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13. SIDJMARY 

Project outputs are the construction, equipping and staffing of 
18 school buildings in 11 cities and villages of Jordan. Total 
inputs are about $13.2 million equivalent, comprised of a $7 million 
loan from AID and about $6.2 million equivalent provided by the 
Gover~~ent of Jordan (GOJ) tl~ough the Ministry of Education (MOE). 
All of the schools were or are being built by private contractors 
with construction supervision provided by a private engineering 
firm engaged by the MOE. The evaluation revealed that completion 
of schools was behind the schedule establishea by the earlier 
evaluation (April 1978), which foresaw completion of all schools 
by June 30, 1979. At the time of this evaluation (October 1979), 
of the 18 project schools, nine were completed and in operation, 
seven were to be completed and occupied by May 1980 and the 
remaining tVIO by thE' end of August 1980. Thus, all Project 
schools are expected to be fully operational by the 1980/81 
school year. * 
The evaluation concluded that the Proje:!t goal and purpose are 
being achieved. The goal is to "directly contribute to the 
provision of adequate school buildings. ~' The purpose is "more 
effective and economic education conditions in the 18 schools 
constructed u.'1.der the Proj ect." The Froj ect schools permit more 
economic education by allowing the MOE to reduce the nur:;ber of 
buildings it must rent to use as schools and, in certain cases, 
to increase the student/teacher ratios. The Project fosters 
more effective education by replacing overcrowded, poorly lighted 
il~~d inappropriate classrooms -- often in crowded areas -- with 
buildings and classrooms designed specifically for teaching and 
usually sited in relatively spacious surroundings. Based on 
discussions with headmasters, teachers and students during site 
visits to the nine operating schools, the Evaluation Committee 
has concluded that there is a definite correlation between the 
improved environment provided by the Project schools and more 
effective education as reflected in better morale, greater 
interest in learning and greater dedication to teaching. It was 
established that the new schools have caused desired improvements 
in the two most important purpose indicators: the space/student 
a.id student/teacrer ratios. In addition, it is the opinion of the 
staff operating Project schools that more children are attending 
school in the areas vnth Project constructed facilities than 
otherwise would have without t.he project. The Projec~ schools 
have fostered improved community spirit and cooperation as 
indicated by the fact that more than half of the operating schools 
are being utili zed by various cormnunity groups after school hours, 
largely for adult education. 

*As of February 15, 1980 the situation is as follows: 14 of the 
schools are completed and in operation; 2 more are being furnished 
and will be 'in operation by March 1; 1 of the remaining two will be 
in operation by the end of May and the other by the end of August, 
1980. 
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Evaluation visits revealed that Project schools are sited in 
virtually every case to serve poorer, more congested areas. The 
schools are overwhelmingly in urban or semi-urban areas, but this 
is to be expected because of the fact that, in Jordan, such aread 
are growing much faster -- and have proportionally younger 
populations -- than rural areas. Girls are sharing fully in Project 
benefits through the allotment of exactly half of the new schools 
to them. 

When the Project began, it was anticipated that all of the schools 
to be constructed were to be used for ~eaching elementary and 
preparatory students only, i.e., those in the first nine years of 
formal education ("the compulsory cycle"). The evaluation established, 
however, that fully 60% of the students in -:'he nine operating schools 
are sc~ondary (high school) students. This has resulted from the 
faster growth of the secondary school population aI!d the fact that 
most of the new schools have had to be sited relatively far outside 
of built-up areas, ~aking it more difficult for younger children to 
reach them. The use .of the schools for secondary students has 
released other schools for elementary and preparatory students, 
however. 

Finally, the evaluation established that mos~ of the schools have 
been well built -- only two minor instances of construction 
deficiencies were discovered. The schools could have been better 
designed -- they are overdesigned with regard to structurt'l.l 
strength, but lack easily incorporated features which would have 
made them even more effective at very little additional cost. 
es ee Section 21 below). 

14. EVALUATION METHODOI:-:'l 

This is an interim evaluation because at the time it was conducted 
not all of the Project's school buildings were completad and some 
of those wl1ich werE:. completed were not yet occupied. This evaluation 
follows a previous regular evaluation completed in April 1978 for 
the period August 1'176 to March 1978; the result::ing e'raluation report 
was forwarded via Airgram ArDTO A-2J, dated May 8, 1978. 

The current evaluation was unr.L'taken jointly by the Ministry of 
Education's (MOE) Planning Di~ision and USAID/Jordan's Project 
Conmittee, who formed a seven-person Evaluation Committee vrlth 
members from both organizations (see Attachment 1). Prior to' 
conducting the evaluation, the Evaluation Committee prepared 
questiollilaires for use in interviewing headmasters of project 
schools (see Attachment 2). The questionnaires were designed 
to supplement viaual observation and conversations with other 
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administrators, teachers and students in those schools (nine) 
which were actually in operation at the time of the evaluation. 
These were reviewed and then prepared in both English and Arabic. 
The Evaluation Committee split up into two teams and visited 
all project sites (including those where schools were still UIl,der 
constrt'.ction) during the period Oe;tober 24 to 29, 1979 (Attachment 
1 has schedule). Following completion of all of the visits, the 
Evaluation Committee met to compare notes on the info~mation 
obtainea and to come to agreement on the main results of the 
evaluation. The evaluation was then drafted and reviewed by all 
members of the Evaluation Committee. 

