in Practice. Washington, DC: USAID. Retrieved from:  http://idd.edc.org/about/news/madagascar-teachers-making-radio-powered-changes-practice] 


Component 3: Livelihoods
The livelihood component of the project engages youth in the formation of youth clubs and partnerships with local county alliance partners. Students at all levels are encouraged to join the youth clubs at their local site. Youth clubs are usually led by female officers and are instrumental in recruitment, retention, community networking and developing camaraderie among learners. County alliance partners provide a variety of activities in areas such as health, agriculture, financial management (in the form of village savings accounts), and technical assistance (See Table 1 for a list of partners).  Through these pathways students are exposed to numerous livelihood opportunities that serve to:

· Enhance  and augment the current skill set of students or further self-employment;
· Expose students  to a wide range of livelihood options with supports from additional training within their communities;
· Prepare them for employment in informal sector but also some formal sector;
· Progressively improve goal setting and achievement; and
· Link students to county alliance partners who provide mentorships, internships and long and short term job opportunities.


[bookmark: _Toc353798378][bookmark: _Toc353800639]Table 1: List of Partners
	Value-Added Linkages 
information, skills, services, inputs, jobs

	Agriculture
	Technical/Business
	Cash for Work

	USAID/Food and Enterprise Development (FED) project
	Literacy and Training for Employment Program
	YES

	LAUNCH 
	Compost Liberia
	PROSPECTS

	Ministry of Agriculture
	Grand Bassa Community College (GBCC)- United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)
	

	Village Savings and Loan Association (VSLA)
	Health
	Academic

	Liberian Initiative For Development Services (LIDS)
	Population Services International (PSI)-HealthyActions
	Brother’s Brother Foundation (BBF)

	Central Bank
	African Network for the Prevention and Protection against Child Abuse and Neglect (ANPPCAN)
	Peace Corps

	
	RBHS
	Arcelor Mittal


Source: EDC presentation, February 2013

[bookmark: _Toc352251973][bookmark: _Toc357509788]DEVELOPMENT HYPOTHESIS
[bookmark: _Toc353800690]Participants in Advancing Youth are linked to clear and viable youth development and livelihood pathways following a continuum of educational services (see Figure 1).
Figure 1
[image: ]
Based on the model above, the developmental hypotheses for each program component are:
· Capacity Building component: If MoE and CBOs have the capacity to support and manage ABE programs, then the collaborating units of MoE will be able to plan, budget, deliver and measure youth ABE programs.
· ABE component: If out-of-school youth have increased access to relevant ABE, life, work, and technical skills training, then youth will have improved literacy, numeracy, work readiness, health and life skills.
· Livelihood component: If targeted youth have increased access to sustainable livelihood pathways, then youth (especially women) will be linked to relevant and realistic livelihoods skills opportunities and gainful employment or better employment.
Expectations for the ABE and livelihoods components were supported during focus group discussions with youth participants. Learners indicated the benefits they expected to realize for participating in the program, including improving their literacy and numeracy, while also ‘learning a trade.’ Others wanted to rid themselves of the stigma that comes with being illiterate and wanted to learn to gain some respect within their communities. Additionally, they hoped that the program will help them develop better business acumen by improving their work readiness skill set.
 
As such, the intended outcomes or results likely to be measured during an impact evaluation of Advancing Youth (classified into initial, intermediate or long-term) are:
· Initial Outcomes: The Advancing Youth curriculum offers literacy and numeracy that they can use in their everyday lives. Students who complete Level 2 or 3 can eventually follow the academic or vocational track (as illustrated by Figure 1). Combined with workforce readiness and life skills the ABE component of the program helps youth achieve the following outcomes:
·  Basic literacy and numeracy;
· Job skills and links through internships and apprenticeships;
· Business skills for entrepreneurs;
· Life skills such as social-emotional skills (self-esteem, perspective taking, self-control, coping, self-discipline, social problem solving, decision making, utilization of resources), technical skills (computer literacy, money management), and community integration and mobilization skills; and finally
· Employability skills (resume, interviewing).

· Intermediate Outcomes:  Once youth achieve their initial outcomes and continue to move through the ABE curriculum, it is expected that their attitudes, behaviors and skills concerning their livelihood pathways will change in a positive manner. In this intermediate phase, youth may :
· Have gained better literacy and numeracy to augment their livelihood pathways;
· Have greater confidence using and applying their newly acquired or enhanced skills;
· Link to senior secondary schools (7th grade level)  or link to skills training and/or micro-credit 
· Have positive health outcomes; and
· Have increased empowerment and self-esteem.

· Longer-term Outcomes:  Eventually, self-empowerment through education and better livelihood opportunities (ABE plus livelihoods component) may give rise to longer-term outcomes such as:
· Employment or better employment opportunities;
· Increased household income and consumption;
· Increased household wealth; and
· Increased household health and wellbeing.
[bookmark: _Toc357509789][bookmark: _Toc323052235]
KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS
Based on the discussion above regarding expected outcomes, conversations with the USAID Liberia Mission and partners, and on information contained in the Advancing Youth program’s performance monitoring plan, recommended evaluation questions to be answered are:
Impact evaluation questions[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Impact evaluations measure the change in a development outcome that is attributable to a defined intervention; impact evaluations are based on models of cause and effect and require a credible and rigorously defined counterfactual to control for factors other than the intervention that might account for the observed change. Impact evaluations in which comparisons are made between beneficiaries that are randomly assigned to either a treatment or a control group provides the strongest evidence of a relationship between the intervention under study and the outcome measured. (USAID, 2011). ] 

For all questions below:  How and why does the effect size differ across significant sub-cohort categories, especially age, gender, educational background, and employment status?  (Other significant categories may be discovered through the research.)
1) To what degree does the ABE component improve literacy and numeracy of learners in comparison to a control group?  (If possible, benchmark to MoE standards and universal measures such as the Early Grade Reading Assessment.)
2) To what degree do the life skills and work readiness dimensions of the ABE component improve outcomes in health, conflict mitigation, empowerment/self-efficacy, and pro-social behavior (e.g., constructive participation in community institutions/activities)?
3) What is the impact of the livelihoods component on the livelihoods/employment outcomes of learners (for both control and ABE program participants)? 
4) What is the impact of the program on learners’ re-entry into further education and training?  
 
Performance evaluation questions[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Performance evaluations focus on descriptive and normative questions: what a particular project or program has achieved (either at an intermediate point in execution or at the conclusion of an implementation period); how it is being implemented; how it is perceived and valued; whether expected results are occurring; and other questions that are pertinent to program design, management and operational decision making. Performance evaluations often incorporate before-after comparisons, but generally lack a rigorously defined counterfactual (USAID, 2011).] 

1) Has the institutional and organizational capacity of collaborating MoE units to implement ABE programs increased according to target areas (to be identified in collaboration with MoE – possibly teacher performance or other)? 
2) Were organizational participants satisfied with the technical assistance they received? How effective are the organizational partnerships, including those with the private sector?
3) Were individual participants satisfied with the training, activities and other support they received? What were the participants’ and family members’ perceptions of the quality of the program? Were activities beneficial for both female and male learners?  How responsive was the program to gender- and age-specific needs of learners? 
4) What were the most effective local capacity-building efforts (from the point of view of both the stakeholders themselves and others) and why were these approaches most effective?   
5) How accessible is the AYP program (at the different levels)?  What are the characteristics of those who are retained (at the different ABE levels) and what are the factors for retention?
6) What are the factors that enabled or constrained youth learning/educational achievement, and how effective was the program in maximizing enabling factors and over-coming constraints?  (Factors may be either exogenous or endogenous.)
7) What are the factors that enabled or constrained youth employment (i.e., lack of skills, access to credit, etc.), and how effective was the program in maximizing enabling factors and over-coming constraints?