15. PROPOSED DOCUMENT REVISIONS 

None. 

16. EXTERNAL FACTORS 

The only observed impact on this project from external factors during 
the time period under evaluation was a somewhat slower-than-antici­
pated rate of building completions priQarily caused by the recent 
"boom" in the construction industry in ,Tor1an wfJ.ich has led to 
over-extension by many contractors and consequent inl'lbility to mee.t 
contract schedules. 

17. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

a. Project Background: 

A relatively highly educated populace is one of the major 
reasons for Jordan's recent economic success. Many Jordenians have 
the skills and knowled~e required to start and manage Buc~essful 
enterprises and development programs. Large numbers of skilled 
Jordanians have migrated to the high salaries available in the oil 
states and their repatriated earnings constitute Jordan's single 
largest source of foreign exchange apart from official transfers. 
Those who have remained have formed the basis for the success of 
the domestic development programs. Thus, a well-educated and 
trained labor force can be considered Jordan's most important 
asset, particularly considering the relative dearth of other 
resources in the country. As'a result, improvement in both the 
quantity and quality of educational 0pportunities r.ontinues to be 
a fundamental goal of Jordan's development strategy. Jordan needs 
to expand and improve its educaticnal system not only 'to be able 
to continue taking advantage of external employment opportunities 
for it'J citizens, but also to provide sufficient educated and 
trained ~anpower for its o\Vll rapidly developing economy. 
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On the Vlhole, the Jordanian educational system is a good one, 
particularly as measured by results. Enrollments at the various 
€ducational levels are high-in 1979, 97% of the age cohorts for 
elementary level (grades 1-6); 76% of preparatory (grades 7-9) 
and 44%, secondary (grades 10-12). (Grades 1-9 8.re compulsory 
by law.) Approximately 11%, or 20,000 out of 182,000, of the 
university-aged population are ellrolled in higher educational 
institutions (W1iversit':.es, teacher training institut905 and 
technical institutes) while another 45,000 or so are enrolled in 
universitie3 ahroad. Overall, about one out of eve~J four 
Jordanians is a student. The literacy rate, 62%, is corresponding­
ly high. EducatiOllal opportunities in general and opportunities 
for education for women in particular are the best in the Middle 
East; for example, enrollments of girls in primary schools nearly 
equal those of boys in number and as a percentage of the age 
group. 

Despite the relntiv(:ly good record to date, hOWever, 
improvements in both quality and quantity must be achieved if the 
ec'ucational system, broadly defined,' is to meet the country's need 
for trained manpower in the future and the populace's exrectations 
for future economic well··being. Major quality improvements 
required are C01.ll'ses better designed to IHeet the actual needs of 
the Jordanian economy, particularly for more skilled workers 
( vocational education); more aT.d increasingly better quaUfied 
teacters to upgrade the effectiveness ~f the C01.ll'se material 
offered and better plarming and adIninistration to ensure that 
increasingly pressed resources are utilized as effectively as 
possible. ~titative increase - the need for more places for 
students - is dictated by the high rate of population grmith 
(ovc~ half of Jordan's population is under age 15) and rising 
expectations, with concomitant incl'eases in demand for education, 
particularly at the secondary and W1iversity levels, which until 
recently have only been attended by relatively small proportions 
of the relevant age cohorts. 

The lAOE has been making concerted efforts to improve the 
quality of the education it offers. Efforts at quality improvement 
have largely revolved around upgrading teacher training, improving 
administrative skills arId providing more relevant instruction, 
particularly in vocational training and allied are~s req~tring 
high skill levels. The MOE has devoted large amounts of funds 
to these areas from its own and donor-provided resources, 
particularly two IDA credits granted in 1972 ($5.4 million) 
and 1974 ($6.0 million) and AID participant training funds (over 
100 participants funded in the field of education since 1970) and 
multi-donor (including AID) efforts in vocational education. 
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The MOE plans to cont:fnue this effort with the recently signed 
(January 1980) IBRD third education loan of about $19 million 
and is currently working with Bank staff to plan a fourth Bank­
funded project in the future. 

Providing for an increasing number of students primarily 
requires increases in the n~~ber of teachers and classrooms. 
Because the MOE is attempting to improve the quality cH' the 
education it offers while simultaneously increasing the number of 
students undergoing education, it is faced with a large "across­
the-board" effort. The MOE's efforts to increase the number of 
teachers available can be considered succt~s~ful on the whole. 
By 1979 the MOE had been a'Jle to bring supply and demand for 
teachers into rough balanr!e (although some deficiencies in quality 
remain). The MOE has ,jad less success in increasing the number 
of available classrooms to meet demand. Eecause of the enormous 
financial costs involved, providing an adequate number of class­
rooms is the most difficult problem currently facir.g the MOE and 
the biggest potentia~ stumbling block to success of its overall 
program. 