1. 
2. 
3. 
[bookmark: _Toc357509790]RECOMMENDED EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
Impact evaluation methodology
Based on review of Advancing Youth documents and field visit discussions, an impact evaluation is recommended to answer the key impact questions identified above. The main challenge with such an evaluation is to try to isolate the impact of the intervention, and to discount other factors that could be influencing the result. How much of the observed difference can be attributed to the intervention? For example, in studying an intervention that aims to improve the health of villagers, if researchers observe an increase in people’s life expectancy, can they say with certainty that it was the health intervention that triggered this increase? Or are other ‘confounding’ factors, such as rising incomes, or improved climate conditions, or better infrastructure also responsible for some of the increase?
Impact evaluators are interested in understanding and isolating these factors so as to give the most accurate account of the true impact of each factor. Following discussions with the Advancing Youth program team and the USAID Liberia Mission team, it was felt that the advantages of an experimental design were such that it was worth pursuing an evaluation design using this method.
Alternatively known as a Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT), an experimental design uses randomly selected ‘treatment’ and ‘control’ groups, the former gets the proposed intervention, program or ‘treatment’ and the latter does not. These groups are then compared to see what the difference is. This type of evaluation is considered to be the gold standard, and gives the highest level of confidence that the effect of the treatment has been isolated and correctly identified and attributed.
The potential benefits in terms of usable knowledge and insight gained from the randomized method seemed to provide a clear benefit that outweighed the costs in terms of logistical and other problems. Relevant key issues for consideration will be discussed later in the document.
[bookmark: _Toc357509791]Evaluation Design & Sampling
In the context of Advancing Youth, implementation is limited to a certain number of communities in the five counties in which USAID operates. It is accepted by all stakeholders that Advancing Youth cannot work in all communities. Currently communities are selected for inclusion in the program on logistical grounds or for operational reasons. Selecting by randomization, while more difficult operationally (at least in part), should not present political problems for stakeholders. Indeed, randomization is often considered to be one of the most equitable and fairest ways of distributing scarce resources in this type of context.
Randomization can take place in one of two ways: at the individual level or at a community level. It is strictly preferable to randomize at the individual level, especially where the program is expected to have an impact directly on individuals. However, in this case, it is recommended that the Advancing Youth evaluation randomize at the community level for two reasons:
1. Program staff and Ministry of Education officials expressed concerns that favoring one set of people over another within a community could cause significant tensions; and
2. It provides a less costly option for Advancing Youth to have a sufficient target population of youth to serve and a sufficient sample size to study. There is a significant organizational investment involved in setting up a school to run Advancing Youth and therefore it is only worth setting up if a certain number of youth will likely attend.
This type of study is known as a ‘cluster randomized controlled trial’ - communities would be selected to be part of Advancing Youth, and then all eligible individuals within that community would be invited and encouraged to participate
The intervention components recommended for study are:
· ABE Component (includes literacy, numeracy, life skills, and workforce readiness sub-components) – this three level program has been well-developed and implemented with a large number of Liberian youth and is sufficiently ready for impact evaluation.
· Livelihoods Component (includes a school youth club,[footnoteRef:6] technical/livelihoods training, mentorship, and village savings and loans associations) – this program offered a few months after enrollment in the ABE curriculum is not currently executed systematically across sites.  [6:  Youth clubs are open to all learners at all levels within a site. The learners elect officers of the club: president, vice presidents, secretary, treasurer and chaplain. The leaders undergo training and they also elect mentors to advise and guide their team activities. The youth club mobilizes its members to carry out farming, community clean-up activities, etc.] 

Ideally, components of an intervention in a randomized controlled trial have to be relatively rigidly defined and easily repeatable. Therefore, the evaluation team is recommending that the program team move towards standardizing the livelihoods component as much as possible during a pilot evaluation phase and ensuring that the coverage of what is offered is more evenly distributed across individuals and communities.  As noted previously, the livelihoods component of the program is currently very flexible in nature but this flexibility is in many ways a great strength, since it allows, and indeed encourages, the program team to be sensitive to the needs and opportunities of each community. Apart from its importance in tackling vocational skills shortfalls, the livelihood component is also important as an incentive to keep participants interested in the education component. Indeed, in the early stages of implementation, many youth dropped out of the program entirely due to the lack of livelihoods training, and so it was accelerated as a way of encouraging people to stay. 
Successfully isolating the livelihoods component would facilitate an impact evaluation designed with two treatment arms and a control group: 
1. ABE only: This group of communities will only receive the ABE program - they will not receive any livelihoods training or establish any youth, farming, or village savings clubs.
2. ABE plus livelihoods: This group of communities will receive the ABE and a standardized and homogenized livelihood ‘package’ of the more defined livelihood activities currently offered. This could include mentoring, savings groups, youth clubs and technical training,
3. Control group:  The control communities will not receive any of the program components.

[bookmark: _Toc357509792]Sample Size and Power Calculations
Implementation of a cluster-randomization at the community level with multiple treatment arms must take into consideration sample size. In order to have statistical power it is essential to have a large number of individuals/communities in each treatment group. If a large sample size cannot be drawn, isolating the components would lead to low statistical power of program estimates. In addition, low sample sizes will not allow for meaningful subgroup analysis. Currently, Advancing Youth has the ability to work in a limited number of communities; therefore logistically speaking they would have to expand to other communities. A larger sample size with multiple treatment arms has a higher likelihood of producing tangible, statistically significant results.
With the currently proposed randomization scheme, the following sample sizes are suggested to achieve a sufficient level of power to detect a significant difference in impact between intervention and control groups: 
	Advancing Youth RCT Sample – Option 1 – Smaller effect size allowing for detection of smaller significant effects between groups
Paired t-test, one tail; Significance level=0.05, power (beta)=0.80, rho (inter-cluster correlation) =0.20[footnoteRef:7]; 60 learners/site; R2 (the percent of variation explained by the covariate)=0 (to be determined by baseline/pilot) [7:  Zopluoglu, C. (2012) A Cross-National Comparison of Intra-Class Correlation Coefficient in Educational Achievement Outcomes. Retrieved from. http://www.academia.edu/1117507/A_Cross-National_Comparison_of_Intra-Class_Correlation_Coefficient_in_Educational_Achievement_Outcomes] 

MDES (minimum detectable effect size)= 0.25[footnoteRef:8] [8:  An effect size of 0.25 means that about 58% of control group would be below average in treatment group.] 


	Experimental Groups
	Number of Communities/Clusters
	Number of Learners

	Treatment1: ABE only
	37
	2220

	Treatment2: ABE and livelihoods
	37
	2220

	Control
	37
	2220

	Total
	111
	6660



If it is not possible to meet the sampling guidelines offered above due to funding, program infrastructure, or other reasons, another option with a lower level of power is offered:

	Advancing Youth RCT Sample – Option 2 – Midlevel effect size allowing for detection of larger significant effects between groups
Paired t-test, one tail; Significance level=0.05, power (beta)=0.80, rho (inter-cluster correlation) =0.20; n= 60 learners/site, R2 (the percent of variation explained by the covariate)=0 (to be determined by baseline/pilot)
MDES (minimum detectable effect size)= 0.3[footnoteRef:9] [9:  An effect size of 0.3 means that about 62% of control group would be below average in the treatment group.] 


	Experimental Groups
	Number of Communities/Clusters
	Number of Learners

	Treatment1: ABE only
	25
	1500

	Treatment2: ABE and livelihoods
	25
	1500

	Control
	25
	1500

	Total
	75
	4500



In order to enhance the sampling for this study, adding the option of matched pairs should also be considered. Since simple randomization might not achieve optimal balance of community characteristics between control and intervention communities, a matched pair design would be preferred. Demographic data would be collected on possible intervention and control communities, including village characteristics (e.g., population size, socioeconomic status, road access, markets, leadership systems, tribal and/or racial homogeneity, history of community tensions, etc.). They would then be ‘paired’ together for comparison based on their similarities. This approach would yield a higher power to detect an impact for a number of reasons including the ability to:  (1) eliminate ‘confounding’ or lurking variables that may blanket the true differences between treatment and control brought on by the program; (2) minimize random error; and (3) bolster external validity, meaning that the results can be generalized to a larger population.
Unfortunately, matching may be difficult to implement in this case if comparative community level data is not available. In the Liberian context, this administrative information may be hard to obtain or outdated. It is recommended that this option be investigated by the hired evaluation firm. 
[bookmark: _Toc357509793]Important Design Considerations
Need for Pilot Evaluation: Since the impact evaluation requires a different implementation strategy than the one that is currently being utilized, the evaluation team should conduct a small pilot evaluation before the full evaluation is implemented (see project timeline section below). The pilot study can either 1) occur within a select sample of current Advancing Youth communities, or 2) occur within three different new communities (one for each treatment arm). If option one is chosen, only measurement instruments would be tested. However if option two is selected, the team could test the randomization strategy, recruitment and messaging, as well as the measurement instruments. This option would also give useful information that might change the power calculations, perhaps reducing the number of communities in which the evaluation needs to be implemented.
MoE and community reluctance to randomize: During key discussions with MoE staff at the national, county and district levels, one concern that emerged was the negative effect randomization would have on the control groups who received nothing. They did not believe that randomization would raise concerns about equity at the individual level. They felt that youth who did not receive the treatment could protest and cause trouble, likely preventing those who received the treatment to participate. Educators were however more open to the idea of randomization at the community level, where all learners within a community were assured the treatment if their community was chosen as part of the treatment group.
Evaluation Recruitment: Recruitment drives to encourage program participation should ideally be conducted uniformly in all evaluation communities (treatment and control) before randomization. The use of standard messaging during the recruitment phase will generate a sample of youth with the same interest and level of commitment across the communities. During recruitment, the evaluation firm should make it clear to all communities that the program might actually not be implemented in any given community immediately but after a couple of years. As a result of this standard recruitment, youth in randomly chosen communities, despite being assigned to the different treatment arms will have the same ‘motivation’ as those in the control group. This is important because comparing motivated individuals in the treatment groups versus unmotivated ones in the control groups could lead to faulty conclusions about the effect of the program.                                         
Spillover in saturated communities:  Spillover effects imply that the control group has been deliberately or inadvertently ‘treated’ by the intervention being studied or that both treatment and control groups have been impacted by another youth-based program. If such spillover factors exist, the actual estimated impact of the program, the difference between the treatment and the control group, may be compromised. If the control group is positively affected by their encounter with the treatment, then the estimated impact of the program may be undermined; vice versa if the treatment had a negative impact on the control. Randomization at the community level rather than the individual level may minimize the risks of spillover because communities are basically well spaced out and migration across communities in Liberia is not a major problem. However, the potential for spillover effects still exist and evaluators should make provision in their analysis to account for them by collecting information from participants and others on programs within that community that may have an impact on expected outcomes. 
Differential development of ABE versus livelihood programming:  The ABE component is a third-generation accelerated learning program that has been funded (through different implementers) for over a decade.  There has been adequate time and investment in curriculum development teacher training, and administrative oversight of ABE so that to date, this program component appears to be more consistently implemented.  In contrast, the livelihoods component is a newer component and there has been less emphasis in AYP on implementation in this area.  As a result, EDC and its partners will need to continue to strengthen and make more uniform the livelihoods program through the expected pilot year.      
Enrollment, Education and Training:  One of the greatest challenges Advancing Youth is facing currently is retention of its learners. After the two placement tests, typically conducted in July and August of the implementation year, enrollment in sessions across the country soar. Class numbers drop significantly throughout the program and only stabilized after about three months into the programs. Enrollees leave the program for a number of reasons such as limited time due to farming/harvest; false expectations about the program because some enrollees expect to learn a skill immediately or expect to get paid for training. Initial recruitment should include direct messages about the programs intentions and should strive to furnish youth with the tools and training they need to encourage consistent attendance. 
Attrition: For the purposes of an evaluation, a retention problem equates to greater attrition of learners and non-learners (in the case of the control group). This may prove a logistical challenge to the evaluation team who has to track evaluation participants. The dosage, or the amount of time a person attends a session, may alter the impact of Advancing Youth. Therefore accurate enrollment records are essential for the impact evaluation. Having detailed personal information and also up-to-date attendance records will help in the determination of dosage and a more accurate reflection of the intervention.
Performance evaluation methodology
Key performance evaluation questions regarding program satisfaction, the change in level of institutional capacity of MoE and other stakeholders, and factors that influence youth employment can be effectively answered using a pre and post-test or time series design with no comparison or control group. Mixed methods should be used to triangulate data, such as:
· Surveys with staff, employers, and other stakeholders; 
· Key informant interviews with staff, employers, stakeholders, and youth;
· Focus groups with youth beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries; and 
· Program observations. 
· Learners performance-based assessments or observations.
The evaluation team will need to strategically select a representative sample of stakeholder groups (MoE representatives at the national, county, district and school levels; implementing partners; NGOs, CBOs; employers; etc.) across Liberia. It is also suggested that youth beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries be included as part of the evaluation. Since institutional capacity building has been such an important component of Advancing Youth, those evaluation firms that have experience in implementing assessments of institutional capacity would be preferred.  
Youth engagement in the evaluation
USAID’s Policy on Youth in Development (October 2012) calls for increased participation of youth in program assessment, design, implementation and evaluation.  Therefore, the evaluators will incorporate Liberian young people into the evaluation process not merely as beneficiaries but as evaluators.  Youth may be involved in substantive roles in focus group facilitation, piloting of questionnaires, survey administration, interviewing, photo- and media documentation, data analysis, dissemination of findings, and other roles.  Young people may be involved at different levels of the evaluations depending on their educational background, will likely require some training and orientation, and should be held to the same standards of ethics and neutrality as other evaluation team members.      
[bookmark: _Toc357509794]Data Collection
It is recommended that program impact be measured by collecting data through surveys, administrative data, and other interactive measurement techniques. Pilot evaluation data should be collected first with sufficient time available for analysis and incorporation of strategy and instrument changes before the full evaluation is implemented. This can be done at only one data collection interval or more than one, depending on how the evaluation firm would like to use the data. For testing purposes, one data collection interval is sufficient.
For the full evaluation, data should be collected at a minimum of three time intervals: baseline, midline, and endline. If time and funds allow, data on initial and intermediate outcomes could be collected at additional intervals (See Figure 2). Existing literature suggests that pre-post-test designs are stronger if collecting data at four or more time points. In addition, waiting to collect data after three years might yield high levels of attrition. 
Baseline data collection for the full evaluation should occur before the intervention in order to understand whether, based on observable characteristics, the treatment and control groups are statistically significant. This helps ensure that the observed differences between the groups after the intervention are a result of the program and not pre-existing differences.
Post-intervention data collection will occur after participation in the program.[footnoteRef:10] Because of the interaction between time and ABE level, various pathways are presented for possible data collection intervals – some are identified as optional. Where possible, data collection could be tied to first and last day of ABE attendance which might reduce cost and effort. The control group would only need data collected at the 3 main time intervals.  [10:  Even though the figure depicts ABE level only, the pathways for data collection would be the same for those in ABE only and ABE plus livelihoods.] 
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Figure 2: Sample Data Collection Schedule by ABE Starting Level
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The main types of data collection techniques are as follows:
· Self-reported data - Usually this is data collected by asking people to answer survey questions about themselves or their households. This method is often used to measure outcomes like income, consumption, wealth and opinions. This is the easiest and cheapest way to measure, but is risky as the accuracy of the data relies on the honesty of the interview subject and also their ability to recall.
· Administrative data - An accurate monitoring system can provide a wealth of information about the program beneficiaries, such as how intensively they have attended the program (treatment intensity), when they received certain factors and so on. In some instances it is possible to use local administrative data about socioeconomic variables, though it can be difficult to trust the accuracy.
· Behavioral measurement data - Instead of asking survey subjects to recall or tell a surveyor about a variable, it is better to try to directly measure it. This is now common for behavioral variables, such as attitudes, cooperation or non-cognitive skills. Subjects are placed in scenarios, or games, and their responses are measured. Because they rely less on the accuracy of the subject these measurements are considered to be the most accurate. Their use is becoming much more widespread. It is difficult to predict the evolution of direct measurement between this report and the envisaged endline survey, but the evaluation team should be cognizant of the need to use the most appropriate measurement techniques at that stage.
[bookmark: _Toc357509795]Important Data Collection Considerations
Identifiers and Demographics: Currently, beneficiary records include demographic information on learners who took part in the initial placement test for entry into the program. The current M&E database also has attendance information on learners. Even though attendance is collected per session, the attendance data in the M&E system is updated on a monthly basis. The M&E system as it stands now cannot effectively track a learner or indicate how far along in the curriculum the learner is. If learners are given a unique identifier and the monitoring system becomes more learner –centric, i.e. has the ability to track a learners lessons taken, activities undertaken, internships done, etc. then  results of an evaluation may be more accurate. Data collection for an evaluation should therefore make an effort to collect extensive contact and demographic information from learners and the control group and develop an electronic M&E data collection system that is learner-focused and timelier. Moving forward, the implementing organizations could investigate the use of electronic identification cards that will record the attendance of learners directly into a database.
Employment:  Many learners enrolled in Advancing Youth work in the informal sector, selling their wares or using a skill set such as tailoring to provide services. The impact evaluation should look at both current and past employment. Even when learners were engaged in some income generating activity, the length of that activity was sometimes erratic and seldom on a contract basis. Others, who were gainfully employed, i.e. generating income, did not classify themselves as employed because the activity they were engaged in was not an “office job in the government.” In measuring employment, the impact evaluation should take note of these nuanced interpretations of employment and use validated tools that can accurately extract the needed information. During discussions with USAID/Liberia, earnings measurement tools recently utilized by the USAID sponsored ‘Feed the Future’ project emerged as one of the possible tools for consideration.
Gender Roles: The ABE curriculum has afforded many women another chance at being literate and improving their lives. Women who attended the focus groups often spoke of a feeling of empowerment, self- confidence and pride after enrollment into Advancing Youth. One learner, a house help, could finally read the menu she had been asked to prepare and another could help her young children with their school work. Other women felt that their involvement in the program increased spousal respect and reduced conflict because they had been taught methods of conflict resolution during their life skills session. Tools that can effectively assess how the program affects gender roles and attitudes can be used during an IE of the program. An adaptation of a tool such as the Gender Equitable Men (GEM) scale can be used for this purpose. 
Life Skills: Life skills are offered as part of the ABE curriculum. As mentioned previously, the effect of these life skill training is as equally important as the literacy and numeracy component of the program. The life skill training directly affects the day-to-day lives of the learners, often immediately after the sessions are taught. Therefore, capturing developmental assets Advancing Youth is affecting is essential in measuring the impact of the program. The Developmental Assets Profile (DAP) can be used here, alongside other scales that measure the positive assets youth possess. 
Technical Skills: Learners enter the program knowing that they will gain work ready skills to help them in the work place or in their own businesses.  After undergoing training, the learners’ ability to perform the required tasks can be self-reported, reported by employers, mentors or trainers. Reports of this nature can be used as a measure of the learners’ level of experience in his chosen skill and how will those skills are received by the various stakeholders.
Risk Behaviors:  Learners are exposed to lessons on healthy behavior and living through their life skills curriculum and visits from representatives of PSI-Healthy Actions, a country alliance partner (where applicable). Due to these inputs, learners report that they are better educated about sexually transmitted diseases, keeping their living spaces clean and rid of diseases, family planning, etc. Unfortunately, these culturally sensitive topics are being taught by male facilitators to classes where majority of the learners are female. The IE has to approach the measurement of these changed behaviors sensitively to avoid respondents shying away from giving truthful answers. Researchers such as Blattman et al. (2010) and St. John et al. (2011)[footnoteRef:11] have used behavioral games built within surveys to extract truthful responses of risky behavior or illicit activities. The impact evaluation should employ such techniques when measuring culturally sensitive topics in a conflict-sensitive environment. [11:  John FAV St, Keane AM, Edwards-Jones G, Jones L, Yarnell RW, et al. (2011) Identifying indicators of illegal behaviour: carnivore killing in human-managed landscapes. Proc Roy Soc B: Biol Sc.] 