Increasing the number of classrooms is neces::;ary both to 
provide space for a ra~idly increasing student population and to 
improve the quality of education by reducing -i:.he proportion of 
students who must study in overcrowded and poorly-lighted space 
or under unattractive double-shift conditions. It is widely 
recognized by educators that both of these conditions, i.e., over­
crowded and inappropriate instruction areas and double-shift 
teaching, cause marked decr~~ses in the quality of education 
provided. * Thus, the MOE estimates that it vlill require a total 
of 10,648 neVi classrooms over the period 1980-85, of which 6,668 
will be required for increases in the student populatio!l, 2,540 
for replacing inadequate (and expensive) rented classrooms and 1,440 
to eliminate double-shift instruction. 

The situation facing the MOE in 1980/81 gives an idea of the 
rragnitude of the task involved in increasing the number of class­
rooms in Jordan. The MOE estimates it will need 2,055 new clascrooms 
built during that year. To construct and equip only one classroom 
L~ today's construction market in Jordan costs about JD 6,700 
($22,000 at 1 JD = $3.33; note that this figure does not include land 
costs). Taking into account inflation, the required 2;055 classrooms 
will cost about JD 16 million in 1980/81. The MOE's estimated 
1980 budget is about JD 39.7 million; thuS, the cost of the class­
rooms required in 1980/81 is over 40% of the 1980 MOE budget. 
(In past years, the MOE has expended on the average less than 20% 
of its budgets for capital improvements. ) , 

* Studentsin double-shift schools attend classes for only four hours 
per day, i.e. fr0m 7:30-11:30 or from 11:30-3:30, while those in single­
shift schools have six hours of classes daily from 7:30-1:30. 
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b. Project Description 

The Project was designed to help the MOE meet the critical 
need to increase the number of clasJrooms in Jordan by ~onstruct!ng 
and equippir..g 18 school buildings in 11 cities and villitges of 
the cOlIDtry. These school buildings will provide about 370 
classrooms plus associated libraries, workshops, laboratories, 
arts and crafts rooms, administrative rooms, etc. Ten-of the 
schools are three-story buildings with about 24 classrooms each; 
the remaining eight are two-story buildings with about 16 class­
rooms each (see Attachment J). All the buildings to be provided 
with detached lavatory facilit:les for students and with both 
running water and electricity. 

FW1ding for the project is about $13,200,000, about $6.2 million 
equivalent provided by the GOJ through the MOE and $7 million provided 
by AID Loan Ho. 278-K-016, signed on July 22, 1976. AID Lo8...TJ. f1mds 
are disblu'sed by the Fixed ArnOlIDt Reimbursement (FAR) method, 1.1 three 
approl(imately equal payments. The final payment for any schoo} is 
not made W1til construction is entirely and satisfactorily completed 
and the school has been fully furnished, equipped and supplied with 
utilities. In addition, final payment is dependent upon receipt of 
an II implementa tion plan II from the MOE W1der which it details Jilans 
for use of the school and provides assurances on the number o-~· 

teachers and other staff to be provided (see AttClch:nent 5). 

18. EVALUATION RESULTS INCLUDING GOAL MID PURPOSE ACHIEVEMI:NT 

As revised after the previous evaluation, the Project has the two 
following goals: 

COlIDtry Goal (GOJ): Upgrade the quality of education by 
remedying all situations which adversely affect the efficiency of 
the educational process with regard to students, teachers, headmasters, 
school buildings, curricula, furniture and equipment. 

Sector Goal (MOE): Directly contribute to the provision 
of adequate school buildings. 

The Project purpose is as follows: 

-- More effective and economic education conditions in the 
18 schools constructed W1der the Project. 

The school buildings being constructed W1der the Project are meant 
to replace or supplement overcrowded, rented classroom space which 
is often utilized on a double-shift basis. The rented buildings 
being used as schools r~ve been in every case built for another 
purpose -- usually as residences. Because they were mostly built 
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as houses, the MOE rented facilities are totally inadequate for use 
e.s schools because their rooms do not have sufficient space or 
light to serve as classrooms. They are also extremely expensive, 
the cost per given amount of space ranging up to five or six times 
that for MOE-owned buildings (on an annualized basis)" While the 
rental Oorra..1F.,'emer:ts are intended to be temporary only, their high 
cost reduces sig7.1ificantly the amount of the MOE's budget which can 
be utilized for new building to replace them and, thus r eliminate 
the need to rent. Therefore, if the Project's buildings are 
completed and Fut into operation as planned the Project purpose 
will be achi~v8d by providing classrooms specifically designed for 
teaching (more effective conditions) and by reducing the need to 
rent space fer schooling (more economic conditions). 

1. Sectol' Goal Achievement: The evaluation established that 
the sector goal ·iif providing additional classrooms has been met. 
There are three fl;easures of goal achievement in the logical framework: 
(i) increased classroom construction by the GOJ and (ii and iii) 
increases in both student and teacher populations. MOE statistics 
confirm that since project preparation all three indicators havp. 
increased at least as fast as projected. It was the opinion of 
headmasters and teaching staff interviewed during the evaluation 
that in each case the nwnber of students attending school in the 
areas with Project schools is higher now than it would have been 
without the n~ ... ! schools. The primary reasons given for the 
increased numbers were (i) some students Hho normally would not 
attend school do so now because they find the new facilities 
attractive a.TJ.d (ii) some parents allow their children to attend 
school now because of the new facilities (the latter is 
particularly applicable to females in +.he upper grade levels). 
These observations jibe in general with MOE research showing that 
new schools experience 50% to 75% fewer dropouts and have higher 
elementary and preparatory enrollment rates. 

Goal achievement has been slower than anticipated. At the 
tiI"e of this evaluation (October 1979), only nine out of a total 
of 18 project schools were in operation. As noted in the previous 
eval~ation, delay up to that time (March 1978) had been due largely 
to inadequate construction supervision by the Ministry of P~blic 
Works which had led to construction of sub-standard buildings. 
As a res:ut of this finding, AID insisted that the MOE hire outside 
consul tanio,s to supervise construction and a new group of schools 
was select~d to be financed from the Project in lieu of the group 
found to be substandard. Delay in the rate of completion of schools 
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since the last evaluation has been due largely to the fact that many 
-- if not most -- contractors in Jordan have become over-extended 
as a result of the current construction boom. Under these conditions, 
virtually all projects undertaken by Jordanian contractors are 
completed behind schedule. Under present schedules, of the nine 
schools not occupied at the time of this evaluation, seven are 
expected to be occupied between January and lJay 1980 al1d the remaining 
two by the end of August 1980. Thu:::, all of the Project schools are 
expected to be fully operational by the 1~80/81 school year. 

ii. Proj ect Purpose Achieveme::lt: The Project purpose is to 
achieve "more effective and econoir.ic education concitions in the 18 
schools constructed under the Project". From its visits to the nine 
operating Project schools, the Evaluation Corrrrnittee is convinced 
that this purpose has been achieved, even though its determination 
is based to a large degree on subjective judgments of administrators, 
teachers and students and could not be rigorously proved, at least 
with regard to more "effective" education conditions. 

With regard to achieving "more economic education conditions" 
the evidence is clear. Because of the high cost of renting teaching 
space, the primary measure is hO'.v many rer.ted buildings could be 
eliminated as a result of proje~t construction. Students in the 
nine operating schools came from 11 rented buildings. The MOE has 
been able to quit renting only four of these 11 buildings because 
the continuing rapid increases in students has required continued 
occupation of the other seven rentals despite the use of the nine 
new schools. But it can safely be said that use of the new schools 
has eliminated the need for renting at least as many other buildings. 
The cost of renting school space is much more expensive than the cost 
of using MOE-ol'ffied schools, so the savings ill operating costs 
provided by the new schools are significant. 

With regard to "more effective education conditions," the 
Evaluation Cornrnittee found a Gignificant correlation between improved 
facilities provided in the project schools and improved quality 
of instruction as reflected by corru.·:;ntE' from direct Proj ect 
beneficiairies, 1. e., the staff and students actually utilizing the 
new schools. In other words, the Project Committee is convinced 
that the provision of well designed and constructed: schools unde'.' 
this Project has led to actual, if not discretely measurable, 
increases in the quality of education in Jordan. Discussions with 
headmasters, teachers and students during the evaluat~on visits 
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revealed that all are extremely happy with the facilities and general 
layout of the new schools -- the concensus was that the new class­
rooms prolnotcd better moral~, greater interest in learning and 
greater dedication to teaching. Virtually every teacher and student 
interviewed had an immediate illustration of how the new schools 
had improved the learning environment, usually involving more space, 
better light or lack of distractions from neighbors. 

The logical framework indjcators of project purpose 
achievement are four: (i) improved space/student ratios, (ii) improved 
student/teacher ratios, (iii) decreased repeater students and dropouts 
and (iv) increased vocational students. Given the time and data 
constraints involved, it was not possible for the Evaluation Committee 
to make any assessment of the last two indicators vis-a-vis the nine 
project schools now in operation, but the situation with regard to 
the space/student and student/teacher ratios was analyzed and the 
results are positive. At the time of the previous evaluation, the 
overall national space/student ratio was estimated at less than one 
metre per student. One of the conditions expected at project 
completion was an improvement in the space/student ratio approaching 
the international standard of 1.2 square metres of classroom space 
per student. The nine operating Project schools have a space/student 
ratio which averages more than 1.1 square metres per student. This 
is higher than the national average, but not yet as high as the 
internatior~l stanlard. That the latter has not yet been achieved 
in Projert schools is a measure of how rapidly the school age 
population and the demand for education are growing and a viv~d 
illustration of how badly nfNI classrooms are needed (another result 
of the on-going pressure o~ high demand on the school system is the 
continued practice of doutle-shift instruction in Project schools 
-- seE' below). 

The national goals for student/teacher ratios are as follows: 
elementary level, 30:1; preparatory level, 25:1 and secondary level, 
20:1. Despite the establishment of these national goals, and the 
fact that the ratios now exceed the national goals in virtually all 
preparatory and secondary schools, the MOE has recognized the need 
to maintain the flexibility necessary to obtain optimum use of 
available resources after all factors are consider.ed. Thus, the 
MOE strategy in areas served by Project schools is to increa3e 
the student/teacher ratio at the preparatory and secondary 
levels. The Ministry is convin~ed that this can be done 
safely without significant sacrifices of quality because of 
the better facilities provided by the new Project schools. An 
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increase in the student/teacher ratios at these levels will permit, 
of course, the use of fewer teachers, thus easing the overall teaGher 
shortage. 