Inclusive data collection: Learners entering AYP as part of the evaluation sample will be followed for three years and data will be collected on them throughout that period. If the evaluation firm decides to tie data collection to first and last attendance in ABE, it may mean that additional learners (not in the evaluation sample) are included. Again, this would be optional; however it could make the logistics and management of data collection less difficult and allow for analysis comparing the outcomes of those who have been in the program previously versus those learners who are new to the program.
[bookmark: _Toc357509796]Quantitative Analysis
The recommended evaluation design method (cluster randomized controlled trial) allows for the study of an intervention that is hard to target specifically at individuals. Moreover, it helps to resolve the issue of ‘contamination of subjects.’ That is, where the effect of an individual receiving a treatment can spread to other individuals, especially where they are living or working in close proximity.
There are two considerations for the analysis and it is recommended that both be used:
1. Intention to Treat (ITT). In this case, the denominator used for analysis is all of the individuals who were ever assigned to the treatment group. This population includes those who actually received the treatment fully, partially, and even those who did not receive the treatment but were in the treatment group. This is the most realistic analysis, since in any aid or development program, it is inevitable that some people will drop out or refuse to be treated. It gives an estimation of the average effects of the program on the treatment group.
2. Treatment on the Treated (ToT). In this case, the denominator used for analysis is the individuals in the treatment group who were actually ‘treated.’ In isolating the effect of the intervention on those that actually received the treatment, the analysis usually uses an instrumental variable to control for any bias brought about by attrition or failure to be treated.
Once analysis takes place using both options, comparisons can be made as to any differences detected in the findings. It is recommended that a participant be considered ‘treated’ if they have fully completed at least one ABE level (for the ABE only group) or one ABE level plus a full livelihoods component for whatever chosen profession (for ABE plus livelihoods group).
At baseline, data quality will be assessed in the following areas: accuracy, reliability, completeness, precision, timeliness, and integrity. Once data is found suitable for impact analysis it is recommended that the following methods be employed:
1. Summary statistics of outcomes variables and covariates, including descriptive variables such as age, gender, education level, number of children, household structure and employment. Statistical subgroup analysis by gender to determine difference in means. Inferential analysis via regression analysis to examine the relationship between youth outcomes variables and covariates. This will shed light on the kinds of relationships (non- causal) that exist between youth outcomes such as increased literacy, numeracy, and employment versus covariates such as age, gender and others.
2. A difference in difference regression model to determine the impact of the program. This type of estimation compares the treatment with the control mean. The use of control variables gathered at the baseline can greatly improve the value of this estimation. In a matched-pair design, including the matching variable and the inter-cluster correlation will also allow the accurate estimation of impact. The final outcomes of the Advancing Youth project should be analyzed, such as, employment or better employment opportunities; increased household income and consumption; increased household wealth; and increased household health and wellbeing. All of these outcomes should be examined by gender or other subgroups as determined by the evaluation team.
3. The impact evaluation design and ambitious data collection schedule will allow for some specialized analysis based on comparison of learners in the different ABE levels across time. The intersection of program dosage, different educational levels, and the resulting outcomes will provide insight as to how the program is affecting leaners across time as they forge their pathways through the program.
[bookmark: _Toc357509797]Cost-benefit analysis
Currently there is not sufficient data being collected for a cost benefit analysis. Based on discussions and information collected during the site visit, it seems that at best, total program cost per treated youth could be calculated at the end of the program. This may provide a reasonable estimation of the direct costs involved in implementing the program. In incorporating some of the data tracking and learner-focused monitoring suggested earlier within the new project sites, the project could improve cost data to enable the performance of a cost-benefit analysis. It is recommended that once an evaluation firm is hired, all parties discuss the options for what can realistically be done regarding cost.
[bookmark: _Toc357509798]Qualitative Validation of the Results
Because quantitative studies can often be narrowly focused, and as such, miss important developments, information, and explanations, it is recommended that the Advancing Youth evaluation make use of qualitative research techniques. Studying a subset of the participants and/or participating communities in depth offers an opportunity to identify underlying processes or issues. This will enable the researchers to understand some of the reasons for the impact of the program, as well as to identify unforeseen areas of impact that would be useful to examine further. The sample for this qualitative inquiry should be agreed upon between USAID Liberia, implementing partners, and the evaluators early on in the evaluation implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc357509799]EVALUATION TIMELINE, TEAM, & BUDGET
It is recommended that the evaluation begin with a pilot in August 2013, followed by a full evaluation starting August 2014. The timeline would need to be as follows:
· June/July 2013- Identification of partner organization/evaluation team. Either use current Advancing Youth communities to test instruments only or identify 3 new pilot communities in order to test recruitment, randomization, and instruments. Also begin standardizing the livelihoods components for full evaluation.
· February-May 2014: Identification of potential Advancing Youth communities for full evaluation and sensitization to randomization design. Randomization and selection of the treatment and control communities.
· August 2014: Baseline survey of treatment and control communities.
· September 2014: Program implementation begins and regular collection of monitoring and administrative data.
· June 2015: Optional data collection in treatment communities.
· August 2015: Midline data collection in treatment and control communities.
· June 2016: Optional data collection in treatment communities.
· August 2016: Endline data collection for treatment and control communities.
· December 2016: Draft evaluation report.
A strong evaluation team would include members with experience evaluating either education programs for out-of-school youth, youth workforce development and livelihoods programs, or other youth programs in developing countries that have been affected by crisis/conflict. They should demonstrate good knowledge in advanced impact evaluation design and statistical analysis. The evaluation team must also have experience measuring institutional capacity of both public and private partners to deliver youth programs. See Annex B for further descriptions of recommended team members.
The total budget estimated for the pilot evaluation and full evaluation of Advancing Youth is $1,285,185. This includes costs for labor, travel, and other direct costs (communication, printing, focus group costs, etc.). These dollar amounts are based on JBS International rates and cannot be applied to other companies. The costs cover a pilot evaluation that takes place at one time interval in three new Advancing Youth communities. It also covers the full evaluation at the highest sample predicted (n=6,660). Costs savings could be seen if other options are chosen. See Annex C for a full budget breakdown. 