Since the previous evaluation in early 1978, at the national 
level the e1ementa~ student population has increased by 7%, while 
the elementary teacher population has increased by 15%. This has 
resulted in a decrease in the national elementary stuaent/teacher 
ratio from 32.5:1 to 32.3:1. The ratio in the Project's four operatin€ 
elementary scho01s is 29.3 to 1, below the national goal. The Project 
also is contributing to the succees of the MOE strategy for student/ 
teacher ratios at the preparatory and secondary levels in areas served 
by Project schools, as discussed above. Since the previous evaluation, 
the number of students at the preparatory level increased by 18.6% 
nationally while the number of preparatory level teachers in~reased 
by 20.6% for a national student/teacher ratio of 20.4:1. Project 
schools are significantly higher with a ratio of 29.1:1, well on the 
way to the overall goal for the Project of 35:1. At the secondary 
level in Project schoo18, the student/teacher ratio is 27.9:1 (again, 
the goal is 35: 1). To illustrate how the MOE strategy is working, 
the eight Project schools offering secondary education represent 
only 2.5% of the operating secondary schools in Jordan yet they 
provide instruction to 5.6%' of the secondary school population with 
only 4.5% of the secondary school teachers. 

In. Other Evaluation Findings: Although one of the specific 
objectives f')f the Project is to foster more effective education by 
eliminating double shifting, overcrowding has forced double shifting 
in three of tIle nine operating Project schools. The MOE has instituted 
double shifting in the new schools most reluctantly and only when it 
was apparent that there was no alternative. They are planning to 
eli rni na te double shifting in all Proj ect schools wi thin the next two 
school years, mostly through further construction. Although not 
desirable, continued double-shifting is further evidence of the 
gr'3at need for more classroom space in Jordan, evijence which is 
additional to the failure of not achieving the internatio:lJ.l space/ 
student ratio (see above). 

Jordanian national policy calls for separate education for 
boys and girls. Thus, when completed the Project's 18 schools will 
be evenly divided, nine for girls and nine for boys. Again due to 
overcrowding at the present one of the nine operating sclJols currently 
has coeducational classes in e1ementaFJ grades 1 through 3. The MOE 
plans to make arrangements for separate education for these students 
by the 1980/81 school year. 

A sigr.ificant change from o~igina1 project plans is the 
large prpportion of seconoary (Grades 10-12) students in the nine 
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operating schoo]s. As planned, the project would provide classrooms 
for elementary and preparatory levels only. The evaluation revealed 
that in the nine opera'Ling proj ect schools, the overall secondary 
school popUlation is 60% (5~54 students - see Attachment 4). 
Secondary education is offered in eight of the nine schools 
-- exclusively in two, with preparatory classes in three and with 
both preparatory and elementary levels in the remaining three. This 
phenomenon has three main causes. The first is simply that the 
student population has been growing fastest at the se~ndary level 
gI'owth rates for the past two years having been 7.1%, elementary; 
10.0%, preparator~ and 38.2%~secondary. The second is th~t the 
previously low enrollme!t rate at the secondary level has been 
increasing rapidly in step with escalating demand for education. 
The third is that the costs of land have escalated quickly and the 
MOE has great difficulty finding sites easily accessible to school­
age children in built-up areas. As a result, new schools have l~d 
to be built farther out, often at the edge of developed areas. The 
MOE has adopted a general policy of having older, instead of younger, 
children attend schools which are sited relative:tr far from residential 
areas because older children are better able tc cope vii th problems 
of longer travel. After the evaluation, discussions with the MOE 
staff revealed that although project school buildings were being 
used for secondary level students, most of the vacated facilities 
had been retained. These facilities were all located in heavily 
populated areas often in the mi.ddle of cities and tOl'ffiS, and they 
had been converted to house elementary and preparatory level 
students. This continued utilization of facilitjes provides 
addition~l - albeit substandard - educational opportunities to all 
age levels of students. The J'.AOE is obviously not particularly happy 
with the currE:nt grade patterns in the new schools and will 
undoubtedly work to change it in the future. They are particularly 
unhappy with having all three levels of instruction in anyone 
school and have stressed that when this occurs, it is strictly the 
result of the need to use all available space to meet urgent demands. 

The Evaluation COIrJIlittee was pleased to note the degree to which the 
new schools are providi..ng enhanced pride and a spirit of cooperation 
and involvement in the communities they serve. This t"ctor was 
brought up voluntnily at every site ..... isited. In addition, 
questioning reve&led that the buildings are being used after hours 
at five of the nine sites - largely for adult education. Thus 
increased adult literacy and'training and enhanced cornmunity fellow­
ship are important sLl", benefits of the proj ect. 

The Evaluation Committee found that the sites selected for school 
construction under the p~oject by the MOE (and approved by AID) would 
fit very closely a possible set of "ideal" criteria with regard to 
ensuring that the benefits are aimed at the "poor majority," areas 
of greatest educational need and other special target groups (i.e., 
women) t'o the maximum extent possible, even though such criteria 
were not formally incorporp.ted into the project. 
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As the result cf such a hypothetical process, disparities in the 
relative availability of high quality classroom space would be 
reduced and, ultimately, eliminated (taking into account for all 
areas such factors ~.is current. student population and age structure, 
the percentage of school attendance, expected incr0ase of schoo1-
age children and incidence of doub1e-shll't lnstruction). In other 
words, at the end of such a process, st~dents ideally would have 
equal access to high quality classroom space (and insfruction) 
regardless of family income level, sex or whether they live in 
urban or rural areas. At the same time, to the maximum extent 
possible, th~ proportion of rented (as opposed to MOE-ovfned) 
schools would decline. 

The evaluation visits revealed that when selecting ~~hao1 sites,. 
the MOE in practice utilizes criteria very close to those which would 
be applied in the idealized procedure outlined above. That is, the 
Evaluation Committee found project schools to be without exceytion 
in areas with greatly overcrowded educational facilities and with 
poor to moderate income earners. (The COIMUttee also found in 
operation a generally ~ffective system of informal "scholarships" 
for students from poor families, 'Ni th provision usually being rna ~<:; 
by the MOE, the school or the corrumll1i ty to waive or offset fees 
and other costs of education for disFl.dvantaged but deserving students. ~ 

It is true that only two of the 18 school sites are in what can be 
described as rural -- as opposed to urban or semi-urban -- areas 
("see Attachment J), but this accords with the fact revealed by the 
November 1979 census that the urban areas of Jordan are grovling at 
a markedly faster rate than rural areas. (Over 65% of Jordru1's 
population ::i.s: urban and the largest concentrations and numbers of 
poor people are in urban areas - see FY 19$2 CDSS.) Four of the 
nine operating schools have been slated exclusively for female 
students; the ratio overall of females in the Project schools (42%) 
is virtually the same as the overall national average at all grade 
levels (45%), and it is markedly higher than the national average 
a t the secondary level (50% compared to 29% no. tionally) (see 
Attachment 4). The above discussion represents only the Evaluation 
Committee's impressions of how the schools being constructed under 
the current Project might be seen to fit a set of ideali~ed criteria 
fairly well. USAID is considering proposing a further proje~t for 
schools construction; if this is done, the project analysis nhould 
include a careful review of how potential schools to be supported 
by Project funds match with a set of criteria developed bt AID 
specifically to ensure maximum possible achievement of actual AID 
objectives in Jordan. 

Finally the evaluation teams found the operating schools to be in 
good condition, indicating that adequate maintenance is being 
performea. Obviously, however~ none of the schools has been 
operating long enough to have encountered majo~ maintenance problems 
yet. 
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19. OUTPUTS 

As indicated earlier, the pace of completion of Project outputs 
-- completed, equipped and staffed schools -- has been behind 
schp.dule for two successive evaluations. At the time of the first 
evaluation, the primary prcblem had been ineffective contrac'~or 
supervision while for the period of this evaluation the problem 
has been mostly the result of generalovercommi tment..by lccal 
contractors in the current construction boom in Jordan. Neither 
cause cOlud easily have been foreseen, and very little cOlud have 
been done about ove~corrnnitment by contractors even if it ha.d 
been foreseen. While undesirable, the resulting delays will, 
overall, h~ve very little negative irrpact on the project. 

At two of the operating schools, mjnor construction deficiencies 
had been noted and reported to the Ministry of Education. p~ though 
th~ construction contracts had specified that the Contractors were 
to be held responsible for correcting defjciencies for one year 
following completion, MOE had not taken any corrective action. 
The members of the Evaluation Committee from the Ministry of 
Education have reported the noted deficiencies to their headquarter~ 
and have assured USAID that they will be corrected. In turn, USAID 
monitoring personnel will re-inspect all schools to assure that 
proper corrective action is carried out. in accordance with a 
covenant includea in the Loan Agreement. 

20. INPUTS 

All inputs, both GOJ and AID, have been made jn a full and timely 
manner. Both GOJ and AID financial inputs for school construction 
have been completed and on t~.me. The MOE has provided the required 
staff and equipment for each school in a timely manner after 
completion 0f con8truction. Based on past performance, the 
Evaluation CommitteE does not anticipate any problems in securing 
the appropriate staff and equipment for the remaining school 
buildings. 

21. LESSONS LEARNED 

The present evaluation revealed two significant "lessons learned" 
during Project implementation, one concerning the levels of 
education offered in Project schools and the other the design of 
Project-financed school buildings. The first lesson is tl~t 
despite the declared intentions of the U:E, it is very difficult 
as a praotical matter to restrict instruction in Project s:!bools 
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to Just one or two levels (i.e., elementary or elementary and 
preparatory) given the education environment in Jordan. In 
particular, administrators are almost forc8d i.o offer preparatory 
and secondary education in Prn,ject-financed schools by three major 
factors: (i) the great dewand for education at all levels; 
(ii) the progressively lower enrollment percentages at the 
preparatory and secondary levels, which mean that demand is 
growing faste~t 2_nd is strongest at these levels; and -(iii) the 
high \.:u.::it 0i" land in built-up b.reas causing most new sc~ools, 
including Project schools, to be built at the fringes of bigh­
density development, generally beyond the desirable travel limits 
of s~ller children. Simply put, the realities dictate that 
there ,rill be a high proportion of secondary students in new 
schools sitci at the fringes of development, as are most newly 
construc~ed schools, including most Project schools. It nLUst be 
emphasized that school space is "fungible" and that the US8 of 
Project schools for secondary level instruction has not meant 
the loss of equivalent space for lower-level instruction. 
Instead, it has merely meant the release for lowe:i.'-level 
instruction of the space in built-up areas which otherwise 
would have been used by secondary students. Thus, the chief 
result I)f this process has been to allow younger children to 
go to sc:'ools which are closer to their homes than Proj e.:!t­
financed schools, even if the facilities of these other schools 
are not. so good as those buH t under the Proj ect. 