[bookmark: _Toc352251983][bookmark: _Toc352836316][bookmark: _Toc357509800]ANNEX A: FIELD VISIT BACKGROUND, FINDINGS, AND EVALUATION DESIGN PRESENTATION DISCUSSION NOTES

I. LIBERIA PROJECT BACKGROUND (February 27 to March 13th 2012):  

A JBS International, Inc. team comprised of Philip Blue (consultant) and Ama Takyi- Laryea (research associate) undertook a two-week field visit to Liberia with Clare Ignatowski (USAID/E3/Education) for the purpose of gathering information on the USAID/Liberia Advancing Youth Project to make informed recommendations for the project’s evaluation design. Through face-to-face interviews with various stakeholders and project staff; focus group discussions with beneficiaries; and on-site observations the team gained an in-depth knowledge of the intervention strategy, data collection procedures, contextual factors, and challenges and limitations of the project. In-field activities included:
· Focus groups with learners
· Meetings with ministries staff
· Meetings with national, county and district education officials
· Interviews with facilitators, master trainers, school administrators, mentors
· Interviews with project team members
· Observations of ABE classes and youth club activities
· Interviews with livelihood partners and private sector

II. FINDINGS FROM DOCUMENT REVIEW AND FIELD VISIT

MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT TOOLS (How effective, reliable and valid are the materials, tools being used to monitor and assess the program?)
 
A review of the EDC’s AYP documentation and conversations with project staff revealed that the project team was utilizing the following major tools for monitoring and assessments:
Literacy and Numeracy Assessments:
· Out-of-school Literacy Assessment (OLA):  EDC developed and has tested the reliability of this literacy assessment tool specifically created for older youth and young adults who have minimal to no literacy skills. EDC recently tested the validity of this tool in a comparative study with the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) using a sample of Liberian youth. The findings from the study suggested that within the Liberian context, the OLA correlates well with the EGRA in two of the three sections tested; word reading and oral reading passages. The correlation between the two assessments for letter reading (0.54) was weak.[footnoteRef:12] The OLA was used as the literacy assessment in the recently completed 2012 baseline evaluation. [12:  EDC. (2012). Comparison of the Out-of-school Literacy Assessment (OLA) and Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) for the Advancing Youth Project, Liberia. Washington, D.C.] 

· Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMA): EDC decided to use this early grade numeracy tool to assess learners’ fundamental knowledge of numeracy and mathematics. This test assesses student knowledge in number identification, quantity discrimination, missing-number identification, word problem solving, addition and subtraction, shape recognition, and pattern extension. This assessment was used by EDC to assess the mathematics skills of learners in the 2012 baseline report.
Livelihoods and Work Readiness
· Youth Livelihoods Survey: This survey was developed by EDC to collect information on learners’ sources of support and means of revenue for themselves and their families in terms of employment and earnings. It also attempts to collect information on learners’ attitudes and opinions about their current employment status. The JBS evaluation design team felt this survey had a gap in the measurement of other youth outcomes in the areas of attitudes and behaviors, such as healthy and risky behavior, self-empowerment, conflict resolution and civic education and engagement. The evaluation design team also felt this survey could be further strengthened by refining the questions around economic measures. The USAID Feed the Future project household survey was cited as one the project could use to strengthen the questions on income, earning and assets. 
· Work Readiness Tool: Also developed by EDC, this tool attempts to measure the preparedness of learners to enter the workforce or start their own businesses. Although, EDC has piloted this tool in Rwanda, the reliability and validity of this tool has not been published.
· EDC has also developed other tools such as the Institutional Capacity Assessment (ICA) tool  which is founded on previously established capacity assessment tools and resources including  USAID Forward’s Local Capacity Development Institutional Capacity Assessment (OCA), EDC’s Institutional Capacity Assessment Tracking (OCAT) Tool, EDC’s Discussion-Oriented Self-Assessment (DOSA), New Partners Initiatives (NPI) OCA tool (JSI/NUPITA, 2011) and EDC’s own lessons learned from similar activities with other institutions. 
· EDC also utilizing other monitoring tools such as classroom observation tools, data quality assessments and attendance tracking forms among others.

AYP PROGRAM ACCESSIBILITY AND CHARACTERISTICS OF RETAINED PARTICIPANTS (How accessible is the AYP program (at the different levels)?  What are the characteristics of those who are retained (at the different ABE levels) and what are the factors for retention?) 

The program is open to all youth within the age range of 13-35 years within community. Youth are recruited into Levels 1 and 2 of the program through public announcements authorized by the community chiefs and leaders. Recruitment for Level 3 will begin in August 2013. Typically in each community, enrollment takes place twice within the recruitment period so youth are given ample time to take a placement test to qualify for enrollment into the program. Sites often take in late enrollees even those who choose to enroll two months into the start of the sessions. In communities like Sanniquellie, Nimba, where the number of enrollees exceed the class size, the project accommodates learners by creating new classes. 

Most learners are women with dependents. Learners have varying low skill backgrounds with most learners engaging in cooperative farming units or subsistent farming of corn, sugarcane, cassava, and other produce. Most often learners do not have formal training or apprenticeships.  A few learners had minimal skills in tailoring, soap-making, baking, and other trades. Others had received training from previous NGOs or donor organizations.

In focus group discussions, learners shared reasons why they enrolled in AYP and remained committed to completing the curriculum. Many enrollees indicated that they decided to take advantage of AYP because they dropped out of formal school early due to circumstances beyond their control (e.g. being orphaned or being forced to take care of siblings). Others lived with family who could not afford to pay for their education. Learners also enrolled to learn how to read and write and re-enroll in formal or vocational school; others hoped to learn a skill to earn an income, while others enrolled for the mere fact of being able to count their money so that they are not cheated in the marketplace.

Even though some older learners faced age discrimination and a few women often encountered gender discrimination from members of their communities, most learners seemed determined to achieve their initial goals. Despite the ridicule and taunting, learners seemed exciting about learning and some, most the women, raced to class, often after farming, with their babies in tow. 

Unfortunately, not all the initial enrollees were as committed and many left the program. According to the livelihood coordinators and learners, the learners who usually got frustrated and discouraged and eventually left the program were those whose primary goal was to receive the livelihood training and not much else. Those initial enrollees left when the livelihood trainings were delayed or did not start soon after enrollment. The livelihood coordinators confirmed that some sites suffered delays of their livelihood training rollouts because the (1) peer trainer innovators (PTIs) who were handpicked by their communities to receive training in a designated skill set refused to teach the learners when they returned to the communities; (2) the communities did not elect any PTIs or (3) the delivery of training materials were delayed. Learners might also have left AYP for other parallel programs or programs that provided a stipend to beneficiaries for participation. The retention problem (discussed in detail below) is one challenge that the project team is very aware of and they have tried to curb it by  providing specialized training to youth club officers, community leaders and mentors, teaching them how to encourage leavers to rejoin their sessions. The learners themselves also spoke of organizing themselves into groups and going door to door to persuade youth to return to the classrooms. 

IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES (What implementation challenges have been documented in implementing the new curriculum, materials, skills trainings, job placement, self-employment support and other activities?) 

The major challenge cited most often was the low retention of learners. This challenge was echoed by beneficiaries, MoE representatives at all levels (national, county and district), implementation partners and project staff. According to learners and project implementation staff, when ABE classes begin, the classes are packed with learners, often topping about 60 learners per class within a site. However, after two to three months, about 30-50% of learners leave the program. The reasons cited for the learners are numerous including delay in the delivery of the livelihood component, false perceptions about the program, farming and harvest responsibilities and loosing learners to parallel programs. 

Steps taken to prevent future delays of training supplies and PTIs include procuring the supplies early (making sure there are enough materials per learner) and initializing the selection of the PTIs within an earlier timeframe. Learners suggested the problem with learners leaving or consistent absenteeism due to farming obligations could be helped if the learners themselves formed farming cooperative where they would all prioritize class time without fear of being ejected from their farming cooperative. Another suggestion to decrease the rate of absenteeism was to delay the start time for the three hour class session in some areas to 7pm (to 10pm) instead of the recommended 6pm (to 9pm), to allow those returning from the farms adequate time to get to class. 

In all focus groups, learners bitterly complained about the bad lighting situation at the sites. Apparently, the solar-powered lights were not properly charged or operated so learners had to learn in dim lighting or use alternative lighting such as lanterns or their cell phones. In Gbarnga, some ABE representatives commented on this issues saying that sometimes in the rainy season, classes are postposed because there is no light to conduct them since the solar batteries could not be charged. Also, students had to make up class time when the lights refused to work, because they had to wait for repairs (from a technician from another community), which could take a couple of days. EDC addressed the lighting situation in their most recent Year 2, Quarter 1 report saying that they had acquired better lighting in the form of Powerpack Village Kits which were delivered to Montserrado County. The remaining four counties were slated to have the improved lighting packs delivered to them early part of 2013.

The third implementation problem both students and project team members identified was the retention of community volunteers. The livelihood team noted that the PTIs were difficult to recruit, especially in big cities. The project team felt that recruitment was made more difficult by the fact that PTIs were not paid. Other times, the community could not elect a PTI in a timely manner or at all, so the sites would be without livelihood training for an extended period. Some sites also lost facilitators to other programs that paid higher stipends. Project staff indicated that they have tried to solve the PTI issue by sharing PTI across clusters of communities (‘mobile trainers’), thereby sharing different skills and ensuring that all communities received the livelihood components in a timely manner. PTIs have also been retained by highlighting the value of their free training and the how the training will benefit the community as a whole. 

Project staff also mentioned the lack of experienced facilitators as an issue in some sites. Facilitators are trained extensively in new pedagogical methods that are required for the curriculum. However, some still have difficulty teaching sections of the lessons, especially phonics (which one field staff mentioned was a national problem). For some facilitators who are teachers in traditional schools, the difficulty lies in changing their teaching habits from authoritative to participatory where students are engaged actively in the learning process. Master trainers discussed the need for visual aids and materials support for classroom instruction and help struggling facilitators. As it stands now, the teachers have to create their own learning aides and from observation, some teachers were having problems communicating the lessons accurately. For example, one facilitator was observed incorrectly using the decimal point in a numeracy session.  

In terms of the actual instruction time, master trainers suggested additional time allocation to activities that will foster greater student interactions with each other and facilitators.  One master trainer called for differentiated instruction as he noticed that in every class there were some slow learners who needed more individualized attention. 

Another issues stemming from the problem of retention is the loss of ABE curriculum materials since those who leave do not return the learning materials. Retained students in certain sites actually make it a point to retrieve the materials from the leavers in order to redistribute them to new learners. Project staff is currently working on how to systematically curb this loss since it tends to get very expensive if an average of 30% of the class per site leaves with curriculum materials.
Both project staff and learners mentioned that learners often get frustrated with the continuous academic calendar. Learners often ask for breaks during religious holidays (e.g. Christmas and Easter), when the traditional school students are on holiday, or their children are home. Project staff explained to learners that given the intense schedule the curriculum demands, extended breaks would be difficult to grant. In designing the program, if this were to go to scale, consideration must be given to building in academic beaks to coincide with traditional school. In terms of increasing public awareness and support of the program, local project staff emphasized the need for community involvement and community activities such as sporting meets, to ensure the program’s sustainability. 

Given the fact that the MoE is currently undergoing decentralization, AYP project staff now has to work closely with both national and county education officers. Due to the decentralization process, the MoE is dealing with their own internal management issues. In Nimba, the deputy district education officer DEO spoke of some level of confusion and concern with the restructuring of the system. He noted that although the educational system is now in the hands of the local authorities, they do not feel as if they have control over program implementation within their local schools. County and district education offices cannot keep track of external education programs because the approval or directives for these programs comes from the national education ministry. These inconsistencies undermine the authority of the local education officers when they realize they have no control over implementation. AYP staff therefore has to be tactful in dealing with these ongoing dynamics within MoE.

Currently, most of the facilitators teaching at AYP sites are male; however, most students are female. Learners mentioned the awkwardness associated with male facilitators teaching gender sensitive topics. AYP is making an effort to recruit more female facilitators who can also act as mentors and advisers to their mostly female classroom population. In Nimba, after an outreach exercise to incorporate more female facilitators, they were able to recruit and additional 20 females. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
ORGANIZATIONAL PARTNERSHIPS (Were organizational participants satisfied with the technical assistance they received? How effective are the organizational partnerships, including those with the private sector?)

The MoE and implementing partners, EDC, Mercy Corp and YMCA, work closely together on a number of activities including curriculum development, strategic planning, and technical support and Action Research teams. In terms of monitoring the sites, the MoE personnel, accompany the implementation partners on site visits to the various counties. Due to the ongoing decentralization process, the management of schools therefore primarily rests on the district education officials and local school boards. Therefore, the AYP program works with DEOs to make the decentralization process more seamless. In fact, in Gbarnga, the project organized a workshop of the DEOs in the county and this workshop acted as a flag bearer for other similar workshops in other counties.
 
MoE was also pleased with the diagnostic tools AYP developed for assessing their institutional processes. In Montserrado County, AYP conducted a capacity assessment on the MoE office and through the assessment, the MoE office was able to identify their institutional weaknesses and strengths at all levels. MoE staff, and other members of the Action Research Working Group has been able to develop (with the help of AYP technical team) tracking tools to better monitor their education programs. AYP also advices the MoE on work plans, etc. Other tools developed with AYP’s help include terms of reference (TOR) and report templates for MoE county supervisors.

MoE officers were also very appreciative of the training and materials AYP provides to its national and local staff and schools. AYP recently trained five new officers to the county school board who will take ownership of ABE education and ensure that programs are quality-driven. MoE schools benefit from the light provided to AYP classes and also the book donations from Big Brothers Foundation (BBF) and Hummingbird Resources. MoE is willing to recommend the AYP program nationwide because of the effect they observe the program is having on learners’ attitudes and skill development. They were especially approving and excited about the addition of the life skills lessons embedded within the curriculum as they see it as “directing [literacy and numeracy] to needs and relevance.”

At the county level, CEO indicated that AYP helped their capacity building efforts by providing resources such as printing and holding workshops for county education staff. Local education staff had high praise for the training that AYP facilitators received.  Facilitators are usually MoE registered teachers who work in the formal school system. Facilitators are chosen through an application process by Advancing Youth staff but have to be approved by the MoE. Local education officers and school administrators observed that facilitators exhibit better pedagogy (even in their traditional classrooms) and have classrooms that reflect “teacher-student centers” rather than “teacher centers.”

World ORT (ORT) coordinates effectively with AYP and Mercy Corp to provide the AYP livelihood activities to three groups of beneficiaries. First, they work with CESLY graduates to place them into apprenticeships and internships. Their target current target is to place (e.g. working with a trade shop or garage) 4000 CECLY graduates with internships or apprenticeships. As of February 2012 they had placed 1403 graduates. Out of these, 796 had received toolkits and had been trained and received a certificate. AYP learners in Level 3, will undergo similar training and placement in their second semester. Secondly, ORT works in-school and to provide learners with short 12- day in-school in skills that learners can easily acquire. Learners are trained in various skills: tie/dye, pastry/baking, food preservation, dry/smoked fish preparation, soap making, tailoring/ sewing, shoe repair, masonry, and carpentry, among other trades. These rapid short-term training strategies aim to arm youth with skills that they can use to earn a living immediately. ORT’s training at their Center for Skill Innovation (CSI) is the third way in which they impact AYP learners. These centers are responsible for training the community-nominated PTIs. ORT periodically invites technical experts, like a recent wood work expert from Morocco, to expand the skills and trades of learners. 