The other lesson concerns the design of Project schools. As is 
usually the case with any sort of const~lction, as the Project 
progressed it became c18ar that the standard design being used 
for Project schools could be improved somewhat. 

On the one hand, it is the general opinion of engineers familiar 
with the Project buildings that they 8.re somewhat overdesigned 
structurally and consequently are more complicated. and expem:ive 
to construct than is necessary. Also, interviews during the 
site visits \\':i.th teachers and hea.dmasters produ.ced ~he following 
list of relatively minor changes which could be made in the 
present design - and constructed - for little 8.ddi tional cost and 
which would make th'3 schools much more responsive to the needs of 
both teachers and students: 

a. Add a covered walkway from the school to the lavatory 
facilities for students. 

b. Provide space for 1arge meetings (perhaps moveable 
partitions in three or four ,f the classrooms). 
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c. Provide more storage space for books, materials and 
recreation equipment. 

d. Provide more space for teacher preparation and relaxation. 

e. Provide potable water for students in the main building 
as well as the 1avato~J. 

In an effort to en8~·e that the MOE gets the best possible value for 
any future construction expenditures, USAID has agreed to finance 
a review of the standard MOE design used in the Project by a 
qualified architectura1/engineerine firm. During its review, the 
firm will consider the',e recommendations and produ~s an ~vera11 list 
of proposed design cha~~es to be made prior to any constru~tion of 
similar buildings in the future. 



SCHOOLS CUNSTRUCTION I 

INTERIM PROJECT EVALUATION 

EVALUATION TEAMS AND SCHEDUlES 

TEAM NO.1 

Members 

MOE: Mohammad Nasser, Planning Offi cer 
USAID:J~· Chimento, Loan Officer 

Aied S;'leis, Engineer 

.. Schedule: 

Attachment 1 

10/24/79 
10/28/79 
10/29/79 

Nazza1, Um Heran, Ashrafiya, Marka and Nuzha 
Shamiyeh, Tafi1eh and Karak 
Qusour and Bat~awi 

TEAM NO.2 

Members: 

M~E~ MOhammad Fallah, Planning Officer 
U3AID: J. Turman, Human Resources Officer 

A. Ahmad, Engineer 
W. Awad, Accountant 

Schedule: 

10/~7/79 Mafraq, Ramtha, Irbid, Kufor Asad and 
Die:.. .. Abu Sa' eed 

10/28/79 Anjara; B~1ira and Azeirieh 



~CHOOLS CONSTRUCTION I 

INTERll'{ PROJECT EVALUATION 

QUESTIONS FOR PRINCIFALS OF AID-FINANCED SCHOOLS 

N~me and Loca­
ticn of school 

Grade Level Enrollment: (Boys, Girls) 

Attachment 2 

No. of Classrooms Area (MF) 
Old/New 

Student/Space Ratio 
Old/New 

Student/Teacher Ratio 
Old/New 

1. Is the school design (Layout) satisfactory? 

2. Are the teaC!lel'S satisfied with the new fadli ties? 

3. Where you able to d~op a rented school or second shift? 

4. DQ you have more or fewer teachers than before? 

5. What are the qualifications of your teachers? (TTl/University/etc.) 

6. What is the average experience level of your teachers? 

7. Is the MOE supporting your school as expected? Maintenance? Books? 
Equipment? (Old or New?)? 

8. What utilities are now available? (Water, Electricity, W.C. 
Facilities) . 

9. Is there a recreational ~~ea? Recreational program/equipment 
for students? 

10. Is your school used after hours? How? 

11. Does the community contribute to or particpate in school affairs? 

12. Ie the No. of periods for each subject sufficient? 

Elementary Preparatory Secondary 



l3. How are your students doing on national tests? 

14. What is the passing level for your students? (percentage) 

Elementary Preparatory Secondary ----- ----- -----
15. Drop-out level? (perc~nt~ge) 

Elementary _____ Preparatory ____ _ SecoRdary ----
16. What are some of the reasons for dropping out? 

17. What do the students do after graduation? Higher Education? 
Vocational? Army? Marriage? etc .•• 

18. Is there a stude~t feeding program? How many students are fed daily? 

19. Have there been any changes in enrollment figures due to 
construction of this school? 

20. What has been the impact of the new school itself to the qual! ty 
of.education you and your teachers now provide t~ your students? 

21. Does your school have a student counseli~~ program? 

22. Does your school have health services available for students? 

23. Where do the teachers live? 

In the corrununi ty Commute from where ? ------ --- ----
24. Does the school own/provide staff housing? 

25. What are the uverage hours in a school day? 

26. How man;y:'hours of instruction per student per week? 

27. Are teachers assigned extra duties outside of the olassroom? 
What kind? 

28. Are teachers evaluated as for teaching effeotiveness? If so, How? 



SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTION I 
INTERIM PROJECT EVALUATION 

BASIC INFORMATION ON PROJECT SCHOOLS 

Buildi1l{ 
1/ 2/ 2/ Rural/ Double Used afi 

Status Floors Classrooms Stt;dents Levels Urban Shift Hours 

I. Anjara 0 2 17 G EPS R X 

2, Asl'li-afiya (Amman) 0 3 24 B -PS U X 

3. Nazza1 (Amman) 0 3 24 G -PS U X X 

4. Marka (Amman) 0 3 24 B -PS U 

5. Qusour (Amman) 0 3 25 B EPS U X 

6. Nuzha (Amman) 0 3 24 B EPS U X 

7. Urn Heran (Amman) 0 2 13 G/B* FJ>- U X 

8. Mafraq 0 2 18 B --s U 

9. Irbid 0 3 26 G --S U X 

10. Kufur Asad 5/30/80 2 16 B -PS R 

II. Ramtha 9/2.1/79 2 16 G E-S U 

12. Dier Abu Said 9/23/79 2 16 B EP- U 

I). Buhaira (Salt) 10/01/79 ) 24 B EP- U 

14. Azeria (Salt) 10/15/79 ) 24 G EP- U 

15. Ma'ayta ( Kerak) 6/)1/80 ) 24 B EP- U 

16. Shameyya (Ma'an) 1/28/80 2 16· G E-- U 

17. Tafl.1ah 1/05/80 2 16 G EP- , U 

18. Batrawi (Zarqa) 11/10/79 ) 24 G --S U 

)71 

1/ o = Operating, O=~; othenvise, expected completion date G=9 E=ll U=16 N=) N=5 

2/ Actual where operating; other, planned B=9 P=l) R=2 
S=ll 

* Boys temporary 



SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTION I 

INTERDA PROJECT EVALUATION 

STUDENTS 

(Operating Schools Only) 

TOTALS ELEMENTARY PREPARATORY SECONDARY 

Girls Boys Grades Girls Boys Grades Girls Boys Grades Girls Boy: 

l. Anjara 647 -----6 108 123 344 123 195 

2. Ashrafiya (Amman) 1325 ------ --3 225 123 110< 

3. Nazzal (Amman ) 1525 ------ --3 325 12:3 1200 

4. Marka (AmmaJi) 1008 ------ -23 525 123 48: 

5. Qusour (Amman) 1085 --3456 563 123 411 12- 11: 

6. Nuzha (Amman) 855 -----6 170 123 403 1-- 28: 

7. Um Heran (Amman) 180 120 123--- 120 120 123 60 

8. Mafraq "$83 ------
9. Irbid 1200 ------ 123 1200 

TOTALS 3552 4976 228 853 729 1564 2595 255 
----- ---- --- ---- ~=== ----

CAPITULATION ~ 
c 
C' 

Girls Boys Totals Percent p 
c 

~ 
Elementary 228 853 1081 12.7% !! 
Preparatory 729 1564 2293 26.9% C' 

Secondary 2595 2559 5154 60.4% + 

Totals 3552 4~'{70 8528 

Percent 41.7% 56.3% 100.0% 



SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTION I 

INTERIM." PROJECT EVALUATI8N 

FINANCE - FAR PAYMENTS APPROVED 

Dollars ($000) Loan AIoount: $7,000,000 December 31, 1979 

(I JD = $3.33) 

Total possible Interim Estimated 
Reimbursement Initial 35% Final Completion 

School Name ( JD OOOp ) 30% (.ID 000) 35% Date 

l. Anjara 100.3 30.1 35.1 35.1 Completed 

2. Asbrafiya (Amman) 150.6 45.1 52.8 52.8 Completed 

3. Bazzal (Amman) 150.7 45.1 52.8 52.8 Completed 

4. Marka (Amman) 150.7 45.1 52.8 52.8 Completed 

5. Qusour (lumnan) 150.7 45.1 52.8 52.8 Completed 

6. Nuzha (Amman) 150.6 45.1 52.8 52.8 Completed 

7. Urn Heran (Amman) 100.3 30.1 35.1 35.1 Completed 

8. Mafraq 100.3 30.1 35.1 20.11/ Completed 

9 •. Irbid 150.7 45.1 52.8 52.8 Completed 

10. Kufur Asad 100.3 30.1 35.1 5/30/80 

11. Ramtha 100.3 30.1 35.1 9/23/79 

12. Dier Abu Said 100.3 30.1 35.1 20.11)' 9/26/78 » 
13. Buhaira (Salt) 150.7 45.1 52.8 30.21/ .10/1/79 

c+ 
c+ 
p) 

14. Azeria (Salt) 45.1 45.1 10/15/79 
Q 

§ 
15. Ma'ayta (Kerak) 46.9 45.1 6/31/80 

ro 
~ 
c+ 

16. Shameyya (Malan) 100.3 30.1 35.1 1/28/80 VI 

17. Tafilah 150.7 4~.1 52.8 30.21/ 11/10/79 

TOTAL 2,100.0 
Payments to Date 1,882.6 6'1~.8 703.2 4fJr1.6 

1/ First -part of final ($9.6% ) 