AYP has partnered up with the Liberia Initiative for Development Services (LIDS) to establish village saving and loan associations (VSLA) within the AYP youth clubs. LIDS is piloting the VSLAs within 4 AYP Youth clubs in Bong County. LIDS VSLAs are only open to learners in Level 2 because participants need to know basic math and writing skills to keep a savings logbook. Interested Level 2 learners undergo five days of training before setting up a savings club. Women make up most of the club officers, including president and vice president of the association.  In Gbarnga, learners seemed highly invested in their saving clubs. The eighteen-member club committed $250 Liberian dollars every Friday and had been able to save $17,000 Liberian dollars in just one month. When asked what they intended to do with the money, the officers of the club said money could be used for any investment the group deemed appropriate and mentioned that they also provide loans to members at a 10% interest rate.

Advancing Youth is in contact with numerous private organizations that were primarily identified during the Mercy Corps labor market assessment (LMA). These county specific partners are being tapped as potential learning grounds for learners, especially those who will be entering Level 3 of AYP. Employees of these private partners are also being encouraged to volunteer as mentors and share their technical knowledge with learners. For example, staff members from the Arcelor Mittal mining company in Nimba act as mentors to learners. The company has its own youth community outreach programs and so it is also interested in knowledge sharing of best practices on youth engagement with AYP. The company is also interested in supporting the local AYP youth club by having the club supply its employee canteen with their produce.

PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION AND PROGRAM PERCEPTION (Were individual participants satisfied with the training, activities and other support they received? What is the participants and parents perception of the quality of the program? Were activities appropriate for women learners?)

Apart from the challenges outlined above, learners were generally very happy and excited about the program. Many learners shared personal experiences of their improvement in literacy and numeracy and how that has had an effect on their lives. Others spoke about how the lessons in life skills have affected their behaviors and attitudes. Female learners spoke of the empowerment that came with their acquisition of basic literacy and numeracy skills. Learners cited the conflict resolution lessons and how that was helping them prevent and resolve conflict within their own domestic relationships and their community at-large. In fact, one female learner said she had been nicknamed “peace lady” in her community because with the conflict resolution training she received at AYP, she is now able to effectively talk to bickering neighbors and fierce rivals. Other women felt more comfortable speaking in public or simply standing up for themselves. Lessons in work readiness, has also encouraged learners to take initiative and gain skills through active pursuit of apprenticeships and other training opportunities. Some of the personal stories shared include:
· A baker who learnt how to bake using the traditional earthen oven could now use an electric or gas conventional oven because of the ABE class. Prior to the class, he had to bake using the traditional oven because he did not understand the instructions or the numbers on the modern equipment.
· A food seller was able to invest $250 Liberian dollars into her business and with the entrepreneurial skills she learnt from her life skills and work readiness sessions, she was able to attract customers to her food, by effectively advertising her food by word of mouth. In addition, by improving on her customer service she was able to outsell the competition. She was able to turn over $500 Liberian dollars per week in profit due to returning customers and her excellent customer service.
· A woman whose relationship with her spouse has significantly improved due to lessons in conflict resolution. She no longer initiatives arguments and is able to reason effectively with her husband.  
The learners seemed very animated about two activities that AYP offers: the Advancing Youth clubs and the Village Savings and Loan Associations (VSLA) offered through LIDS (mentioned above). Youth clubs are open to all learners at all levels within a site. The learners elect officers of the club: president, vice presidents, secretary, treasurer and chaplain.  Females make up nearly 70% of all youth club presidents. They leaders undergo training and they also elect mentors to advice and guide their team activities. The youth club mobilizes its member to carry out farming, community clean-up activities, etc. The farming activities seem to be the most popular and well talked about. With land donated by village chiefs and technical knowledge (plus materials and equipment) donated by FED, members of the youth clubs grow water melons, bitter balls, peppers, pineapple, etc. 
Even though learners were appreciative of AYP, they expressed the need for more information on the pathways in which they can advance within AYP. They were well aware that the program comprised of three levels. However, the learners were unsure of what happened after Level 3. Their question was “after Level 3, how will you help us?” They wondered how they will be linked to jobs and if the project was actually going to get them jobs, help them with credit to set up their own businesses or give them certificates that will make reinsertion into the traditional school system easier. Project staff therefore needs to educate learners on what the two livelihood pathways are and how learners can optimize their opportunities and options. 
DEFINING PROGRAM SUCCESS (What youth outcomes would MoE, Advancing Youth and collaborating partners like to see as a result of youth involvement in AYP?)

Meetings with the ministries of Education and Youth and Sports, served to highlight the main concerns these officers had surrounding the youth education and unemployment situation in Liberia. According to the Deputy Minister for the Ministry of Youth and Sports (MoYS), “unemployment is a crisis” that disproportionately affects youth. Since youth “expectations are high; [and their] skills are low,” the minister would like to see evidence built around programs that work. In his view successful programs are those that effectively transitions youth to sustainable employment and income generating opportunities; programs that can be scaled up and sustained on a less costly basis using country resources and local expertise; programs that look at demand- driven markets (e.g. vegetables, catering services in mining and airline industry.) He complained about the many programs that target “low-hanging jobs” (e.g. waste- management, ‘brushing’) that do not have long lasting impact of income generation for youth.

Other ministry staff in the MoE would define the success of the program as: learners improving in literacy and numeracy; learners effectively transitioning to school or work and; learners and especially women “breaking their culture of silence”; learners positively affecting their communities and environment. Officers of the MoE would also like to see accurate statistics kept on the program so they can have a firm bases for making future education decisions. Stakeholders would like to see youth improve their earning potential and increases their chances of being employed. Education officers, specifically those in the rural areas, measured success of youth in AYP as observing: an increase in agricultural production; an increase in youth engaged in agriculture; an increased level of business knowledge and; the effective application of lessons learned during the session to their everyday lives.

Finally, these officers believed that success of the program depended on the willingness of the learners to learn and apply their literacy, numeracy and skills they had acquitted through the project. They also implored project staff to make clearer the final outcome of the project, so that learners have a well-defined goal to work towards. They suggested that clearer expectation would also help with the project’s retention issues. According to MoE officers, the project could achieve greater success if it increased its public awareness efforts by making the testimonies of current learners more public, increasing information about the project and having more open –forum discussions about the benefits of the project.

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION DESIGN PRESENTATION AT USAID 
The field visit concluded with a presentation of the Advancing Youth Project evaluation design recommendations to USAID/Liberia and EDC staff. The presentation showcased the advantages, disadvantages, and challenges of experimental, quasi-experimental, and pre/post evaluation designs. The Mission decided to pursue an experimental design (RCT) with randomization at the community level due to Ministry of Education concerns over randomization at the individual level and the lack of suitable comparison groups for a quasi-experimental design. 

While UNICEF provided a potential comparison group, they were working with more vulnerable refugee populations around the Ivorian boarder which would have made it difficult to match learners on similar variables. Another obstacle was the lack of control over the livelihood options in the UNICEF sites. 
NAEAL sites were also discussed as a potential comparison group but were excluded based on differences between the two programs. NAEAL is in charge of the adult alternative basic education program in select communities. While their learner demographic is very similar to AYP in that they have about 95% women, the programs differ in significant ways: 1) NAEAL’s curriculum has a basic literacy and numeracy component, but does not have a life skills or work readiness component; 2) the literacy and numeracy component only goes up to grade 2 level (while AYP’s curriculum goes up to the end of sixth grade); 3) learners in NAEAL meet for one and a half hours, three times a week, (compared to AYP where learners meet three hours, three times a week); and 4) training for NAEAL facilitators is only one week  (while AYP facilitators are trained for two weeks). 
During the presentation, EDC discussed their current roll-out, budgetary, and managerial constraints. EDC has a target and a budget to reach about 200 project sites and currently operates in 122 sites. Their suggestion was that randomization happen in the 70 potential new sites (35 treatment, 35 control sites- which would have to be spread across the 5 counties). Their reasons included: 1) if all the sites are considered as part of the experimental sample and one of the sites they currently operate in is chosen as a control, they cannot pull out of that site since they are already highly invested in it; and 2) currently sites are grouped in clusters for easy management and logistical oversight – this means that true randomization of the operational sites would put a strain on current staff.

** Please note that the following pages include a sample case study of one county in Liberia, as well as some photos taken during the field visit.
	Profile of an Advancing Youth Project County: NIMBA COUNTY

One of sixteen counties in Liberia, Nimba county sits in the North Central part of the country. Nimba is the second most populous county with 462,026 residents (2008 census). According to the district education officer, Nimba has 500 public schools in its 17 districts. In a recent labor market assessment (LMA) conducted by Mercy Corp the reasons for high youth unemployment in Nimba stems from mainly significant lack of financial access and limited transportation in the county.

Advancing Youth Project (AYP) sites: AYP operates in 29 communities in 9 of Nimba’s 17 districts. Twelve of the sites were previously used for the Core Education Skills for Liberian Youth (CESLY) program and the remainder 17 sites are new AYP sites. Sites within the county are grouped in clusters of 8 for easy access and management. Nimba has 5 sites where the Interactive Radio Instruction (IRI) is being piloted. In Nimba AYP class sizes range from about 15 to 30 learners. 

AYP participants: As of February 2013, AYP had a total of 1609 Level 1 learners (1278 women and 331-men) and 1030 learners (586 women and 444 men) in Level 2. The few male learners present were mostly in Level 2 classes. Most of the youth were engaged in farming activities. Very few had a marketable skill set like tailoring or blacksmithing.

AYP Trainers/facilitators: Each of the 8 clusters in Nimba has two master trainers, for a total of 16 master trainers. The program has 124 Ministry of Education (MoE) teachers hired as administrators and facilitators.There are two cluster trainings every month. These monthly meetings (lasting 5 hours) are designed to look at the content area in real life situations, to make sure learning is relevant to the context (e.g. fractions in the market place). 

Livelihood activities: Learners in all levels are encourages to join the AYP youth clubs. These clubs engage in farming and community mobilization activities, acting as a support and team-building avenue for learners. Through varied NGO, CBO and county alliance partnerships (mostly identified through Mercy Corps’ LMA), other activities available to learners include:
· Mentorship programs: In Nimba, AYP has trained a total of 30 mentors. The project hopes to train and orient about 10 mentors per year. And eventually connect 80% of the learners to a mentor.
· Population Services International (PSI) Healthy Action: this NGO delivers messages about positive healthy behaviors and attitudes and holds health fairs in local communities.
· Big Brother Foundation: Donates books to community resource centers/ libraries. 
· County alliance partners identified in Nimba are shown in the table below. AYP has engaged with a number of these companies already including Arcelor Mittal and Lake Teleh Security Guard, to provide internship and employment opportunities for AYP learners. Other country alliance partners also serve as mentors in Nimba.

Nimba County Alliance Partners 
	Name
	Description
	Youth Engagement Opportunity

	Jungle Water Investment
	Lead company of hotels, stores, radio stations, etc.
	Internships, full-time and short-term employment

	Arcelor Mittal
	Global mining company
	Internships, full-time and short-term employment

	ARS
	Lead agriculture organization
	Mentorships and internship

	Lake Teleh Security Guard
	Security firm
	Mentorship, internships, full-time and short-term employment

	B.H.P Billiton
	Global mining company
	Internships, full-time and short-term employment


Source: Mercy Corp (2012). Advancing Youth Project Labor Market Assessment.  
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[bookmark: _Toc357509804]ANNEX B: PROPOSED EVALUATION TEAM COMPOSITION
The evaluation team will be comprised of professionals who have significant experience rigorously evaluating youth programs. Specifically, team members will have had some experience evaluating either education programs for out-of-school youth, youth workforce development and livelihoods programs, or other youth programs in developing countries that have been affected by crisis/conflict. Previous experience in Liberia or other Sub-Saharan African conflict country will be highly desirable. The successful team will demonstrate strong knowledge in advanced impact evaluation design, statistical analysis that can isolate study findings by subgroup, level of education, dosage and other target categories.  The evaluation team must also have experience measuring institutional capacity of both public and private partners to deliver youth programs. The team will have excellent analytical abilities, as well as superior skills in translating the evaluation results into lessons learned and policy recommendations suitable for the USAID audience. 
The evaluation team will be made up of international evaluation, youth development, and/or education experts. The team will need to have some local researchers involved in the evaluation, if not an association with an in-country evaluation firm. The team will also need to include a statistician (to review sampling and analysis methods) and a testing and assessment specialist or methodologist (to adapt and analyze assessments).  Brief descriptions of the roles and responsibilities of the key personnel are outlined below. Additional staff positions should be recommended by the evaluation firm in their proposal.
Project Director (PD): The PD will be an individual with an advanced degree (PhD) and over 10 years of experience in evaluating education, workforce, and/or youth development programs in developing countries. The PD will be responsible for overseeing all technical, contractual and administrative aspects of the evaluation.  The PD will guide and direct the design and implementation of evaluation activities, and will ultimately be responsible for the deliverables. The PD is also responsible for ensuring compliance with financial and accounting procedures. The PD will work in close collaboration with the field team to ensure on-track implementation, and will travel to the region from time to time.  
Evaluation Team Lead (ETL):  The ETL will be an individual with an advanced degree (PhD) in evaluation, education or social science with 6-8 years of experience in evaluating youth programs in developing countries. The ETL candidate should have demonstrated the ability to effectively work with multiple stakeholders (Ministry of Education, donors, implementers, etc.) and have superior interpersonal skills to guarantee internal cohesion amongst the evaluation team. The ETL candidate must have demonstrated experience with USG programs and procedures.  It is preferred that the ETL have familiarity with Liberia.  The ETL will oversee daily operations and will have overall in-country management responsibility for the program. The ETL will work closely with the PD to ensure timely completion of all evaluation deliverables. The ETL will be the point of contact for all team members.    The ETL will liaise and coordinate efforts with the USAID/Liberia mission, EDC and the MOE.  The ETL will hold regular meetings with the client and will be responsible for quarterly progress reporting. 
Methodologist, Statistician, Data Analysts:  These team members should have an advanced degree (Master’s degree) in a social science from an accredited university. They will support and coordinate the utilization of both formative and summative methods to ensure that the evaluation is implemented correctly. The specialists will have experience in other USG or USAID-funded evaluation efforts. The specialists will coordinate closely with the PD and ETL during the design and implementation of the evaluation effort. The statistician(s) will perform data analysis and data quality assurance activities with the use of statistical software such as SAS or STATA. They will be instrumental in sample selection and ensuring efficient randomization for the impact evaluation. They will assist in preparing draft and final reports by conducting data analysis and manipulations. 
Local Survey Team: Local personnel should be hired to participate in the evaluation as trained enumerators and/or team leaders. These individuals could come from an in-country consulting firm, university, or have some previous data collection experience. It is recommended that they also have some level of comfort in using computers or other technology. Surveyors would have demonstrated prior experience working with donor funded and particularly USAID funded projects.  They would be responsible for regular updates when data collection is taking place.
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Period of Performance: August 1, 2013 - May 31, 2017

Labor Units Unit Type Cost

Project Director 20days $20,765.00

Evaluation Team Lead 150days $133,610.00

Program Methodologist 100days $76,125.00

Statistician 45days $34,110.00

Project Manager 90days $56,634.62

Data analyst 75days $47,519.23

Project Coordinator 90days $43,460.00

SUBTOTAL BPA LABOR 570days $412,223.85

Local Data Collection $650,000.00

Travel and Per Diem

Airfare: DC-Liberia-DC 20trip $43,400.00

Per Diem:Liberia 227days $67,419.00

Per Diem:Other Liberia 100days $13,000.00

Local transportation 36trips $6,000.00

Visas - Liberia 4unit $600.00

Immunizations/Prophylaxes 4unit $800.00

Medex- Insurance 8unit $800.00

Other Direct Costs

Communication $3,000.00

Bank Charges $450.00

Materials and Supplies $1,500.00

Printing $1,000.00

Facilities Rental/Workshops $5,200.00

Focus groups $3,000.00

SUBTOTAL ODC Direct Costs $796,169.00

G&A applied to ODC $76,792.88

SUBTOTAL ODC COSTS $872,961.88

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $1,285,185.73

Total Estimated cost- Pilot Year 1 $191,765.61

Total Estimated cost- Year 2 $361,429.97

Total Estimated cost- Year 3 $363,914.97

Total Estimated cost- Year 4 $368,074.19

Total Estimated Cost
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